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KEY POINTS
DEFINITION
• In the group referred to as the nonprofit sector we have included different types of
associations and initiatives, such as: local citizen associations (civil society organizations),
private foundations, diaspora organizations, foreign organizations, corporate foundations
and informal groups. Local associations and private foundations are found most frequently
in this group.

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION
• Based on the geographic distribution of instances of donations, nonprofit organizations
from Belgrade were found to be the most frequent recipients, just as was found in 2017.
Some organizations headquartered in Belgrade likely distribute the support they receive
to beneficiaries in other regions, though it is impossible to provide an estimate of how
much may have been redistributed. In 2018 there were fewer instances in which nonprofit
organizations from Southern and Eastern Serbia received support, while there was a small,
yet noticeable increase in the instances of support to organizations in the Vojvodina region.

WHO ARE THE BENEFICIARIES OF SUPPORT TO NONPROFITS?
• The most frequent final beneficiaries of nonprofits - as well as other recipients of support
- were people with health issues, people in economic need, people with disabilities and
local communities. This was true in 2017 as well. However, support to people living in other
countries is found at a higher level in 2018. This is due to the slight increase in donations
provided from Serbia to other countries of the Western Balkans, as well as the donations
given to Greece following the 2018 summer wildfires.
• Other beneficiary groups include: children without parental care, women and children
survivors of violence, talented youth, children and youth at risk, people in need of palliative
care, minorities, single parents, elderly, the homeless, the unemployed, migrants, religious
communities, the general population, refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs),
mothers and babies and animals.
• People in need of palliative care, migrants, minorities, refugees and IDPs, and the unemployed
would not have received assistance without the activities of the nonprofit sector, or would
have received it to a significantly lesser degree.

FOR WHAT PURPOSE OR THEMES ARE DONATIONS TO
NONPROFITS MADE?
• In terms of the themes they address, nonprofit organizations were most active in healthcare
and providing support to marginalized groups, followed by poverty relief and education
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(although the latter categories were less present than in 2017). The range of other themes
they address is very similar to that of 2017: seasonal giving3 , animal welfare, sport, culture
and arts, the environment, humanitarian assistance, religious activities, heritage, economic
development, independent media, public infrastructure, and social entrepreneurship.
• As with the beneficiary groups, themes such as social entrepreneurship, humanitarian
assistance, economic development, independent media and animal welfare would have
received significantly less attention and support, if any at all, without donations to nonprofit
organizations.

WHO ARE THE DONORS TO NONPROFITS?
• As last year, citizens provided the largest number of instances of donations to the nonprofit
sector, showing that local donors are active in supporting the work of nonprofit organizations.
Corporate sector donations (which follow those of citizens in number) usually took the form
of direct donations as well as indirect support through campaigns where a mix of donors
were present. However, as in 2017, individual donors featured in fewer instances of giving to
nonprofits than other types of donors.
• Our overall conclusion is that the nonprofit sector plays an important role in responding to
the needs of citizens in Serbia and that citizens and companies place significant trust in the
nonprofit sector.

3

Seasonal giving is included as a theme in order to recognize giving linked to various
religious and secular holidays, a type of giving which is often humanitarian in nature
but also tends to have a particular focus based on the holiday (e.g. giving around
Ramadan or Easter).
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WHO BENEFITS FROM THE
DONATIONS TO NONPROFIT
ORGANIZATIONS?
FINAL BENEFICIARY GROUPS OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
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Graph 1: Key final beneficiary groups for which nonprofit organizations received support in
2018 (based on % of instances directed to nonprofit organizations)
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The most frequent beneficiaries of support from nonprofit organizations were people with health
issues, people with disabilities, people in economic need and local communities. Nonprofit
organizations also supported a wider range of final beneficiary groups to a lesser degree, among
others, children without parental care, women and children survivors of violence, and the minority
population.
There are a few possible explanations for why many final beneficiary groups are represented
in limited percentages (i.e. 10% or less). Firstly, organizations that work with certain vulnerable
groups – such as the people in need of palliative care, minority populations and the unemployed
– are few and far between, and certainly less visible than organizations which support other, more
recognized groups. Secondly, many of them were only recently inaugurated, which means that
they may still need time to draw attention to the problems of their beneficiaries. It is also our
assumption – drawn from anecdotal information and opinion polls - that donors frequently select
groups they perceive to be more vulnerable, even though they may recognize the needs of other
groups as well. Despite this, each year there are more examples of support being directed towards
groups other than the four key ones.

COMPARISON WITH THE DATA IN 2017

Comparing the 2018 and 2017 data, we see that the relative positions of three of the four final
beneficiary groups have changed slightly, although the changes were not large. In 2018 a
small increase in support occurred, for example, for people with health issues and people with
disabilities, whereas local communities saw a small decrease in support. There was no change in
the case of people in economic need, or in the overall ranking of these groups by percentage of
instances in which they featured.

Final beneficiary
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Number of instances of donations directed to four final
beneficiary groups (in %)
2017

Trend
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EXAMPLES: WHO BENEFITS
FROM THE DONATIONS TO
NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS?
example: In one of its CSR activities in 2018, the Magna Seating d.o.o. Company provided
7,600 EUR to the Association for Support to Persons with Intellectual Disabilities of the
Municipality of Odžaci („Udruženje za pomoć mentalno nedovoljno razvijenim osobama“). The
support was provided for a very specific goal: construction of a sensory room to serve as a
teaching tool for the beneficiaries of the Association, allowing the individuals to develop their
senses at their own pace and improve their understanding of their surroundings. This project
is both an example of a donation with long-term effects and a partnership between for profit
and nonprofit organizations.
example: The third „Ulica otvorenog srca“ manifestation was organized by the Lajkovac
Municipality and the Hadži Ruvim Cultural Center seven days before the New Year celebrations
in Lajkovac. Everyone who bought ornaments and cookies from the children of the Leptirić
Preschool and Mile Dubljević Elementary School, as well as products sold by the employees
of the City Library, donated to the NURDOR National Association of Parents of Children with
Cancer. This event is a good example of a seasonal giving campaign that is establishing itself
as a regular event.
example: On the occasion of the National Remembrance Day of the Women Victims of
Violence (declared by the Serbian Government), the Peščanik Association from Kruševac
organized a donor evening with the name “Grab a bite for women and children victims of
violence” („Zagrizi za žene i decu žrtve nasilja“). The goal of the dinner event was to collect
funds for the support of this vulnerable category of beneficiaries in Serbia by purchasing food
prepared by activists of the Association. A special play called “Three Guineas” („Tri Gvineje“)
highlighting the difficult position of women in patriarchal societies was organized by the
METANOIA association for the event. The Peščanik Association also marked the day with the
help of the Leo Burnett Marketing Agency, which constructed an exhibit that demonstrates the
mark of domestic violence on objects. With its general activities, over the past two years the
Association helped seven women and their ten children find refuge from domestic violence.
example: The Coca-Cola Hellenic Bottling Company donated 30,000 EUR to the Jaki Mladi
Center, marking in this way the inauguration of its new “Coca-Cola for the Young” („Coca-Cola
mladima“) platform in June 2018. The goal of this strategic investment in local communities is
to empower the children and youth without parental care and to promote their independence.
The Jaki Mladi Center has worked on this problem for years by supporting youth that leave the
SOS Children’s Villages Foundation when they reach maturity.
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FOR WHAT PURPOSE
ARE DONATIONS TO
NONPROFITS MADE?
KEY THEMES ADDRESSED BY NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
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Graph 2: Key themes for which nonprofit organizations received support (% of instances
based on total number directed to nonprofit organizations)

Nonprofit organizations receive the largest number of donations for the following four key
themes: healthcare, support to marginalized groups, poverty relief and education. The other
themes most frequently supported in 2018 were sport, culture and arts and animal welfare.
The corporate sector and citizens often participate in seasonal giving in partnership with the
nonprofit sector, and this offers a way for nonprofits to direct their support to people in need.
In comparison with other types of recipients (such as institutions and various levels of
government), nonprofit organizations led the way in supporting marginalized groups. However,
other recipients were more frequently found in the fields of healthcare, education and poverty
relief. Donors usually assist them by donating equipment or supplies and consumables.
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Religious activities, public infrastructure, humanitarian assistance, independent media, heritage,
economic development and the environment were some of the themes addressed by the
nonprofit sector that attracted few instances of support (below 1%) in 2018. Data on support for
religious activities was very scarce, so the percentage may not show the full extent of support
that religious organizations received.
Public infrastructure, humanitarian assistance, and even economic development were themes
more frequently covered by other types of recipients, possibly due to the responsibility
institutions have for such domains, as well as the capacity of the same institutions to implement
infrastructure projects. Nevertheless, it must be noted that the overall number of instances
directed towards these themes is small. Finally, where the environment as a theme is concerned,
environmental organizations may require additional support to be able to raise awareness and
implement their ideas, but may also need to communicate with donors more often.

COMPARISON WITH THE DATA FROM 2017

A significant difference in 2018 was the increase of 5.7% in the percentage of instances directed
to healthcare. As a result, healthcare became the most well-represented theme, whereas
support to marginalized groups was reduced to second place by an equivalent percentage. The
percentage of instances of donations directed to education remained practically unchanged,
whereas the percentage of instances for poverty relief was slightly smaller.

Themes

Percentage of instances directed towards
four key themes
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Trend
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28,3%
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EXAMPLES: FOR WHAT
PURPOSE ARE DONATIONS
MADE TO NONPROFITS?
example: With the help of an ecological campaign in 2018, The Živimo Zajedno Asssociation for
children with special needs received more than 12,680 EUR. Initiated by the Recan Foundation,
this interesting example of a cause-related marketing campaign invited the companies Ball
Packaging Europe Belgrade Ltd. and the Beogradska Kulturna Mreža d.o.o. Čukarica to donate
5 RSD (0.04 EUR) from each can sold during the 2018 Belgrade Beer Fest. The Živimo Zajedno
Association has been providing services to children in need for many years and the funds
marked a significant boost in support for their activities.
example: Led by Eurobank and the Ana and Vlade Divac Foundation, the „Big Heart“ project
helped build or rebuild four playgrounds at four different preschools valued at 12,000 EUR
apiece. Eurobank provided the donations for the kindergartens of the Jelica Obradović
Preschool from Mladenovac, the Čarolija Preschool from Vršac, Vera Gucunja Preschool from
Sombor, and Radosno Detinjstvo Preschool from Novi Sad. The „Big Heart“ project has been
active for seven years, helping preschool institutions across Serbia build playgrounds and
libraries for children.
example: The Sačuvajmo Selo Association of Women from Priboj was created in 2013 with
the goal to empower women living in rural areas of the south, support the development of
agriculture, ethno-tourism and environmental protection and protect artisanship and heritage.
In 2018, the Association received an award of more than 5,000 EUR through the Plantation for
the Future (Zasad za budućnost), an initiative organized yearly by the Delta Foundation and the
Trag Foundation. The Association is using the funds to procure equipment for the secondary
production of ajvar, tomato juice and pickles. Covering the topics of unemployment, rural and
agricultural deterioration and the material deprivation of women in poor and rural communities,
successful projects such as this one demonstrate the powerful potential nexus between local
initiatives and corporate-social responsibility.
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WHO DONATES TO
NONPROFITS?
DONORS SUPPORTING NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
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Graph 3: Different donor types supporting nonprofit organizations (% of instances based on
total number of instances directed to nonprofit organizations)
Despite the common view that citizens do not trust nonprofit organizations, the 2018 data
shows that citizens were the donor type that most frequently supported the work of the
nonprofit sector. In fact, over the years, nonprofit organizations seem to have gained the trust
of citizens, perhaps by demonstrating that they are capable of achieving positive results and
outcomes. The corporate sector follows closely thereafter, followed by the category of Mixed
Donor Types.4
From the 2018 data, individuals and SMEs appear to have been less active, followed by
associations and corporate foundations. Finally, unlike 2017, the local branches of political
parties are not found in the giving to nonprofit organizations in 2018.
4
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Mixed Donor Type refers to the combined donations from the corporate sector,
citizens and other donors.

COMPARISON WITH THE DATA FROM 2017
The starkest difference with 2017 has been a reduction of 8% in the number of instances of
the corporate sector. This reduction is possibly the result of a slight overall reduction in giving,
but also fewer separate donations from corporate sources that still brought similar amounts
to their already-established partners in the nonprofit sector. Citizens and mixed donors were
present at a higher level this year, whereas individuals remained at the same level of giving as
last year.

Donors to Nonprofit
Organizations

Support for different donor types directed to nonprofit
organizations (in %)
2017

Trend

2018
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EXAMPLES: WHO DONATES TO
NONPROFITS?

example: The Caritas nonprofit organization coordinated a humanitarian exhibit and sale of
the products of its partner social entrepreneurs. Through a Christmas market of sorts organized
in January 2018 in front of the Ušće Shopping Mall in Belgrade, Caritas gathered funds for the
social enterprises. The main purpose of these enterprises is to help people with disabilities and
run a soup kitchen in Zrenjanin. Food supplies for the latter were donated by the Gomex and
Naj zalogaj companies.
example: The Telenor Foundation provided equipment for the interactive teaching modules
that will be implemented at the Nada Roma Association from Aleksinac, bringing literacy closer
to the youngest members of a socially marginalized group which – according to the Ministry
of Education, Science and Technological Development – has access to the education system
only half the amount of time as other groups. The Telenor Foundation also provided a donation
to the Peer Education Against Digital Violence project organized by the Svet Reči Association
from Velika Plana. The goal of the project is to educate teenagers aged 12-19 about safe use of
internet through a training module utilized with 3,250 teenagers from 10 municipalities in Serbia.
example: A good example of strategic giving is the initiative of citizens and the Vip Mobile
company during the winter holidays as part of a cause-related marketing campaign. After
collecting more than 20,000 EUR with SMS messages sent through its services, Vip Mobile
forwarded the funds to the Union of Associations of Serbia to assist people with autism. The
funds will be used to create an online platform to inform and advise families of people with
autism, equip medical facilities in five cities across Serbia, and open a working Center for
People with Autism. The Union has been working since 1977 and currently links 16 associations
working with more than 3,000 beneficiaries.
example: In June 2018, eleven projects received support from the Superste program of the
Erste Bank, a program organized with the support of the Trag Foundation. In 2018 the ideas of
the youth received support in the total value of 5.1 million RSD. Three of the winning projects
will use the funds for educational programs: for example, the Museum of Dance will teach
dance to children and youth in Belgrade and professional psychologists will provide mental
health workshops to youth through the We are All Differently the Same initiative.
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GIVING TO NONPROFITS BY
FINAL BENEFICIARY GROUPS

NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS' VS. OTHER RECIPIENTS'
RESPONSES TO NEEDS OF KEY FINAL BENEFICIARY GROUPS
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Graph 4: Comparison of nonprofit organizations and other recipients by key final
beneficiaries (% based on total instances for each beneficiary group)
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As with the results for instances of donations by theme, the data on instances of donations
by final beneficiary also features four key groups. People with disabilities were the most
frequent beneficiary of nonprofit support, followed by people with health issues and people
in economic need. Local communities were the least common beneficiary of the four, although
this group still received 14.6% of all donations provided to the nonprofit sector.
Although donations also went to other recipients, almost 40% of all donations directed
to people with disabilities flowed through nonprofit organizations, as well as a third of all
instances of giving for people with health issues and a fifth for people in economic need.
Given the difference in the capacity of each recipient type – more specifically, the difference
between the state (institutions, and local and national governments) and the nonprofit sector
– nonprofit organizations still seem to have provided significant services to the beneficiaries,
who would have faced more hardships without their help. This is perhaps due to the flexibility
of nonprofit organizations, which allows them to adapt more quickly to the needs of their
beneficiaries, and their ability to implement a wide array of support services to respond more
comprehensively to the needs of their beneficiaries than institutions can.
Other beneficiary groups were generally less present, but not less important, as Graph 4
demonstrates. It is also important to note that some beneficiary groups are more commonly
found as beneficiaries of nonprofits (e.g., the needs of people requiring palliative care – whose
needs are represented by BELhospice - are entirely addressed by nonprofits), a point made in
2017 and confirmed this 2018.
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NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS' VS. OTHER RECIPIENTS'
RESPONSES TO NEEDS OF OTHER FINAL BENEFICIARY GROUPS
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Graph 5: Comparison of nonprofit organizations and other recipients of donations
by other final beneficiary groups (% based on total number of instances for each final
beneficiary group).
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COMPARISON WITH THE DATA FROM 2017
In 2018, the positions of the people with health issues and people in economic need were
reversed, with beneficiaries of healthcare ranked above all other groups.
Nonprofit organizations are the ones that represent the needs of certain beneficiary groups,
especially where other recipients are less active or less efficient in addressing needs. The
number of instances of donations to nonprofits that is directed to migrants was larger this
year (75% in 2018, up from 71.4% in 2017), whereas children and youth at risk were slightly less
represented as beneficiaries of nonprofits. By contrast, the percentage of instances involving
nonprofits that assist animals reached almost 90%.
In 2018, the category of Other Recipients received and directed more support to children and
youth at risk. Two organizations were most frequently found to be providing assistance to this
beneficiary group: the Center for Youth Integration, a nonprofit organization, and the Belgrade
Children’s Shelter, a state institution. The instances of giving favored the Shelter this year,
something that can be attributed to the larger number of events and activities of companies
and citizens directed to the Shelter, but also the lesser media visibility of the Center.

Nonprofit organizations vs. other recipients support to key final beneficiary groups
(% based on total number of instances for each final beneficiary group)
2017

Trend

2018

Local Communities
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GIVING TO NONPROFITS BY
FINAL BENEFICIARY GROUPS
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Graph 6: Final beneficiary groups for which nonprofit organizations serve as the key providers
of services and support (by %)
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GIVING TO NONPROFITS
BY THEME

COMPARISON OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS VS.
OTHER RECIPIENTS IN ADDRESSING KEY THEMES
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Graph 7: Comparison of nonprofit organizations and other recipients directed to key
themes (by %)
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11.2%

Nonprofit organizations were the recipients of over a quarter of all instances of giving
directed to support of marginalized groups and healthcare. They received less than a quarter
of all instances directed to poverty reduction and were least likely to receive donations for
educational purposes. The position of education in the last place of the four may be explained
by the fact that support of this sort may frequently be provided to educational institutions such
as schools or universities, while scholarships are provided to individuals.
As with beneficiary groups, some themes were present in the work of nonprofits at a much
higher level than they were in the work of other recipients. For example, social entrepreneurship
is solely a domain of nonprofits, and humanitarian assistance and animal welfare are two areas
in which nonprofit support is crucial. Economic development and independent media were
themes found at the same level among nonprofits as among other recipients.
The dominance of nonprofits in social entrepreneurship and economic development was
the result of programs such as Plantation for Future of the Delta Foundation and the Trag
Foundation as well as the Agricultural Fund of the Ana and Vlade Divac Foundation, which
both enable entrepreneurial civil society projects to succeed. Moreover, given the nature of
these organizations, state institutions and other recipients do not create social enterprises.
Individuals also most frequently seek the support of banks and the state for their enterprises.
Nonetheless, in 2018, individual entrepreneurs were the beneficiaries of half of all donations
for economic development, revealing a possible trend whereby financing for SMEs and
individuals derives from grants and donations from local sources.
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COMPARISON OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS VS.
OTHER RECIPIENTS IN ADDRESSING OTHER THEMES
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Graph 8: Comparison of nonprofit organizations and other recipients directed to other
themes (% according to the total number of instances for each theme)

COMPARISON WITH THE DATA FROM 2017
Compared with 2017 data, in 2018 fewer instances for support to marginalized groups,
poverty relief and education were channeled through nonprofit organizations. However, in
2018 nonprofits were more present in supporting healthcare. Nonprofits received half of all
donations for the themes of economic development and independent media, suggesting that
public interest in supporting these themes is increasing.
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GIVING TO NONPROFITS BY
PURPOSE OF GIVING
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Graph 9: Themes for which nonprofit organizations were key in providing support (by %)
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USE OF DONATIONS:
LONG-TERM VS.
SHORT-TERM SUPPORT
USE OF DONATIONS (% OF INSTANCES)
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Graph 10: Use of donations by the nonprofit sector (% by total number of instances)

Long-term strategic support was most commonly found in the giving of citizens (i.e. mass
individual giving). This type of support usually takes the form of donations of equipment
and support for social services provided by nonprofit organizations. The corporate sector
followed in providing donations of equipment and support for educational services. Mixed
donor types generally invested in the same way as citizens. Nonprofits and individuals were
also noticeably active.
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USE OF DONATIONS – NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
VS. OTHER RECIPIENTS
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Graph 11: Comparison of use of donations by nonprofit organizations and other recipients
(% based on total number of instances for each type)

As in 2017, nonprofit organizations were the sole recipients of investments in endowment
funds and start-up capital. A 2018 example of endowment funds is the Vital Community Fund
of the Iskorak Foundation, which organized a New Year Bazaar to collect funds for its initiative.
It represents an interesting continuation of the practice of establishing nonprofit endowment
funds, first inaugurated in the region by the Trag Foundation in 2017. The goal of this first
endowed fund is to support the sustainable development of local communities in Serbia.
A further comparative breakdown is provided in the graph on the next page.
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GIVING TO NONPROFITS
BY LONG-TERM USE OF
DONATIONS
ENDOWMENT FUND

START-UP CAPITAL

SOCIAL SERVICES

Other Recipient 0,0%
Nonprofit Organizations 100,0%

Other Recipient 0,0%
Nonprofit Organizations 100,0%

Other Recipient 6,3%
Nonprofit Organizations 93,7%

RAISING
AWARENESS

EDUCATION
SERVICES

Other Recipient 69,2%
Nonprofit Organizations 30,8%

Other Recipient 59,1%
Nonprofit Organizations 40,9%

Graph 12: Comparison of recipients of long-term investments (by %)
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Number of long-term investments directed to the
nonprofit sector (in %)
2017

Trend

2018

Citizens

36,9%

↑

42,2%

Corporate Sector

46,2%

↓

39,7%

Mixed Donors Types

10,8%

~

10,5%

Nonprofit Organizations

2,3%

↑

5,5%

COMPARISON WITH THE DATA FROM 2017
By contrast with 2017, in 2018 citizens (rather than the corporate sector) led in terms of instances
of giving to nonprofit organizations with long-term effects. Mixed donor types remained at the
same level as last year, whereas nonprofit organizations showed a slight increase in the number
of donations they initiated.
Two facts underlie these results for giving by citizens and the corporate sector. Firstly, there were
fewer media reports of donations for long-term purposes in 2018 than in 2017. For example,
the quite different (yet large) campaigns of the Belgrade Food Bank and the Fund B92 in 2017,
which focused on supporting the social services that these organizations coordinate, were not
present in 2018, nor did other campaigns achieve similar media coverage. Reduced media
coverage does not necessarily have to mean reduced giving, considering that both mentioned
organizations – and many others – continued to cooperate with the corporate sector without
publicized events.
Secondly, the number of nonprofit activities in various local communities increased, a response
(among other things) to the increase of citizen (mass individual) giving. Some examples of this
are the donations of citizens to the Humano Srce Šapca Foundation, the Jablanički District
Association of Multiple Sclerosis, the Niš Association of Students with Disabilities, and other
nonprofit organizations which typically work locally.
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