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Preface
What does the landscape of the Serbian civil society 
sector look like today? What are the current potentials 
and challenges of Serbian CSOs? How strong are their 
constituencies? How do they interact with citizens and 
Local Self Governments? 
 
These are just a few questions that we asked ourselves 
when we started planning “ACT – For an Active Civil 
Society Together” – a project of the Swiss Agency for 
Development and Cooperation (SDC), implemented by 
Helvetas Swiss Intercooperation and Civic Initiatives. 
Both organisations are CSOs in their own right and 
values that work and advocate on behalf of their own 
constituencies for a vibrant and enabling space of civil 
society.

Recent international reports on civil society activism 
across the world warn about an increasingly repressive 
environment for the work of CSOs. Civil society actors 
are taking the role of mediators in political conflicts, 
exposing themselves to a field that is often hostile to 
the civil society itself. The Western Balkan arena is 
not an exception. In October 2019, CIVICUS Monitor 
downgraded Serbia to an “Obstructed” country, the 
only one in the Western Balkans. This proves the 
importance and high relevance of projects such as 
ACT supporting the work and sustainable development 
of the civil society organisations in the region.

This Assessment presents the results of a country-
wide and broad research “CSO SECTOR IN SERBIA 
IN 2019 - Assessment of the Situation in Civil Society 
Organisations Sector in Serbia”, prepared for the 
purposes of creating a baseline for the implementation 
of Project ACT.

This is the second research in Serbia of its kind. The 
initial study was done in 2011 by Civic Initiatives in 
cooperation with the Office for Cooperation with Civil 
Society, carried out after the Law on Associations 
entered into force in October 2009. The study presented 
here was conducted with similar methodology so that 
it gives a comparison of the 2011 and 2019 data. The 
questionnaire was enriched with new questions in 
conformity with changes in the environment, as well 
as to maintain compatibility with the Guidelines for EU 
support to civil society in enlargement countries. 

This Research provides quite a new perspective 
on the citizens’ views and perception of the role of 
CSOs that is not always and fully in line with our 
expectations. It shows that there is a strong belief 
that citizens generally do not perceive the civil sector 
as their own. Due to the lack of clear and continuous 
communication with citizens, through vague concepts, 
values, missions and visions of CSOs themselves, the 
main focus is still on donor needs rather than citizens' 
needs. This also includes the negative media image 
of the entire sector. In addition, there is an insufficient 
number of initiatives implemented by CSOs together 
with citizens, especially if there is no regular two-way 
communication with a lack of continued commitment 
of CSOs to open dialogue and better cooperation with 
citizens. 

ACT Project will assure various kinds of support 
building on the data obtained in this comprehensive 
research. By supporting institutional development, by 
advocating for better public services, by supporting 
local initiatives and successful networking, ACT aims 
to ensure further development of a culture of civil and 
political dialogue.  
 
This research is a venture that required an inclusion of a 
large number of actors. We are grateful for the support 
given by the institutions - Office for Cooperation with 
Civil Society of the Government of Serbia and the 
Serbian Business Registers Agency. The research 
was carried out by IPSOS Strategic Marketing Agency 
from Belgrade with strong support of Dubravka Velat. 
Finally, extend our gratitude to the associations that 
were included in the research and agreed to disclose 
data on their activities, and to all other actors who 
made the conducting of the research possible and who 
believe that through ACT, we can make a meaningful 
contribution to CSOs together.

Sincerely, 

Jens Engeli and Maja Stojanovic
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CSO Survey

The research was conducted with the aim of defining the 
situation in the civil society sector in Serbia in 2019 and 
comparing it to that from 2011. Questions posed in the 
previous research (2011) were used as the basis. Outdated 
questions were excluded from the questionnaire, while 
certain new ones were added in line with the changes 
in the environment. The part of the questionnaire that 
remained the same allowed us to compare new data with 
that from previous research.

Framework for the selection of sample: The Serbian 
Business Registers Agency (SBRA) was used as the base 
group, as at 13 March 2019 when there were 32,052 
associations. It should be noted that this research did not 
encompass other types of associations of private and 
non-profit nature such as political parties, trade unions, 
churches and religious communities, sports associations, 
foundations and endowments, as their establishment and 
activities are regulated by separate laws.

Sample type: A stratified single-stage random sample 
was used. 3,972 associations were selected for sampling, 
while 757 associations took part in the survey. There 
were 476 male (64%) and 281 female (37%) respondents. 
The sample was partially a panel sample, while 25% of it 
consisted of associations that had taken part in the survey 
that was conducted in 2011 (n=190). 

The strata used in this survey were the same as in the 
last: a) CSO’s year of founding; b) budget according to 
the annual balance sheet for 2017 (official SBRA data 
on financial statements of associations); and c) regional 
affiliation. 

A. Organisations were divided into four categories 
according to their year of founding, based on the turning 
points in the past related either to the change in the 
legal framework or the socio-political context that had 
an essential impact on the establishment and activities 
of civil society organisations in Serbia. For instance, 
organisations established prior to 1990 belong to the 
first category because the law that introduced political 
pluralism was passed in 1990. Based on the time of 

registration, the second category of organisations consists 
of those that were founded between the years 1990 and 
2000, during the time of wars in former Yugoslavia, which 
continued with the NATO bombing of Serbia and ended 
with the changes that took place on 5 October 2000. 
Organisations formed from 2001 (after the changes of the 
5 October 2000) until the beginning of the implementation 
of the new Law on Associations (late 2009) comprise the 
third category, while the fourth category encompasses 
CSOs that were established after 2010.

B. Budgets were presented so as to present a picture 
of the sector diversity in terms of available funds: 
organisations that were not allocated any funds for 2018, 
those with small budgets (up to EUR 1,000), those with 
somewhat bigger budgets (from EUR 1,001 to 5,000), 
medium budgets (EUR 5,001 to 20,000), and those with 
the biggest (EUR 20,001 and above). 

C. Regional affiliation was established based on the 
municipality in which the head office of the organisation 
is situated. In the analysis, we used a division into six 
regions with special socio-economic features: Vojvodina, 
Belgrade, Western Serbia, Central Serbia, Eastern Serbia 
and Southern Serbia. The research included organisations 
from 107 municipalities, 209 neighbourhoods, urban, peri-
urban and rural environments of Serbia. 

Sample selection: Latest official SBRA data was used 
(data on all CSOs as at June 2018 and financial data as at 
2017, in line with the reporting dynamics).

Respondents who participated in this research were people 
who held senior positions in organisations, were familiar 
with its functioning and able to provide all necessary 
information, and whose opinions were relevant for the 
organisations’ decision-making processes. Interviews 
were conducted on the premises of the CSOs, by trained 
interviewers wo applied standardised questionnaires (on 
average, each interview lasted 35 minutes).

Research period: The fieldwork was conducted from 25 
March to 24 April 2019.

Methodology
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Primary field of work: The questionnaire offered the 
respondents a choice of 12 fields of work, based on the 
International Classification of Activities of Non-Profit 
Organisations (ICNPO), which is provided at the end of 
this publication. Respondents were allowed to choose 
in which of the fields of work they wished to place their 
organisation.

The gathered data were analysed by an IPSOS expert. 
The data are commented upon from the perspective of 
persons who operate within the CSO sector, i.e. they do 
not represent an in-depth sociological data study. 

In most cases, a graphic analysis of data shows results for 
the total first, and then by category. Narrative descriptions 
typically begin with a general analysis at the level of total 
values, followed by a comparison with data according to 
variables (year of founding, size of organisation, budget 
and region). It should be noted that only data showing 
major variations, compared to the average values of any 
criterion of measurement, have been commented upon.

Surveys Conducted with the General 
Population

Two surveys with the general population were conducted 
on a nationally representative sample of 1,030 citizens 
aged 18 and older, using face-to-face interviews. Surveys 
were conducted as part of Ipsos’ regular monthly Omnibus 
survey. 

To enable comparisons between the two populations, 
questionnaire used in the first survey included some of the 
questions from the CSO survey. 

In the second survey, the questionnaire included additional 
questions regarding citizens’ participation in the decision-
making processes at the local and national level.

Implementation: 
• Field research I - Conducted during the period 23-31 

March 2019
• Field research II - Conducted during the period 18-28 

October 2019

Sample frame: Population of Serbia (without Kosovo) 
aged 18+

Sample size: I – 1,030 respondents; II – 1,034 respondents

Type of sample: Three-stage random representative 
stratified sample

• Unit of the first stage: Territory of polling place
• Unit of the second stage: Households (SRSWoR – 

random walk)
• Unit of the third stage: Respondents within the 

household

Type of survey: Omnibus, field questionnaire. Average 
duration: 45 minutes

Place of survey: 67 municipalities in Serbia and 127 local 
communities, both urban and rural

Post-stratification: By region, type of settlement, gender, 
age and the level of education

Error: ±3.31% for the occurrences with the expected 
incidence of 50% (margin of error)

Consultations/Focus Group Discussions

During the period 4-17 April 2019, three focus groups 
were organised with representatives of vulnerable groups 
(e.g. Roma population, LGBT population, persons with 
disabilities, etc.) and CSOs.

The focus groups guidelines covered topics from the 
questionnaire that refer to the relationship between CSOs 
and vulnerable groups.  

Focus groups were organised in municipalities/cities in 
which there are active partners, local resource centres of 
Civic Initiatives (B.U.M. Bečej - Vojvodina, Forca Požega 
- Western Serbia and National Parliament Leskovac - 
Southeast Serbia), which were responsible for the local 
logistics and invitation of participants. 

A total of 18 people participated in the focus groups. The 
structure of participants was as follows: 7 women and 
11 men, 12 representatives from 9 CSOs (one network/
alliance composed of 6 CSOs, two Roma organisations, an 
organisation of persons with disability, resource centres, a 
citizens movement) and 6 citizens (high school students, 
a retired coach, an entrepreneur-beneficiary); one male 
participant from a vulnerable group. 

Structure according to municipalities/cities:
• Bečej: 7 participants – 4 representatives from 2 CSOs 

and 3 citizens
• Požega: 7 participants – 5 representatives from 5 

CSOs and 2 citizens
• Leskovac: 4 participants – 3 representatives from 2 

CSOs and 1 citizen
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General InformatIon 
about the CSo SeCtor

Persons Who Participated in the Survey

In most cases, respondents were Presidents of the 
Managing Boards (66%), while other positions were much 
less represented, i.e. members of the Managing Boards 
were respondents in 10% of the cases, followed by General 
Secretaries and Executive Directors (6% each). 

Presidents of the Managing Boards were respondents 
in fewer cases in CSOs located in Western Serbia (41%), 
those that were established between the years 1990 
and 2000 (43%), and in those whose budgets exceeded 

EUR 20,000 (17%). Executive Directors were respondents 
mostly in CSOs from Western Serbia (35%), organisations 
that were established in the period 2000-2009 (16%), and 
in those whose budgets exceeded EUR 20,000 (21%). 
There were no significant differences among the positions 
of respondents regarding the area of CSO work.

These data are quite illustrative, as they show that, in most 
CSOs, Managing Boards are involved not only in strategic 
but also daily operations, as confirmed by data on CSO 
structure presented below. 

66%

10%

6%

6%

3%

3%

2%

1%

1%

0%

2%

President of Managing Board

Member of Managing Board

General secretary

Executive Director

Vice President of Managing Board

Project manager

The representative of the association

Founder

Administrative employee

Member of the Executive Board

Other

ChARt 1.1  |   Persons participating in the survey - function in the organisation

Geographic Levels of CSOs’ Operations

Two thirds of CSOs (67%) are predominantly operating at 
the local level, one quarter (24%) at the national, and only 
9% at the European/international level. 

As expected, CSOs engaged in international cooperation 
(including European integration) are mostly active at the 
European and international level (38%), and least at the 
local level (28%). Likewise, CSOs involved in development 
and housing are active mostly at the local level (85%), 
and least at the national (7%) and European/international 
level (8%). The latter also applies to CSOs dealing with the 
environmental issues (4%). Unclassified (other) CSOs are 
mostly active at the national level (41%).     

ChARt 1.2  |   Geographic levels of CSOs’ operations

Local level
67%

National
level
24%

European and
international level 
9%

01
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CSOs that operate mostly at the local level are those 
from Western Serbia (90%) and Vojvodina (85%), those 
established prior to 1990 (79%) and those without budgets 
(71%), while organisations from Belgrade (36%) and those 
with budgets exceeding EUR 20,000 (28%) operate locally 
the least.

CSOs that are mostly active at the national level are those 
from Belgrade (46%), those that were established between 
the years 1990 and 2000 (39%) and 2000 and 2009 (36%), 
and those with annual budgets exceeding EUR 20,000 (58%).

The European and international levels are mostly covered 
by CSOs from Belgrade and South Serbia (18% each), 
organisations established in the period 2000-2009 (11%) 
and those with annual budgets exceeding EUR 20,000 
(14%). CSOs from Vojvodina (4%) and those established 
prior to 1990 (2%) are least active at the European/
international level.         

the Founding Year of the Organisation

Two thirds of CSOs in Serbia were established in 2010 
and later (65%), after the adoption and the beginning of 
implementation of the new Law on Associations, while 
least of them were established during the period 1990-
2000 (7%). Approximately one fifth of the CSOs were 
established between the years 2000 and 2009 (19%), and 
about one tenth prior to 1990 (9%). 

Organisations engaged in environmental issues were 
mostly established prior to 1990 (39%), as well as 
those that provide social services (35%) and business/
professional associations (16%). CSOs dealing with 
law, public representation and policies (human rights) 
(26%) and those operating in the field of international 
cooperation, including European integration (19%) were 
mostly established in the period 1990-2000. CSOs 
engaged in health care (16%), education and research 
(35%) and those dealing with philanthropic mediation/
promotion of volunteerism (13%) were established mainly 
during the period 2001-2009, while CSOs that work in the 
areas of culture, media and recreation were established 
mostly after 2010 (58%). More organisations involved with 
development and housing were established after 2010 
(39%) than others. 

CSOs’ Annual Income

The majority of CSOs (52%) have no income at all, while 
a third of them have less than EUR 1,000 (33%). Fewer of 
them have budgets ranging from EUR 1,001 to 5,000 (8%) 
and between EUR 5,001 and 20,000 (6%), while only 1% 
have budgets that exceed the amout of EUR 20,001.  

General InformatIon 
about the CSo SeCtor

65%

2000-2009

1990-2000Before 1990

19%

7%
9%

After 2010

ChARt 1.3   |   CSOs, according to their year of establishment (as 
stated by interviewed CSO)

ChARt 1.4   |   CSOs, according to their annual income 

Less then 1.000 EUR

33%

1.001-5.000 EUR

5.001-20.000 EUR

More then 20.001 EUR

Without income

52%

1%

8%

6%
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Environmentally oriented CSOs are without budgets in 
most cases (26%), while 58% of CSOs dealing with culture, 
media and recreation operate on less than EUR 1,000 EUR 
per year. 

CSOs dealing with education and research (54%), provision 
of social services (55%), law, public representation 
and politics/human rights (51%), and international 
cooperation/European integration (55%) have average 
annual incomes that exceed EUR 20,000. 

CSOs According to Geographic Region

The majority of CSOs are based in Vojvodina (35%) and 
Belgrade (28%), while others are spread relatively evenly 
over Western, Central, Eastern and Southeast Serbia, 
which is similar to the 2011 baseline study. 

The data that stand out refer to organisations involved 
in culture, media and recreation (40%), which are most 
numerous in Vojvodina. Education and research oriented 
CSOs (25%) are most numerous in Belgrade, while 
environmental (27%) and social service providing CSOs 
(26%) are most numerous in Western Serbia. 

General InformatIon 
about the CSo SeCtor 01

Western Serbia

Central Serbia

Eastern Serbia

Southeast Serbia

Vojvodina

Belgrade

7% 11% 35% 28% 6% 13%

ChARt 1.5   |   CSOs according to geographic region 
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mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02

Mission and Strategic Planning

On average, less than one third of the CSOs (28%) have 
a strategic plan, which is a much lower percentage than 
in 2011 (45%). This is to be expected, however, given that 
the majority of CSOs have been established after the year 
2010. 

Almost half (49%) the CSOs involved in international 
cooperation (including European integration) have 
a strategic plan, followed by CSOs that deal with 
philanthropic mediation/promotion of volunteerism (38%) 
and those involved in education and research (35%), while 
only 20% of the CSOs operating in the field of development 
and housing have such a plan. 

CSOs that have a strategic plan in the form of a document 
are mostly those from Belgrade (39%), those that were 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (41%), and 
those whose budgets exceed EUR 5,000. 

CSOs that do not have a strategic plan in the form of a 
document are mostly those from Western Serbia (95%), 
those that were established after 2010 (75%), and 
organisations without income (78%). 

A great majority of CSOs (82%) implement most of their 
projects within their main orientation and area of work, and 
only a small number direct and adjust their projects to fit 
the donors’ requirements (10%). However, 8% do not have 
a main orientation at all, and are entirely oriented toward 
donors’ requests, which is a situation that is almost the 
same as it was in 2011. 

There are no significant differences among the CSOs that 
do have a main orientation and area of work. However, 
CSOs that provide social services (17%) more often 
than others conform to donors’ requests, while most 
organisations that do not have a main orientation are in 
fact engaged in environmental activities (12%).

Of the CSOs that do have a defined mission and main 
orientation, most are from Vojvodina (89%), among those 
that were established between the years 1990 and 2000 
(94%) and in the group of organisations whose annual 
income ranges from EUR 5,001 and 20,000 or exceeds 
EUR 20,001 (90%, each). 

The majority of the organisations that often adjust 
their projects to donors’ requirements are CSOs from 
Western Serbia (24%), while CSOs from Central (16%) and 
Southeast Serbia (14%) and those with no budgets (10%) 
mostly do not have a main orientation. 

No
72%

28%
Yes

82%

10%

8%

We have a mission, main orientation and scope 
and we manage to implement most of the projects 
in accordance with this orientation

The projects foreseen in our main orientation often 
have to be changed in accordance with the 
requirements of donors

We do not have the main orientation and scope of 
action, but we focus on donors’ request

ChARt 2.1  |   Does your organisation have a Strategic Plan?

ChARt 2.2  |   Which of the statements best describes the way your 
organisation functions?
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Area of Work

Half the organisations (50%) are involved in culture, media and recreation, while a somewhat smaller percentage deals 
with education and research (32%), environmental issues (24%), social services (23%), etc. The smallest percentage of 
organisations is involved in agriculture (only 3%). This is similar to 2011, except for the social services, where a drop of 
17 percentage points has been noted. 

50%

32%

24%

23%

13%

13%

11%

10%

7%

6%

3%

Culture, media and recreation

Education and research

Environment

Social services

Business and professional associations, alliances

Law, public representation and politics (human rights)

Healthcare

International cooperation (including European integrations)

Philanthropic mediators and promotion of volunteerism

Development and housing

Agriculture

35%

14%

14%

11%

6%

5%

5%

2%

1%

1%

1%

Culture, media and recreation

Education and research

Environment

Social services

Law, public representation and politics (human rights)

Business and professional associations, alliances

Healthcare

Agriculture

Development and housing

Philanthropic mediators and promotion of volunteerism

International cooperation (including European integrations)

ChARt 2.3   |   Which areas are in the focus of work of your organisation?

ChARt 2.4   |   What do you consider a priority area in the work of your organisation?

mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02
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mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02

Civil society organisations whose primary fields of work 
are culture, media and recreation account for 35%, which 
is a percentage that is higher than in 2011 (24%). CSOs 
dealing with education/research and environmental 
issues account for 14% each, while those that provide 
social services account for 11%. The number of CSOs 
engaged in education and research is five percentage 
points higher in 2019 than it was in 2011. The number 
of CSOs dealing primarily with the environment is four 
percentage points lower, and a significant 14 percentage 
point drop can be noted in the number of CSOs that deal 
primarily with social services. 

Culture, media and recreation are primary areas of work 
of organisations that are mainly from Vojvodina (40%), 
those that were established after 2010 (41%) and those 
with budgets smaller than EUR 1,000 (41%). This area is 
covered the least by organisations from Western Serbia 
(13%), those established prior to 1990 (15%), and those 
whose budgets exceed the amount of EUR 20,001 (4%).  

Education and research is the main area of interest mostly 
of CSOs from Belgrade (25%), those that were established 
in the period 2000-2009 (21%), and of those whose 
budgets exceed EUR 20,001 (21%); it is least covered by 

organisations from Western Serbia (6%), CSOs that were 
established prior to 1990, (10%) and those with budgets 
ranging from EUR 5,001 and 20,000 (11%).

CSOs whose primary focus is the environment are those 
from Western Serbia (27%), those established prior to 
1990 (31%), and those with no budgets (17%); least 
engaged are CSOs from Belgrade (3%), those established 
between the years 2000 and 2009 (11%), and those with 
budgets ranging from EUR 1,001 and 5,000 and exceeding 
EUR 20,001 (3% each).
  
Social services are mainly provided by organisations from 
Western Serbia (26%), those established prior to 1990 
(26%), and those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 
(41%); this area is least covered by organisations from 
Belgrade (9%), the newly established CSOs (8%) and those 
with minimal or no budgets (9% each).

It is worth noting that CSOs dealing active in the field of 
law, public representation and politics/human rights are 
mostly organisations from Eastern Serbia (12%), those 
that were established during the period 1990-2009 (15%), 
and those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (14%). 
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Beneficiaries and Target Groups 

One half of the CSOs specified all citizens as their primary/direct beneficiaries (49%), 9% specified the young, 8% 
specified children, 5% specified persons with disabilities, etc. This is similar to 2011, except for persons with disabilities, 
who dropped from 8% (2011) to 5% as a primary target group. 

5%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

2%

2%
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ChARt 2.5   |   Who are PRIMARY/DIRECT users/beneficiaries of your services - toward whom is your organisation primarily oriented?

CSOs that specified all citizens as their primary 
beneficiaries are mainly involved in environmental issues 
(60%). Young people as direct beneficiaries are listed 
mostly by CSOs involved in education and research (14%), 
while children are specified mostly by CSOs dealing with 
healthcare (18%). CSOs operating in the field of social 
services specified disabled persons as their primary 
beneficiaries (27%). 

Among those that listed citizens as their primary 
beneficiaries are mainly CSOs from Vojvodina (57%), 
equally oldest and newest (51% each), and those with 
minimal (less than EUR 1,000) or no budgets (51% each).

CSOs dealing with the young as primary beneficiaries are 
mostly those from Eastern Serbia (14%) and the newly 
established ones (10%). Organisations that deal with 
children are mostly from Southeast Serbia (18%), while 
those that assist persons with disabilities can be found 
mostly among the CSOs that were established prior to 
1990 (12%).

Only 2% of CSOs have women as their primary beneficiaries, 
in Vojvodina (3%) and Central Serbia (2%). No such CSOs 
were reported in other regions. Among them, most were 
established between the years 2000 and 2009 (3%), and 
they are equally represented in groups with lowest and 
highest budgets (4% each).

mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02
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ChARt 2.6   |   Who, in the wider sense of the word, are the users of your services? At whom are your projects directed? - TARGET GROUPS

Generally speaking, the most frequent target groups of 
surveyed CSOs are: all citizens (58%) youth (31%) and 
children (19%), followed by women (13%) and the elderly 
(12%). When this is compared with the results from 2011, 
a significant drop can be noted in the percentage of CSOs 
that cover a variety of target groups at the same time 
(children, women, elderly, students, the indigent, persons 
with disabilities). 

If one considers areas of work, CSOs that have all citizens 
as their target group are mostly those that deal with 
environmental issues (68%) and the least those involved in 
social services (38%). As expected, in wider terms, target 
groups of CSOs engaged in culture, media and recreation 
are young people (40%) and children (23%), while in the 
case of CSOs active in education and research - these are 
young people (38%) and students (21%). 
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The latter also applies to CSOs that deal with philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (24%). Mainly 
oriented toward the elderly are the CSOs that provide 
social services (23%), and those that are equally involved 
with women (23%), the indigent (21%) and persons with 
disabilities (19%). CSOs that operate in the areas  of law, 
public representation and politics (human rights) deal with 
women (24%), institutions (21%), media (21%), CSOs and 
decision makers (19% each) and ethnic minorities (17%) 
more often than others.

CSOs that list all citizens as their target group are mainly 
those from Eastern Serbia (63%), those established after 
2010 (61%) and those with small budgets - less than EUR 
1,000 (60%), while the least number of them come from 
Western Serbia (36%), were established between the year 
1990 and 2000 (47%) and have budgets that exceed EUR 
20,001 (35%). 

In addition to those that list all citizens, CSOs that are 
mainly oriented toward young people as a target group 
are those from Southeast Serbia (38%), those that were 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (42%), and 
those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (45%), while 
CSOs from Central Serbia (19%), organisations established 
prior to 1990 (21%) and those with no budgets (28%) are 
least oriented toward the young.

CSOs that have women as target groups in the wider 
sense of the word are mostly those from Vojvodina (19%), 
organisations that were established during the period 
1990-2000 (17%), those with budgets ranging from EUR 
5,001 to 20,000 and those whose budgets exceed EUR 
20,001 (21% each). The least number of such orgnisations 
are from Central Serbia (8%), among the CSOs that were 
established prior to 1990 (7%) and among those with 
budgets ranging from EUR 1,001 and 5,000 (9%).      

There are some differences in terms of specific target 
groups based on the year of founding, region and the size 
of the budget. For example, CSOs from Southeast Serbia 
work with students (20%), the unemployed (13%) and with 
members of ethic minorities (16%) more than those from 
other regions. CSOs established prior to 1990 more often 
than others deal with the elderly (24%); those established 
between the years 1990 and 2000 are more interested in 
decision makers (20%), the indigent (16%) and the Roma 
population (15%); while organisations established during 
the period 2000-2009 are more involved with institutions 
(12%), ethnic minorities and the CSO sector (11% each). 
As regards budget, among the CSOs whose budgets 
exceed EUR 20,001, the majority deals with decision 
makers (55%), institutions and the CSO sector (48% each).        
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Other

creation of public policies and regulations

Activities and Projects
ChARt 2.7   |   What types of activities are most frequently implemented by your organisation?
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Types of activities that are most frequently implemented 
by interviewed organisations are: those in their local 
communities (55%), extra-institutional/continued 
education (34%), networking and cooperation (31%), 
holding conferences, meetings and round tables (27%), 
etc. 

When these results are compared to those from 2011, 
an evident increase can be noted in the number of CSOs 
that organise activities in their local communities (from 
49% in 2011 to 55% in 2019), those that are involved in 
networking/cooperation (from 29% to 31%) and those that 
organise conferences, meetings and round tables (from 
25% to 27%), while the number of CSOs carrying out other 
types of activities has dropped (the most significant drop 
has been noted regarding “counselling and provision of 
professional services” - from 35% in 2011 to 23% in 2019).
 
As regards area of work, actions in the local community 
are the most frequent activity of organisations focused on 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(75%) and of those that deal with environmental issues 
(73%). Organisations that are the most active in non-
institutional/informal education are CSOs involved in 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(80%) and international cooperation (including European 
integration) (75%); they seem to be highly engaged in a 
variety of activities. As expected, counselling and provision 
of various professional services (58%) and material 
assistance (28%) is dealt with mainly by organisations 
that provide social services. It is worth noting that 
research is conducted mostly by CSOs engaged in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
(52%), by CSOs that operate in the areas of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) and by those 
focused on philanthropic mediation and promotion of 
volunteerism (50% each). Monitoring of laws and the work 
of institutions, as well as the creation of public policies and 
regulations is in most cases carried out by CSOs dealing 
with law, public representation and politics (human rights) 
(44%).

Actions in the local community are the most frequent 
activity of organisations from Eastern Serbia (76%), those 
that were established prior to 1990 (58%), and those 
with average budgets ranging from EUR 5,001 to 20,000 

(58%), while they are least frequently organised by CSOs 
from Belgrade (39%), organisations that were established 
between the years 2000 and 2009 (53%), and those with 
budgets ranging from EUR 1,001 to 5,000 (49%).

The majority of CSOs that are active in the area of non-
institutional/informal education are those that are based 
in Belgrade (53%), those that were established during 
the period 1990-2000 (46%), and those whose budgets 
exceed EUR 20,0001 (59%). The least number of CSOs 
dealing with this area are from Western Serbia (11%), 
were established prior to 1990 (19%), and have no budget 
(26%).   

Networking and cooperation are most represented 
by CSOs from Eastern Serbia (45%), those that were 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (46%), 
and those with budgets greater than EUR 20,001 (51%), 
and least by CSOs from Western Serbia (21%), those that 
were established prior to 1990 (27%), and those with no 
budgets (28%). 
  

The majority of CSOs (57%) did not submit any project 
proposals to donors in 2018, which is significantly different 
from 2011, when only 29% of CSOs replied to this question 
negatively (i.e. in 2011, 71% of CSOs submitted a project 
to a donor, compared to 43% in 2018).

mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02

43%

We did 
submit 
project(s) 
in 2018 

57%

We did not 
submit 
any projects 
in 2018

ChARt 2.8   |   Did you submit any project proposals to donors in 
2018?
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Among the CSOs that did submit any project proposals 
in 2018, the majority were those active in the area 
of international cooperation (including European 
integration) (69%), followed by CSOs focused on law, 
public representation and politics (human rights) (63%) 
and those involved with philanthropic mediation and 
promotion of volunteerism (60%). 

Most CSOs that did not submit any project proposals in 
2018 were those from Vojvodina (48%), organisations 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (71%), and 
those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (90%). Least 
active in this area were CSOs from Central Serbia (28%), 
organisations that were established after 2010 (39%) and, 
expectedly, CSOs with no budgets (26%).

mISSIon, areaS of Work 
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ChARt 2.9   |   How many project proposals did you submit to donors in 2018?
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Out of the CSOs that did submit project proposals to 
donors in 2018, 31% stated that they submitted one 
project, 20% - two projects, 29% - between three and five 
projects, and 21% that they submitted more than five.

The number of projects submitted to donors varies 
between CSOs, depending on their field of activity, region, 
year of establishment and budget size. In most cases, 
CSOs that deal with culture, media and recreation (35%) 
and the environmental issues (33%) submitted one 
project each. Among the organisations that submitted 
more than 7 projects, the majority are engaged in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 

(40%), followed by those active in the field of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights), and those 
engaged in philanthropic mediation and promotion of 
volunteerism (38% each). 
 
On average, most active (7+ projects) were CSOs from 
Belgrade (29%), organisations established between the 
years 1990 and 2000 (44%) and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (72%). Least active (7+ projects) 
were CSOs from Eastern Serbia (3%), those that were 
established recently i.e. after 2010 (10%), and those with 
no budgets (9%). 

ChARt 2.10   |   How many of your projects have been approved?
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In 2018, most of the CSOs that submitted project 
proposals to donors were granted one project (32%), 
19% said that they were granted two projects, 11% three 
projects, 5% were granted four projects, and 16% - five and 
more projects. 17% answered that they were not granted 
any projects.

CSOs that deal with international cooperation (including 
European integration) were the most successful, with 
five and more approved projects (38%), followed by CSOs 
that operate in the area of law, public representation 
and politics (human rights) (32%). CSOs dealing with 

philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
did not fare well, as most were not granted any projects 
(33%).

Among the organisations that have been granted five and 
more projects, most successful were CSOs from Belgrade 
(30%), organisations that were established during 
the period 1990-2000 (39%), and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (62%). Least successful were CSOs 
from Eastern Serbia (8%), accompanied by organisations 
from other regions (10% each), oldest and newest, as well 
as those with minimal or no budgets.

ChARt 2.11   |   How many of your projects have been rejected?
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Out of the group of CSOs that submitted project proposals 
to donors in 2018, 55% declared that none of their projects 
were rejected, which means that fewer than half were 
rejected (45%): 15% declared that one of their projects 
were rejected, 13% mentioned two, 4% specified three 
and four (each), while 9% stated that five or more of their 
projects were not approved.  

The majority of CSOs dealing with social services declared 
that none of their projects were rejected (60%), followed 
by the CSOs involved in culture, media and recreation 
(59%), healthcare (58%) and environmental issues (57%). 
CSOs engaged in philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism were least successful – namely, 70% of 
their submitted projects were rejected. 

Most CSOs whose projects have been rejected are from 
Belgrade (60%), while the fewest are from Eastern Serbia, 
i.e. only 20%. In terms of the number of rejected projects 

(5+), CSOs from Belgrade (15%) and Southeast Serbia 
(13%) reported the largest numbers, which is in line with 
the fact that CSOs from these two regions also submitted 
the greatest number of projects to donors.

As regards relation between the number of rejected 
projects and the year of establishment of the organisation, 
it is noticeable that CSOs established between the years 
1990 and 2000 had the largest number of rejected 
projects (which is, again, quite logical, as they submitted 
the most projects). Similarly, CSOs with biggest budgets 
– amounting to EUR 20,001 and more - also had the most 
rejected projects (72%). 

mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02



22CSO SECTOR IN SERBIA IN 2019

mISSIon, areaS of Work 
and aCtIvItIeS 02

2010

6 Number of submitted projects

4.1 Number of approved projects

68% Approved versus submitted projects (%)

2011

4.7 Number of submitted projects

3.1 Number of approved projects

66% Approved versus submitted projects (%)

2018

4.7 Number of submitted projects
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tAbLE 2.1   |   Submitted and approved projects

The average number of submitted projects was the same in 2011 and 2018. However, the average number of approved 
projects has decreased, from 3.1 in 2011 to 2.5 in 2018. Consequently, the percentage of approved projects fell from 
66% in 2011 to 53% in 2018. 

ChARt 2.12   |   How many of your projects are still in procedure?

ChARt 2.13   |   What is the average duration of most of the 
projects implemented by your organisation?
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Only 18% of the CSOs declared that projects they have 
submitted are still in procedure; among them, 11% have 
one project that is still pending approval. CSOs active in the 
area of development and housing (31%) and CSOs from 
Western Serbia (21%) are waiting for a decision regarding 
one project each; similarly, CSOs with no budgets (17%) 
and those with biggest budgets (20%) have one such 
project each. 
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In general, most CSOs have projects that do not last very 
long – in 89% of the cases, one year and less. 30% of the 
organisations answered that their projects last up to three 
months, 21% that they last 6 to 12 months. Finally, while 
19% of the CSOs declared that their projects usually last 
three to 6 months or approximately one year. Only 11% of 
the organisations have projects that last longer. 

In most of the cases, CSOs focused on culture, media 
and recreation and those providing social services have 
projects that last one year and less (92%).  Projects lasting 
more than one year are granted mainly to CSOs that 
operate in the field of development and housing, as well 
as others (14% each). 

Among the CSOs with projects that last longer than one 
year, most are from Vojvodina and Central Serbia (16% 

each), while CSOs from Southeast Serbia mostly have 
projects that last only up to three months (45%). Belgrade-
based CSOs mostly have projects that last 6 to 12 months 
(30%), while those from Eastern Serbia predominantly 
have projects that last approximately one year (39%). 

There is a correlation between the average duration of 
the project and the organisation’s year of establishment: 
“younger” CSOs have shorter projects, i.e. those that were 
established after 2010 in most cases have projects that 
last just up to three months (34%). At the same time, CSOs 
that were established during the period 1990-2000 have 
most of the longest projects, lasting approximately one 
year (38%) and more than one year (13%). Similarly, and 
logically, CSOs with no budgets have the shortest projects, 
while CSOs with the biggest budgets have projects that 
last the longest (one year and more). 
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ChARt 2.14   |   What were the most common problems you encountered while applying for projects?
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Lack of knowledge about competitions and possibilities of 
applying (33%), demanding/complex donors’ requirements 
which CSOs are not able to meet (26%) and insufficient 
experience in project-writing (23%) are the problems that 
are most frequently faced by CSOs when competing 
for projects.  This is similar to 2011, except that lack of 
knowledge/information about calls has increased by 7 
percentage points and has become the leading obstacle. 

Organisations engaged in the field of social services and 
development and housing are most numerous among 
CSOs that perceive demanding and complex donors’ 

requirements (42% each) as a problem. The least number 
of references to difficulties with demanding and complex 
donors’ requirements came from CSOs involved with 
healthcare (16%). Unclassified CSOs most often have 
problems with lack of professionalism (31%), and are 
followed by CSOs that operate in the field of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) (29%). More 
often than others, business/professional associations and 
alliances list lack of understanding / transparency from 
donors (17%) as problems when applying for projects.
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Least informed are CSOs from Southeast Serbia (42%) and 
Belgrade (38%), followed by those that were established 
recently i.e. after 2010 (36%), and those with no budgets 
(37%). 

Complex donors’ requirements are the biggest challenge 
for CSOs from Vojvodina (32%) and Southeast Serbia 
(30%), for organisations that were established between 
the years 2000 and 2009 (28%), and for CSOs without 
budgets (32%). 

Greatest oscillations can be noted regarding “lack of 
experience in writing project proposals”; most CSOs 
from Central (35%) and Southeast Serbia (33%) reported 
problems in this area, while the lowest number of CSOs 
that said the same thing were those from Eastern Serbia 
(7%) and Belgrade (15%). CSOs established during 
the period 1990-2000 (28%) have the lowest level of 
experience when it comes to writing proposals, while 
problems in this area were mentioned by only 13% of the 
CSOs established between the years 2000 and 2009. As 
expected, lack of experience was most often reported 
by CSOs with no budgets (27%), and by only 7% of well-
budgeted organisations. 
 

As regards other problems encountered when applying for 
projects, it is worth mentioning that lack of professionalism 
as a problem is mostly present in CSOs from Western 
Serbia (32%); a shortage of motivated members (26%) 
and lack of technical resources (23%) in those from 
Southeast Serbia; no knowledge of the English language 
(23%) in those from Western Serbia; and absence of 
understanding/transparency of donors in Belgrade-based 
CSOs (11%). The bigger the budget, the fewer the problems 
declared by CSOs in this area (i.e. 4% of the CSOs with no 
budgets have stated they had no problems applying for 
projects, compared to 27% of the CSOs whose budgets 
exceed EUR 20,001).   
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ChARt 2.15   |   What were the most common problems you encountered while implementing your projects?
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Generally, CSOs have reported fewer problems related 
to project implementation (the reply “No problems” went 
from 4% in 2011 to 9% in 2019), mainly as a result of the 
fact that the overall number of projects they applied for/
were granted has decreased (1% of the CSOs did not apply 
for any projects in 2011, and 3% in 2019). 

Lack of funds is the main problem encountered by CSOs 
(60%) when implementing projects, but it appears in fewer 
cases than in 2011 (73%). It is followed by poor cooperation 
with various levels of administration/institutions (28%) 
and a shortage of equipment/staff needed for project 
implementation (18%).  

It is noticeable that, in comparison with 2011, more 
problems have been reported in relation to the “human 
capital”, i.e. all the problems that have to do with 
people have slightly increased: “insufficiently motivated 
beneficiaries of our services” (from 10% in 2011 to 14% 
in 2019); “insufficiently motivated members” (from 9% in 
2011 to 10% in 2019) and “lack of professionalism” (from 
9% in 2011 to 10% in 2019). 

Among the CSOs that mentioned lack of funds for 
project implementation, the majority are those that 
deal with development and housing (86%). These CSOs 
also more often have poor cooperation with institutions 
(64%). On the other hand, unclassified (other) CSOs are 
more frequently encountering problems with shortage of 
equipment and staff required for project implementation 
(31%). Professional understaffing is declared as a 
problem mostly by CSOs that deal with international 
cooperation (including European integration) (23%), by 
those active in philanthropic mediation and promotion of 
volunteerism (22%) and by CSOs involved in law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) (21%), while a 
negative attitude of the community was in most of cases 
reported by unclassified CSOs (19%), CSOs dealing with 
development and housing (18%) and CSOs involved in law, 
public representation and politics (human rights) (16%). 
CSOs that provide social services more often than others 
declare a problem with lack of fluency in English (12%). 

Lack of funds is most present among the CSOs from 
Southeast Serbia (68%), organisations that were 
established between the years 2000 and 2009 (63%), and 
those with minimal or no budgets (62% each). 

Low level of cooperation with administration/institutions 
is reported mostly by CSOs from Southeast Serbia (42%), 
by organisations that were established during the period 
1990-2000 (44%), and by CSOs whose budgets exceed the 
amount of EUR 20,001 (42%), while CSOs from Vojvodina 
(19%), those that were established prior to 1990 (23%), 
and organisations with budgets that range from EUR 1,001 
and 5,000 (16%) experience these problems the least.   

Shortage of equipment/staff necessary for project 
implementation was mentioned mostly by CSOs from 
Belgrade (26%) and those that were established prior to 
1990 (27%). There were no major differences among the 
CSOs in terms of budget size. 

It is interesting that “beneficiaries insufficiently motivated 
for CSOs’ services” was recognised as an issue mostly by 
CSOs that were established between the years 1990 and 
2000 (20%). These organisations also reported a low level 
of cooperation with the media (26%). Legal difficulties were 
encountered mostly by CSOs from Western Serbia (23%) 
and those with biggest budgets (21%); lack of technical 
resources was reported mostly by CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia (19%); insufficiently motivated members were a 
problem mostly for CSOs from Central Serbia (17%), while 
lack of professionalism was reported mostly by CSOs that 
were established during the period 2000-2009 (18%). 

Although negative attitude of the local community is at the 
bottom of the list of problems (9.5) reported by CSOs, it 
is relatively highly present in CSOs from Southeast Serbia 
and those with the highest budgets (24% each). 
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Level of Satisfaction with the Current Regulations

ChARt 3.1   |   To what extent are you satisfied with the current legal framework pertaining to the CSO sector?
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Fewer than one third (28%) of the CSOs are satisfied with 
the regulations that govern civil society organisations 
(which is two percentage points less than in 2011). Also, 
20% are dissatisfied, while most (39%) are neutral. 13% 
stated that they are not familiar with these regulations 
(which is better than in 2011, when 22% of the surveyed 
CSOs declared they were not acquainted with regulations).

CSOs that provide social services are more frequently 
satisfied (31%), while CSOs involved in the fields of 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(35%) and international cooperation (including European 
integration) (32%) are those that are dissatisfied the most. 

There are no significant differences among the CSOs 
that are mainly satisfied with the current regulations, 
except for the fact that CSOs from Western Serbia (48%) 
are satisfied more than others (same as in 2011). In the 
category of CSOs that are mainly dissatisfied with the 
current regulations governing the work of CSOs, in the 
forefront are those from Central (30%) and Southeast 
Serbia (28%) and those that were established between the 
years 2000 and 2009 (28%).  

It is worth noting that CSOs that are not familiar with 
the relevant regulations are mostly those from Belgrade 
(22%) while only a few are from Central Serbia (1%) - the 
territory with a high number of CSOs dissatisfied with the 
regulations. 
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ChARt 3.2   |   What should the state do to stimulate the work of CSOs?
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Most of the proposals that mention the state stimulating 
the work of CSOs are actually related to funding: the 
majority of surveyed CSOs think that the State should 
allocate funds in a transparent way (68%), and that there is 
a need to establish a Fund from which to match EU funds 
(44%). One third of the CSOs (34%) proposed tax relief 
for companies that finance CSOs, while 33% proposed 
tax relief for citizens/individuals who donate to these 
organisations. Improving legal framework governing the 
operation of CSOs was requested by 30% of the surveyed 
CSOs. 

CSOs engaged in philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism, and those involved with international 
cooperation (including European integration) believe much 
more than others that the state should stimulate CSO 
work through a variety of means, including: a fund from 
which to match EU funds; tax relief for companies that 
finance CSOs; tax relief for individual citizens who donate 
to CSOs; reduced contributions for CSO employees; and 
tax relief for CSOs themselves. CSOs active in the field of 
law, public representation and politics (human rights) tend 
to believe more than others that the state should improve 
the legal framework for CSO operations (67%) and that a 
campaign to change the image of CSOs is needed (37%). 

Securing funds from the budget in a transparent way 
was proposed most frequently by CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia (86%), and least frequently by those from Belgrade 

(58%), while there were no variations regarding the year of 
establishment and budget size, nor regarding the proposal 
to establish a fund from which to match EU funding.

Tax relief for companies (43%) and individual citizens 
(42%) was proposed mostly by CSOs from Belgrade, those 
that were established between the years 1990 and 2000 
(48%, 46%), and those with biggest budgets (55%, 45%). 

The improvement of the legal framework was mentioned 
mostly by CSOs from Eastern Serbia (53%) and those with 
biggest budgets (55%). 

There are significant variations among the CSOs 
regarding region, year of establishment and budget size, 
regarding items that were not high on the list of those 
proposed: for example, only one quarter of the surveyed 
CSOs (25%) mentioned that the state should introduce tax 
relief for CSOs, among them mostly those from Belgrade 
(40%), those that were established during the period 
2000-2009 (36%), and those with biggest budgets (59%). 
One fifth (20%) mentioned a campaign to change the 
image of CSOs; among them were mostly organisations 
from Central Serbia (30%), those that were established 
between the years 1990 and 2000 (26%), and those with 
biggest budgets (55%). Reducing contributions for CSO 
employees was proposed mostly by CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia (31%).      
   

Political Climate for the Development of the CSO Sector 

leGal/fISCal 
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ChARt 3.3   |   Do you think that the current political climate in the country is suitable for the development of the CSO sector?
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An almost equal number of CSOs assessed the political 
climate in the country as unfavourable (32%) and as 
favourable (31%) for the development of the CSO sector, 
which is a more positive assessment than that of 2011, 
when 44% of the surveyed CSOs thought that political 
climate was not favourable and 22% believed that it was.  

The majority of CSOs that are active in the field of law, 
public representation and politics (human rights) (51%) 
are of the opinion that the current political climate is not 
suitable for CSO development, while CSOs dealing with 
development and housing mostly believe that it is (44%). 

CSOs that assess the political climate as unfavourable 
mostly come from Belgrade (42%), were established 
between the years 1990 and 2000 (45%), and have 
budgets that exceed EUR 20,001 (48%). Most satisfied 
with the political climate are organisations from Eastern 
Serbia (46%), those that were established prior to 1990 
(34%), and those with no budgets (33%). 

leGal/fISCal 
reGulatIonS 03

Cooperation between the Serbian Government and CSOs  

ChARt 3.4   |   How would you assess cooperation between the current Serbian Government and the CSO sector?
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4 - Somewhat good
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Bad

Good

47% of the respondents assessed cooperation between 
the Government of the Republic of Serbia and CSOs as 
average, which is almost the same as in 2011 (45%). 27% 
of the CSOs assessed it as bad and 26% as good, which is 
better than in 2011, when this cooperation was assessed 
by 33% CSOs as bad and by 22% as good. 

The majority of CSOs involved with development and 
housing (60%) assessed this cooperation as average, 
while healthcare-related CSOs most often found it to be 
good (32%). CSOs involved with international cooperation 
(including European integration) generally tended to give 
lower marks when it comes to cooperation (37%). 

Bad cooperation was reported most frequently by CSOs 
from Central Serbia (41%), by organisations that were 
established between the years 2000 and 2009 (39%), and 
by those with budgets that exceed EUR 20,001 (42%), 
while good cooperation was reported mostly by CSOs 
from Eastern Serbia (37%) and those that were established 
prior to 1990 (33%). The size of the budget did not seem 
to play a role.  
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Three quarters of CSOs (75%) believe that their influence 
on the creation of public policies at the national level is too 
small; one quarter (24%) finds it just about right, while only 
1% is of the opinion that CSOs have too much influence on 
policy development at the national level.
  
In terms of organisational structure, it is evident that the 
highest percentage of organisations that believe that CSOs 
have too little influence on the creation of state policies 
are among those that deal with development and housing 
(92%) and those involved with the law, advocacy and 
politics (81%), while business/professional associations 
and alliances believe more than others that their influence 
on the creation of state policies is exactly as it should be 
(30%).

Too small influence of CSOs on policy making at the 
national level was reported mostly by CSOs from Central 
Serbia (88%), while most of the CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia (35%), organisations that were established prior to 
1990 (36%) and those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 
(31%) believe it to be just right.  

Responses concerning CSO influence on local policy-
making were quite similar: 73% assessed it is too small; 
26% said that it is just about right, while 1% believe it to 
be excessive. 

The highest percentage of organisations reporting that 
CSOs have too little influence on the creation of public 
polices at the local level can be found, again, among those 
that deal with development and housing (83%) and those 
involved with the law, advocacy and politics (77%); while 
business/professional associations and alliances and 
CSOs involved in culture, media and recreation believe 
more than others that their influence on the creation of 
state policy is exactly as it should be (29% each).

In terms of regions, 89% of CSOs from Central Serbia 
believe that ther influence is too small, while CSOs from 
Eastern Serbia in most of the cases think that it is just 
about right (37%), followed by Belgrade-based CSOs (33%). 
Again, organisations that are ‘older’ (35%) and those with 
the biggest budgets (31%) believe that CSO influence is 
just about right.    

leGal/fISCal 
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ChARt 3.5   |   To what extent does the CSO sector affect the 
creation of public policies at the national level?
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ChARt 3.6   |   To what extent does the CSO sector affect the 
creation of public policies at the local level?
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ChARt 3.7   |   What should CSOs do to increase their influence?
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Increased transparency of CSO work

Better use of data, analyses and argumentations

Other

Multiple answers; Base: CSO that believe that the sector affects the creation of public policies
at the national level too little (75% of the target population)

Organisations that believe that the CSO sector has too little 
influence on the creation of state policies were offered 
the opportunity to provide answers as to what should be 
done to change the situation. The most common answer 
(60%) was that increased involvement of citizens in CSO 
activities was needed. Of all the surveyed CSOs, 54% 
(each) believe that organisations should increase their 
visibility in the media, and network and cooperate with 
other similar organisations; 46% believe that CSOs should 
increase their knowledge of the topics they are focused on; 
42% that transparency of CSO work should increase, and 
28% see better use of data, analysis and argumentations 
as something that might help. 

CSOs involved in philanthropic mediation and 
promotion of volunteerism believe, more than others, 
that increased involvement of citizens in CSO activities 
(82%), better networking and cooperation with other 
similar organisations (87%) and increased transparency 
of CSO work (71%) are required, while the majority of 
organisations involved in development and housing are of 

the opinion that increased visibility of CSOs in the media 
will contribute to increasing their influence (85%). CSOs 
active in international cooperation (including European 
integration) (48%) and business/professional and other 
associations (39%), more than other organisations, list 
better use of data, analyses and argumentations as a 
strategy to increase CSO influence. 

There are no major variations among the CSOs based on 
region, year of establishment and budget size; however, 
it should be noted that CSOs from Belgrade, much more 
than others, stress the importance of better networking 
and cooperation with other similar organisations (74%), 
while those from Eastern Serbia (63%) report the need for 
increased transparency of CSO work. 
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Membership and Active Persons in the 
Organisation  

The number of CSO members varies greatly. The average 
is 100 (103.2) per CSO; however, 10 organisations have 
more than 10,000 members, while one has all of 60,000. 

Less than one third of CSOs (31%) have 20-50 members; 
29% have 19 and fewer; one quarter of them (24%) have 
between 51 and 200, and 16% have 200 or more. 

On average, CSOs that are active in the field of law, 
advocacy and politics have small membership - 19 and 
fewer members (38%). CSOs that provide social services 
have the largest membership base (26%), as well as CSOs 
involved with healthcare (25%) - 200 or more each.

CSOs from Western Serbia (44%) more frequently than 
others have 19 and fewer members, while CSOs from 
Belgrade (20%) more frequently than others have 200 or 
more.

The older the CSO, the larger is its membership base. 
The greatest differences can be noted regarding budget 
size - CSOs with biggest budgets equally often have the 
smallest (41%) and the largest (45%) membership base. 

In this survey, CSOs presented data related to all persons 
engaged in the organisation. One third of the surveyed 
CSOs (33%) have five and fewer persons; 27% have 
between five and 15, while 20% each have 16-45 and 46 
or more. 

CSOs involved in the field of development and housing 
(51%) have the fewest active persons; CSOs dealing with 
law, public representation and politics (human rights) 
engage between 16 and 45 persons more frequently 
than others (33%), followed by CSOs that provide social 
services and those involved in education and research 
(28% each). The biggest organisations, with more than 
46 active people, are CSOs involved with international 
cooperation (including European integration) (28%). 

The smallest number of persons (five and fewer) work in 
CSOs from Central Serbia (49%) and Vojvodina (41%), in 
organisations that have been established recently (39%) 
and in those without budgets (44%). 

In most cases, CSOs from Eastern Serbia (45%) have 
between five and 15 persons, while the greatest number of 
persons can be found in CSOs from Belgrade (28%  - from 
15 to 45, and 25% - 46 or more),  in older organisations 
(35%) and in those with the biggest budgets (41%).  

CSo 
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ChARt 4.1   |   How many members does your organisation have?

ChARt 4.2   |   Total number of people in the organisation 
(including local offices)
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tAbLE 4.1   |   CSO structure, according to segments

Total members  - Average 103.2
Total number of persons per CSO (including local offices) - average 24.3 

total Men Women

1. Managing board Average 3.9 (with 0)*
Average 4.8 (without 0)** 62% 38%

2. Full time employees Average 0.2 (with 0)*
Average 3.6 (without 0)** 41% 59%

3. Contracted staff (authors' contract, 
employment contract, and other)

Average 0.4 (with 0)*
Average 5.6 (without 0)** 43% 57%

4. Volunteers Average 9.5 (with 0)*
Average 24.7 (without 0)** 64% 36%

* with 0 - compared to all CSOs
** without 0 - seen in relation to those CSOs that have a managing board / permanent staff / contracted staff / volunteers

It should be noted that, in CSOs, men dominate in 
Managing Boards (62%) and as volunteers (64%). Women 
are a majority among the staff, both fully employed (59%) 
and contracted (57%). There has been a change compared 
to 2011, when there were fewer women in Managing 
Boards as well as among the employees (especially 
contracted staff). In 2011, 46.9% of women worked based 
on a contract, which was 10 percentage points less than 

today. Also, more women were active as volunteers in 
2011 – 39.8%. 

Among the CSOs that listed their structural segments, 
there are on average 4.8% members of the Managing 
Board, 3.6% fully employed staff, 5.6% contracted persons, 
and 24.7% volunteers per CSO.   
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ChARt 4.3   |   Full time CSO employees in 2018
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According to official data from the Serbian Business Registers Agency, based on the submitted financial statements1,  
associations were employing 7,541 persons in 2018 (full time, employment contract), which represents an increase of 
39.9% when compared to 2010, and 13.7% when compared to 2011.2 However, the average number of employees per 
CSO has dropped, i.e. the number of employees in 2018 is not proportional to the growth of the CSO sector. Since 2011, 
the number of organisations has grown 2.4 times while the number of employees grew only 1.4 times. 

1 SBRA data, http://www.apr.gov.rs/
2 Comparison with the year 2011 was made when the initial baseline survey was carried out, and there were 13,375 associations registered as of 15 June 2011
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tAbLE 4.2   |   CSO structure, according to segments

CSo 
StruCture 04

Looking at the total number of people in the CSOs in 
Serbia as reported by the surveyed CSOs, volunteers 
dominate (83%), followed by members of the Managing 
Board (12%) and only 5% of employees (only 2% of which 
are fully employed).

On average, directors or presidents of CSOs are men (in 
66% of the cases), which represents a five percentage 
point decrease when compared to 2011 (71%).

The majority of men in these positions work in unclassified 
CSOs (91%) and organisations involved in environmental 
issues (73%), while the fewest are in CSOs that focus on 
healthcare (50%). There are no areas in which there are 
more women than men in the leading positions. 

The majority of these men work in CSOs from Eastern 
Serbia (76%), those that were established prior to 1990 
(79%) and those with no budgets (73%). Women are 
presidents or directors mostly in CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia (40%), in recently established organisations (36%), 
and in those whose budgets exceed EUR 20,001 (45%), 
where they are the most numerous (compared to all other 
parameters). 

When it comes to age, most CSOs are led by Presidents/
Directors who are younger than 45 (39%), somewhat less 
than a third of them (31%) are led by Presidents/Directors 
aged 46-57, and an equal number by persons who are 58 
or older (30%). 

In terms of area of work, the majority of the youngest 
Directors or Presidents lead unclassified CSOs (48%) and 
those dealing with law, advocacy and politics (46%), while 
those that are middle aged (46-57 years) work mainly in 
the field of healthcare (47%). Somewhat older Directors 
or Presidents (58 years and older), on average, lead CSOs 
that provide social services (32%). 

Youngest leadership can be found in CSOs from Eastern 
Serbia (53%), those that were established after 2010 
(48%) and organisations without budgets (44%). Middle 
aged leadership (46-57) is equally presented in CSOs from 
Western and Southeast Serbia (50% each) and in those 
that were established during the period 2000-2009 (42%). 
The older the CSO, the older its leadership - 56% of CSOs 
established prior to 1990 have leaders that are 58 and 
older.  

total persons in the CSO 100%

Managing Board 12%

Full time employees 2%

Contracted staff (authors’ contract, employment contract and other) 3%

Volunteers 83%

ChARt 4.4   |   President or Director of your organisation - gender ChARt 4.5   |   President or Director of your organisation - age

66%
Male

36%
Female

Less then 45
40%

58 and more

46-57

29%

31%

Base: Total target population
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The majority of Presidents/Directors have a university 
degree (62%), followed by those with secondary education 
(37%), while approximately 1% have elementary education. 
In general, these data are no different than those of 2011. 

Most of the leaders with a university education can be 
found in CSOs that deal with education/research and 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
(80% each), while the fewest are in environmental CSOs 
(50%), where there is an equal number of those with 
secondary education (50%). 

Presidents/Directors with the university degree are mostly 
present in CSOs from Belgrade (79%) and Southeast 
Serbia (69%), those that were established between the 
years 1990 and 2000 (69%), and those with biggest 
budgets (90%). 

As for Presidents/Directors with secondary education, 
they mostly run CSOs from Western Serbia (57%), 
organisations that were established prior to 1990 (52%), 
and those with no budgets (43%). 

ChARt 4.6   |   President or Director of your organisation - 
education

ChARt 4.7   |   Who makes strategic decisions?
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Decision-Making Practices and Procedures
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Executive Board

General secretary

Other

In the majority of CSOs, strategic decisions are made by 
the Managing Board (63%) and the Assembly (34%), which 
is significantly different when compared to 2011 when 

Managing Boards were making strategic decisions in 53% 
of the cases. There has been a shift toward Managing 
Boards as key decision-makers replacing the Assembly.
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There are no significant deviations based on the area 
of work, except for CSOs involved in international 
cooperation (including European integration) and those 
that deal with philanthropic mediation and promotion of 
volunteerism, where the majority of CSOs reported that 
Assemblies make strategic decisions (56%, 52%), while 
in business/professional associations and alliances 
strategic decisions are more often made by Presidents 
(22%). 

Certain differences between CSOs have been noted based 
on the year of founding, budget size and region. Thus, 

for instance, in CSOs registered prior to 1990, strategic 
decisions are made mainly by Managing Boards (74%), 
while in CSOs that were founded in recent years, the 
Assembly makes strategic decisions only in 26% of the 
cases. According to regions, in Eastern Serbia strategic 
decisions are mostly made by the Managing Boards 
(80%), while in CSOs without a budget strategic decisions 
are least frequently made by the Assembly (28%). It is 
interesting to note that strategic decisions in 27% of CSOs 
with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 are made by the 
Director of the organisation.        

CSo 
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ChARt 4.8   |   Who makes decisions concerning daily operation of the organisation?
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In the majority of CSOs, decisions related to daily 
activities are made by the Managing Board (52%) and by 
the President (27,%), which is different from 2011 when 
those decisions were made by the Managing Board in 
48% of the cases, and by the President in 36%. Like in the 
case of strategic decisions, decision making, even on the 
operational level, has shifted toward the Managing Boards. 
Persons managing CSOs, either as Presidents or Directors, 
decide about the daily activities of the organisation in 37% 
of the cases. 

The Managing Board makes such decisions mainly 
in unclassified CSOs (75%) and those dealing with 
environmental issues (62%), while in CSOs involved 
in healthcare (38%), social services and philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (35% each) 
these decisions are mostly made by Presidents. It is 
noticeable that CSOs engaged in the field of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights), much more 

than others, have the position of Director (16%) and 
Project/Programme Coordinator (14%), which entails 
authorisation for daily management of the organisation.    
The Managing Board makes daily operation decisions 
mainly in CSOs from Eastern Serbia (73%), older CSOs 
(60%) and those without budgets (54%).

Presidents make such decisions, again, mostly in CSOs 
from Eastern Serbia (46%), which shows that operational 
decision-making in this region is divided between two 
bodies (the Managing Board and President). Furthermore, 
Presidents make operational decisions mostly in CSOs 
with budgets ranging from EUR 5,001 to 20.000 (38%).  

It is worth noting that CSOs from Western Serbia (38%) 
and those with budgets that exceed EUR 20,001 (48%) 
much more often than others have the position of 
Director authorised to carry out daily management of the 
organisation.       
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In the majority of CSOs (58%), it is the Managing Board 
that makes decisions related to the activities of concrete 
projects. It is followed by the President (21%), the 
Assembly (21%), Members (17%), Programme and Project 
Coordinators (17%) and the Director (8%), while employees 
decide in only 6% of the cases. 

The Managing Board makes decisions most frequently 
in unclassified CSOs (77%) and those dealing with 
environmental issues (65%). In CSOs that focused on law, 
advocacy and politics and those that are unclassified, 
more than in others, decisions related to concrete projects 
are made by Programme and Project Coordinators (26% 
each). An important role of Director is noticeable in CSOs 
that provide social services (14%).

Differences between organisations are perceptible based 
on all other parameters: founding year, number of active 
people, budget size and region. The Managing Board 
makes decisions most frequently in CSOs from Eastern 
Serbia (72%), those that were established prior to 1990 
(65%) and those without budgets (60%). Presidents share 
project-related decision-making with the Managing Board 
in most CSOs from Eastern Serbia (38%) and in those with 
budgets ranging from EUR 5,001 to 20,000 (35%).  

At the same time, in Central Serbia, more than in other 
CSOs, decisions related to concrete projects are made 

by the Assembly (33%), while Programme and Project 
Coordinators make these decisions mostly in CSOs that 
were established during the period 1990-2000 (38%) and 
those with budgets greater than EUR 20,001 (61%). 

Directors make project-related decisions mostly in CSOs 
from Western Serbia (35%). 

ChARt 4.9   |   Who makes decisions regarding the activities of concrete projects?
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ChARt 4.10   |   Do you have elected, appointed and/or 
representatives of public administration (national/local) in your 
Managing Board and/or among the employees/appointees?
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The vast majority of CSOs (87%) do not have elected, 
appointed and/or representatives of public administration 
on their Managing Boards and/or among employees.

Looking at the area of work, CSOs dealing with law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) (23%) have 
such a person on their Managing Board/as an employee 
more often than others, while they are least present in 
CSOs that are active in the area of culture, media and 
recreation and philanthropic mediation and promotion of 
volunteerism (10% each).

CSOs from Belgrade (18%) and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (25%) have, more often than others, 
elected/appointed persons on their Managing Boards or 
among staff. 

Rules, Procedures and transparency of the 
Work of CSOs    

Apart from the Articles of Association, the majority of CSOs 
(62%) do not have other written rules and procedures that 
concern decision-making and the overall activity of the 
organisation. This result is three percentage points higher 
than in 2011, which could have been expected given the 
increased number of new CSOs registered after 2010. 

In most cases, CSOs dealing with philanthropic mediation 
and promotion of volunteerism (57%), business/
professional associations and alliances (56%) and 

organisations involved with law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) (53%) do have additional rules and 
procedures. Unclassified CSOs (70%), those dealing with 
development and housing (69%) and CSOs involved in 
environmental issues (65%) have the fewest rules.

In most cases, CSOs from Vojvodina do not have any 
additional rules (70% do not have them). The older the 
organisation, and the higher its budget, the more additional 
rules and procedures there are in place. Their quantity 
ranges from 60% in CSOs that were registered prior to 
1990, to 31% in CSOs registered after 2010; from 31% 
in CSOs without budgets, to 79% in CSOs with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001. Belgrade-based CSOs have more 
additional rules and procedures (49%) than organisations 
from other regions.  

The majority of CSOs (70%) do not make information that 
concerns their managing structure publically available; 
less than one quarter (23%) publish it on their websites, 
while around one tenth (11%) do so on Facebook/other 
social networks. 

ChARt 4.11   |   Besides the Articles of Association, does your 
organisation have written rules and decision-making procedures 
that concern the work of the entire organisation?

ChARt 4.12   |   Is information on the managing structure posted 
on your website, Facebook or other social networks?

Yes

No

62%

38% 23%

11%

70%

On our
website

On Facebook /
other social

networks

They are 
not publicly

available

CSo 
StruCture 04
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CSOs dealing with development and housing are least 
transparent and do not make this information available to 
the public (74%), much like unclassified CSOs, business/
professional associations and alliances,  and CSOs 
providing social services (73% each). CSOs dealing with 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
more often than others use websites (41%), followed by 
CSOs focused on law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) (35%). CSOs engaged in culture, media and 
recreation use Facebook/other social networks more than 
others (15%). 

CSOs from Western Serbia (84%), those that were 
established recently (73%), and those without budgets 
(75%) most often do not make this information publically 
available.

Website is most often used by CSOs from Belgrade (41%), 
by organisations that were established between the years 
2000 and 2009 (34%), and by those with biggest budgets 
(65%). 

Although used in a limited way, Facebook and other social 
networks are mostly used by CSOs with budgets smaller 
than EUR 1,000 (15%).

Most CSOs (72%) do not make their Articles of Association 
publically available; 22% publish them on their websites, 
while 8% share them via Facebook/other social networks.

CSOs dealing with philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism are least transparent - 76% do not make 
their Articles of Association publically available. CSOs 
engaed in the field of law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) more often then others publish them on 
their websites (34%), while CSOs active in culture, media 
and recreation more often than others use Facebook/
other social networks for this purpose (12%). 

Like in the case of the managing structure, CSOs from 
Western Serbia (88%), recently established organisations 
(76%) and those without budgets (77%) most often do not 
make information related to their Articles of Association 
publically available.

As a tool for sharing information about Articles of 
Association, website is most often used by CSOs from 
Belgrade (36%), organisations that were established 
during the period 1990-2000 (35%), and those with biggest 
budgets (55%). 

CSOs from Vojvodina (12%) publically post information 
on their Articles of Association via Facebook/other social 
networks more frequently than others.   

CSo 
StruCture 04

ChARt 4.13   |   Besides the Articles of Association, does your 
organisation have written rules and decision-making procedures 
that concern the work of the entire organisation?

22%

8%

72%

On our
website

On Facebook /
other social

networks

They are 
not publicly

available

ChARt 4.14   |   Are your organisation’s internal documents/
policies (rulebooks) posted on your website or Facebook/other 
social networks? 

17%

7%

77%

On our
website

On Facebook /
other social

networks

They are 
not publicly

available
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The majority of CSOs (77%) do not make their internal 
documents/policies available to the public; 17% publish 
them on their websites, while 7% share them via 
Facebook/other social networks. It is noticeable that these 
documents are shared less frequently than information 
about the managing structure or Articles of Association.

Looking at the area of work, in most of the cases 
environmental CSOs do not make this sort of information 
available to the public (79%), while CSOs involved in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
use their websites more than others (32%). CSOs involved 
in culture, media and recreation use Facebook/other 
social networks for these purposes.
  

Most CSOs from Western Serbia (96%), recently established 
organisations (79%) and CSOs without budgets (82%) do 
not publish their internal rules/procedures at all.

Website, as a tool for sharing information about internal 
rules/policies, is most often used by CSOs from Belgrade 
(27%), organisations established between the years 2000 
and 2009 (23%), and those with biggest budgets (31%). 

CSOs from Vojvodina (10%) publically post information 
on their internal rules and procedures via Facebook/other 
social networks more frequently than other CSOs.   

CSo 
StruCture 04
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Staff and 
volunteerS 05

Employing Staff 

Approximately one fifth of the CSOs (22%) have a 
complex system for staff employment, which represents 
a significant improvement compared to 2011, when only 
11% had an elaborated system in place. However, a vast 
majority (78%) still do not have a system and employ staff 
depending on the project.  

CSOs involved with philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism mostly have elaborate systems for 
staff employment (49%), followed by CSOs dealing with 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
(40%), while CSOs engaged in healthcare (85%) and 
environmental issues (83%) mainly employ staff 
depending on projects, without a documented system. 

In most of the cases, complex systems for staff 
employment can be found in CSOs from Belgrade (39%), 
but are rarely present among the CSOs from Eastern (6%), 
Western and Southeast Serbia (3% each). Furthermore, 
the oldest organisations and those with biggest budgets 
have a complex system for staff employment more often 
than others.  

Recruiting Volunteers

Situation with volunteer recruitment is almost identical to 
that which concerns recruitment of staff. One fifth (20%) 
of the CSOs have elaborated systems, while 80% do not 
and engage volunteers depending on specific projects.

Again, CSOs dealing with philanthropic mediation and 
promotion of volunteerism, organisations from Belgrade, 
the oldest CSOs and those with biggest budgets in most 
cases have complex systems in place. Only a very small 
number of CSOs engaged in healthcare in Western, 
Eastern and Southeast Serbia have such a system. 

ChARt 5.1   |   How do you employ new staff? ChARt 5.2   |   How do you find volunteers?

78%

22%

Depending on project,
we do not have 

an elaborated system

We have
an elaborated

system

80%

20%

Depending on project,
we do not have 

an elaborated system

We have
an elaborated

system
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Most Frequent Problems Encountered in 
Working with Staff and Volunteers 

Most frequently reported problems are: insufficient 
motivation (26%) or insufficiently experienced/skilled 
staff (21%), followed by problems with recruiting and 
keeping volunteers (20%) and staff (19%). Problems with 
the recruitment of volunteers and staff have significantly 
increased (almost doubled) compared to 2011, when each 
was reported by 11% of the CSOs. This may have been 
caused by a combination of several factors: a significant 
increase in the number of CSOs, where new CSOs are 
not equipped for recruiting new people, lack of citizens’ 
interest in engaging in the work of CSOs (as volunteers), 
career opportunities for professional staff in CSOs, etc.

Insufficient motivation is most often listed as a problem 
by CSOs that are involved in healthcare (33%), while the 
problem of insufficiently experienced staff is encountered 
most frequently by CSOs active in the field of law, 
advocacy and politics (32%). Recruiting and keeping staff 
is more often a problem in unclassified CSOs (29%), while 
a similar problem with volunteers is experienced mostly 
by CSOs dealing with international cooperation (including 
European integration) (38%). 

There are also noticeable differences among the CSOs, 
primarily related to the region they come from. Insufficient 
motivation is most often stated as a problem by CSOs from 
Western Serbia (45%), where insufficiently experienced/
skilled staff happens to be a problem as well (46%). The 
same problem is encountered by CSOs from Southeast 
(32%) and Central Serbia (31%).

Recruitment of volunteers is reported as a problem most 
frequently by CSOs from Eastern Serbia (28%), while 
biggest problems with recruiting and maintaining staff 
has been reported by CSOs based in Belgrade (27%).

ChARt 5.3   |   What problems do you have with employees and volunteers?

26%

21%

20%

19%

4%

11%

19%

3%

2%

Insufficient motivation among engaged members

Insufficiently skilled staff

Recruitment of volunteers

Recruitment and keeping the staff in CSO

Inadequate management of volunteers and/

The organisation doesn't have volunteers

Lack of finances

Other

We have no problems

or employed members in organisation
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Respondents who participated in focus groups stressed that people gather around activities they recognise as 
a possible solution to problems that bother them. There is insufficient volunteering of the elderly, while young 
people most often volunteer in educational, humanitarian and street actions. To resolve problems with volunteer 
recruitment, good practice examples were mentioned - volunteering by providing small grants to cover the costs of 
an action, for example a performance for young people (similar to “Mladi su zakon” (“Young People Rule”) or Active 
Communities of the TRAG Foundation).

Only 4% of the CSOs used subsidies in engaging volunteers 
or employees (2% each). There are no differences among 
the CSOs regarding region and year of establishment. The 
exceptions to this rule are CSOs that deal with international 
cooperation (including European integration) (11%) and 
those with budgets bigger than EUR 20,001 (27%) - they 
used subsidies for employees much often than others.  

2% 2%

97%

NoYes, we used 
them for

volunteers

Yes, we used 
them for

employees

ChARt 5.4   |   Have you used state subsidies or other facilities in 
engaging employees or volunteers?
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CSo CooperatIon 
- netWorkInG 06

Cooperation between CSOs 

Only 63% of the interviewed organisations have so 
far established cooperation with other CSOs, which is 
significantly fewer than in 2011 (86%). This was to be 

expected, however, given that the number of CSOs has 
doubled since 2010 and that establishing cooperation 
requires time, knowledge, funding and contacts with peer 
organisations. 

Organisations involved in international cooperation 
(including European integrations) have established the 
highest percentage of cooperation with other CSOs to 
date (90%), followed by those engaged with philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (78%) and in 
the field of law, advocacy and politics (74%). The lowest 
percentage of cooperation was established by CSOs 
involved in development and housing (50%). 

Organisations from Eastern Serbia (83%) cooperated 
with other CSOs more than those from other regions. It is 
worth noting that the older the organisation and the bigger 
its budget, the more it cooperates with others. CSOs 
established prior to 1990 (89%) and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (97%) cooperated with others most 
frequently. 

ChARt 6.1   |   Have you ever collaborated with other CSOs?

Yes

63%

No

37%

ChARt 6.2   |   What was the most common motive for your collaboration with other CSOs?

92%

35%

31%

22%

11%

10%

9%

2%

Common interests and goals

Better exploitation of capacities

Helping another organisation

Better reputation owing to the reputation of partner organisation

Lack of or building of own capacities

Donor's request

Easier fundraising

Other

Base: CSO that collaborated with 
other similar organisations 
(63% of the target population)

The most common motives for establishing cooperation 
are: common interests and goals (92%), better exploitation 
of capacities (35%), helping another organisation (31%) 
and better reputation of partner organisation (22%), which 
is similar to 2011. 

Better use of capacities was the main reason for 
cooperation of CSOs that are active in the field of 
development and housing (72%), while this was the reason 
listed least frequently by CSOs engaged in culture, media 
and recreation, healthcare and environmental issues (38% 
each).
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Helping another organisation was the motive of CSOs 
that deal with development and housing (60%). CSOs 
involved with philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism (45%) and those engaged in law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) (44%) used 
the reputation of a partner organisation to increase their 
own influence more frequently than others. Organisations 
dealing with development and housing have been 
motivated for cooperation by their donors more often than 
other CSOs (27%), while CSOs dealing with law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) more often 
cooperated with other organisations for the purpose of 
facilitating fundraising (30%).

CSOs from Eastern and Southeast Serbia (98% each) had 
the strongest motive for pursuing common interests and 
goals. Better exploitation of capacities was used as a 
motive for cooperation equally, except in the case of CSOs 
from Eastern Serbia (14%).

The motive of helping another organisation was reported 
mostly by CSOs from Belgrade, older ones, and those with 
biggest budgets. 

Deviations relate to several specific motives for 
cooperation: better reputation owing to the reputation of 
the partner organisation was most often used as  a motive 
by CSOs from Southeast Serbia (39%), Belgrade (32%) and 
by those established between the years 1990 and 2000 
(39%), while it was least often reported as a motive by 
CSOs from Vojvodina (11%). Donor’s request was reported 
mostly by CSOs with biggest budgets (35%), while easier 
fundraising was mentioned by CSOs whose budgets 
exceed EUR 20,001 (31%), those established between 
during the period 1990-2000 (26%), and those based in 
Belgrade (16%).   

CSo CooperatIon 
- netWorkInG 06

ChARt 6.3   |   How satisfied are you with your organisation’s collaboration with other CSOs?

1%

2%

3%

15%

34%

49%

82%

1 - Not satisfied at all

2 - Somewhat dissatisfied

3 - Not satisfied

4 - Somewhat satisfied

5 - Very satisfied

Dissatisfied

Satisfied

Base: CSO that collaborated with 
other similar organisations 
(63% of the target population)

A great majority of CSOs are satisfied with their 
cooperation with other CSOs (82%), which represents a 6 
percentage point increase compared to 2011. 

CSOs that provide social services are satisfied with this 
cooperation more than others (88%), while business/
professional associations and alliances are satisfied the 
least (61%).  

The difference in satisfaction with CSO cooperation 
is primarily related to the region CSOs come from. All 
CSOs from Eastern Serbia (100%) are satisfied with their 
cooperation with other such organisations, as well as 
92% of those from Vojvodina, while CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia are least satisfied (59%). There are no major 
differences between the CSOs based on their year of 
establishment and budget size.   
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33% of CSOs are members of a CSO network, which is two 
percentage points less than in 2011 (35%). In most of the 
cases, CSOs are members of the national network (20%) 
and in fewer cases of those that are international (12%), 
regional (11%) and local (10%). 

The majority of CSOs dealing with development and 
housing (75%) and those involved in environmental issues 
(73%) are not members of any network. The greatest 
percentage of members of international networks is, 
quite expectedly, composed of organisations that are 
active in the field of international cooperation (including 
European integration) (31%). Membership in regional 
networks is mostly present among CSOs dealing 
with development and housing (19%), while domestic 
networks mainly include CSOs focused on the field of law, 
public representation and politics (human rights) (36%). 
Unclassified organisations are members of local networks 
more often than others (20%).

Variations in network membership are most visible in 
regard to the year of establishment and budget size. CSOs 
that are members of a network are mostly those that were 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (68%) and 
those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (86%), while 
CSOs that were established recently (24%) and those 
without budgets (26%) rarely belong to a network. 

As regards membership in international networks, there 
are major deviations among the organisations: Belgrade-
based CSOs (21%), those established during the period 
1990-2000 (37%) and those with budgets exceeding EUR 
20,001 (63%) are members of international networks 
more often than other CSOs, including also membership 
in more than one international network.

CSOs from Vojvodina (15%), organisations that were 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (34%), 
and those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (42%) are 
members of regional networks more often than other 
CSOs.

There are also variations in membership in national 
networks, in relation to the year of establishment and 
budget size: CSOs that were established during the period 
1990-2000 (58%) and those with biggest budgets (69%) 
are members of these networks more often than others, 
as compared to only 13% of CSOs that were established 
after 2010 and 16% of those without budgets. 

CSO networking on a local level is present the least, with 
visible differences among the CSOs: organisations from 
Vojvodina (18%) belong to local networks more often than 
others, as opposed to those from Belgrade (3%). Local 
network membership is more present among older CSOs 
and those with bigger budgets. 

CSo CooperatIon 
- netWorkInG 06

ChARt 6.4   |   Are you a member of a CSO network? If so, is it local or international?

12%

11%

20%

10%

67%

Yes, international

Yes, regional

Yes, national

Yes, local

No

Participants of focus groups confirmed weak cooperation and networking at the local level (with the exception 
of the town of Požega, where a local alliance was created when a donor requested that LG provide space for 
several CSOs).  

Networking 
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ChARt 6.5   |   What do you think about the influence of the 
network(s) whose member you are?

Base: CSOs that are members of any CSO
networks (33% of the target population)

56%

9%

35%

Week
influence

No
influence

Strong
influence

About one third of the CSOs (35%) reported a strong 
influence of the network to which they belong, which is a 
significant drop - 16 percentage points - when compared 
to 2011 (51%). The majority (56%) believe that their 
network’s influence is weak, while 9% report no influence 
at all.  

As many as 40% of CSOs dealing with culture, media and 
research believe that the influence is strong, while 68% of 
unclassified CSOs and those dealing with philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (each) report 
some influence. 30% of the CSOs active in development 
and housing feel no influence at all. 

The biggest difference in the evaluation of the network 
influence is related to the region: CSOs from Vojvodina 
(42%) most often and CSOs from Eastern Serbia (17%) 
least often assess networks they belong to as having 
influence. The year of establishment and budget size 
make no difference in this evaluation.

CSo CooperatIon 
- netWorkInG 06

ChARt 6.6   |   What sort of support is needed for better CSO networking?

79%

46%

36%

31%

28%

5%

Providing funds for network operations

Better CSO awareness of the importance of networking

Empowering network managing capacities

Enhancing expertise about the area network is dealing with

Balancing capacities of network members

Other

Multiple answers; 
CSO that are 
members of any 
CSO networks 
(33% of the target 
population)

The majority of CSOs (79%) believe that providing funds 
for network operations is the main form of support needed 
for better CSO networking. Better CSO awareness of the 
importance of networking was listed by 46% of the CSOs, 
followed by empowering network managing capacities 
(36%), enhancing expertise about the area the network 
is dealing with (31%), and balancing the capacities of 
network members (28%). 

The majority of CSOs active in the area of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) and 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(63% each) propose support to empower network 
managing capacity, while 76% of the CSOs involved in 
development and housing think that support should be 
provided to enhance expertise about the area the network 
is dealing with. Also, 54% of these organisations think that 

support is needed to balance the capacities of network 
members. 
 
There are differences in priorities regarding the region, 
year of establishment and budget size. CSOs from Eastern 
Serbia more often than others think that funds should be 
provided for network operation (95%) and that expertise 
needs to be enhanced (40%), while CSOs established 
prior to 1990 are most confident, far less frequently 
believing that expertise needs enhancing (12%). Better 
CSO awareness of the importance of networking is 
reported mostly by CSOs from Western Serbia (78%) and 
those with budgets greater than EUR 20,001 (68%), while 
organisations with biggest budgets tend to mention the 
need for empowering network managing capacities more 
often than others (52%).      
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07

types of Cooperation with LG

ChARt 7.1   |   How have you collaborated with your local self-government to date?

37%

29%

25%

14%

6%

2%

37%

Local self-government as donor

Joint work on projects

Exchange of experiences and information

Consultations about strategies/regulations at local level

CSO as a consultant

Other

We did not have any cooperation

The majority of CSOs (63%) did cooperate with their 
local self-governments, but there is still a significant 
16 percentage point drop when compared to 2011 
(79%). As for the methods of cooperation, local self-
government was a donor in 37% of the cases, 29% of the 
CSOs cooperated on joint projects, while 25% exchanged 
experiences and information with LGs. Also, 14% of the 
CSOs reported consultations about strategies/regulations 
at the local level and 6% reported to have been engaged 
as consultants. 

The majority of CSOs active in the field of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) (79%) 
collaborated with their local self-government, while least 
cooperation was established by unclassified CSOs (49%). 

CSOs dealing with philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism most often (51%) reported local self-
governments as donors, while the majority of CSOs 
involved in development and housing collaborated with 
their local self-governments on joint projects (56%). CSOs 
dealing with law, public representation and politics (human 
rights) exchanged experiences and information more 
than others (47%); business/professional associations 
and alliances acted as consultants regarding strategies/
regulations at the local level more often than others (28%), 
while CSOs involved in international cooperation (including 
European integration) were in most of the cases engaged 
by the local self-government as consultants. 

There are noticeable differences based on region, year of 
establishment and budget size. CSOs from Western (82%) 
and Central Serbia (70%) cooperated with LG the most, 
and those from Belgrade the least (48%). The older the 
organisation and the bigger its budget, the better is the 
established cooperation. It ranges from 86% of the oldest 
organisations to 56% of the newest ones; from 57% of 
CSOs without budgets to 97% of CSOs whose budgets 
exceed the amount of EUR 20,000. 

CSOs from Western Serbia (61%) and those that were 
established prior to 1990 (51%) most often reported 
local self government as a donor; CSOs from Vojvodina 
(37%), organisations established between the years 1990 
and 2000 (51%) and CSOs with budgets bigger than EUR 
20,001 (69%) worked with LGs on joint projects more 
frequently than others. Exchange of experiences and 
information was mostly carried out by CSOs from Western 
Serbia (42%), those established between the years 1990 
and 2000 (40%), and those with biggest budgets (58%). 
CSOs established prior to 1990 (24%) participated in 
consultations about local strategies/regulations more 
often than other organisations, while CSOs established 
between the years 1990 and 2000 (15%) were engaged as 
consultants more often than others.

CSos’ CooperatIon WIth the 
loCal Self-Government 
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LG as a Funder of CSO Work

ChARt 7.2   |   Does local self-government finance the work of your 
organisation?

No

72%

Yes
28%

When asked directly about LG funding, the majority of 
the CSOs (72%) responded that LGs do not finance their 
work. CSOs that provide social services (41%), those from 
Eastern (46%) and Western Serbia (43%), those established 
prior to 1990 (41%) and those with small to medium-sized 
budgets (37%-38%) are most often funded by LG.  

ChARt 7.3   |   How long were you financed by the local self-government?

19%

17%

16%

20%

11%

14%

4%

One -two years

Three - four years

Five years

Six - nine years

Ten years

More than ten years

Don't know

Base: CSOs that 
are financed by 
their local 
self-governments 
(28% of the target 
population)

The majority of CSOs (61%) are funded by LGs for five 
years or longer. Among the CSOs that were funded by LGs, 
financial support was provided six to nine years in most of 
the cases (20%), followed by one to two years (19%) and 
three to four years (17%). 

The majority of CSOs involved in development and housing 
are funded for periods of six to nine years (70%), followed 
by CSOs engaged in healthcare (42%). CSOs dealing with 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
are most often funded by their local self-governments for 
more than ten years (26%). 

Different practices of LG funding, in terms of the number 
of years, were also observed. In most cases, CSOs 

from Eastern and Southeast Serbia, those that were 
established relatively recently, and those with minimal or 
no budgets were funded for periods of one to four years, 
while five years as the average period of funding is most 
often present in Central Serbia (27%). CSOs from Western 
Serbia (47%) and those that were established in the last 10 
years (29%) were funded for six to nine years more often 
than others. CSOs from Belgrade (26%) and organisations 
that were established between the years 1990 and 2000 
(22%) were dominant among the CSOs that were funded 
for 10 years, while the oldest CSOs (45%) and those with 
the biggest budgets (41%) were most frequently funded 
for more than 10 years.     

CSos’ CooperatIon WIth the 
loCal Self-Government 
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Funds were almost equally distributed among the CSOs 
that were funded by LGs, i.e. about one fifth received less 
than RSD 120,000, between RSD 120,001 and 400,000, 
and between RSD 400,001 and 1,000,000 each. The 
smallest share went to CSOs that received more than RSD 
1,000,000 (16%). It is worth noting that one fifth (19%) of 
the CSOs did not know/refused to provide this information.  

Unclassified CSOs are the least funded, having received 
in most of the cases less than RSD 120,000 (25%). 
CSOs dealing with law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) were most often funded by the average 
amount ranging from RSD 120,001 and 400,000 (40%). 
CSOs involved in development and housing received, 
more frequently than others, amounts ranging from RSD 
400,001 to 1,000,000 (61%) and those exceeding RSD 
1,000,000 (29%). CSOs that provide social services (26%) 
also received these highest amounts more frequently 
than others. CSOs active in philanthropic mediation and 
promotion of volunteerism (48%) did not know or refused 
to provide information much more often than other 
organisations.
 
There are no significant variations among the CSOs, except 
in a few cases: CSOs from Central Serbia (40%) and those 
with budgets smaller than EUR 1,000 (30%) in most of the 
cases received less than RSD 120,000. CSOs that were 
established between the years 1990 and 2000 (40%) and 
those with biggest budgets (41%) received funds above 
RSD 1 million more frequently than others. Interestingly, 
CSOs established prior to 1990 (40%) and those with 
budgets greater than EUR 20,001 (59%) did not know or 
refused to provide information about the amounts given 
to them by LGs to date much more frequently than others. 

120,001 - 400,000 RSD

400,001 - 1,000,000 RSDDon't know/ Refusal
Less than 120,000 RSD More then 1,000,000 RSD

20%

22%

23%

16%

19%

Base: CSO that are financed by their local 
self-governments (28% of the target population)

ChARt 7.4   |   What was the amount to date?

Satisfaction with LG Cooperation/Problems Encountered

ChARt 7.5   |   How would you evaluate collaboration between your organisation and the local self-government?

7%

15%

28%

28%

23%

22%

51%

1 - Very poor collaboration

2 - Somewhat poor collaboration

3 - Neither good nor bad collaboration

4 - Somewhat good collaboration

5 - Very good collaboration

Poor collaboration

Good collaboration

Base: CSO that 
collaborated with 
their local 
self-governments 
(63% of the target 
population)

07CSos’ CooperatIon WIth the 
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One half of the CSOs that cooperated with LGs (51%) gave 
the cooperation a high mark, while every fifth organisation 
(22%) gave it a low mark, which is almost the same as in 
2011. 

Cooperation with local self-governments was evaluated 
most highly by CSOs engaged in culture, media and 
recreation and CSOs that provide social services (57% 
each), and least highly by CSOs dealing with international 
cooperation (including European integration) (40%). 

Cooperation with the local self-government was evaluated 
most highly by CSOs from Vojvodina (58%), those 
established prior to 1990 (59%), and those with budgets 
ranging from EUR 5,001 to 20,000 (66%). Cooperation with 
LGs was assessed as bad by Belgrade-based CSOs (34%), 
those that were established between the years 1990 and 
2000 (30%), and those with no budgets (25%).

07

Participants in focus groups confirmed the findings of bad or no cooperation, which started in 2012. There are 
different explanations for this: CSOs believe that LGs are faking public debates and participation in the decision 
making processes; that LGs are corrupt and that this is why CSOs are refusing to cooperate and file criminal charges 
against LG officials; that LGs do not have the capacity or competence (PADOR, writing, administration, reporting, 
understanding PCM). Consequently, several initiatives have failed due to their lack of competence. 

It has been reported that GONGOs (PONGOs) receive up to 90% of the local budget funds, which means less money 
for other CSOs. “You do not have to create a CSO, you can buy it”.
    
There is one good example, however, from Bečej, where CSOs were able to impose citizen participation in budgeting. 
Also, there is good cooperation with representatives of some institutions (National Employment Office, school, or 
with experts in LGs (“insider” support).  

ChARt 7.6   |   What are the most common problems that your organisation encounters when collaborating with the local self-government?

50%

27%

23%

20%

18%

10%

8%

LGs can't afford supporting CSO activities

Representatives of LGs are not interested,

Significant role of informal contacts, connections

Collaboration on projects is hard because of different competence levels

LGs administration slows down the process of information exchange 

Other

There are no problems

and they don't understand the role of CSO sector

Multiple answers; 
Base: CSO that 
collaborated with 
their local 
self-governments 
(63% of the target 
population)

The most frequent problems listed concerning cooperation 
with LGs are: lack of funds for supporting CSO activities 
(50%), lack of interest in and understanding of the role 
of the CSO sector (27%) and the significance of informal 

contacts, “connections” and ties with political parties 
(23%), while difference in competences (20%) and slow 
administration (18%) are perceived as problems to a far 
lesser degree..

CSos’ CooperatIon WIth the 
loCal Self-Government 
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CSOs involved in development and housing most 
frequently believe that local self-government cannot 
afford to support CSO activities (76%) and that informal 
contacts/connections play a significant role (38%), while 
CSOs dealing with philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism most often believe that representatives 
of the local self-government are not interested and do 
not understand the role of the CSO sector (54%). CSOs 
engaged in the field of law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) believe more often than others that 
collaboration on projects is difficult because of different 
competence levels, which slows down the process of 
information exchange (38% each). 

There are no major differences of opinion among the 
CSOs regarding lack of LG funds to support CSO work. 

However, CSOs from Belgrade (40%), organisations that 
were established between the 1990 and 2000 (46%) 
and those with budgets exceeding EUR 20.001 (47%) 
most frequently believe that LGs representatives are not 
interested and do not understand the role of the CSO 
sector. Belgrade-based organisations (34%) and CSOs 
from Southeast Serbia (36%), as well those with biggest 
budgets (46%), more often than others think that informal 
contacts/connections are significant for CSO funding 
by LG; again, CSOs from Belgrade (29%) and those from 
Southeast Serbia (30%) are most critical in relation to LG 
administration slowing down the process of information 
exchange. 

07

2%

3%

3%

4%

5%

Obstruction of organisation of meetings

Excessive supervision of work / frequent inspections

Interference in the work of organisation

Obstruction of freedom of expression

Unreasonable limitation of organisation's activities

98%

97%

97%

96%

95%

NoYes

ChARt 7.7   |   Is the work of your organisation hampered in any way / are you exposed to pressure by the state / is there interference in the 
internal work of your organisation?

A vast majority of CSOs reported not to have been 
hampered in any way – on average, 91% have not 
experienced any obstruction/pressure. 

Among the CSOs whose work was interfered with one way 
or another, most have reported unreasonable limitation 
of organisations’ activities (5%), followed equally by 
obstruction of freedom of expression and interference 
in the work of the organisation (4% each). Excessive 
supervision of work/frequent inspections was reported by 
3% of the CSOs, while 2% reported obstruction during the 
organisation of gatherings. 

CSOs dealing with development and housing reported 
pressure by way of obstructing freedom of expression 

(14%) and interference in the work of the organisation 
(8%) more frequently than others, while CSOs involved in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
reported that their work has been hampered in several 
ways: obstruction during the organisation of gatherings 
(7%), excessive supervision of work/frequent inspections 
(11%) and unreasonable limitation of the organisation’s 
activities (12%). When looking at absolute numbers, 
it is noticeable that CSOs that provide social services 
are quite often exposed to unreasonable limitation of 
organisation’s activities (8%) and interference in the work 
of the organisation (6%), while environmental CSOs report 
to be exposed to obstruction of freedom of expression 
and excessive supervision of work/frequent inspections 
(7% each). 

CSos’ CooperatIon WIth the 
loCal Self-Government 

LG Interference with the Work of CSOs
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On average, 9% of the CSOs report that the authorities and 
the state apparatus have thwarted their organisations’ 
activities. Out of this number, a majority of CSOs (56%) 
reported that there were no investigations or sanctions; 
38% did not know, while only 6% reported that an 
investigation has been carried out and sanctions imposed. 

Business/professional associations and alliances stated 
that a proper investigation was carried out more frequently 
than others (20%), while CSOs engaged in healthcare 
most often did not know (56%), followed by environmental 
CSOs (46%). 

CSOs from Western Serbia (78%) most frequently reported 
proper investigations and sanctions, while in other regions 
there were almost no reactions to hampering the work of 
CSOs (except in Belgrade, where 10% of CSOs reported 
proper investigations/sanctions).   

Lack of knowledge about proper investigations/sanctions 
was noted mostly in CSOs from Southeast Serbia (57%), 
those with no budgets, and those with biggest budgets 
(50% each).
   

CSos’ CooperatIon WIth the 
loCal Self-Government 07

Obstruction of freedom of expression is mostly reported 
by CSOs from Belgrade (7%), those that were established 
between the 2000 and 2009 (8%), and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (7%).

Obstruction in the organisation of gatherings was reported 
mostly by CSOs from Eastern Serbia (7%).

Excessive supervision of work/frequent inspections (12%) 
and unreasonable limitation of organisation’s activities 
(16%) was reported most frequently by CSOs from 
Southeast Serbia; the latter was also frequently mentioned 
by CSOs with biggest budgets (14%).   

However, focus group participants reported that CSOs are subjected to various forms of pressure and disturbance 
by LGs, such as: phone calls, SMS messages, e-mails, social media insults, misdemeanour reports, threats, personal 
data made public, attempts to take away space a CSO was given to use, inspections, and so on.

ChARt 7.8   |   Have these cases been properly investigated and 
perpetrators sanctioned?

Yes Don’t know No

6% 38% 56%

Osnova: Organizacije čiji je rad na neki način ometan / koje 
su bile izložene pritisku države / kojima se neko mešao u 

unutrašnji rad organizacije (9% ciljane populacije)
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ChARt 8.1   |   How satisfied are you with your organisation’s collaboration with national media outlets?

Satisfaction with Cooperation with the Media 

A significant decrease has been noted in the number of CSOs that were satisfied with their general cooperation with 
the media in 2019 compared to 2011 when 71% of the surveyed CSOs reported to be satisfied and only 8% expressed 
dissatisfaction. 

23%

20%

25%

17%

15%

43%

32%

1 - Not satisfied at all

2 - Somewhat dissatisfied

3 - Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

4 - Somewhat satisfied

5 - Very satisfied

Dissatisfied

Satisfied

More CSOs are dissatisfied (43%) than satisfied (32%) 
with their collaboration with the national media, while one 
quarter (25%) of them feel neutral.

CSOs engaged in development and housing were 
dissatisfied the most (81%), followed by unclassified CSOs 
(53%), while CSOs involved in international cooperation 
(including European integration) were most satisfied with 
their collaboration with the national media (40%). CSOs 

engaged in culture, media and recreation were neutral in 
terms of satisfaction in most of the cases (30%).

CSOs from Western Serbia (55%) and those without 
budgets (51%) were dissatisfied the most, while CSOs that 
were established prior to 1990 were satisfied the most 
(46%). It appears that national media outlets are most 
accessible to oldest CSOs. 

ChARt 8.2   |   How satisfied are you with your organisation’s collaboration with local media outlets?

13%

23%

14%

24%

26%

50%

27%

1 - Not satisfied at all

2 - Somewhat dissatisfied

3 - Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

4 - Somewhat satisfied

5 - Very satisfied

Dissatisfied

Satisfied
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Local media situation is different from that of the national 
media. Half the surveyed CSOs (50%) are satisfied with 
their cooperation with local media; 27%, however, are not. 

Best cooperation with the local media has been enjoyed by 
CSOs involved in philanthropic mediation and promotion of 
volunteerism (58%), while the lowest level of cooperation 
was reported by CSOs dealing with development and 
housing (54%). 

It is noticeable that CSOs from Vojvodina (60%) are the 
most satisfied with their cooperation with local media, 
while the highest level of dissatisfaction was expressed 
by Belgrade-based CSOs (42%). There are no other 
differences among the CSOs regarding region, year of 
establishment or budget size. 
 

CSos’ CooperatIon 
WIth the medIa 08

ChARt 8.3   |   What were you dissatisfied with; what were the problems you usually encountered?

32%

26%

13%

13%

13%

9%

4%

45%The media are not interested in reporting about CSO activities

There is no investigative journalism related to CSO sector

The prices of media advertising are very high

The media tend to twist information in order to make it sensationalistic

Poor professionalism of journalists

CSOs are not trained enough for working with the media

Influential media have generally negative attitude towards CSO activities

There was no cooperation with the media

Multiple answers; 
Base: CSO which are 
not very satisfied 
with their collabora-
tion with media (86% 
of the target 
population)

Among the CSOs that were not satisfied with their 
cooperation with the media, almost half (45%) believe that 
media are not interested in reporting about their activities. 
One third (32%) think that there is no investigative 
journalism related to the CSO sector, while one quarter 
(26%) are of the opinion that prices of media advertising 
are too high. Only 13% see the responsibility of CSOs, 
which are not trained to work with the media. 

The majority of CSOs active in the field of international 
cooperation (including European integration) and those 
involved in development and housing believe that media 
are not interested in reporting about CSO activities (71% 
each). CSOs active in the field of international cooperation 
(including European integration) also, more than others, 
believe that there is no investigative journalism related 
to the CSO sector (69%), that there is a low level of 
professionalism among the journalists (36%) and that 
CSOs are not sufficiently trained to work with the media 
(35%). CSOs dealing with law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) believe, more than others, that 

influential media have a generally negative attitude toward 
CSO activities (27%). 

There are noticeable differences among the CSOs, 
especially in relation to region. For example, CSOs 
from Belgrade think more than others that media are 
not interested in reporting about CSO activities (52%), 
that there is a low level of professionalism among the 
journalists (25%), and that influential media have an 
attitude toward CSO activities that is generally negative. 
The latter was confirmed by most CSOs from Southeast 
Serbia (16%). CSOs from Western Serbia report more 
frequently than others that prices of media advertising 
are high (45%), and that media twist information for the 
purpose of sensationalism (25%). They rarely report 
having no problems with the media (2%). CSOs from 
Eastern Serbia (62%) were the ones that most often 
mentoned absence of investigative journalism related to 
the CSO sector. 
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CSOs from Vojvodina (16%) report more than others not 
to have any problems in their cooperation with the media, 
while CSOs with biggest budgets are more critical of the 
media than CSOs with smaller budgets concerning each 
of the above aspects. 

35% 23% 16% 6% 20%

Most media are indifferent, 
they have neither positive 

nor negative attitude

The portions of those with 
positive and those with 

negative attitude are equal
Most media have negative 

attitude

Most media have positive 
attitude

Can't say

A journalist from the focus group confirmed that media 
are not interested in reporting about the work of CSOs. 
According to him, there are three things that attract media 
attention: 1) News of “crime, arrests and accidents”, 2) 
political scandals, and 3) Belgrade-related news.

ChARt 8.4   |   What do you think about the general attitude of the media toward the CSO sector (meaning, about the information presented) 
to the citizens by CSOs)?

Positive perception of the general attitude of the media 
toward CSOs has decreased significantly compared to 
that of 2011. One third (35%) of the surveyed organisations 
believe that the attitude of the majority of media is positive 
(41% in 2011), and 23% think that there is an equal number 
of media with a positive and negative attitude (30% in 
2011). 16% feel that most of the media are absolutely 
disinterested (14% in 2011), and 6% that their attitude is 
negative (3% in 2011).  

There are no significant differences among the CSOs 
in terms of fields of work, with the exception of those 
engaged in culture, media and recreation (40%), whose 
opinion is that the attitude of the majority of the media is 
positive, and CSOs dealing with law, public representation 

and politics (human rights) (14%), which more often than 
others believe that most media have a negative attitude 
toward the CSO sector. 

As regards differences based on region, year of 
establishment and budget size, situation is similar to the 
previously described (problems). Vojvodina-based CSOs 
(46%) in most of the cases think that media have a positive 
attitude toward CSOs, while the majority of organisations 
from Western Serbia (59%) see media as neutral; CSOs 
from Central Serbia (29%) perceive media as indifferent 
more than others do. Again, CSOs with biggest budgets 
are more critical toward the media than those with smaller 
budgets.    

CSos’ CooperatIon 
WIth the medIa 08

Attitude of the Media toward the CSO Sector 
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Attitude of the Community toward the CSO Sector 

ChARt 9.1   |   How would you evaluate the attitude of the community in which you work toward your organisation?

2%

26%

4%

29%

39%

68%

6%

1 - Extremely negative attitude

2 - Somewhat negative attitude

3 - Neither positive nor negative attitude

4 - Somewhat positive attitude

5 - Extremely positive attitude

Negative attitude

Positive  attitude

Extremely negative attitude

2%4% 26% 29% 39%

12%20%46%12%10%

As seen
by CSOs

As seen
by citizens

Somewhat negative attitude

Somewhat positive attitude

Neither positive nor negative attitude

Extremely positive attitude

Attitude of the community toward its CSOs received high 
marks; namely, as many as 68% of the CSOs assessed it 
as positive, which was five percentage points higher than 
in 2011 (63%). Only 6% evaluated it as negative, which 
was fewer than in 2011 when 8% of the surveyed CSOs 
reported a negative attitude of the communities toward 
their own CSOs.  

CSOs involved in philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism and those dealing with international 
cooperation (including European integration)  (74% each) 
most frequently evaluated the attitude of the communities 

toward their organisations positively, followed by CSOs 
dealing with culture, media and recreation (73%), while 
negative marks  were given mainly by environmental CSOs 
(11%).  

CSOs from Vojvodina (77%) and those with budgets 
ranging from EUR 5,001 to 20,000 (81%) gave positive 
marks more frequently, while negative marks regarding 
the attitude of the communities toward their own 
organisations were most frequently given by CSOs from 
Eastern Serbia and those that were established between 
the 2000 and 2009 (10% each). 

ChARt 9.2   |   Citizens’ attitude toward CSOs - comparison of the opinions of CSOs and the citizens 
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When compared with the opinion of the citizens, the 
picture is quite different, i.e. citizens’ attitude toward CSOs 
is much more negative (22%) and much less positive 
(32%). It is therefore quite obvious that CSOs assess the 
attitude of the communities toward themselves in a much 
more positive light than do the communities. Furthermore, 
very often citizens do not have an opinion that is either 
positive or negative (46%). 

The most negative attitude toward CSOs is that of citizens 
in Belgrade (29%), while the opinion of the population 
of Southeast Serbia is the most positive (36%). Citizens 
of Eastern (33%) and Central Serbia (31%) are more 
uninformed about the work of their CSOs than others. 

Participants in focus groups reported that CSO activity has become silent, and that only one or two such 
organisations are active in each of the municipalities. They stressed that a large number of organisations are not 
really dealing with citizens, but rather with themselves, and that new energy and motivation are much needed. In 
general, citizens distrust CSOs, and only a few have managed to gain their confidence - mainly those whose work is 
recognised by certain segments of the society, i.e. by those that are affected by the problem. However, even when 
they receive help, citizens are often not aware of the fact that it came from a CSO. Prejudices against CSOs are still 
present (“foreign mercenaries and traitors”).

Citizens’ Engagement in CSO Work 

A vast majority of citizens (95%) is not involved in the 
work of any citizens’ associations. There are no significant 
differences based on any of the criteria. Surveyed citizens 
report to be members of associations in 3% of the cases, 
and volunteers or members/volunteers in 1% of the cases 
(each).   

ChARt 9.3   |   Citizens’ Involvement in the Work of CSOs

ChARt 9.4   |   Were there any activities in 2018 in which you 
invited citizens to participate?

3%
1%1%

95%

Yes, as a 
member

Yes, as a 
volunteer

Yes, as a 
member 

and a 
volunteer

No, I'm not 
involved

42%
Yes

58%

There where
no such
activities

It is worrying that the majority of CSOs (58%) did not have 
any activities in 2018 in which they invited citizens to 
participate. 
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The majority of business/professional associations and 
alliances (66%) did not have any such activities in 2018 
(66%), followed by CSOs involved in healthcare (63%) 
and CSOs engaged in law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) (50%). CSOs active in the field of 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
were the most active - 60% of them had activities in which 
they invited citizens to participate.

As many as 82% of the CSOs from Western Serbia, and 
66% of those from Central Serbia, did not have any such 
activities. Most of the activities that engaged citizens were 
organised in 2018 by CSOs from Eastern Serbia (62%), by 

organisations that were established between the 1990 
and 2000 (63%), and by those with budgets exceeding 
EUR 20,001 (66%). The bigger the budget, the greater the 
citizens’ engagement. 

When citizens were asked about their engagement in the 
work of specific CSOs (without being their members or 
volunteers), only 6% said they were engaged in any CSO 
work. There is a slight difference in terms of age and 
education: citizens aged 30-39 tend to be engaged in CSO 
activities more than others (11%), as do persons with 
higher levels of education (12%).       

ChARt 9.5   |   How did you include citizens in these activities?

71%

28%

20%

12%

8%

2%

5%

Taking part in public events

Humanitarian activities (fundraising for vulnerable population)

Voluntary cleaning and maintenance of public areas

Giving money donations for humanitarian purposes

Activities focused on the fight against discrimination

Signing petitions (paper or on line)

Taking part in street walks or protests

and protection of vulnerable groups
Multiple answers;

Base: CSOs that organised 
activities in 2018 in which they 

invited citizens to participate 
(42% of the target population)

CSOs

Among the CSOs that did organise activities that engaged 
citizens, the majority (71%) included them in public 
events, while much less citizen engagement was related 
to humanitarian activities (28%), voluntary cleaning and 
maintenance of public areas (20%) and giving money 
donations for humanitarian purposes (12%). 

In general, activities related to human rights and/or those 
that serve to voice citizens concerns, such as activities 
focused on the fight against discrimination and protection 
of vulnerable groups (8%), signing petitions (5%) and 
taking part in street walks and protests (2%), managed to 
engage the citizens to a much lesser degree.

CSOs dealing with healthcare most often engaged citizens 
in humanitarian activities (fundraising for vulnerable 
groups of population) (63%), followed by CSOs involved 
in philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(61%). Including citizens in voluntary cleaning and 
maintenance of public areas was done mostly by 
CSOs active in development and housing (46%). These 
organisations also more than others engaged citizens in 
giving money donations for humanitarian purposes (35%). 

Expectedly, CSOs dealing with law, public representation 
and politics (human rights) more often then others 
included citizens in activities that focused on the fight 
against discrimination and protection of vulnerable groups 
(31%), followed by CSOs that provide social services and 
those involved in healthcare (20% each). 

There are some differences regarding region, year of 
establishment and budget size: CSOs from Vojvodina and 
those without budgets (28% each) tend to engage citizens 
in voluntary cleaning actions more than others, while the 
latter also lead in involving citizens in giving donations for 
humanitarian purposes (18%). 

CSOs established between the 1990 and 2000 (23%) more 
than others engage citizens in activities related to the 
fight against discrimination and protection of vulnerable 
groups.  

Signing petitions is in most cases organised by CSOs from 
Southeast Serbia (11%), while street walks and protests 
are mostly organised by CSOs with biggest budgets (16%). 
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ChARt 9.6   |   Ways of including citizens in CSO work - comparison 

71%
35%

28%
51%

20%
23%

12%
29%

8%
4%

2%
17%

5%
24%

Taking part in public events

Humanitarian activities (fundraising for vulnerable population)

Voluntary cleaning and maintenance of public areas

Giving donations in money for humanitarian purposes

Activities focused on the fight against discrimination

Signing petitions (paper or on line)

Taking part in street walks or protests

and protection of vulnerable groups

42% of the CSOs included citizens in their activities

CSOs

Citizens

6% of the citizens participated in activities organised by CSOs in 2018
without being members of or volunteering in specific associations

CItIzenS’ attItude 
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Interviewed citizens were engaged mostly in humanitarian 
activities (51%) and public events (35%). Women are 
involved in humanitarian activities (59%) much more 
than men (37%), while men tend to participate in public 
events (60%) much more than women (21%). Citizens 
with elementary and lower level of education most often 
participate in public events (41%), followed by citizens 
with higher education (33%), while citizens with secondary 

education participate mostly in humanitarian activities. 
As regards region, citizens from Central Serbia prefer to 
participate in humanitarian activities, and citizens from 
Vojvodina in voluntary cleaning and maintenance of the 
public spaces (45% each), while citizens from Western 
Serbia tend to participate in public rallies/protests more 
than others (60%).        

ChARt 9.7   |   How does your organisation communicate with the public? 

55%

38%

26%

25%

16%

12%

8%

7%

6%

3%

1%

Direct contact with citizens/beneficiaries

Facebook

Website

Printed material - brochures, flyers, leaflets, posters

Public announcements

Media campaigns

Annual reports

Instagram

Press conferences

Twitter

Billboards

CSOs’ Communication Strategy 
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The majority of CSOs (55%) communicate with the public 
directly, which is five percentage points less than in 2011 
(60%). Facebook became the second most used channel 
of communication (38%) and it is now used significantly 
more than in 2011 (15%). Website is used just slightly 
more than in 2011 (26%). 

The use of all other channels of communication has 
decreased significantly compared to 2011 (printed 
materials, public announcements, media campaigns, 
annual reports, press conferences, etc.). New channels 
of communication – which did not exist in 2011 – are 
Instagram, used by 7% of the CSOs, and Twitter (3%). 

Significant differences can be observed based on field 
of work. Direct contact with citizens/beneficiaries as a 
form of communication is most frequently encountered 
among the CSOs that deal with development and housing 
(76%), and least frequently among those focused 
on education and research (42%) and organisations 
active in the field of law, advocacy and politics (45%). 
CSOs involved in international cooperation (including 
European integrations) (68%) use Facebook as the most 
frequent way of communicating with the public, more 
than other CSOs, while it is least frequently used by 
unclassified CSOs (12%). The webpage as a means of 
communication with the public is most used by business/
professional associations and alliances (41%) while least 
by environmental CSOs (18%). Most in favour of printed 
materials are CSOs involved in philanthropic mediation and 
promotion of volunteerism (48%), and least in favour are 
those that are unclassified (13%). The situation with public 
announcements (press releases) is the opposite, and they 
are most commonly used by unclassified CSOs (25%) and 
least among CSOs that deal with philanthropic mediation 

and promotion of volunteerism (5%). Media campaigns are 
most common among the CSOs involved in philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (23%), followed 
by CSOs involved in law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) (22%), and least common among 
organisations focused on healthcare (10%). Annual 
reports are most frequently published by unclassified 
CSOs (13%), and least frequently by CSOs dealing with 
development and housing (2%). As a new channel that did 
not exist in 2011, Instagram is now mostly used by CSOs 
involved in international cooperation (including European 
integration) (19%) and, in 1% of the cases only, by CSOs 
engaged in healthcare. Press conferences and Twitter are 
most represented among the organisations dealing with 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(19% and 15%, respectively), and least represented among 
unclassified CSOs (4% and 2%, respectively). 

Significant differences can also be observed based on 
region. Direct contact with citizens/beneficiaries as a 
form of communication is most frequently found among 
the CSOs from Western Serbia (92%), and least frequently 
among those from Southeast Serbia (35%) and Belgrade 
(43%). Organisations based in Belgrade are most in favour 
of Facebook and website (50% each). Printed media 
are mostly used by CSOs from Vojvodina (29%), public 
announcements by organisations from Central Serbia 
(26%), while media campaigns are most common among 
the CSOs from Southeast Serbia (23%).

CSOs that were established during the period 1990-2000 
more often than others use printed materials (39%) and 
public announcements (31%), while CSOs with biggest 
budgets are especially keen on using websites (62%) and 
media campaigns (31%).

Media

Friends

Social Network

Family

Direct contacts

Business contacts

Other

50%

38%

37%

12%

8%

5%

1%

ChARt 9.8   |   Citizens’ sources of information about CSOs and their work
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Citizens who consider themselves informed list mostly 
media (50%), friends (38%) and their own social networks 
(37%) as most common sources of information. Women 
more than men use media (44%) and social networks 
(25%) to obtain information about CSO work, while men 
more often obtain information from friends (25%) and 
relatives (8%). The majority of citizens with elementary 
and lower levels of education use media the most (55%) 

and social networks the least (9%), while citizens with 
secondary and higher education equally use both. Media 
are especially represented in Western Serbia (63%), where 
social networks and friends are less frequently listed as 
sources of information, while in Vojvodina (28%) and in 
Eastern Serbia (27%) information is obtained from friends 
more often than in other regions. 

CItIzenS’ attItude 
toWard CSos 09

Mostly informed

Mostly not informed

Not informed at all

Very well informed

40%

20%

39%

1%

ChARt 9.9   |   Citizens’ Level of Information about CSOs and Their 
Work

A vast majority of interviewed citizens (79%) consider 
themselves uninformed about the activities of CSOs 
(women happen to be more uninformed than men). This 
opinion is equally shared among the citizens, regardless 
of the region. The older and less educated the citizens, 
the less they are informed about CSOs and their work 
(87% of the citizens aged 66+ and 91% of the citizens with 
elementary and lower education are uninformed).  

Participants in focus groups confirm that citizens are poorly informed about the work of CSOs; they also believe 
that citizens are indifferent and lack confidence in these organisations. The topics that CSOs deal with are not 
interesting to the media; consequently, media reports about CSOs are rare and their work is thus not visible to the 
public. 

CSOs do not have a systematic approach to planning external communication, nor do they have required resources. 
CSOs distribute information using various communication channels: social networks, websites, traditional media, 
direct contact with citizens, etc. However, it should be noted that excessive use of social networks does not provide 
good results, and that greater direct contact with citizens would be a better option. 

Citizens’ Perception of CSO Work    
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ChARt 9.10   |   What are the most important factors that might influence greater citizen participation in your organisation’s work?

CItIzenS’ attItude 
toWard CSos 09

Informing citizens about the role and importance of CSO sector

Direct contact with citizens (public discussions, round tables etc.)

Better collaboration with local authorities

More adequate reacting to the needs of beneficiaries

Better collaboration with politicians and influencers

Changed - upgraded relationship with journalists

56%

50%

43%

33%

25%

15%

Getting citizens acquainted with the role and importance 
of the CSO sector (56%), direct contacts with citizens 
(50%) and better cooperation with local authorities (43%) 
are most frequently mentioned as factors that influence 
greater citizen participation in the work of organisations. 

CSOs that provide social services believe more than 
others that reacting more adequately to the needs of 
beneficiaries (49%) is the key factor, while unclassified 
CSOs ar of the opinion that what is needed is better 
collaboration with politicians and influencers (41%). CSOs 
involved in international cooperation (including European 
integration) and business/professional associations and 
alliances report that the most important factor that can 
influence greater citizen participation is an improved 
relationship with journalists (29% each). 

The greatest differences among the CSOs are based on 
region: CSOs from Eastern Serbia assign most importance 
to getting citizens acquainted with the role and importance 
of the CSO sector (69%), while CSOs from Western Serbia 

mention better cooperation with local authorities (64%) 
and better collaboration with politicians and influencers 
(42%). Belgrade-based CSOs, more than others, think that 
relations with journalists should be changed and improved 
(25%). There are no variations in the area of more adequate 
reaction to the needs of beneficiaries, i.e. it is perceived by 
all CSOs not to be a priority.  

As for other characteristics, CSOs with budgets exceeding 
EUR 20,001 (76%) believe more than others that informing 
citizens about the role and importance of CSOs is what 
counts, while those that were established prior to 1990 
(68%) think that it is direct contact with citizens. CSOs 
without budgets (50%) report that better cooperation with 
LGs can influence greater citizen participation in the work 
of organisations.  
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CItIzenS’ partICIpatIon In the 
deCISIon-makInG proCeSSeS 10

12% 11%

4%

On a 
national level

TOTAL On a 
local level

Only 12% of the citizens took part in any activity related 
to decision-making at either local or national level. 
Citizens seem to be more active at the local level (11%) 
– namely, almost three times fewer people took part in 
activities at the national level (4%).

ChARt 10.1   |   Citizens’ participation in decision-making at all 
levels

Citizens’ Participation in Decision-Making  

Citizens’ Participation in the Decision-Making Process at the Local Level  

ChARt 10.2   |   Citizens’ Participation in Decision-Making at the Local Level 

Citizens assembly 

Local citizens initiative 

Development of local strategies and action plans 

Public debate

Local referendum

Other

I haven't taken part in any of the listed activities

Don't know/refusal

5%

86%

4%

2%

3%

2%

1%

1%

Most of the citizens (86%) did not take part in any decision-
making activity related to their local community in the past 
year, while around 15% of them said that they were active, 
which most often meant that they attended gatherings of 

citizens (5%) or took part in local initiatives (4%). Citizens 
aged 30-44 (22%) and those with higher education (24%) 
tend to take part in such activities much more often than 
others, while men are slightly more active then women.

35%
36%

31%

18%
15%

41%

17%

7%

Citizens assembly Local citizens initiative

Participation

Consultation

Refuse to answer

Information

ChARt 10.3   |   Types of participation in activities at the local level
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Citizens who said that they took part in some activity in the 
last twelve months did so mostly by way of consultation, 
41% by attending citizens’ assemblies and by receiving 
information, while 36% participated in local initiatives. 
Citizens who participated in public debates were the only 

ones who claimed to have been included more often 
through direct involvement (44%) than through other 
forms of participation (i.e. information, consultation).  

10

ChARt 10.4   |   Citizens’ participation in activities at the national level

ChARt 10.5   |   Citizens’ reasons for not taking part in the decision-making process

92%

2%

4%

1%

1%

Public debate on the creation of laws, by-laws

Public hearing in the Assembly related to passing laws

People’s Initiative for suggestion of laws

I haven't taken part in any of the listed activities

Doesn't know/refuses to answer

Last year, participation in activities at the national level 
was even lower – only four out of 100 citizens said that 
they have, one way or another, taken part in the legislative 

process or public policy initiative. Also, citizens participated 
in these activities mostly by receiving information and 
through the consultation process. 

Citizens’ Reasons for Not taking Part in the Decision-Making Process

19%

11%

8%

2%

1%

1%

5%

53%I am not interested

I don't have time

I am not informed enough to take part

I didn't have a chance to take part/

Because of my age

Bad health

Lack of trust in the success of these actions

No answer

These kind of actions are not organised

The most often mentioned reason is lack of interest, as 
stated by more than half (53%) of those that have not 
taken part in any activity in their local community or at the 
national level in the past year. Every fifth citizen stated lack 
of time as the reason, while one out of ten considered him/
herself insufficiently informed to take part in any action. 

Women show lack of interest more than men, as do 
the elderly and pensioners. Citizens aged 18 to 29, as 
well as those from Belgrade, claim that their absence 
of participation in the activities is caused by lack of 
information.

CItIzenS’ partICIpatIon In the 
deCISIon-makInG proCeSSeS

Citizens’ Participation in the Decision-Making Process at the National Level  
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dIverSIty WIthIn 
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CSOs and the Most Important Problems in the Country 

ChARt 11.1   |   What are the most important problems in the country CSOs should be dealing with, or already are?

33%

26%

25%

24%

22%

21%

17%

16%

15%

15%

14%

12%

11%

10%

8%

5%

3%

Education

Environmental protection, ecology

Young people and their problems

Culture, social life

Social problems, social protection

Development of civil awareness

Poverty (fight against poverty)

Human rights

Healthcare

Unemployment

Living standard, economic problems

Social exclusion of different groups

Financing CSOs/ the conditions for CSO development

Fight against corruption

Laws, implementation of laws, the rule of law

Gender equality

Other

Education is listed as the most important problem in the 
country by 33% of the CSOs, followed by environmental 
protection/ecology (26%), problems of young people 
(25%), culture and social life (24%) and issues related to 
social protection (22%).

CSOs engaged in culture, media and recreation believe 
more than others that issues that deserve the most 
attention are young people and their problems (31%) and 
culture/social life (39%). Expectedly, CSOs list their own 
areas of interest as most important: CSO involved in 
education and research think of education as the key topic 
(47%); CSOs dealing with healthcare mention healthcare 
(34%); CSOs rendering social services list social 
problems/social protection (46%), as do CSOs dealing 
with development and housing (37%). Environmental 
CSOs list environmental protection/ecology (54%); 

CSOs active in the field of law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) list human rights (37%) and so 
on. Business/professional associations and alliances 
recognise unemployment as a burning problem more 
than others (26%), together with the standard of living/
economic problems (24%), which are perceived as a big 
problem in the society also by unclassified CSOs (30%). 

The greatest percentage of organisations from Vojvodina 
(32%) see young people and their problems as a priority, 
while culture and social life are perceived as such mostly 
by CSOs with budgets below EUR 1,000 (34%). CSOs that 
were established during the period 1990-2000 (27%) more 
frequently believe that human rights are a priority, while 
CSOs from Eastern Serbia see unemployment (32%) and 
the standard of living (28%) as main issues that should be 
dealt with.    
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dIverSIty WIthIn 
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Social exclusion of different vulnerable groups is seen 
as priority mostly by CSOs with the biggest budgets 
(25%). Financing CSOs/conditions for their development 
is perceived as important by organisations from Central 
Serbia (20%), while fight against corruption is listed as 

a priority mostly by CSOs that were established in the 
years 1990 to 2000 (22%) and those with budgets that 
exceed the amount of EUR 20,001 (30%). The latter group 
perceives implementation of laws/rule of law as important 
much more than do others (35%).           

ChARt 11.2   |   CSOs’ areas of work - comparison between the opinions of CSOs and those of the citizens
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17%
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7%

36%
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24%
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Healthcare

Unemployment
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Laws, implementation of laws, the rule of law
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Other

Don't know
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When interviewed directly, citizens mainly cannot say 
what it is that CSOs do (36%). There are only two areas 
in which citizens are aware of CSO work, and these are: 
human rights (24%) and environmental protection (21%). 

Compared to the citizens’ perception, CSOs significantly 
more often claim to be dealing with all the listed areas 
(except for human rights and ecology).

Focus groups participants state that CSOs mostly provide educational services, information sharing and legal 
assistance. However, they have different opinions regarding the key problems in the society, and have listed the 
following (not in order of priority): Unemployment, Citizens’ lack of information about most of the things that are 
happening in the municipality; Lack of interest/passivity – it is not clear weather this is part of the mentality or a 
reflection of the general situation in the society; Fear among citizens; Depopulation – migration; Poverty – citizens 
are tired and exhausted; Aging of the population; Communal infrastructure; Political nepotism – employment 
through connections with the Serbian Progressive Party (SPP); Most vulnerable groups do not receive adequate 
support and protection from the state.

ChARt 11.3   |   What are the most important local community areas from which CSO activities are missing - responses of CSOs
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Other
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Fields in Which CSO Activities are Under-Represented  
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As the most important fields in which CSO activities are 
under-represented at the local level, those most often 
mentioned are, once again: education (26%), followed by 
young people and their problems, and development of civil 
awareness (25% each). Responses are quite similar to 
those to the previous question, i.e. CSOs generally believe 
that they are working on things that are missing in the 
local community. 

Variations are related to the development of civil 
awareness, which is reported as the missing area mostly 
by CSOs engaged in law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) (37%). There is also unemployment - 
reported mostly by CSOs focused on development and 
housing (34%), and the standard of living and economic 
problems - mostly reported by unclassified CSOs (31%). 

There are variations among the CSOs based on region. 
Organisations from Eastern Serbia feel that an insufficient 
number of CSOs is dedicated to young people and their 

problems (51%) and fight against the corruption (22%). 
The opinion that CSO sector activities are not sufficiently 
represented in the area of healthcare is most frequently 
held by CSOs from South Serbia (23%) and Belgrade (22%), 
while CSOs from Central Serbia (25%) believe more than 
others that the standard of living/economic problems are 
not sufficiently covered by CSOs at the local level.    

There are a few differences among the CSOs based on 
their year of establishment: those that were founded prior 
to 1990 (38%) believe more than others that environmental 
issues are not sufficiently covered, while those that were 
established between the 1990 and 2000 think the same 
about fight against corruption (23%). 

CSOs with biggest budgets feel that there is no sufficient 
CSO activity at the local level regarding protection of 
human rights (28%) and law implementation/rule of law 
(35%). 

Citizens most often cannot tell which issues CSOs 
should be dealing with, i.e. in which areas their activity is 
missing (30%). While citizens believe that CSOs are active 
mostly in the areas of human rights and environmental 
protection, they emphasise unemployment (17%), social 
problems and social protection (14%) as well as fight 

against corruption (13%) as areas that are lacking CSO 
involvement. On the other hand, organisations significantly 
more often consider education, the youth, culture and 
development of civil awareness as important areas of 
further activity.   

Citizens’ Perception of Fields in Which CSO work is Under-Represented

Participants in the focus groups said that they were not aware of any CSOs that provide social services, reporting 
at the same time the absence of such services in their municipalities – reasons for this being that CSOs do not 
have sufficient capacities, technical conditions, licenses and stable sources of financing. 



78CSO SECTOR IN SERBIA IN 2019

ChARt 11.4   |   Citizens’ opinion about the areas from which CSO activity is missing - comparison with the opinion of CSOs
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2018

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

100,000,000 300,000,000

 281,124,031      

 179,083,830      

 214,067,319      

 224,126,443      

 225,068,939      

 215,037,330      

 238,579,856      

 249,870,604      

 275,915,457      

EUR

fInanCIal StabIlIty - 
SourCeS of fInanCInG  12

CSOs’ budgets in 2018

ChARt 12.1   |   Total CSOs’ income in the period 2010-2018, in thousands of RSD

2018

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

10.000.000 20.000.000 30.000.000 40.000.000
 179,083,830      

 224,126,443      

RSD
in 000

18,453,353

21,824,206

25,354,909

25,463,602

25,225,169

28,804,414

30,763,544

33,478,671

    33,248,989

According to the latest available SBRA data3, 
the associations’ total income in 2018 was RSD 
33,248,989,000, which is a bit less than in 2017. At the 
same time, if the amount is presented in EUR, a minor 

increase can be noted due to the fluctuations in the RSD/
EUR exchange rate. Thus, the total income of associations 
in 2018 was EUR 281,124,031.     

ChARt 12.2   |   Total income of CSOs in the period 2010-2018, in EUR

3 http://www.apr.gov.rs/
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Means of CSO Financing
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ChARt 12.3   |   How is your organisation financed?
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40%
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We are financed through projects

We work as volunteers
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Self-financing activities

We have general (institutional) support
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Local government

Other

There are three main methods of financing CSOs, and 
they are represented almost equally: financing based on 
projects (42%), volunteer work (41%) and membership 
fees (40%). The structure of CSO financing has changed 
in comparison with 2011, when the leading method was 
membership (49%), while volunteering was 10 percentage 
points lower (31% in 2011) and institutional support was 
11 percentage points higher (21% in 2011). 

The majority of CSOs engaged in the field of law, 
public representation and politics (human rights) are 
funded through projects (73%), while CSOs involved in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
work as volunteers more often than others (64%). CSOs 
dealing with development and housing are funded mostly 
from donations (55%) and membership fees (54%). They 
also receive gifts more frequently than others (19%). 
Business/professional associations and alliances obtain 
funds mostly from self-financing activities (39%). General 
(institutional) support is most present among the CSOs 
that provide social services (22%).

There are differences among the CSOs based on region: 
CSOs from Eastern Serbia are mostly financed through 
projects (57%), while CSOs from Western Serbia work 
as volunteers more than others (53%); membership as 
the dominant method of CSO financing is most present 
in organisations based in Vojvodina (52%), while general 
(institutional) support is prevalent in Western Serbia (24%). 

CSOs that were established during the period 1990-2000 
(64%) are primarily financed through projects, while the 
oldest CSOs receive institutional support more frequently 
than others (20%). 

It is worth noting that the newer the organisation, the 
more its funding is based on projects, while the older the 
organisation, the more its members work as volunteers.     
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ChARt 12.4   |   Who is financing your organisation?
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Unlike the previous chart, which outlines different methods 
of financing, this one provides information on the sources 
of financing, that is, on who is actually financing CSOs.

Besides self-financing4, which happens to be a method 
that was reported by 63% of the organisations, local 
administration (33%), citizens (23%) and domestic donor 
organisations (13%) are funders that appear on the list 
most frequently. 

These data are shattering the myth of CSOs as 
organisations that are funded mostly by the international 
community – namely, only 15% of CSOs reported receiving 
funding from these sources (including 4% EU funding). 

A significant difference can be noted regarding funding 
sources when they are compared to those from 2011: 
there has been an increase in funding by the local self 
government (from 33% in 2011 to 42% in 2019) and 
citizens (11% in 2011 to 23% in 2019), and a decrease in 
financing by domestic donor organisations (from 21% in 
2011 to 13% in 2019) and ministries (16% in 2011 to 10% 
in 2019).
 
Most business/professional associations and alliances 
are self-financed (73%), compared to only 43% of the 
CSOs focused on law, public representation and politics 
(human rights). However, the latter group reports funding 
from other international donor organisations more often 
than other groups (32%). Organisations that provide 

social services are funded by local self-government 
more frequently than others (43%). CSOs dealing with 
development and housing receive 52% of their funding 
from citizens and 23% from the business sector, which is, 
in both cases, the biggest share compared to other CSOs. 
CSOs dealing with law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) receive more funds from the ministries 
than other organisations (23%). Funds from EU are still a 
limited source of income for Serbian CSOs; nevertheless, 
CSOs involved in international cooperation (including 
European integration) are in the leading position (19%). 

Self-financing is equally present among CSOs regardless 
of the region, year of establishment and budget size. Local 
self governments fund CSOs from Vojvodina (42%) and 
those with budgets below EUR 1,000 (44%) the most, and 
those from Belgrade (18%) and without budgets (24%) the 
least. Vojvodina-based CSOs also report to be funded by 
citizens more than other organisations (40%). CSOs from 
Western Serbia (19%), those that were established during 
the period 1990-2000 (34%) and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (69%)  are funded more than others 
by other international organisations, while EU tends to 
fund mostly CSOs from Belgrade (7%), those that were 
established between the 2000 and 2009 (9%) and those 
with biggest budgets (52%). Ministries mostly fund CSOs 
from Belgrade (15%), organisations that were established 
prior to 1990 (18%) and those with budgets ranging from 
EUR 1,001 to 5,000 (22%).

4 According to SBRA: Income from goods, products and services sold, revenues from membership fees; income arising from non-financing assets. However, very often, CSO 
representatives also include their own individual financial contributions as "self-financing"

Sources of Financing
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ChARt 12.5   |   Which ministry?
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Base: CSOs financed 
by a ministry (10% of 
the target population)

Funding of CSOs that are financed by the ministries most 
often comes from the Ministry of Labour, Employment, 
Veteran and Social Affairs (29%), followed by the Ministry 
of Culture and Information (28%), and the Ministry of 
Environmental Protection (10%). Funds are distributed in 
line with the CSO area of work (for example, most of the 
funding from MLEVSA goes to CSOs that provide social 
services - 54%). 

Differences in funding can be observed based on region, 
year of establishment and budget size. Namely, MLEVSA 

most often funded CSOs established prior to 1990 (58%), 
while MCI mostly funded those from Southeast Serbia 
(59%), those that were established after 2010 (47%) and 
those with budgets below EUR 1,000 (46%).

CSOs from Central Serbia receive more funds from the 
MEP than other organisations (39%), while CSOs from 
Eastern Serbia receive more funds from the MESTD (35%). 
The MPALG prefers to fund CSOs with budgets exceeding 
EUR 20,001 (34%).   

Assessment of the Financial Situation in the Organisation

ChARt 12.6   |   How would you assess the current financial status of your organisation?

25%

25%

15%

4%

50%

19%

30%

1 - Very bad (on the verge of existence)

2 - Somewhat bad 

3 - Neither good nor bad

4 - Somewhat good

5 - Excellent

Bad

Good
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50% of the CSOs assess the financial situation in their 
organisation as poor, and only 19% as good; when 
compared to 2011, there are now more CSOs that are 
both satisfied and dissatisfied, meaning that the number 
of neutrals has decreased (from 35% in 2011 to 30% in 
2019). Organisations involved in philanthropic mediation 
and promotion of volunteerism are the most dissatisfied 
(61%), while CSOs dealing with international cooperation 
(including European integration) and unclassified CSOs 
give their financial situation the best marks (25% each).

Among the most dissatisfied are CSOs from Southeast 
(75%) and Eastern Serbia (66%), those that were 
established between the 2000 and 2009 (58%), and – 
obviously – those without budgets (62%).

Most satisfied are CSOs from Belgrade (23%), those 
that were established prior to 1990 (28%) and in general, 
organisations with bigger budgets.

ChARt 12.7   |   How would you assess the current financial status of your organisation?

46%

45%

31%

26%

24%

23%

22%

15%

12%

2%

1%

The state and local self-governments have

Not enough donors

Donors finance only big organisations, so that there are

Insufficient experience in fundraising

Lack of information on potential donors

Donors do not finance some areas anymore

Complicated conditions for submitting project proposals

Business sector doesn’t finance CSO

Poor tax policy

Transparency of donors

Other

not enough grants for small organisations

small funds for financing CSO

Multiple answers; 
Base: Total target 
population

The majority of CSOs see low funds of the state and 
local governments for financing CSOs (46%) and a small 
number of donors (45%) as main problems, while 31% feel 
that donors finance only big organisations, not leaving 
enough funds for small ones. 

Compared to 2011, the list of main issues that concern 
CSO financing is quite different. All issues have visibly 
decreased, yet two issues that were not even listed in 2011 
now appear among the top five: insufficient experience 
in fundraising (26%) and lack of information concerning 
potential donors (24%).    

The majority of CSOs involved in development and housing 
report that the state and local self-governments have 
small funds for financing CSO (65%). This is corroborated 
by CSOs that provide social services (57%), which also 
think that there are not enough donors (57%). CSOs 

focused on the area of law, public representation and 
politics (human rights) think more often than others that 
donors finance only large organisations (thus not leaving 
a sufficient number of grants for small ones) (49%), while 
insufficient experience in fundraising is recognised as the 
main issue by CSOs engaged in development and housing 
(43%) and by those involved in healthcare (42%). CSOs 
that are active in international cooperation (including 
European integration) and those engaged in philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism believe more 
than others that there is a lack of information on potential 
donors (43% each). Those that belong to the latter group 
also think more often than others that donors no longer 
finance some of the areas of work (40%), that conditions 
for submitting project proposals have become overly 
complicated (33%), and that one of the problems is that 
the business sector is not financing CSOs (46%). 
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The problem of the state’s or local governments’ lack of 
funds is recognised mainly by CSOs from Eastern Serbia 
(60%). Most frequently found among those who believe 
that the problem lies in the small number of donors are 
organisations from Eastern Serbia (57%) and Belgrade 
(56%), and those with biggest budgets (63%). CSOs 
from Eastern Serbia (45%) represent the majority of 
organisations that believe that the problem lies in the fact 
that donors finance only big organisations. CSOs from 
Southeast Serbia lack information on potential donors 

more frequently than others (34%), while CSOs that were 
established during the period 1990-2000 (41%) and those 
with biggest budgets (45%) believe more than others 
that donors no longer finance specific fields of work. Bad 
tax policy is listed as a problem by CSOs with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (34%), while CSOs from Belgrade 
(29%) happen to be the most articulate when it comes to 
the subject of complicated project proposal submission 
procedure.       

Focus group participants confirmed the generally poor financial situation of CSOs, as well as some of the reasons 
that were stated as part of the survey. They also provided a list of issues that make CSO work more difficult: lack of 
office space, dated equipment, uncovered overheads; fewer and fewer approved projects; lack of cooperation with 
the business sector; calls for large grants, where, in order to obtain a grant different CSOs have to join together, 
which is time consuming; and excessive donor requirements (disproportionate administration), as illustrated by 
the following statement: “We do more for less money”. It has been noted that most of the funds “go to Belgrade” 
and that local CSOs are being neglected. 

Forcing cooperation with LG is very often counter-productive, for reasons that have been already explained. At 
the same time, there is strategically planned financing of GONGOs (PONGOs) on the part of the state, aimed at 
providing them with “eligibility”. Namely, after several years of LG funding, these organisations now have financial 
records that allow them to obtain larger funds from the Ministry of Finance’s CFCU for EU funds. 

ChARt 12.8   |   Have you managed to obtain funds for your 
organisation’s activities in 2019?

Yes, for the whole year  

Only for a part,
not the whole year

No, we haven’t

46%

39%

15%

Only 15% of the CSOs managed to obtain funds required 
for their work throughout the year 2019, while almost half 
(46%) failed to provide any funds (according to data from 
April 2019). This situation is significantly worse compared 
to that of 2011, when 34% of CSOs secured funds for the 
entire year and 23% did not manage to do so, and it is 
most probably the result of the constant increase in the 
number of newly registered CSOs.

Most successful among the organisations are business/
professional associations and alliances - namely, 25% of 
them secured funding for 2019. CSOs that provide social 
services were able to secure financing for a part of the year 
(46%), while most CSOs dealing with development and 
housing (65%) failed to secure funds for 2019, followed by 
unclassified CSOs (60%).
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Funds for the entire year were most successfully obtained 
by CSOs that were founded during the period 1990-2000 
(24%) and those with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 
(55%). CSOs with budgets ranging from EUR 5,001 to 
20,000 (59%), those that were established prior to 1990 
(59%) and those from Eastern Serbia (50%) obtained a 
part of the needed funds. As expected, CSOs without 
budgets (65%), those that were founded after 2010 (53%) 
and those from Central (61%) and Southeast Serbia (59%) 
were among the organisations that failed to provide funds 
for 2019. 

ChARt 12.9   |   Was the annual budget of your organisation 
increased, remained the same, or reduced over the past three 
years?

Reduced

Increased

We were not established then

The same

56%

27%

3%

14%

The income situation varies across the CSO sector. The 
majority of CSOs report that their situation has remained 
the same (56%), while 14% state that their annual income 
has increased and 27% that it has decreased. When 
this is compared to the situation from 2011, the biggest 
difference can be noted in the number of CSOs whose 
budgets have remained the same (from 38% in 2011 to 
56% in 2019). 

Among the CSOs whose budgets have increased, the 
majority are CSOs dealing with law, public representation 
and politics (human rights) and those involved in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
(25% each). Most CSOs engaged in healthcare have the 
same budget (74%), while biggest budget cuts were 
experienced by CSOs involved in development and 
housing (41%).

CSOs whose income has increased the most are those 
with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (52%). CSOs from 
Western, Central and Eastern Serbia reported the same 
budget funds in the past three years (67%-68%), while 
CSOs from Southeast Serbia witnessed a decrease in their 
budgets more than did other organisations (42%). 

ChARt 12.10   |   Are your financial reports published on your website, Facebook page or any other social network, or in any other way?

21%

8%

2%

3%

67%

In Business Registers Agency

Yes, on our website

Yes, on our Facebook page or some other social media

Other

No
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Most CSOs (67%) do not publish their financial reports on 
their websites, on Facebook or on any other social network. 
One fifth (21%) mentioned the Business Registers Agency 
(although all financial reports are officially published on 
SBRA website). Only 8% published it on their websites, 
while 2% did so using Facebook page/other social media. 
These data show that transparency of CSO financial 
reporting is very low.  

CSOs involved in international cooperation (including 
European integration) publish their financial reports on 
the SBRA website more often than others (44%), while 
19% of the CSOs engaged in philanthropic mediation and 
promotion of volunteerism publish them on their own 

websites, followed by CSOs involved in education and 
research, those dealing with law, public representation 
and politics (human rights) and those active in the area of 
healthcare (13% each). 
  
CSOs that make their financial reports publicly available 
are mostly those from Belgrade (46%), those that were 
established prior to 1990 (57%), and those with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (79%), while CSOs from Western 
Serbia (76%) and those established after the year 2000 
publish their financial reports the least. 
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Involvement of Beneficiaries in the Work of the Organisations 

ChARt 13.1   |   Does your organisation include beneficiaries in its 
work?

No
38%

Yes
62%

Most CSOs (62%) report including beneficiaries in their 
work. Among them, CSOs dealing with philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (81%), those 
from Eastern Serbia and those with budgets exceeding 
EUR 20,001 (80% each) include beneficiaries in their work 
more than others, while environmental and unclassified 
CSOs (41% each), those from Southeast Serbia (55%) and 
those without budgets (47%) include them the least. 

ChARt 13.2   |   How does your organisation include beneficiaries in its work?

13%

57%

48%

45%

42%

32%

2%

We accept beneficiaries to be our members

We recruit beneficiaries as volunteers

We ask our beneficiaries about their needs

We consult beneficiaries when making plans

We evaluate how satisfied they are with our work

Other Multiple answers; Base: Organisations that include 
beneficiaries in their work (62% of the target population)

CSOs most often involve beneficiaries in their work by 
accepting them as members (57%), by recruiting them 
as volunteers (48%), by analysing their needs (47%), 
by consulting them when making plans (42%) and to a 
somewhat lesser extent, by checking how satisfied they 
are with the work of the organisation (32%). Given that all 
responses are more represented in 2019 than in 2011, it 
is obvious that CSOs are using multiple ways to include 
beneficiaries in their work.    

There are certain differences among the CSOs: the 
majority of organisations dealing with the development 
and housing accept beneficiaries as their members 
(77%), followed by CSOs engaged in culture, media and 
recreation (68%). Environmental CSOs most often recruit 
beneficiaries as volunteers (59%), while CSOs active in 
the area of law, public representation and politics (human 
rights) much more often than others ask their beneficiaries 

about their needs (74%) and consult them when making 
plans (68%). The latter also applies to CSOs involved in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
(68%). These organisations, more often than others, also 
evaluate how satisfied beneficiaries are with their work 
(64%). 
 
CSOs from Southeast Serbia (71%) most often accept 
beneficiaries as their members; CSOs with budgets 
exceeding EUR 20,001 (82%) and those that were 
established during the period 1990-2000 (68%) inquire 
about the needs of beneficiaries more frequently than 
others. CSOs whose budgets exceed EUR 20,001 lead 
in evaluating the level of beneficiary satisfaction (61%) 
and consulting beneficiaries when making plans (56%). 
The latter is most often practiced by CSOs that were 
established during the period 1990-2000 (49%) and those 
based in Belgrade (44%).        
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About 58% of the CSOs conduct success evaluations 
of their projects, which is significantly less compared 
to 2011 (73%). CSOs most often conduct only internal 
project success evaluations (30%), while 4% conduct 
external evaluations. One quarter conduct both external 
and internal evaluations (24%), while 42% mostly do not 
conduct any evaluation at all.

CSOs involved in development and housing most 
frequently carry out some form of project evaluation (81%), 
followed by CSOs dealing with international cooperation 
(including European integration) (77%), while unclassified 
CSOs (60%) and business/professional associations and 
alliances (45%) most often do not carry out any project 
evaluation. 

Both types of project success evaluations are mainly 
conducted by CSOs with budgets exceeding EUR 20,000 
(68%), as well as those that were established during 
the period 1990-2000 (38%). Based on region, project 
evaluation is most frequently carried out by Belgrade-
based CSOs (29%), and least frequently by those from 
Western Serbia (5%). 

QualIty of 
ServICeS 13

Beneficiaries’ Satisfaction with the Work/Services of the Organisation 

ChARt 13.3   |   How satisfied are your beneficiaries with your work?

ChARt 13.4   |   Do you evaluate the success of your projects?

11%

33%

56%

0%

89%

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 

Somewhat satisfied

Completely satisfied

Dissatisfied

Satisfied

Base: Organisations that include 
beneficiaries in their work 
(62% of the target population)

The majority of CSOs (89%) give high marks to beneficiaries’ satisfaction (although only 32% state that they have made 
formal evaluations and 42% that they do not evaluate their projects in any way). No major differences can be noted 
among the CSOs.

The above was confirmed by focus group participants: although a formal evaluation or a feedback system is not 
being implemented, CSOs perceive a high degree of beneficiary satisfaction with the services they provide.

Project Success Evaluation 

Mainly yes - external evaluation

Mainly yes - internal evaluation

Mainly not

Yes, both external and internal

42%
4%

30%24%
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ChARt 13.5   |   To what extent do you use research and other 
types of data to support your public advocacy activities?

I regularly use adequate data and
arguments in order to achieve our goals

Occasionally

Never

34%

43%

23%

Most frequently, CSOs use adequate data/arguments only 
occasionally (43%), while one third never use them (34%) 
and less than one quarter (23%) use them regularly in their 
public advocacy activities.
 
CSOs dealing with law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) most often regularly use adequate data and 
arguments to achieve their goals (52%), while development 
and housing related CSOs do it mostly occasionally (49%). 
Unclassified CSOs are mostly present among those that 
never use data to support their advocacy (49%).     

CSOs with budgets greater than EUR 20,001 lead in the 
regular use of adequate data and arguments (73%), 
followed by CSOs that were established during the period 
1990-2000 and those from Belgrade, which use these 
data more than others (39% each). Vojvodina-based CSOs 
prefer occasional use of data/arguments (53%), while 
CSOs from Western Serbia are dominant among those 
that do not use them at all (61%). 
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trainings Attendance in 2018

ChARt 14.1   |   To what extent do you use research and other 
types of data to support your public advocacy activities?

ChARt 14.2   |   Who attended these training sessions?

28%

Yes

72%
No

Staff of the majority of CSOs (72%) did not attend any 
training in 2018. Situation with training attendance seems 
to be the worst in CSOs dealing with development and 
housing (84%), followed by those involved in culture, media 
and recreation (74%), those from Western Serbia (86%), 
organisations that were established after 2010 (78%) and 
those without budgets (82%), whose staff did not attend 
any training. Situation is the best in CSOs dealing with 
international cooperation (including European integration) 
(64%), and those with budget over EUR 20,001, where 90% 
of the staff attended training in 2019, followed by CSOs 
established during the period 1990-2000 (49%) and those 
from Belgrade (39%).     

1%-5%

Volunteers

The management onlyAll members

Mainly the management
and some members

30%

22%23%

25%

Base: CSO whose representatives attended some form 
of training (28% of the target population)

Among the CSOs whose staff did attend trainings, those 
who attended were mostly management and some 
members (30%), all members (25%), volunteers (23%) and 
management only (22%).

As regards area of work, variations were noted in 
business/professional associations and alliances, where 
only 7% of organisations had their management attend 
training. CSOs that provide social services more often 
than others include in training both managers and some of 
the members (39%), while CSOs involved in development 
and housing in most cases include all members (56%). 
Volunteers attended training mostly in unclassified CSOs 
(32%).

There are also variations among the CSOs based on region, 
year of foundation and budget size: management mainly 
attended training in CSOs from Eastern Serbia (52%); 
while management and some members attended training 
mainly in CSOs from Western Serbia (57%). All members 
attended training mostly in CSOs whose budgets exceed 
EUR 20,001 (42%), while those that were established 
prior to 1990 concentrate the most on educating their 
volunteers. 

14
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Most CSOs (65%) do not allocate any share of their 
budgets for the development of their human resources; 
15% of CSOs allocate 21% or more; 11% from 6% to 20%, 
while 9% of the organisations devote between 1% and 5% 
of their budget to this purpose.   

A great majority of CSOs involved in development and 
housing do not allocate funds for the development of 
their human resources (84%), followed by those active in 
philanthropic mediation and promotion of volunteerism 
(69%). CSOs engaged in the area of law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) most often 
allocate between 1% and 5% of their annual budgets for 
human resource development, while CSOs dealing with 
healthcare (17%) and those that provide social services 
(16%) are in the lead, as they allocate between 6% and 20% 
for these purposes. The biggest proportion of the annual 
budget is allocated for HR development by business/
professional associations and alliances (24%). 

In addition to CSOs without budgets, in most of the cases 
CSOs from Vojvodina (73%), Southeast Serbia (72%) and 
those that were established after the year 2000 (67%) do 
not invest funds from their budgets in human resource 
development. 

CSOs from Belgrade are leading, as 29% of them spend 
21% or more of their budgets for these purposes. CSOs 
from Central Serbia allocate 6% to 20% of their funds 
for training more frequently than do others (18%), while 
CSOs with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (28%) and 
those that were established prior to 1990 (22%) mostly 
invest between 1% and 5% in the education of their staff/
members. 

profeSSIonal SkIllS 
of CSo employeeS 

ChARt 14.3   |   What share of your budget do you allocate per 
year, on average, for the development of human resources and 
organisational development (in %)?

6%-20%

21% and more1%-5%

None

65% 15%

11%

9%

Satisfaction with the Educational Level of Staff

ChARt 14.4   |   How would you evaluate the educational level of members of your organisation?

1%

3%

29%

52%

4%

81%

16%

1 - Not satisfied at all

2 - Somewhat dissatisfied

3 - Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

4 - Somewhat satisfied

5 - Completely satisfied

Dissatisfied

Satisfied

14
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Most CSOs are satisfied with the level of education of their 
staff and members (81%). Only 4% are dissatisfied, which 
represents a significant difference compared to 2011 
when 58% of the surveyed CSOs expressed satisfaction 
while 8% were dissatisfied. These data do not correlate 
with all the findings from the survey, especially with 
problems and issues listed by CSOs.  

There are no major differences among the CSOs, except 
for the fact that organisations dealing with healthcare and 
environmental issues (74% each) and those from Western 
(63%) and Central Serbia (61%) are least satisfied with the 
level of competence of their members. 

Educational Priority Needs 

ChARt 14.5   |   What are the priority areas when it comes to education? – Off the top of the head

2%

2%

2%

3%

3%

5%

5%

5%

6%

7%

7%

7%

10%

13%

25%Fundraising

Writing project proposals

Specific expertise in our area

Strategic planning

Project management

Financial management

Public advocacy and representation

Creating a base/ Connecting with citizens

Platforms and networking

Team work and leadership

Training of trainers

European integration

Human resources management

Systemic approach - the theory of change

Other

When asked about a single education-related priority, 
one quarter of CSOs (25%) listed “fundraising”, followed 
by writing project proposals (13%) and specific expertise 
in their respective areas (10%). All other topics on the list 
remained below 10%, and there were only a few differences 
among the CSOs based on the area of work, region, year of 
establishment and budget size.

CSOs dealing with development and housing (38%) and 
those providing social services (34%) more often than 
others prioritised fundraising as the area that required 
further education. Environmental CSOs (19%) and 
those dealing with culture, media and recreation (17%) 
considered writing project proposals a priority. Unclassified 
CSOs (19%) and business/professional associations 

and alliances (17%) reported specific expertise in their 
respective areas of work as a priority. Although not very 
high on the list, strategic planning was prioritised by CSOs 
engaged in law, public representation and politics (human 
rights) (11%). 
 
Fundraising was prioritised mostly by CSOs from Eastern 
(40%) and Southeast Serbia (37%), followed by writing 
project proposals (21%). Specific expertise in the area of 
work was listed mostly by CSOs from Belgrade (20%), while 
CSOs with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 recognised the 
need for strategic planning more frequently than others 
did (13%). All other topics were low on the list and there 
were no major differences among the CSOs.

14
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ChARt 14.6   |   What are the priority areas when it comes to education? - All answers

57%

32%

25%

24%

24%

20%

19%

18%

18%

16%

12%

11%

11%

7%

3%

Fundraising

Writing project proposals

Project management

Strategic planning

Financial management

Platforms and networking

Creating a base/ Connecting with citizens

Public advocacy and representation

Team work and leadership

Specific expertise in our area

European integration

Human resources management

Training of trainers

Systemic approach - the theory of change

Other

profeSSIonal SkIllS 
of CSo employeeS 

When asked to list several priority topics, fundraising was 
once again mentioned by the majority of CSOs (57%), 
followed by writing project proposals (32%), project 
management (25%), strategic planning and financial 
management (24% each), platforms and networking 
(20%), etc. 

Most CSOs that deal with development and housing 
(69%) and those that provide social services (68%) 
prioritise fundraising as a topic for education, while it is 
least prioritised by business/professional associations 
and alliances (40%). Financial management was listed 
as an important topic by CSOs dealing with philanthropic 
mediation and promotion of volunteerism (36%) and those 
that are active in the field of law, public representation 
and politics (human rights) (34%). Platforms and 
networking appeared to be a priority for CSOs dealing 
with development and housing (39%), while specific 
expertise was emphasised by business/professional 
associations and alliances (35%). As expected, European 
integration was most often the priority of CSOs involved in 
international cooperation (including European integration) 

(22%). Unclassified CSOs more than others prioritised 
human resource management (22%) and the theory of 
change (21%), while CSOs dealing with the law, public 
representation and politics (human rights) placed training 
of trainers on their list of priorities more often than other 
CSOs (19%). 

There are some differences among the CSOs also based 
on region. Fundraising is most needed by CSOs from 
Central Serbia (70%) and Eastern and Southeast Serbia 
(66%), although the latter listed writing project proposals 
as another priority (47%). CSOs from Vojvodina, more 
than others, have a need to be educated on the topics of 
strategic planning (33%) and project management (31%), 
while CSOs from Central Serbia most often state platforms 
and networking (36%), creating a base/connecting citizens 
(31%) and teamwork/leadership (27%) as their priorities. 
CSOs based in Belgrade most often prioritise specific 
expertise in their own areas of work (31%). 

14
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Participants in focus groups confirmed the absence of sufficient knowledge required for working in an organisation 
(all the aspects of CSO work, as there are new people who did not have an opportunity to attend training, or 
completely new organisations without even the most basic knowledge of the role of CSOs in the society and 
its functioning); English language was mentioned as a problem in writing project proposals for foreign donors; 
licensing for provision of social care services was mentioned as especially important, as well as the fact that all 
forms of assistance were needed regarding this; legal counselling, i.e. legal support was highlighted as extremely 
important both for self-defence and the advocacy work of CSOs, as well as to protect the rights of beneficiaries. 
Finally, acquiring additional knowledge and skills in the area of PR and communication with citizens was also 
stressed as important.

Other Needed Forms of Support 
ChARt 14.7   |   What other forms of support (besides money, equipment and training) do you need and would consider beneficial?

7%

5%

3%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

2%

1%

1%

3%

43%

26%

Working space

Collaboration with government institutions, legal regulations

Media support

Means of transportation/ technical equipment

Public support

Education

Support, cooperation with local authorities

Professional assistance (literature, personnel...)

Human resources, personnel, volunteers

Cooperation with other NGO, networking

International cooperation

Other

Nothing

Don't know

It is interesting that as many as 43% of organisations 
stated that they did not need any other form of support, 
which was significantly (twice) more than in 2011 (20%). 
On top of the list – although listed by a small percentage 
of organisations – was office space (7%), followed by 
cooperation with government institutions/legal regulations 
(5%) and media support (3%), while vehicles/equipment, 
public support, education, professional assistance, human 
resources etc. were each mentioned by 2% of the CSOs. 

Several deviations from the average have been noted: 
CSOs dealing with philanthropic mediation and promotion 
of volunteerism (22%) and business/professional 
associations and alliances (13%) listed office space more 
often than others, while CSOs involved in international 

cooperation (including European integration) reported 
need for support in collaborating with government 
institutions and with regulations (11%). 
 
CSOs from Central Serbia need office space more than 
others (16%), while CSOs from Eastern Serbia (23%) and 
CSOs with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (11%) need 
cooperation with institutions. CSOs from Western Serbia 
expressed primarily a need for education (18%). 

CSOs from Vojvodina seem to be best taken care of - as 
many as 53% of them stated that they did not need other 
forms of support, while Belgrade-based CSOs (36%) more 
often than others did not know what type of additional 
support they might need. 
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Problems Important for the Sustainability of the CSO Sector in Serbia
ChARt 15.1   |   How relevant are the following issues for the sustainability of your organisation?

41%

40%

36%

27%

22%

19%

19%

19%

13%

4%

2%

Lack of state support

Donorship in business sector is underdeveloped

Insufficient collaboration with local authorities

Underdeveloped CSO sector in general

Unstimulating legal regulations

Withdrawal of international donors

Insufficient (underdeveloped) collaboration between CSOs

Poor collaboration with the media

Negative attitude of citizens

Other

There is no problem

Most CSOs (41%) are of the opinion that lack of state 
support is a problem that is significant for the sustainability 
of their organisations, followed by underdeveloped 
donorship within the business sector (40%), insufficient 
cooperation with local authorities (36%), generally 
underdeveloped CSO sector (27%) and un-stimulating 
regulations (22%).

On the other hand, they find poor cooperation with the 
media (18%) and the negative attitude of the citizens 
(13%) to be least important for the sustainability of their 
organisations. 

The majority of unclassified CSOs consider lack of state 
support most relevant for their sustainability (57%), as 
do environmental CSOs (48%). Unclassified CSOs report 
that insufficient collaboration with local authorities is 
jeopardising their sustainability (46%); while the majority 
of CSOs involved in development and housing believe that 
sponsorship in the business sector is underdeveloped 
(66%). They also, more often than others, think that 
the CSO sector is generally underdeveloped (44%). Un-
stimulating regulations are listed most frequently by 
CSOs dealing with law, public representation and politics 

(human rights) (38%). Negative attitude of citizens as a 
sustainability factor was reported mostly by CSOs active 
in the field of law, public representation and politics 
(human rights) (27%). 

Differences based on region are noticeable in relation 
to some of the factors relevant for CSO sustainability. 
Underdeveloped donorship in the business sector is a 
significant factor for CSOs from Southeast Serbia (60%), 
but less so for organisations from Central Serbia (31%). 
Organisations from Eastern Serbia, however, believe more 
than others that generally underdeveloped CSO sector 
(40%) and un-stimulating legal regulations (36%) are 
significant for their sustainability; for them, withdrawal 
of international donors does not happen to be an issue 
(7%), although it is considered a significant problem by 
CSOs with budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (49%). Negative 
attitude of the citizens is very significant for CSOs with 
budgets exceeding EUR 20,001 (44%) and Belgrade-based 
organisations (17%). Also, poor cooperation with the 
media is especially significant in the eyes of Belgrade-
based organisations (26%) and those without budgets 
(23%). 
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general conclusions
The research data show a significant change in the key 
sector features, primarily due to its growth in the last 8 
years and changes to the context which affected many of 
the aspects of CSO work: CSO organisational structure, 
the funding situation, the level of staff competence, the 
level of citizens’ engagement, attitude of the media toward 
CSOs, the level of CSO networking and cooperation with 
the local self-governments. 

To illustrate the scope of change in numbers, it is worth 
mentioning that in 2011 the majority of CSOs (58%) were 
those that were established during the period 1990-2009. 
In this survey, however, they represent just 26% of all 
CSOs, while 62% are those that are newly registered. The 
year of establishment is important because it is related to 
the origin of a CSO4, its performance, focus and attitude 
toward politics and problems in the society: 

A. CSOs created in the 1990s were focusing mostly 
on combating human rights violations, disbursing 
humanitarian aid for refugees and displaced persons, 
promoting peace and reconciliation, fighting poverty, 
and promoting democratic values and principles. 
Many of them developed into professional, modern 
CSOs that are engaged in advocacy and capacity 
building in a number of areas of social policy, 
good governance, human rights and economic 
development. Usually, they are socially progressive 
and well-versed in international influences and 
socio-political agendas, both within the region and 
in the context of European integration. They rely on 
international support more than other organisations, 
and have a weaker constituency base and relations 
with citizens. Most of these organisations are based in 
Belgrade and have been passing through transitional 
processes, introducing new leadership, and adapting 
to the changed external context and environment. 

B. The other group emerged as a new wave after 
political and social changes in October 2000, joining 
the previous group. In addition to strong CSOs dealing 
with democratisation, human and women’s rights, 
youth and children, think-tanks, a number of such 
organisations is related to smaller, community-based 
initiatives and organisations that focus on variety 
of issues in the community - social, environmental, 
economic, etc. They are undertaking smaller-scale 

projects, have smaller capacities and are more turned 
to mobilising local resources from communities and 
municipalities.

With the increased number of newly established 
CSOs, features of the above mentioned CSOs have 
been absorbed, giving place to an entire new range 
of organisations, whose characteristics are colouring 
the picture of the overall sector. The motivation for the 
establishment of these CSOs significantly differs from 
the previously described. One explanation may be the 
diminishing role of the state in various aspects of life, 
except the economy and media, in the last several years. 
This vacuum has been filled by small, local CSOs whose 
primary role is neither “political” nor “activist”. It might be 
said that CSOs nowadays have two new roles to play – 
one as a tool to help bring people together so they can 
take part in various mutually beneficial activities, and the 
other as a means of surviving in the new economy by 
using CSOs as their main source of income. In addition, 
there is a tendency of creating more and more of the so-
called GONGOs, as confirmed by focus group participants, 
which are founded and/or supported by the government 
with a view to representing its political interests and 
imitating civil groups and societies.

Based on the survey data analysis, it is evident that 
there are three areas in which the CSO sector in Serbia 
needs to develop further, requiring additional support: 
strengthening overall capacities (including constituency 
building and competencies), increasing cooperation and 
networking, and improving relationship with LGs. All three 
areas are elaborated in greater detail below.

Constituency, Capacities, Competencies

Because of the reasons mentioned above, the general 
impression is that the work of CSOs has become silent. 
Previously active and recognisable organisations are 
shutting down, left without resources despite the fact 
that they have been working for 20 years and that they 
are professional organisations with proven success. In the 
meantime, GONGOs, which are abundantly financed from 
the budget, keep expanding. Problems in society have 
accumulated to such an extent that CSOs cannot resolve 
them without a stronger inclusion of citizens. 
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New organisations seem to be less “political” and less 
critical (compared to those established during the 1990s 
and in the period 2000-2009) and they are more satisfied 
with almost all aspects of their work and its context, with 
the exception of cooperation with the media. In addition to 
the change caused by the increase in the number of CSOs, 
there is also a visible change in their structure. 

Although most of them focus on citizens as their primary 
and overall target groups, CSOs also seem to be detached 
from them - almost half do not include citizens in their 
activities. At the same time, citizens are very rarely 
engaged in CSO work; they do not trust them, they are not 
informed of their work, and they are not interested at all 
(which could be attributed also to the overall apathy in the 
society). Furthermore, CSOs have a much more positive 
perception of their own work than the citizens; in general, 
they believe that what they do is exactly what is missing 
in the local community, which significantly differs from 
the opinion of citizen; namely, the only areas CSOs are 
dealing with that citizens recognise are human rights and 
environmental protection. What is needed is direct contact 
with citizens instead of excessive reliance on social media. 

The impression is that most people in today’s CSO sector 
in Serbia “don’t know how much they don't know”. These 
are completely new people, with insufficient knowledge 
of CSO work. They did not have opportunities to attend 
trainings (like CSOs in the 1990s/2000s), or they are 
completely new organisations that do not have even the 
basic knowledge of the roles of CSOs in the society and 
its functioning. 

Findings are full of contradictions: for example, 
satisfaction with the political context for the work of CSOs 
has increased (compared to 2011) and there is a more 
positive attitude toward cooperation between the state 
and CSOs. At the same time, 75% of the CSOs think that 
organisations such as theirs have little influence on public 
policy (in 2011, CSOs were more critical, and believed they 
were more influential than today); there is a decrease in 
funding, fewer projects are written and approved, there is 
lack of information on funding opportunities (in the era of 
social media!), there are problems with the recruitment 
of staff and volunteers, and at the same time, there is 
minimal investment in human resources and a high level 
of satisfaction with the professional level of staff. Also, 
an unexpectedly high number of surveyed CSOs reported 
that they do not need support, and that they do not know 
what sort of support they might need.

The entire sector needs to be revitalised; however, “one 
size does not fit all”. CSOs established before 1990 need 

to be modernised; those founded from 1990 to 2009 need 
consolidation and stronger constituency relations, while 
the new ones need to go “back to the basics”, i.e. to learn 
about the essence of the role of a CSO in a democratic 
society and different aspects of CSO functioning. 

CSO Cooperation and Networking
Survey data show that the majority of CSOs have 
established cooperation with other such organisations; 
however, it is significantly lower than in 2011, at all levels. 
There is lack of solidarity and synergy, with CSOs acting 
isolated and disconnected. Membership in networks 
has decreased, followed by a decrease in the perception 
of their influence. This was to be expected, given that 
the number of CSOs has doubled since 2010, and that 
establishing cooperation/networking requires time, 
knowledge, contacts with other CSOs, and funding (the 
latter is missing, as funding trends for initiating networks 
by a variety of donors have decreased). 

There is a need to bring people together, to re-connect, 
to break the isolation and create the spirit of cooperation 
and synergy. It is a concept that is pretty much similar 
to that of the 1990s (when “breaking barriers and 
building bridges” was one of the approaches to better 
networking), but under new circumstances  (again, social 
networks are useful, but direct contact and peer support 
is recommended). 

Relationships between CSOs and LGs
Cooperation with LGs is weak or non-existent, due to 
the poor capacity/competence of LGs, understanding 
cooperation only as LG funding, or refusal of CSOs 
to cooperate with the authorities for various reasons 
(especially well-established CSOs) since 2012. There 
are different views regarding interference with the work 
of CSOs - surveyed CSOs did not report any significant 
interference, but focus groups’ participants listed a 
number of challenges: phone calls, text messages, e-mails, 
social media insults, misdemeanour reports, threats, 
personal data made public, attempts to take away space 
that was given to CSOs to use, inspections and so on. It 
seems that different CSOs are exposed to different types 
of interference (environmental CSOs, CSOs that provide 
social services....). This may be explained by interlocutors 
providing socially acceptable responses.  

Although joint forces of CSOs and LGs are the best way to 
meet the needs of the citizens, in the given circumstances 
this may prove to be a challenge. In addition to fostering 
cooperation and joint activities between CSOs and LGs, 
it is also important to support CSO watchdog/monitoring 
activities on the local level.  
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annex: international 
classification of non-Profit 
organisations (icnPo)

Non-profit organisations in the satellite account  are classified according to their primary area of activity, in line with the 
International Classification of Non-Profit Organisations (ICNPO). It is the classification system that is recommended 
in the UN Handbook on Non-Profit Institutions in the System of National Accounts. The ICNPO system classifies 
organisations into 12 major activity groups, including a catch-all ‘not elsewhere classified’ category. These 12 major 
activity groups are further divided into 24 sub-groups. Satellite account estimates are published at the major group level. 
These are briefly described below.

1. Culture and Recreation
2. Education and Research
3. Health
4. Social Services
5. Environment
6. Development and Housing
7. Law, Advocacy and Politics
8. Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion
9. International
10. Religion
11. Business and Professional Associations, Unions 
12. Not Elsewhere Classified

Group 1: Culture and Recreation

Media and Communications: Production and dissemination of information and communication; includes radio and TV 
stations; publishing of books, journals, newspapers and newsletters; film production; and libraries.
Visual Arts, Architecture, Ceramic Art: Production, dissemination and display of visual arts and architecture; includes 
sculpture, photographic societies, painting, drawing, design centres and architectural associations.
Performing Arts: Performing arts centres, companies and associations; includes theatre, dance, ballet, opera, orchestras, 
chorals and music ensembles.
Historical, Literary and Humanistic Societies: Promotion and appreciation of the humanities, preservation of historical 
and cultural artefacts and commemoration of historical events; includes historical societies, poetry and literary societies, 
language associations, reading promotion, war memorials and commemorative funds and associations.
Museums: General and specialised museums covering art, history, sciences, technology and culture.
Zoos and Aquariums:
Sports: Provision of amateur sport, training, physical fitness and sport competition services and events; includes fitness 
and wellness centres.
Recreation and Social Clubs: Provision of recreational facilities and services to individuals and communities; includes 
playground associations, country clubs, men’s and women’s clubs, touring clubs and leisure clubs.
Service clubs: Membership organisations providing services to members and local communities, for example Lions, 
Zonta International, the Rotary Club, and Kiwanis.
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Group 2: Education and Research

Elementary, Primary and Secondary Sducation: Education at elementary, primary and secondary levels; includes pre-
school organisations other than day care.
Higher Education: Higher learning, providing academic degrees; includes universities, business management schools, 
law schools, medical schools.
Vocational/Technical Schools: Technical and vocational training specifically geared towards gaining employment; 
includes trade schools, paralegal training and secretarial schools.
Adult/Continuing Education: Institutions engaged in providing education and training in addition to the formal educational 
system; includes schools of continuing studies, correspondence schools, night schools and sponsored literacy and 
reading programmes.
Medical Research: Research in the medical field; includes research on specific diseases, disorders, or medical disciplines.
Science and Technology: Research in the physical and life sciences and engineering and technology.
Social Sciences, Policy Studies: Research and analysis in the social sciences and policy area.

Group 3: health

Hospitals: Primarily in-patient medical care and treatment.
Rehabilitation: In-patient health care and rehabilitative therapy to individuals suffering from physical impairments due to 
injury, genetic defect, or disease and requiring extensive physiotherapy or similar forms of care.
Nursing Homes: In-patient convalescent care, residential care, as well as primary healthcare services; includes homes 
for the frail elderly and nursing homes for the severely handicapped.
Psychiatric Hospitals: In-patient care and treatment for the mentally ill.
Mental Health Treatment: Out-patient treatment for mentally ill patients; includes community mental health centres and 
halfway homes.
Crisis Intervention: Out-patient services and counsel in acute mental health situations; includes suicide prevention and 
support to victims of assault and abuse.
Public Health and Wellness Education: Public health promotion and health education; includes sanitation screening for 
potential health hazards, first aid training and services and family planning services.
Health Treatment, Primarily Out-patient: Organisations that provide primarily out-patient health services e.g., health 
clinics and vaccination centres.
Rehabilitative Medical Services: Out-patient therapeutic care; includes nature cure centres, yoga clinics and physical 
therapy centres.
Emergency Medical Services: Services to persons in need of immediate care; includes ambulatory services and 
paramedical emergency care, shock/trauma programmes, lifeline programmes and ambulance services.

Group 4: Social Services

Child Welfare, Child Services and Day Care: Services to children, adoption services, child development centres, foster 
care; includes infant care centres and nurseries.
Youth Services and Youth Welfare: Services to youth; includes delinquency prevention services, teen pregnancy 
prevention, drop-out prevention, youth centres and clubs and job programmes for youth; includes YMCA, YWCA, Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts and Big Brothers/Big Sisters.
Family Services: Services to families; includes family life/parent education, single parent agencies and services and 
family violence shelters and services.
Services for the Handicapped: Services for the handicapped; includes homes, other than nursing homes, transport 
facilities, recreation and other specialised services.
Services for the Elderly: Organisations providing geriatric care; includes in-home services, homemaker services, 
transport facilities, recreation, meal programmes and other services geared towards senior citizens. (Does not include 
residential nursing homes.)
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Self-help and Other Personal Social Services: Programmes and services for self-help and personal development; 
includes support groups, personal counselling and credit counselling/money management services.
Disaster/Emergency Prevention and Control: Organisations that work to prevent, predict, control and alleviate the 
effects of disasters, to educate or otherwise prepare individuals to cope with the effects of disasters, or to provide relief 
to disaster victims; includes volunteer fire departments, life boat services, etc.
Temporary Shelters: Organisations providing temporary shelters to the homeless; includes traveller’s aid and temporary 
housing.
Refugee Assistance: Organisations providing food, clothing, shelter and services to refugees and immigrants.
Income Support and Maintenance: Organisations providing cash assistance and other forms of direct services to 
persons unable to maintain a livelihood.
Material Assistance: Organisations providing food, clothing, transport and other forms of assistance; includes food 
banks and clothing distribution centres.

Group 5: Environment

Pollution Abatement and Control: Organisations that promote clean air, clean water, reducing and preventing noise 
pollution, radiation control, treatment of hazardous wastes and toxic substances, solid waste management and recycling 
programmes.
Natural Resources Conservation and Protection: Conservation and preservation of natural resources, including land, 
water, energy and plant resources for the general use and enjoyment of the public.
Environmental Beautification and Open Spaces: Botanical gardens, arboreta, horticultural programmes and landscape 
services; organisations promoting anti-litter campaigns; programmes to preserve the parks, green spaces and open 
spaces in urban or rural areas; and city and highway beautification programmes.
Animal Protection and Welfare: Animal protection and welfare services; includes animal shelters and humane societies.
Wildlife Preservation and Protection: Wildlife preservation and protection; includes sanctuaries and refuges.
Veterinary Services: Animal hospitals and services providing care to farm and household animals and pets.

Group 6: Development and housing

Community and Neighbourhood Organisations: Organisations working towards improving the quality of life within 
communities or neighbourhoods, e.g., squatters' associations, local development organisations, poor people’s 
cooperatives.
Economic Development: Programmes and services to improve economic infrastructure and capacity; includes building 
of infrastructure like roads; and financial services such as credit and savings associations, entrepreneurial programmes, 
technical and managerial consulting and rural development assistance.
Social Development: Organisations working towards improving the institutional infrastructure and capacity to alleviate 
social problems and to improve general public well being.
Housing Associations: Development, construction, management, leasing, financing and rehabilitation of housing.
Housing Assistance: Organisations providing housing search, legal services and related assistance.
Job Training Programmes: Organisations providing and supporting apprenticeship programmes, internships, on-the-job 
training and other training programmes.
Vocational Counselling and Guidance: Vocational training and guidance, career counselling, testing and related services.
Vocational rehabilitation and sheltered workshops: Organisations that promote self-sufficiency and income generation 
through job training and employment.
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Group 7: Law, Advocacy and Politics

Advocacy Organisations: Organisations that protect the rights and promote the interests of specific groups of people, 
e.g., the physically handicapped, the elderly, children and women.
Civil Rights Associations: Organisations that work to protect or preserve individual civil liberties and human rights.
Ethnic Associations: Organisations that promote the interests of, or provide services to, members belonging to a specific 
ethnic heritage.
Civic Associations: Programmes and services to encourage and spread civic mindedness.
Legal Services: Legal services, advice and assistance in dispute resolution and court-related matters.
Crime Prevention and Public Policy: Crime prevention to promote safety and precautionary measures among citizens.
Rehabilitation of Offenders: Programmes and services to reintegrate offenders; includes halfway houses, probation and 
parole programmes, prison alternatives.
Victim Support: Services, counsel and advice to victims of crime.
Consumer Protection Associations: Protection of consumer rights and the improvement of product control and quality.
Political Parties and Organisations: Activities and services to support the placing of particular candidates into political 
office; includes dissemination of information, public relations and political fundraising.

Group 8: Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion

Grant-making Foundations: Private foundations; including corporate foundations, community foundations and 
independent public-law foundations.
Volunteerism Promotion and Support: Organisations that recruit, train and place volunteers and promote volunteering.
Fundraising Organisations: Federated, collective fundraising organisations; includes lotteries.

Group 9: International

Exchange/Friendship/Cultural Programmes: Programmes and services designed to encourage mutual respect and 
friendship internationally.
Development Assistance Associations: Programmes and projects that promote social and economic development 
abroad.
International Disaster and Relief Organisations: Organisations that collect, channel and provide aid to other countries 
during times of disaster or emergency.
International Human Rights and Peace Organisations: Organisations which promote and monitor human rights and 
peace internationally.

Group 10: Religion

Congregations: Churches, synagogues, temples, mosques, shrines, monasteries, seminaries and similar organisations 
promoting religious beliefs and administering religious services and rituals.
Associations of Congregations: Associations and auxiliaries of religious congregations and organisations supporting 
and promoting religious beliefs, services and rituals.

Group 11: business and Professional Associations, Unions

Business Associations: Organisations that work to promote, regulate and safeguard the interests of special branches of 
business, e.g., manufacturers’ association, farmers’ association, bankers’ association.
Professional Associations: Organisations promoting, regulating and protecting professional interests, e.g., bar 
association, medical association.
Labour Unions: Organisations that promote, protect and regulate the rights and interests of employees.

Group 12: [Not elsewhere classified] 


