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Introduction

This is the ninth annual Report on the State of Philanthropy in Croatia, the 
second since 2020, the pandemic year, which made a significant impact on the 
economy and society, and put crisis philanthropy to the forefront. Crisis 
marked the giving in 2021 as well. Specifically, besides the pandemic, in the 
year before Croatia was hit by two major earthquakes – on 22 March in Zagreb 
and on 29 December in Petrinja and the Sisak-Moslavina County, one of the 
poorest regions in Croatia, burdened by the consequences of the war and 
deindustrialization. The damage from the Petrinja earthquake was estimated at 
EUR 5.5 billion, as much as 10.2% of the country’s GDP1.

Despite these challenges, by the end of 2021 Croatia was relatively successful 
in achieving macroeconomic stabilization owing to EU subsidies, a successful 
tourist season, increased efficiency in public finance management, and job 
security measures2. Success could be seen in the GDP growth of 10.9% in 2021 
and the record high employment rate of 64% in the third quarter of 2021. At the 
same time, there was a considerable rise in social needs and inequality – 20.9% 
of all Croatian citizens were at risk of poverty3, whereas nearly 120,000 citizens 
in the earthquake-stricken Sisak-Moslavina County expressed the need for 
public services, humanitarian support and support in reconstruction4. As 
outlined in the Annual Ombudsman Report of Croatia for 20215, vulnerable 
groups were particularly susceptible to social risks and human rights violations; 
these groups above all included the elderly population, single parents and 
families with more than three children, especially in the rural areas affected by 
the earthquake. Thus, the crisis continued into 2021, which in practice means 
that the social need for systemic and philanthropic support for vulnerable 
groups in Croatia is on the rise.

The problems of post-earthquake crisis response and reconstruction, and of 
local elections and the formation of new local governments were two principal 
topics in the media environment in 2021. Crisis management and reconstructi-
on were far slower than expected, in spite of the availability of the EU Solidarity 
Fund. The risk of slow reconstruction in the following year remains high and 
exacerbates the already widespread poverty and negative population trends in 
the Sisak-Moslavina County.

1     Ministry of Physical Planning, Construction and State Assets, Reconstruction of Infrastructure and Public Buildings in 
Banovina by the EU Solidarity Fund, presentation, 4 February 2022. 
https://vlada.gov.hr/UserDocsImages/Vijesti/2022/01%20sije%C4%8Danj/05%20sije%C4%8Dnja/Obnova%20infrastruktur
e%20i%20javnih%20ustanova%20na%20Banovini%20Fondom%20solidarnosti%20Europske%20unije.pdf
2  European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Transition Report 2021-22, Croatia, 
https://2021.tr-ebrd.com/countries/#
3  Bureau of Statistics, Indicators of Poverty and Social Exclusion, 2021, https://podaci.dzs.hr/2022/hr/29178
4  Coordination of Humanitarians in SMC, Assessment of Humanitarian Needs of the Sisak-Moslavina County, 2021. 
https://www.ombudsman.hr/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Koordinacija-humanitaraca-Sisacko-moslavacke-zupanije-Procj
ena-humanitarnih-potreba.pdf
5   The Ombudswoman of the Republic of Croatia, Annual Ombudsman Report for 2021, 
https://www.ombudsman.hr/hr/interaktivno-izvjesce-za-2021/



After the May 2021 local elections, the political environment in Croatia changed 
to an extent. A never before seen number of independent candidates and new 
options saw victory, considerably altering the political landscape, which had 
been dominated by two central political parties. Following these results, the 
formation of new governments ensued in autumn, which regularly causes 
additional delays in the work of local government units, along with policy 
changes. 

For civil society organizations focused on the common good, the past year was 
exceedingly demanding. The pandemic waves continued, which aggravated 
the work conditions, increasing the need for support for vulnerable groups. The 
Petrinja earthquake spurred an impressive surge of solidarity of citizens throug-
hout the country, which necessitated for the non-profit sector to quickly adapt 
and take ad hoc actions through volunteer fieldwork, and the collecting, 
directing and distribution of donations. At the same time, the wave of migration 
in the Balkans intensified, which was primarily addressed through fieldwork 
and advocacy by civil associations, informal volunteer groups and humanita-
rian organizations. Like elsewhere in the world, social restrictions due to the 
pandemic remained partially in force in 2021, limiting the opportunities to 
collect donations in the community and boosting the importance of digital 
tools. State support to the non-profit sector was limited to a single supplemen-
tary line of funding from the European Social Fund, which was not fully agreed 
on until the end of the year, while the measures for employment protection 
amid the pandemic did not cover non-profit employers. In this context, philant-
hropic support of citizens, the corporate sector and international public donors 
for the work of non-governmental non-profit organizations – faced with 
reduced funding and higher demands of the community – was particularly 
important, and often invaluable. 

In spite of the crises, Croatia has the chance to make a developmental break-
through if it uses European funds prudently and implements the National 
Recovery and Resilience Plan 2021-20266 soundly and in a timely manner, 
which envisages EUR 9.9 billion of development aid from the European Union to 
Croatia. Grants and favourable loans were also envisaged for a broad set of 
reforms in the judiciary, public administration, education and health, along 
with investments in infrastructure, research and development, which should 
orient Croatia toward digital and green economy, with the systemic applicati-
on of the principles of sustainability in development policies. Still, chances for a 
step toward sustainable development are limited by the inherited problems in 
public administration and the was in Ukraine, which has far-reaching 
consequences on the economy and society, primarily in the form of a pan-Eu-
ropean energy crisis, unexpected inflation movements, expected downturn of 
economic and labour activity, and even higher pressure on the public budget. 
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6    Government of the Republic of Croatia, National Recovery and Resilience Plan, home page, https://planoporavka.gov.hr/ 



The annual report on the state of philanthropy in Croatia in 2021 is based on 
the analysis of media reporting on donations. The first part includes a summary 
of giving practices with a detailed overview of the geographic distribution of 
giving, types of donors, beneficiaries and recipients of donations, and the main 
themes for giving. The second part of the report shows a number of examples 
illustrating the giving in 2021, with special emphasis on the philanthropic 
support for earthquake relief. It is followed by an overview of media reporting 
on giving and certain characteristics the image of philanthropy has in Croatian 
media. The report concludes with an annex explaining the report's methodo-
logy along with a list of definitions of terms used and a set of tables with data 
from previous years. For the sake of conciseness, the main content of the report 
is preceded by a summary of the main findings. In the uncertain context which 
has continued into 2022, we hope this report may serve as a good basis for 
spurring the debate on the importance of philanthropy in Croatia, which is an 
empiricaly proven social tool for crisis management, which has so far not been 
used enough for realizing development opportunities, nor has it been sufficien-
tly recognized in public policies.

3



Summary of the Main Findings

Social solidarity expressed through donations remained an important lever for 
the survival and protection and citizens and communities in crisis in 2021. 
Strategic philanthropic investment into the future remains a challenge. A total 
of 2,893 charitable instances were recorded in 2021, with the total value of 
EUR 39 million. In accordance with the 2021 Census, the average donation per 
individual amounted to EUR 107. As in the previous year, 2021 saw a further rise 
in the intensity of philanthropic activities. This trend was expected, seeing that 
the year began with the strong and urgent needs of citizens for individual 
housing and humanitarian support, along with the infrastructure needs of the 
local communities affected by the earthquake. The total recorded amount of 
donations in 2021 somewhat exceeded that of 2020, albeit with a slightly 
lower number of donation instances, pointing to more massive and intense 
charitable acitivites with greater financial results. Such giving practice is 
characteristic of crisis philanthropy, which marked 2021.

Before the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, the areas that most often 
received support included support to marginalized groups, poverty relief and 
mitiation, healthcare and education. The area most supported in 2020 was 
mitigation of the effects of the pandemic (46% of the total value of donations), 
while in 2021 the donations focused mainly on earthquake relief in Zagreb, 
Petrinja, Sisak, Glina and the Sisak-Moslavina County (64% of total donati-
ons). Crisis philanthropy was marked by mass charitable activities, quick 
self-organization and many various practices (ranging from highly organized 
to informal) aimed at humanitarian support (43%), equipment (40%) and 
individual housing (6%). In 2021, donations also constituted a significant 
source of support to the public sector, which became the beneficiary of nearly 
one-fifth of all charitable activities. In addition to the earthquake, themes for 
donation included support to marginalized groups (24% of all donation 
instances), healthcare (19%) and education (12%).

The greatest donors could be found in citizen actions. Mass-individual giving 
accounted for more than a half of recorded charitable activities (58%), and 
29% of the total value of donations. These donations primarily pertained to the 
earthquake as well. The other themes were charitable activities for support to 
marginalized groups and poverty relief, and healthcare. Unlike crisis philant-
hropy, which strongly mobilizes citizens and society at large, the main donors 
in the field of education were private foundations, non-profit organizations 
and the corporate sector.

7   A comparison of this amount with the data collected so far for the Western Balkans shows that Croatia has nearly the 
highest average donation per individual: Montenegro (20.7), Croatia (10.0), Serbia (6.2), Bosnia and Herzegovina (4.3), 
North Macedonia (1.3), Kosovo (1.2).
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Following a considerable increase in philanthropy in 2020, the corporate 
sector continued to provide major contributions in 2021. The financial result of 
total donations amounted to EUR 13.5 million, or 37% of the total value of 
donations recorded in the media. Philanthropists from the business sector with 
media visibility are most often big corporations which are the key donors in a 
fifth of the recorded charitable activities (19%), followed by SMEs (6%) and 
corporate foundations (1%). This is a continuation of the trend from previous 
years.

Diaspora giving made up 2% of charitable activities, which corresponds to the 
data recorded in the previous years. Still, these donations made up as much 
as 15% of the total recorded value. This share of diaspora giving was recorded 
in 2019 as well (14%), whereas it was considerably lower in other years – 
between 1 and 7%.

In 2021, non-profit organizations reclaimed their top position as recipients and 
continued to act as a key channel for the distribution of donations to final 
beneficiaries. They received 58% of the recorded amount of donations made 
through 36% individual charitable activities, where the main donors were 
citizens and the corporate sector. For the second consecutive year, as many 
as 40% of all donation instances and 72% of the total donated amount were 
intended for the beneficiaries of local community services. In 2021, the 
particularly high share of donations to the public sector and local communi-
ties can be directly linked to the philanthropic engagement related to 
earthquake relief, while in the year before it pertained to support for tackling 
the effects of the pandemic. 

In addition to direct indicators of the level of development of philanthropy, 
such as the number of donation instances and the donated amount, the 
manner and scope of media reporting on philanthropy are indicators of the 
place that philanthropy occupies in society. In the observed period, a total of 
7,066 media reports were recorded in 987 individual media. The most active 
were a large number of local and regional media. Therefore, philanthropy as 
a topic has significant presence in Croatian media, and is most prevalent on 
online portals (83% of all media reports in the sample).

In the past year, as in the year before, philanthropy in Croatia proved to be 
an ally to a society in crisis – citizens, non-profit organizations, as well as the 
public sector, in particular as support for the relief efforts related to the 
destructive earthquake in Banija. On the whole, in 2021 charitable activities in 
Croatia were mainly aimed at the removal of crisis and existential problems of 
citizens and local communities, while far fewer philanthropic efforts were 
dedicated to the support for economic and social development.
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It is to be expected that crisis philanthropy will prevail in the coming years as 
well, however the question is how to enhance the momentum of development 
philanthropy, which may (and should) give additional impetus for true 
recovery, consolidation and development.

Of particular interest for further research and public debate on the scope and 
perspectives of philanthropy in Croatia is the analysis of regional distribution 
of charitable activites in the period from 2015 to 2021. It indicates that the 
developed regions more frequently benefit from charitable activities and are 
more successful at attracting donations than the less developed ones, though 
it is clear that their development and social needs are chronically greater, and 
their human, financial and social capital are far lower. The philanthropic 
community in Croatia is presented with the challenging issue of how to best 
utilize the donation potential of the capital city and regional centres, along 
with innovative local practices throughout the country, to support philant-
hropy development in poor local communities and regions. Specifically, their 
needs are immense and there is a lack of manpower, media support and 
organizational capacities for a permanent and robust philanthropic effort 
focused on recovery and sustainable development.

6



Since 2013, Catalyst Balkans has been tracking and reporting on key trends 
in philanthropy in Croatia and the Western Balkans (Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Montenegro, Kosovo, North Macedonia and Serbia). In this, it has been 
consistent in the use of the methodology that allows for the comparison of 
philanthropic activities among the countries in the region over time based on 
a comprehensive analysis of media reports on donation practices in each of 
the countries. This year also saw the use of a standard set of indicators of 
trends of philanthropic activities. This report presents the giving practice in 
Croatia in 2021, and gives an overview of the value of total donations and 
scope of charitable activities, their geographic and calendar distribution, 
themes of giving, types of donors, types of recipients and beneficiaries of 
donations, the ways of giving and intended aim of donations. All indicators 
are presented based on the number of instances (individual charitable 
activities) and the value of donations expressed in euros. 

Review of the Giving Practice in 
2021

Recorded value
of donations 

EUR 39,022,171
Number of donation

instances 
 

2,893
Average donation

per individual 

10.0 €
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Main Indicators

In 2021, Catalyst Balkans continued to regularly monitor media reporting on 
philanthropy in Croatia. A total of 2,893 donation instances were recorded in 
the total amount of EUR 39 million. Looking at this amount in the context of the 
current population size of Croatia of 3,888,529 inhabitants8, the average 
donation per individual amounted to 10 euros9. Relative to previous years, the 
intensity of the giving was similar to that in 2020, which was marked by an 
upsurge of donations on account of the COVID-19 pandemic, the earthquake 
in Zagreb and the one six months later in Petrinja, Sisak, Glina and the entire 
Sisak-Moslavina County and the edges of the neighbouring Zagreb and 
Karlovac Counties. 

Earthquakes caused significant insfrastructure damage and constituted an 
existential threat to tens of thousands of people, mostly those living in unfavo-
urable economic conditions. This donation trend was to be expected, given 
that at the start of 2021 there was an urgent need of many citizens for 
individual housing and humanitarian support. At the same time, the extent of 
the need to rebuild the infrastructure of the affected local communities 
became apparent. The total amount of recorded donations was somewhat 
higher than in 2020, albeit with fewer donation instances, pointing to more 
massive and intense charitable activities with greater financial results. Such 
giving practice is characteristic of crisis philanthropy, which is why it is of no 
surprise that the donations for earthquake relief were often among the highest 
value donations. In the collection of the data, special attention was paid to the 
monitoring of donations aimed at earthquake relief, which made up close to a 
third (29%) of donation instances and close to two-thirds (64%) of the total 
value of donations recorded in the Croatian media in 2021.

8

8   According to the 2021 Census. Source: https://popis2021.hr/, (31 August 2022)
9  A comparison of this amount with the data for other countries in the Western Balkans shows that Croatia has nearly the 
highest average donation per individual: Montenegro (20.7), Croatia (10.0), Serbia (6.2), Bosnia and Herzegovina (4.3), North 
Macedonia (1.3), Kosovo (1.2).



Giving trend 2015 – 2021 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Number of donation instances
Average amount per donation instance

Recorded amount of donations (in EUR million)

3,472
2,442

2,892
2,623

2,887

3,238

2,829
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6.1 € 
7.2 € 

6.8 € 

38.2 € 

39.0 € 

7.7 €

15.5 € 

2,494 € 
2,208 € 2,495 € 

2,605 € 

5,354 € 

11,812 € 

13,488 € 



Geographic distribution of giving

In 2021, the media reported on charitable activities in as many as 227 cities in 
21 counties, attesting to the need for donations in all parts of Croatia, 
regardless of a region's level of development. It also appears that the frequen-
cy and success of philanthropy is not reflective only of the needs, but also of 
the development potential of the community. 

Given that many donation activities were focused on earthquake relief, recon-
struction and recovery of local communities, the highest share of donation 
activities was directed to the cities strongly affected by the earthquake – 
Zagreb (19%), Petrinja (10%), Sisak (7%) and Glina (5). 

At city level, cities affected by the earthquake were followed by regional 
centres throughout Croatia – chiefly coastal cities (Dalmatia), Čakovec 
(Northwest Croatia) and Osijek (Central and East Croatia). 

10



10 cities receiving the most donation activities:

11

City of Zagreb 

Petrinja

Sisak

Glina

Rijeka

Split

Šibenik

510

274

179

119

102

92

89

Dubrovnik

Čakovec

81

73

Osijek 69
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At county level, the Sisak-Moslavina County, which was hit by the earthqua-
ke, benefitted from the most donation instances by a large margin (24%) – 
445 instances per 100,000 inhabitants. It was followed by the Dubrovnik-Ne-
retva County (117 donation instances per 100,000 inhabitants), Šibenik-Knin 
County (100 instances per 100,000 inhabitants), Međimurje County (93) and 
Koprivnica-Križevci County (81). Though it ranked eighth by the number of 
donation instances per 100,000 inhabitants (66), the City of Zagreb was the 
first among the counties according to the share in the total amount of donati-
ons in 2021 (19%). 
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Map of Croatia – counties benefitting from donations
Number of donation instances per 100,000 inhabitants

45.6 - 71.5

71.6 - 450.4

21.7 - 45.5

< 21.7



Looking at the geographic distribution of donations relative to the four main 
Croatian regions, as we divide them in this analysis, Central and East Croatia 
were in the lead according to the number of donation instances and cities 
receiving donations; at the same time, as many as three-fourths of the 
recorded donations were directed to Northeast Croatia. This primarily points 
to great financial needs and scope of crisis donations for earthquake relief in 
Zagreb, the Sisak-Moslavina Conuty and the edges of the Karlovac and 
Zagreb Counties. These indicators point to relatively higher orientation of 
philanthropy in Croatia to the country’s east and northwest, which is not 
surprising, considering the earthquakes and the chronically higher social 
needs in subregions such as Banija, Lika, Slavonia and the corresponding 
counties which are affected by extreme depopulation on account of an aging 
population, economic emigration and low economic and employment rates10. 
One of the reasons why the Adriatic region is relatively lagging behind the 
others can be sought in its higher economic capacity due to its reliance on 
tourism and its social and development needs requiring philanthropic support 
not being perceived as well by the public.

The Development Index of the Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds 
(revised methodology and data from 2018)11 provides an additional insight into 
the regional differences of giving practices in Croatia. This index classifies 
cities, municipalities and counties in Croatia into four development groups 
relative to the average, based on a standard set of indicators of demographic, 
social and ecomomic development which are quantified into the Development 
Index. Development groups are classified on a scale of 1 to 4, from the lowest 
to highest quartile relative to average national development. The Develop-
ment Index is used very broadly in a series of programmes for subsidies to 
cities and municipalities and monitoring development trends. The number of 
individual donation activities during the seven observed years (2015 – 2021) 
shows that the “ranking” of counties by the Development Index also mirrors 
the “ranking” of counties by the intensity and scope of charitable activities 
recorded in the Catalyst Balkans research.

10  Development Index, Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds of the Republic of Croatia; revised data 2018, 
https://razvoj.gov.hr/UserDocsImages/O%20ministarstvu/Regionalni%20razvoj/indeks%20razvijenosti/Vrijednosti%20indeks
a%20razvijenosti%20i%20pokazatelja%20za%20izra%C4%8Dun%20indeksa%20razvijenosti_jedinice%20lokalne%20samou
prave.pdf
11  https://razvoj.gov.hr/o-ministarstvu/regionalni-razvoj/indeks-razvijenosti/112 
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Still, the leading position of developed counties in terms of philanthropy has 
weakened somewhat in the past two crisis years, with the rise in the share of 
the least developed group of counties. In 2021, this group rose to first position 
in terms of the number of donation instances and to second position in terms 
of the total value of donations. This increase in donations for the poorest 
counties primarily pertained to the high share of donations for earthquake 
relief in the Sisak-Moslavina County, which is in development group 1. 

The regional distribution of donation activities in Croatia relative to the level of 
development of counties points to the fact that the developed regions are 
more frequently the beneficiaries of charitable activities and are more succe-
ssful at attracting donations than the less developed ones, where the develop-
ment and social needs are chronically higher. The current wave of donations 
to the poor Sisak-Moslavina County notwithstanding, there is a noticeable 
long-running correspondence between the level of a country’s development 
and the intensity of the giving directed at it. Thus, the question is raised about 
the relationship between local philanthropy and development, which may be 
linked to the identified deficit of development philanthropy at the level of the 
entire country compared to the prevailing crisis philanthropy. It is also 
pertinent to note the chronic deficit of human and social capital in less develo-
ped areas, where philanthropy is predominantly informal, smaller in scope 
and invisible to the media. Another open question is how to better use social 
capital in Zagreb and regional centres, where charitable activities are more 
intense, donation investments higher, and cooperation networks denser, so as 
to encourage philanthropy in less developed local communities, where there 
are needs, but also a lack of manpower, media support and organizational 
capacities for a major philanthropic effort and significant investments into 
development. 

2015

3,500

3,000
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1,000
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0

2,000

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
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1,373

1,250 1,008 1,184
1,504 1,018
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382

814
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386
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606
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525

625
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482

271

688

545

504
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Number of donation instances for counties by development group of 
the Development Index 2015 - 2021

1st development group of least
developed counties

2nd development group

3rd development group 4th development group
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Donations by month

The year 2021 was dynamic in terms of the intensity of charitable activities. 
The highest number of donation instances was again recorded in December 
(24%), traditionally the most intense month. That is the time of seasonal 
giving, not only among friends and family, but also to those in need. In additi-
on to the holiday season, December is the last month of the business year, 
when many legal entities (business and non-profit entities) conclude the 
balance of their expenditures and consider their donation capacities, with the 
possibility to take advantage of a tax relief (donations may constitute up to 
2% of the deduction from the profit tax principal). As a result, December saw 
3 times as many donation activities than the average month. Donations were 
considerably more frequent in January 2021, which saw the most donations 
related to relief efforts for the destructive earthquake that hit Petrinja and the 
region on 29 December 2020. Thus, January was the second most intense 
month for donations (16%), with three times as many donations than the 
previous year (5%). A part of the earthquake relief donations spilled over into 
Frebruary. A higher number of donation activities was recorded in May (8%) 
and October (9%) as well, both compared to the average and to the number 
of donation activities in those months in previous years. 
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Before the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic, the areas which had received 
the most support in Croatia included support to marginalized groups, poverty 
relief, healthcare and education. In 2020, the area that received the most 
support was mitigating the effects of the pandemic (46% of total donations), 
whereas in 2021 the main focus was on earthquake relief in Zagreb, and 
particularly in Petrinja and the Sisak-Moslavina County (64% of total donati-
ons). Crisis philanthropy aimed at supporting those affected by the earthqu-
ake was marked by mass-individual giving, quick self-organization of the 
actors and a number of various practices, among which informal practices in 
the form of solidarity between citizens and neighbours are prominent. 
Therefore, earthquake relief was the dominant theme for donors, and the 
donations included humanitarian support (43%), equipment (40%) and 
individual housing (6%). 

These were followed by the traditionally leading theme for giving – support to 
marginalized groups, which may be considered together with the continuo-
usly present category of poverty relief. These donations are most often huma-
nitarian in character, and prominent donors are citizens (mass-individual 
giving) and the corporate sector. Thus, 24% of donation activities was dedica-
ted to these problems; however, the amount collected accounted for only 5% 
of the recorded value of donations. The key beneficiaries of these activities 
were youth with disabilities, people with disabilities, children without parental 
care and people and families living in poverty. Among the numerous examples 
were the Paralympian Mihovil Španja, who, together with the Caritas of the 
Diocese of Dubrovnik, started a crowdfunding campaign to collect funds to 
purchase an electric wheelchair for a fellow citizen whose family was unable 
to cover the costs on their own. Or the volunteer club of students of the 
elementary school Eugen Kumičić from Velika Gorica, which, together with the 
humanitarian association Rafiki collected the funds to purchase two cows 
whose milk would help nourish 180 HIV-positive students of the De Paul School 
in Mbingo, Tanzania, for whom healthy nutrition is difficult to obtain due to 
poverty.

Of all donation activities, 19% were related to the area of healthcare. Among 
the donors were citizens engaged through mass-individual giving activities, 
along with prominent individuals. Most of these activities were one-off giving 
in the medical treatment of individuals in need, while the rest of donations 
were aimed at the purchase of medical equipment and services for the public 
health sector. Unlike the previous year, only 1% of these activities were directly 
linked to the mitigation of the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Themes for Giving
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A high share of giving for healthcare reflects the high level of social vulnerabi-
lity to the problem of accessibility of healthcare to Croatian citizens. One of 
these humanitarian campaigns was the action by the writer and sociologist 
Bruno Šimleša. To collect donations for the psychological counselling of 
women with cancer and their families, carried out by the Everything for Her 
(Sve za nju) Association, Šimleša walked a total of 515 kilometres along the Via 
Adriatica trail and collected the funds through crowdfunding. These kinds of 
campaigns are also frequent during the holiday season. In December, Philips 
Croatia donated 0.7 euros to the Humingbirds (Kolibrići) association for each 
subscription to their newsletter. A total of more than 3 thousand euros were 
collected for the procurement of medical aids and medicine for vitally endan-
gered children.

In the fourth place was education, which was the theme of 12% of charitable 
activities. The donations in this field were primarily focused on the lower levels 
of education to accomplish long-term results (purchase of equipment and 
premises, scholarships) or one-off results, such as the procurement of 
supplies, consumables and meals. The main donors in this field were private 
fondations, 64% of whose donations were directly linked to education, 
non-profit organizations (24%) and the corporate sector (21%). It would 
appear that institutional donors prioritize education as an important element 
of social and personal development, whereas citizens prioritize crisis response 
to existential vulnerability and suffering of individuals. An example is Vindija 
d.d. which donated 20 microcomputers to secondary school Zakmardi 
Dijankovečki in Križevci, thus supporting their learning and progress in STEM 
fields. HEP furbished 34 elementary schools with new computers as part of the 
competition “For Our Little Geniuses”.

Other themes made up 18% of giving activities, where the environment was 
rated extremely low: even together with animal welfare, it did not exceed 3%. 
While economic problems are the main cause of poverty, just 0.2% of donati-
ons were aimed at support to the development of economic capacities. It is 
important to note that among the lowest ranked topics were culture and arts 
(1%) and science (0.1%). Though it is possible that this type of donations is less 
present in the media, such a low share in donation instances points to a 
generally low level of philanthropic investments in social development. 
On the whole, since 2020 charitable activities have been primarily related to 
crisis philanthropy and the removal of consequences of disasters and support 
to the groups facing existential hardships. In general, philanthropy in Croatia 
remains focused on the removal of crisis and existential needs which cover the 
areas of poverty and health, while far smaller amounts are directed at the 
support to development, innovations and removal of the causes of the 
problems. In addition, donations constitute an important source of support to 
the public sector, which is apparently finacially and organizationally unable 
to appropriately respond to crisis and existential needs.
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Earthquake

28.3%

64.4%

29,042 €

Support to
marginalized groups

18.1%

4.9%

3,457 €

Healthcare
17.5%

9.3%

9,064 €

Education
12.4%

9.8%

10,691 €

Seasonal giving
8.8%

0.5%

790 €

Poverty relief
5.9%

0.5%

1,056 €

Sport
2.5%

0.5%

2,832 €

COVID-19
1.1%

3.1%

36,420 €

Other
6.0%

3.9%

7,529 €

Themes for giving 

Share of donation instances
Share in recorded value of donations
Average amount per donation instance
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Structure of Donors

After the pandemic year of 2020, which in spring saw a destructive earthqua-
ke in Zagreb, and concluded with devastating earthquakes in the 
Sisak-Moslavina County, Croatian philanthropists were again faced with a 
high level of humanitarian and crisis needs, this time including housing needs. 
Still, the donors managed to successfully maintain the intensity of charitable 
activities in 2021 and again showed success in organization, coordination of 
activities and rapid action. Citizens were once more the most active donors 
through mass-individual giving activities, again displaying an admirable 
degree of solidarity and readiness to provide aid in response to existential 
needs of their fellow citizens. The corporate sector, non-profit sector and 
foundations were more focused on the development of human capital and 
economic development.

More than half of charitable activites in 2021 were donations by citizens 
(mass-individual giving), which accounted for 29% of total recorded donati-
ons. The majority of mass-individual giving was aimed at earthquake relief, 
which was followed by humanitarian actions for support to marginalized 
groups and povery relief, and healthcare. Citizens were again particularly 
sensitive to the existential needs of their fellow citizens, thus their donations 
were primarily one-off humanitarian support in the collection of financial and 
other material goods for those in need.

Following a considerable increase in philanthropic engagement in 2020, the 
corporate sector made a significant contribution in 2021 as well, donating a 
total of EUR 13.5 million in fewer instances of corporate donations. The corpo-
rate sector had the highest share in the recorded value of donations in 2021 
(37%). Philanthropists in the corporate sector were most often large corporati-
ons, accounting for as much as 73% of all donation activities of the corporate 
sector and 19% of the activities of all donors. SMEs had a notable share of 23% 
of all activities of the corporate sector and 6% of the total sample of media 
reports. Corporate foundations were the last, holding a share of just 1% of all 
charitable activities.

It is important to note that the charitable activities of SMEs more often than 
not stem from their connection to the community, rather than making up a 
standard part of doing business and marketing. For this reason, such 
activities are often informal in character and non-financial, and may easily go 
unnoticed by the media. An example are the numerous companies which 
participated in the action by Matija Prtenjača, one of the volunteers from 
Virovitica who helped in the area of the earthquake-stricken Petrinja.
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Together with other volunteers and thanks to the donations of numerous small 
and medium-sized companies in Virovitica which donated construction and 
other material, Prtenjača managed to rebuild more than 150 roofs damaged 
by the earthquake.

Regardless of donor type, the corporate sector most often donated to 
earthquake relief by investing in recovery as a long-term strategic objective 
(purchase of construction material, support in reconstruction), as well as by 
providing humanitarian support. In addition to the earthquake, the donations 
went to education, poverty relief, support to marginalized groups, again 
showcasing an admirable share of investment in long-term strategic objecti-
ves (scholarships to pupils and students, purchase of equipment for educatio-
nal and social institutions, support to the provision of social services and 
similar). A notable example is the agricultural company Orahovica d.o.o., 
which conducted a contest to select 10 regular students to receive monthly 
scholarship. They also continued to support practical education of the 
agricultural department of the secondary school Stjepan Ivšić in Orahovica. 
Besides making paid practice in their production available to students, the 
company donated grapes which the students had collected themselves, who 
then made wine out of it as part of their education.

Civil society organizations and private foundations accounted for a smaller 
share of donation instances, and traditionally they contributed the most to 
education. Among associations, there was also an increased number of 
donations for earthquake relief and seasonal giving, while sport was the 
second most active area of giving by foreign private foundations. For both 
donors, predominant were donations with long-term strategic objectives – 
scholarships and purchase of equipment for schools. These data point to a 
relatively low development of the non-profit philanthropic sector, which would 
entail a greater role of foundations as special intermediaries in the mobilizati-
on of private and corporate donations and their directing at strategic 
development objectives with a strong long-term social impact. One of the 
bright examples of innovative forms of giving by the non-profit sector was the 
cooperation between the foundation Traffic Safety with driving schools in the 
areas of Konavle and Dubrovnik. They provided free driving courses to 
chlidren without parental care. The achieved transfer of knowledge improved 
the position of this vulnerable group in the labour market and publicly pointed 
to the difficult economic situation they must contend with after they leave the 
social support system when they come of age.

It is certainly interesting to note that donations of individuals in Croatia made 
up a far lower share in donation activities (3%) than is generally the case in the 
Western Balkans. For example, individual giving recorded in the territory of 
Serbia in 2021 accounted for 18% of total charitable activities.
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Structure of donors
Share of donation instances

Citizens
(mass-individual
giving)

57.7%

28.8%

6,350 €

Corporate sector
26.1%

37.4%

18,301 €

Mixed donors
5.2%

25.9%

63,561 €

CSOs
/ citizen associations

5.1%

0.4%

1,091 €

Private foundations
2.8%

5.9%

27,346 €

Individuals
2.6%

1.5%

7,620 €

Other
0.5%

0.1%

283 €
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Structure of donors
Long-term - one-off donations – unknown

Long-term donations 
One-off donations 
Unknown

Citizens
(mass-individual
giving)

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Corporate
sector

Mixed
donors

CSOs
/ citizen
associations

Private
foundations

Individuals Other

5%
10%

2% 3% 4%

15%

7%

93%

34%

51%

5%

91%

39%

58%

46%

52%

41%

49%

65%

30%
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Diaspora giving

Diaspora support comprises 2% of all donor activities, which matches the 
data recorded in the previous years as well. Nonetheless, these donations 
make up 15% of the total recorded amount. Such a high share of diaspora 
donations was also recorded in 2019 (14%), while other years saw a signifi-
cantly smaller share – between 1% and 7%.

By far, the largest number of diaspora donations came from citizens through 
mass campaigns (71%), followed by prominent individuals (16%). Most 
donations came from Germany and the US, followed by Austria, Czech 
Republic, and Australia. A total of 70% of diaspora funds were intended for 
earthquake relief, while other prominent themes included people in econo-
mic need and marginalized groups (10%), and education (6%).
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Structure of Recipients

Non-profit organizations are traditionally the largest recipient of donations. 
That was not the case only in 2020 due to the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic and the earthquake. That year, public institutions recorded the 
highest number of received donations, but non-profit organizations reclaimed 
the first place as the largest recipient in 2021, continuing to serve as a vital 
channel for the distribution of donations to final beneficiaries. In 2021, they 
received 58% of the recorded donated amount, through 36% of individual 
donation instances. It is important to note that private foundations and 
foreign organizations represent only a small number of recipients. The largest 
number includes domestic organizations and associations active in local 
communities across Croatia.

More than a third of citizens’ donor activities included mass giving to non-pro-
fit organizations. Individuals and families received an almost identical share. 
Therefore, citizens showed a high level of trust in non-profit organizations. The 
corporate sector, particularly corporations, were the second largest donor – 
non-profit organizations received a quarter of their donations. An example of 
such a donation instance is a campaign called One less, where, for every 
recycled eco-bag customers bought, Konzum donated EUR 0.13 to the citizen 
initiative “Čisteći medvjedići”, dedicated to keeping forests clean.

The organization that received the largest number of donations, with the 
recorded EUR 7 million, was the Red Cross Croatia. The amount was received 
through 17 different donation instances – one was related to the support to 
marginalized groups, while the rest were intended for earthquake relief. The 
Red Cross in followed by the Croatian Employers' Association, which, owing 
to only two recorded donation instances, received the second largest donated 
amount – EUR 4.8 million. The third place is held by Solidarna – Foundation 
for Human Rights and Solidarity, which recorded the highest number of 
received donation instances, with the total value of EUR 1.9 million. Out of 37 
recorded donation instances, two were intended for the support to marginali-
zed groups, one for mitigating the effects of COVID-19, and the rest for 
earthquake relief.
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Individuals and families were the second largest recipient of donations in 
Croatia. A significant share of donation instances included funds intended for 
this group of recipients. The most frequent donors were citizens (mass-indivi-
dual giving), followed by private foundations and individuals. Funds were 
most frequently donated directly to individuals and families through humani-
tarian actions and to support basic needs. One example of an innovative 
direct donation to individuals is a healthcare campaign, organized for three 
consecutive years, called Red Dress Day (Dan crvenih haljina), which aims to 
raise awareness of the specificities of stroke in women. As part the campaign, 
teams of neurologists from the University Hospital Centre Zagreb and the 
University Hospital Centre Sisters of Mercy organized free preventive exami-
nations for women in the earthquake-affected area of Petrinja.
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Non-Profit
Organizations

Individuals
/ Families

Institutions

Local / National
Governments

Other

36.4%

57.7%

35.4%

15.4%

23.7%
15.4%

3.0%

9.0%

1.5%

2.6%

Share of Donated Instances
Share of the Recorded Donated Amount

Recipient Structure
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Compared to the previous years, 2020 and 2021 recorded the largest number 
of donations aimed toward the public sector, which can be attributed to the 
strong momentum of crisis philanthropy that ensued after the earthquake in 
Petrinja and the Sisak-Moslavina County. Namely, a huge deficit was 
recognized in the financial and technical capacities of local (regional) self-go-
vernment units for providing an appropriate response to the existential needs 
of citizens and large-scale disasters. Therefore, most of the donations 
received by public institutions were intended for earthquake relief, followed by 
donations for education, healthcare, support to people in economic need and 
marginalized groups. Donations received by local and national governments 
were largely related to mitigating the effects of the earthquake. The most 
frequent donor to the public sector was the non-profit sector, which aimed 
52% of donation instances to public institutions, and 4% to local and national 
governments. The corporate sector aimed 38% of their donation instances to 
institutions, and 5% to local and national governments.
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The structure of final beneficiaries clearly reflects the most frequent themes 
for giving: (1) earthquake relief, (2) poverty relief and support to marginalized 
groups, (3) healthcare, and (4) education. In this sense, it is important to 
differentiate between final beneficiaries and recipients that distribute, organi-
ze, coordinate, and prioritize the received funds.

For the second year in a row, beneficiaries of local community services were 
the largest final beneficiaries of philanthropic instances. While mitigating the 
effects of COVID-19 and the earthquake was the main cause in 2020, donati-
ons to local communities in 2021 was closely related to the effects of earthqu-
akes in Petrinja, Sisak, Zagreb and Glina. Beneficiaries of local community 
services received staggering 72% of the total donated amount through 40% of 
donation instances.

In addition to beneficiaries of local community services, two groups of final 
beneficiaries stand out – people with health issues, and children with develop-
mental disabilities and people with disabilities, while other groups have 
received no more than 2% of the total donated amount. Children and adults 
with health issues, who had been the most frequent final beneficiaries prior to 
the crisis period, took the second place in 2021. A total of 18% of donation 
instances was aimed at them, with 16% of the donated amount, primarily 
through mass humanitarian actions. They are followed by children with 
developmental disabilities and people with disabilities, who received 3% of the 
donated amount through 13% of donation instances.

The structure of final beneficiaries also indicates a predominantly humanita-
rian character of philanthropy in Croatia, as it addresses the needs of citizens 
facing existential problems. It is interesting to note that only one recorded 
group of final beneficiaries falls outside of this pattern – talented youth – 
whose needs are supported by donors through scholarship programs.

Structure of Final Beneficiaries
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Final beneficiaries structure

Beneficiaries of Local
Community Services

People with
Health Issues

People with
Disabilities

Socially vulnerable
people

Talented youth

Children and youth
without parental care

Animals

39.9%

71.5%

17.6%

16.3%

13.0%
2.8%

12.0%

1.0%

3.8%

1.3%

3.7%

1.0%

2.4%

0.1%  

People Living in
Other Countries

Elderly

1.9%

0.3%

1.4%

0.0%  

Homeless
1.2%

0.4%  

Other
3.1%

5.3%  

Share of Donated Instances
Share of the Recorded Donated Amount



Type of donations

After examining the structure of donors, recipients, and beneficiaries, it is 
necessary to analyze the key ways of collecting donations and effects they 
intend to achieve. In terms of the ways of collecting donations, we differentia-
te between direct donations, donations raised through campaigns, donations 
in the form of competitions, and donations raised through specific events. 
According to the intended effect, we categorize donations into one-off and 
long-term.

Unlike in 2020 when direct donations were the most prominent, fundraisers 
were the most frequent way of giving in 2021. They reflect the character of 
crisis philanthropy and the need for fast, efficient, and organized mass 
mobilization of donors. Therefore, it is no surprise that 47% of all donation 
instances were in the form of such campaigns. The predominant themes for 
giving were earthquake relief, medical treatments, and seasonal giving. This 
type of donations comprised 69% of the total donated amount, which confir-
med that campaigns are the most efficient way of collecting donations. These 
campaigns also include various kinds of community mobilization in the form of 
volunteering. A good example is the City of Koprivnica, which once again 
organized a civic action on the occasion of the World Cleanup Day – 30 
volunteers engaged in cleaning up the illegal landfill by the road in the 
settlement of Reka.

The second most common way of giving in 2021 was direct donations, which 
comprised 22% of donation instances and through which 25% of the total 
donated amount was raised. Like fundraisers, direct donations were largely 
related to the themes of earthquake relief, financial support for medical 
treatments, and support to marginalized groups. While direct donations to 
final beneficiaries were on the second place, being characteristic of crisis and 
humanitarian philanthropy, the remaining 78% of donation instances required 
a more complex organization and broader engagement of the stakeholders: 
aforementioned campaigns; competitions (11%); various events, predominan-
tly sports events (6%), exhibitions and fairs (6%), and concerts (4%). An 
example of a donation through a competition was the project One Step Closer 
to the Community (Korak bliže zajednici) realized by the store Studenac – 
through a competition, they donated funds to ten non-profit organizations 
helping the homeless, socially vulnerable families and individuals, and single 
parents. The Technical School Slavonski Brod provided an excellent example 
of a donation instance organized as an event, where students and teachers 
sold items and sweets at the traditional Christmas fair, collecting funds they 
later donated to the Humanitarian Association Marija’s Meals. Owing to this 
donation, 77 children in Zambia were provided with a meal during the 
following year.

Ways of Giving
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Fundraisers

Direct Donations

Events

Competitions

47.1%

69.0%

22.2%

24.9%

19.3%
2.4%

11.4%

3.7%

Ways of Giving

Share of Donated Instances
Share of the Recorded Donated Amount
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As in 2020, the largest number of donations in 2021 were in the form of one-off 
support (54%), mainly including the purchase of consumables and supplies 
(30%), humanitarian support (14%), medical treatments (8%), and individual 
housing (2%). One-off donations are typical of crisis philanthropy that 
marked the year 2021 in Croatia, while citizens (mass-individual giving) were 
the largest donors. However, a considerable number of strategic donations 
(40%) was also recorded, primarily owing to the donations of the corporate 
and non-profit sectors. These donations included mostly equipment (28%), 
followed by services (5%), and scholarships (5%), whereas capital investments 
comprised only 1%.
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Humanitarian Support14.0%

Supplies and Consumables29.7%

53.5%

40.3%

6.2%

Medical Treatments7.5%

Individual Housing2.4%

Intended Effect of Giving

One-Off Support

Services5.1% 

Equipment28.0% 

Scholarships4.8%

Capital Investments

Research and development

Start-Up Capital

1.4%

Raising Social Awareness / Advocacy0.5%

0.2%

0.2%

Long-Term Support

Unknown



Innovative giving for beneficiaries of Association Mali Zmaj
Patrik Radotić, a volunteer of the Association Mali Zmaj (Little Dragon), walked 
180 km from Zagreb to Rijeka, from 21 to 24 June, to raise funds for the initiati-
ve Mali zmaj ide u školu (Little Dragon Goes to School). Through this campai-
gn, the association prepared packages of school supplies and equipment for 
children from families in economic need and children without parental care. 
Patrik’s goal was to raise funds to purchase 100 school bags. Everyone was 
invited to support Patrik through the crowdfunding platform Čini pravu stvar 
with donations. Owing to the campaign, EUR 4.9 thousand was raised, which 
was more than expected, so in addition to full school bags, the children 
received P.E. equipment as well.

Olival and Croatian Network for the Homeless – improving 
the quality of life of the homeless

Cosmetics brand Olival organized a humanitarian project under the hashtag 
#čistodaznaš. From 15 June to 15 July, they donated EUR 2 to the Croatian 
Network for the Homeless for each purchase made via their web-shop. The 
Croatian Network for the Homeless is an organization dedicated to improving 
the care for the homeless and other socially excluded groups. This project 
aimed to make the public aware of the problems the homeless in Croatia face, 
particularly the inaccessibility and impossibility to maintain personal hygiene 
following the closing of public baths during the COVID-19 pandemic. All 
donations (EUR 4.6 thousand) were spent on enabling the beneficiaries of the 
Network to freely use public baths for six months.

Support to the development of community services for 
children with disabilities on Hvar

Association Perle s Otoka Hvara (Pearls of Hvar) provides support to children 
with developmental disabilities. During the months of September and October 
2021, the association organized a humanitarian sports event called Maraton 
dobrote  – Daj 5 za Perle (Marathon of Kindness – Give 5 for Pearls). Citizens 
could participate in various sports and cultural activities, and the goal was to 
raise funds for annual therapies conducted by the association. The initiative 
was supported by three Croatian marathoners who swam, cycled and ran 
with the aim to encourage donations. More funds were raised than expected, 
which allowed for further improvement of the association’s work through the 
purchase of equipment and provision of professional training.
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Eco-volunteering forest restoration initiative 

Hrvatska Poštanska Banka (HPB), in cooperation with Hrvatske Šume, organi-
zed an eco-volunteering initiative called Zasadi s HPB-om (Plant with HPB) to 
raise awareness and address the importance of forests and their preservation. 
Within the initiative, 30,000 seedlings were planted in seven counties. This 
also marked the 30th anniversary of HPB. The initiative had two parts – the first 
part included raising funds for the purchase of seedlings. Citizens donated 
EUR 7.9 thousand, while the rest of the necessary funds (EUR 19.4 thousand) 
was covered by HPB. In the second part of the initiative, volunteers and 
experts from Hrvatske Šume planted the seedlings of the native English oak in 
the territory of Dugo Selo, Osijek, Karlovac, Bjelovar and Nova Gradiška; the 
seedlings of the maritime pine and Aleppo pine in the fire-devastated area of 
Biograd; and seedlings of the pine and oak in the devastated forest near 
Buzet.

Diving for employment of SOS Children’s Village beneficiaries

In 2016, Diving Club “Roniti se mora” launched an initiative called Plavo 
ronilačko srce (Diver’s Blue Heart) for providing theoretical and practical 
training in scuba diving for the beneficiaries of the SOS Children’s Village 
Croatia. The program includes a three-year training of the beneficiaries to 
become diving guides and instructors. This gives them the opportunity to get 
a job in the diving tourism sector. In 2021, the club started the training of the 
second generation of the beneficiaries of the SOS Children’s Village, which 
was financed by various sponsors and patrons of the project. This is an 
example of an innovative and successful philanthropic project of transferring 
knowledge with the aim of improving employment opportunities for youth 
without parental care.

Pliva Croatia supports patient care

Pliva Croatia organized a competition called Zajedno prema zdravlju (Toget-
her toward Health) to support a series of initiatives and practices for assisting 
patients, which are based on empathy, humanitarianism, honor and compas-
sion. The awards in the total amount of EUR 26.6 thousand were equally 
distributed to associations and institutions providing services of facilitated 
treatment and recovery. The winners were: Association Krijesnica that 
provides support to children with malignant diseases and their families; 
Special Hospital for Chronic Diseases of Children in Gornja Bistra; Nismo 
same – association of women suffering from and treated for cancer; La Verna 
Association that provides support and services to palliative patients and their 
families.
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Corporate support to the public sector in tackling the 
COVID-19 pandemic

IKEA and Designer Outlet Croatia donated equipment for the protection 
against COVID-19 (protective suits, masks and visors) in the total value of EUR 
530 thousand to the Foundation Solidarna, which distributed the donation to 
174 institutions and non-profit organization across Croatia. Atlantic Group 
also participated in this initiative by providing storage space for the protective 
equipment, while INSAKO d.o.o. supported the redistribution and delivery of 
the equipment. Within five months, the equipment was delivered to 70 
retirement homes, 2 rehabilitation centers, autism center, 3 elementary 
schools, 79 kindergartens, neuropsychiatric hospital, general hospital, 6 
health centers, 6 emergency rooms and public healthcare institutes, and 4 
non-profit organizations that provided support in earthquake relief in the 
Sisak-Moslavina County.

Association God, Justice and Honor – donation to Dubrovnik 
Hospital COVID Ward

After being treated for COVID-19 in Dubrovnik General Hospital and losing her 
father to the disease, Ana Obradović Skračić decided to establish the Associa-
tion God, Justice and Honor to help the Dubrovnik General Hospital COVID 
Ward. The association organized various humanitarian actions, including an 
auction of paintings by over 40 local artists and restaurant dinners prepared 
by the participants of the TV show Dinner for 5. The donations ensured the 
purchase of 50 oximeters, 2 vital signs monitors, 1 vein finder, 40 anti-decubi-
tus mattresses and mattress toppers, equipment for nurses’ and doctors’ 
rooms at the Dubrovnik General Hospital COVID Ward.

Foundation Slagalica gives regional corporate philanthropist 
awards 

On the occasion of the European Day of Foundations and Donors, the 
Foundation Slagalica gave the nineth Johann Kohlhoffer Award for the corpo-
rate philanthropist of Slavonija and Baranja. In the category of companies, 
the winner was Mesna industrija Ravlić d.o.o. which is active in the community 
and supports civil society organizations with funds and products, and which 
established its own volunteer club. In the category of craft businesses, the 
winner was IVY PC, a computer programming and consulting business in 
Đakovo, which contributes to the community by donating computers and 
providing computer training to elderly population.



12   Exceptions are private foundations which aim most of their philanthropic activities toward providing scholarships, while 
earthquake relief was the third most frequent theme for civil society organizations.
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The analysis of various aspects and actors clearly indicated the central role 
the devastating Petrinja earthquake of 29 December 2020 played in the 
philanthropic ecosystem of Croatia in 2021. Almost all types of donors aimed 
the majority of donations to earthquake relief, either in the form of one-off or 
long-term support.12 As previously mentioned, 64% of the recorded donated 
amount was aimed toward this theme. In financial terms, EUR 23.6 million was 
invested. Therefore, this chapter will give a detailed overview of the key 
stakeholders and examples of philanthropy related to earthquake relief, 
particularly regarding the most devastating earthquake that hit Petrinja, 
Sisak and Glina, in December 2020.

Earthquake Relief

Total donated
amount 

23,634,303 €
Number of donation

instances 
 

819



As regards the number of donation instances, the largest donor were certainly 
citizens, who comprised 62% of all donation instances aimed at earthquake 
relief. A total of 492 donation instances were recorded where citizens demon-
strated considerable solidarity toward existential problems of earthqua-
ke-affected people. These primarily included one-off instances of humanita-
rian support through the donation of funds or materials to the people in need. 
One such donation instance was the action Bilo srce kuca za sve vas organi-
zed by CFC Hajduk, CFC Torcida, Naš Hajduk, and various partner associati-
ons of Hajduk and Torcida. They motivated their members, fans and citizens 
to donated for mitigating the effects of the earthquake. Citizens responded 
by donating money and material goods (blankets, heaters, tarpaulins, covers) 
or by putting their property at the disposal of those who had lost their homes 
in the earthquake. Citizens from the diaspora also reacted promptly to the 
crisis. For example, Humanitarian – Charity Organization "Bread of St. Ante" 
Australia gathered a large number of individuals who raised almost EUR 
200,000 and donated it to the families affected by the earthquake, through 
the mediation of Croatian non-profit organizations.

The second most active donor type was the corporate sector, with 24% of the 
recorded donation instances and the largest share of the donated amount 
(38%) coming mostly from large corporations. In addition, the corporate 
sector aimed most of their donations to individual families, followed by 
donations to the non-profit sector intended for earthquake relief. One of the 
examples is the cooperation between the Zagreb School of Economics and 
Management and INA d.d. which covered the cost of four-year tuition fees for 
undergraduate studies of economics and management for eight students 
from the Sisak-Moslavina County and four children of INA employees living in 
the affected area.

Mass campaigns that included various donors raised 36% of the total 
recorded amount through 58 donation instances. The most prominent ones 
included the Croatian Red Cross and Fund 5.5 for Earthquake Crisis Support 
– Foundation Solidarna.

The Croatian Red Cross organized a huge campaign, raising EUR 6.9 million 
from individuals, corporate sector and various organizations. They distributed 
humanitarian packages (food, water, hygienic products), humanitarian aid to 
individual families, financial support to kindergartens and children’s homes, 
and provided psychological support on the ground. Through such mass 
campaigns, the non-profit sector proved to be vital in highly organized crisis 
philanthropy by continuously managing to mobilize a vast number of donors.
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Fund 5.5 by Foundation Solidarna was established following the Zagreb 
earthquake of March 2020, as a result of the Foundation’s cooperation 
with the successful crowdfunding campaign of the informal citizen initiati-
ve Zagreb Earthquake Relief, which was aimed at swift provision of 
financial support to affected citizens. Fund 5.5 was reactivated immedia-
tely after the devastating earthquake in Petrinja on 29 December 2020, 
through a mass and predominantly digital campaign that offered various 
channels for donations. The large-scale humanitarian action Solidarno s 
Petrinjom i SMŽ resulted in more than EUR 2.3 million raised for emergency 
housing, stabilization and recovery of more than 1,200 families from 
across the county affected by the earthquake, with special emphasis on 
the rural areas of Petrinja and Glina. Donations came from Croatia and 
abroad. Foreign citizen donations amounted to an average of EUR 83, 
while Croatian citizens donated an average of EUR 51. A total of EUR 
698,363 was raised through 583 corporate donations. Foreign corporati-
ons donated a total of HRK 40,186.00, with an average donation of EUR 
1,198.13 Fund 5.5 received support in various forms: one-off financial 
support, housing support, repair and restoration of houses and public 
infrastructure. A total of HRK 1.2 million was invested in the development of 
local communities and education capacities across the earthquake-affe-
cted and poverty-stricken region. The main beneficiaries we socially 
vulnerable groups – rural elderly households, families with small children, 
and families taking care of the elderly and the disabled. The secondary 
beneficiaries were actors in the local community development – associati-
ons, collectives, family farms, and small enterprises, which received HRK 1 
million (EUR 150 000) in development assistance. The Fund also provided 
support to the education sector: a donation of the employees of the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development supported the recon-
struction of the Children’s Home Vrbina in Sisak and the Room of Miracles 
in Petrinja, while a donation by the IKT Company Infobip ensured professi-
onal training for teachers in the earthquake-affected areas. Fund 5.5 has 
remained active in 2022 as well, for the purpose of finalizing the initiated 
construction projects by the end of the year and providing further support 
to the local actors in the field of reconstruction, recovery and develop-
ment.

13   Foundation Solidarna, Solidarni izvještaj: putevi doniranja za Baniju, April 2021 
https://solidarna.hr/solidarni-izvjestaj-putevi-doniranja-za-baniju/



Concerning the number of donation instances, the largest recipient of 
earthquake-related donations were individuals and families, as common 
recipients of crisis donations. Therefore, more than a half (52%) of all donation 
instances were directly aimed at supporting individuals and families, although 
they comprise only 7% of the total donated amount. On the other hand, the 
non-profit sector received staggering 75% of the recorded donated amount, 
primarily from the corporate sector and citizens. This proved that the non-pro-
fit sector was a highly reliable mediator for formal philanthropy and distribu-
ting donations to one-off and long-term causes, while individuals as recipients 
were more related to small-scale informal donation instances.

It is important to note that the earthquake increased the share of the public 
sector as a donation recipient. Namely, the funds of one quarter of earthqua-
ke-related donation instances were donated to public institutions (18%) and 
local self-government units and national governments (7%). One such 
example was the donation of Erste Bank and its shareholders – they donated 
around EUR 133 thousand to the following local (regional) government units 
for the purchase of equipment: Sisak-Moslavina County, City of Sisak, City of 
Petrinja, and City of Glina. The Government of the Republic of Croatia 
opened a special account of the State Budget for financial donations for 
earthquake relief in the affected areas.

It should be emphasized that financial donations and formal philanthropy 
received the largest media coverage. In addition, the crisis response to the 
earthquake was also marked by heart-warming informal actions of compassi-
onate citizens who are not so well-to-do but had a strong desire to help. One 
such donation instance that stood out was the prompt humanitarian support 
the Dinamo fans (Bad Blue Boys) provided to the people affected by the 
earthquake in Banija – they came together in December 2020/January 2021 
and traveled to Sisak and Petrinja where they helped in the disaster clean-up 
and debris removal.

With a strong support from the diaspora and people from abroad, philant-
hropy in Croatia in 2021 was marked by a wave of solidarity expressed by 
donations for earthquake-affected communities, through numerous 
dynamic, diverse and wide-spread practices – from online concerts and 
volunteering to mass digital campaigns. Donations were aimed at a wide 
range of beneficiaries – local governments, schools, associations, foundations 
and humanitarian organizations acting as mediators, elderly households, and 
family farms. The strong philanthropic response to the earthquake not only 
created an additional financial and material source of support for the 
affected and the public sector, but it was also highly valuable in itself. 
Namely, this was a direct expression of empathy and social solidarity with a 
positive effect on social cohesion and the affected people’s feeling of not 
being alone.
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 It is interesting to note that, although members of the government publically 
commended volunteering and donations, the state did not abolish the VAT on 
goods and services provided for earthquake relief that were paid from the 
donations raised through registered humanitarian actions. This confirmed the 
hypothesis that, despite crisis times, philanthropy in Croatia has still not been 
sufficiently recognized and acknowledged as an important social resource.
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Media Reporting on Philanthropy

In addition to direct indicators of the level of development of philanthropy, 
such as the number of donations and the donated amount, the manner and 
scope of media reporting on philanthropy represent clear indicators of the 
media’s attitude toward philanthropy, and thus, indirectly, the place in 
society that philanthropy occupies. In that sense, it is important to identify the 
number and the scope of media reports, the context in which philanthropy is 
talked and written about, as well as the space and time in which the reports 
are broadcast.

Our research recorded a total of 7,066 media reports about donation instan-
ces through 987 individual media outlets. Local and regional media were the 
most active in reporting on philanthropy. Philanthropy was certainly most 
frequently represented in publications on internet portals (83%), followed by 
print media (14%), and radio and television with a particularly small share 
(3%). Nonetheless, although electronic media did not report often about 
philanthropic activities, as much as 20% of the reports were broadcast in 
prime time, between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m.

Type
Number of

Media
Share of

Media
Number of

Reports
Share of
Reports

565 57.2% 5,889 83.3%

313 31.7% 982 13.9%

109 11.0% 195 2.8%

987 100.0% 7,066 100.0%

Web Media

Print Media

Electronic Media

Total
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When print media reported on philanthropy, they most frequently published 
those reports in less prominent places. Reports about philanthropy were 
found in the first five pages in only 8% of cases, on the second five pages in 
13% of cases, while more than three quarters (79%) of recorded media reports 
were published after page 11. This is no surprise at all, given that most philant-
hropic activities have a strong local character, and they are usually 
small-scale activities that do not catch the eye of national media. The 
following table shows the top 5 web, print and electronic media that most 
frequently reported on charitable activities. This includes a significant number 
of regional media.

Top 5 media

Web Print Electronic

Glasistre.hr

dalmatinskiportal.hr

24sata.hr

dalmacijadanas.hr

Radio.hrt.hr

Novi list

Glas Slavonije

Glas Istre

Zadarski list

Slobodna Dalmacija
- Zdravo življenje

HR1

HRT1

HRT4

Hrvatski katolički radio

RTL Televizija
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As regards assessing the media’s attitude toward philanthropy, a relevant 
indicator of the intensity of media coverage is the number of media reports 
per donation instance. In this context, we recorded a decline in media covera-
ge after 2019. At that time, one donation instance was covered by 3.5 media 
reports, while, in 2020, that proportion was 1.6. In 2021, we recorded a rise in 
the total number of media reports and the level of coverage of donation 
activities (2.5). However, both indicators were lower that in the years prior to 
the crisis period.

As regards the quality of media reporting, 2021 saw the continuation of a 
downward trend in the share of donation instances reported in the media, 
which contained information about the donated amounts, either in money or 
in goods and services. Only 33% of donation instances contained such 
information. Transparency is crucial for the public trust in philanthropy, and 
so is the accuracy of financial data on donation activities, which is the shared 
responsibility of everyone involved – organizers of donation instances, donors, 
and the media, primarily their directors, owners, and editors.

Nevertheless, a trend of predominantly positive reporting on philanthropy 
continued, with 99% of the recorded media reports on donation instances in 
2021 having positive connotation. This is a positive indicator, given the 
media’s vital role in mobilizing the public, ensuring transparency, and therefo-
re building citizens’ trust in philanthropic actors and actions.

2015 2016 2017 2018

2,442

7,703

3,472

11,414

2,892

9,158

2,623

9,678

Number of
Donation
Instances

Number of Media
Reports

2019 2020 2021

2,887

10,213

3,238

5,116

2,829

7,066

3.2

22.1%

3.3

43.5%

3.2

58.4%

3.7

69.0%

Ratio Between
Media Reports and
Donation Instances

Coverage of
Donation Instances
with Value

3.5

49.8%

1.6

36.3%

2.5

33.4%
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Annex

Research practice shows that the degree of development of philanthropy in a 
society can be measured in three different ways: 1) public polls; 2) expert 
survey research; 3) relying on registered data. Survey research provides 
insight into the views of public opinion or the expert public on a topic, in this 
case philanthropy. However, the assessment of the degree of development of 
philanthropy is, apart from attitudes, based on the behavior of citizens and 
legal entities, which cannot be precisely determined through surveys. Among 
many other methodological limitations, the self-assessment of respondents is 
the biggest shortcoming of the surveys conducted globally by the Charity Aid 
Foundation and the Lilly Family School of Philanthropy. However, these two 
research centers, at least when it comes to national philanthropy, can rely on 
registered data collected and published by the national tax service. Unfortu-
nately, this source of data is not available in any country in the Western 
Balkans because the national tax services do not register donation data. For 
that reason, Catalyst Balkans opted for alternative ways of collecting data, 
first with the use of media, and then through other available, direct data 
sources. More specifically, Catalyst Balkans collected the data in this report 
through media monitoring at the local, regional and national levels, and 
included electronic, print, and online media in the period from January 1st to 
December 31st, 2021.

This methodology shows several limitations that need to be emphasized. First, 
there is an undeniable gap between the actual situation on the ground and 
the data that is registered. Since the method of data collection is multi-stage, 
it is quite certain that the registered values underestimate the actual scope 
and intensity of philanthropic activities. Apart from the fact that the media do 
not report on philanthropy comprehensively, the method of press-clipping 
itself cannot be comprehensive, so the assessment of the state of philant-
hropy is limited by incomplete data. Given that this is sample data, not 
population data, and given that the media report only on actions that are 
interesting to them, it is certain that media reports overestimate the presence 
of large donors compared to small ones, as well as donated money compared 
to donated goods and services. At the same time, the value of goods cannot 
always be precisely monetized, so Catalyst Balkans’ estimates of donated 
values are approximate. Moreover, even if media reports were comprehensive, 
there is no methodologically perfect way to control the reliability of data.

Methodology
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However, although said limitations cannot be overcome until there are officia-
lly registered data on the frequency and intensity of donations14, data reliabi-
lity control is partially achieved through data cross-referencing (because 
multiple media channels often report on the same action) and a verification 
process through direct communication with donors and the recipients of 
donations.

Notwithstanding the above limitations, it can be safely argued that registered 
values, although not comprehensive, provide reliable estimates of the 
minimum level of giving. Thus, when it comes to the number of charitable 
actions, it can be said with certainty that the number of donations shown 
represents a minimal assessment of the actual situation because the presen-
ted actions certainly happened, and that the real values are certainly higher. 
The same applies to other indicators, such as the amount donated, the 
structure of donors, recipients, beneficiaries of donations, and more. Thus, 
Catalyst Balkans’ data can be used as indicators of the minimum level of 
development of giving for the common good in a particular country, which 
consequently allows continuous monitoring of trends in the volume and 
intensity of giving as well as trends in quantity and quality of media coverage.

14  It should be noted thar registered data cannot include informal practices of philanthropy where citizens provide various 
types of assistance to each other. However, this form of philanthropy is possible to analyze through surveys to an extent, 
with limitations that such a method entails.
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Giving for the social good without receiving compensation, i.e., the voluntary giving 
of money, goods, time, or services to help someone or improve society.

Philanthropy

Donation

Donation instance

Donor

Citizens (mass
-individual giving)

Corporate sector

Individuals

Mixed Donors

Recipients

Final Beneficiaries

Beneficiaries of Local
Community Services

The subject of donation, i.e., money, goods, time, and/or services provided volunta-
rily to those in need, without compensation.

A unique event (i.e., a case of collecting donations). It can consist of single or multiple 
donations (e.g., a campaign in which citizens collect mass donations for someone's 
treatment). Donation instances, although shown in aggregate, are not the same 
size, thus they are incomparable among each other.

A private or legal entity that donates money, time, services, and/or goods. To make 
it easier to follow trends, donors are divided into types.

A type of donor: a large number of citizens who therefore cannot be identified by 
name.

A type of donor: companies (more than 50 employees), corporate foundations and 
small and medium enterprises (fewer than 50 employees).

A type of donor: identifiable citizens.

A type of donor: cases in which one donation instance includes several types of 
donors.

Private and/or legal entities that receive donations directly from donors. The types of 
recipients are non-profit organizations, individuals and families, public institutions, 
and local and national authorities. As recipients, individuals and families are mostly 
beneficiaries of donations, while other types of recipients are often a channel for 
providing assistance to final beneficiaries.

Target groups for whose benefit the donations are intended. For example, if a 
particular school is the recipient of a donation, the end-users are pupils of that 
school.

Target groups that benefit from the use of services for which the local community 
has received a donation.

Intended Effect
of Giving

The type of effect that the donation intends to achieve. Short-term donations 
include consumables, materials, and supplies, while long-term donations include 
capital investments, equipment, and scholarships. 

Ways of giving 
How a donation instance was realized. In this sense, we divide donations into the 
following categories: direct donations, campaigns, events, and competitions.

Glossary

49



An instance in which a known donor selects the recipient (beneficiary institution) and 
donates directly without intermediaries; the donation may or may not be part of the 
wider campaign.

Direct donation

Competition

Campaign

Wide published call for donations for a specific purpose. It is continuous, takes place 
over a longer period of time, and can consist of multiple events. Campaigns can be 
local, regional, or national.

Event A happening organized with the purpose to raise funds for a specific single or 
multiple causes. It can be a standalone event or organized as part of a campaign.

A publicly announced call for proposals/applications for grants/donations. It is 
announced by the donor and usually has well-developed criteria for selection.
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Trends of Giving Presented by 
Indicators
Statistically significant differences at level α=0.01 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

51 68 43 34 31 103 445

90 136 99 107 91 116 117

27 75 70 44 53 48 100

101 141 109 75 138 108 93

27 66 53 52 59 63 81

84 10015 100 71 98 95 72

66 87 66 46 80 92 68

62 92 87 75 77 115 66

77 121 55 51 62 63 66

79 90 81 62 71 129 55

70 107 101 172 123 71 46

36 86 38 31 54 44 44

34 60 77 64 58 59 42

24 37 34 23 33 35 39

67 86 52 45 64 57 34

31 48 31 17 39 26 22

39 46 33 40 54 29 21

14 54 30 16 21 51 21

23 75 35 144 47 26 18

11 26 32 15 28 17 17

31 45 42 15 12 32 14

15   In absolute values there is an increase in donation instances in Istria County between 2015 and 20161. However, in 
proportion to the total number of instances in each year, 100 donation instances is actually fewer than 84.

Geographic Distribution of Giving 
(Number of instances per
100,000 inhabitants)

Sisak-Moslavina County

Dubrovnik-Neretva County

Šibenik-Knin County

Međimurje County

Koprivnica-Križevci County

Istria County

Primorje-Gorski Kotar County

City of Zagreb

Vukovar-Syrmia County

Zadar County

Osijek-Baranja County

Brod-Posavina County

Split-Dalmatia County

Krapina-Zagorje County

Varaždin County

Požega-Slavonia County

Karlovac County

Lika-Senj County

Virovitica-Podravina County

Zagreb County

Bjelovar-Bilogora County
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Trends of Giving Presented by 
Indicators
Statistically significant differences at level α=0.01 

Monthly Distribution of Giving 
(Share of Donation Instances)

4% 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 16%

6% 6% 4% 5% 3% 5% 7%

11% 7% 10% 9% 6% 11% 6%

11% 7% 10% 14% 13% 14% 6%

11% 11% 11% 20% 9% 9% 8%

9% 17% 17% 9% 9% 4% 5%

6% 6% 7% 4% 5% 2% 4%

January

March

April

June

July

May

5% 4% 4% 5% 3% 2% 4%

7% 7% 7% 5% 5% 6% 6%

10% 6% 9% 9% 8% 10% 9%

10% 6% 7% 4% 7% 6% 6%

10% 18% 9% 12% 27% 26% 23%

August

September

November

December

October

February

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
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16% 10% 9% 7% 9% 8% 6%

29% 22% 21% 18% 24% 13% 18%

6% 12% 16% 18% 14% 8% 12%

35% 37% 35% 37% 37% 16% 18%

14% 19% 19% 20% 16% 55% 46%

Healthcare

Education

Other

Share of the Donated Amount

Support to Marginalized
Groups

3% 3% 5% 13% 7% 3% 1%

37% 24% 37% 29% 57% 8% 12%

12% 15% 23% 20% 4% 3% 10%

11% 16% 20% 22% 11% 5% 5%

37% 42% 15% 16% 21% 81% 72%

Poverty Relief

Healthcare

Support to Marginalized
Groups

Other

Education

Poverty Relief

Structure of Donors 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

73% 59% 49% 34% 55% 44% 58%

15% 32% 42% 51% 27% 34% 26%

3% 2% 2% 10% 5% 6% 3%

9% 7% 7% 5% 13% 16% 13%

Corporate Sector

Individuals

Other

74% 59% 49% 34% 55% 20% 29%

15% 32% 42% 51% 27% 56% 37%

3% 2% 2% 10% 5% 2% 2%

8% 7% 7% 5% 13% 22% 32%

Citizens

Corporate Sector

Other

Individuals

Citizens

Trends of Giving Presented by 
Indicators
Statistically significant differences at level α=0.01 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Share of Donation Instances

Share of the Donated Amount

Share of Donation Instances

Themes for Giving
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2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2%

6% 7% 2% 1% 14% 2% 16%Share of the Donated Amount

Share of Donation Instances

Structure of Recipients 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

31% 16% 15% 13% 24% 24% 35%

43% 55% 62% 66% 54% 32% 36%

23% 24% 20% 19% 21% 38% 24%

1% 3% 1% 1% 1% 5% 3%

2% 2% 2% 1% 0% 1% 2%

Non-Profit Organizations

Institutions

Other

Local / National Governments

33% 13% 16% 14% 29% 6% 15%

18% 24% 48% 50% 49% 20% 58%

25% 34% 34% 34% 14% 37% 15%

6% 28% 2% 1% 0% 36% 9%

18% 1% 0% 1% 8% 1% 3%

Individuals / Families

Non-Profit Organizations

Local / National Governments

Other

Institutions

Individuals / Families

Trends of Giving Presented by 
Indicators
Statistically significant differences at level α=0.01 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Share of the Donated Amount

Share of Donation Instances

Diaspora Giving
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People with Health Issues 

People in Economic Need

Other

Beneficiaries of Local
Community Services

People with Disabilities

People with Health Issues 

Beneficiaries of Local
Community Services 

Other

People in Economic Need

People with Disabilities

Ways of Giving 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

31% 17% 10% 6% 17% 37% 47%

46% 47% 42% 30% 45% 13% 19%

2% 19% 28% 37% 16% 3% 12%

Campaigns / Calls

Events

Competitions

59% 46% 25% 39% 31% 59% 25%

30% 21% 16% 5% 47% 37% 69%

9% 17% 31% 20% 14% 1% 2%

2% 16% 28% 36% 8% 3% 4%

Direct Donations

Campaigns / Calls

Competitions

Events

Direct Donations 21% 17% 20% 27% 22% 47% 22%

19% 20% 19% 14% 18% 9% 13%

26% 22% 19% 16% 23% 24% 18%

21% 17% 17% 22% 20% 16% 12%

10% 23% 27% 31% 18% 31% 40%

24% 18% 18% 17% 21% 20% 17%

7% 11% 9% 10% 6% 2% 3%

31% 18% 19% 21% 53% 43% 16%

4% 4% 8% 17% 7% 5% 1%

35% 53% 35% 30% 21% 35% 72%

23% 14% 29% 22% 11% 15% 8%

Trends of Giving Presented by 
Indicators
Statistically significant differences at level α=0.01 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021Category of Final Beneficiaries

Share of the Donated Amount

Share of Donation Instances

Share of the Donated Amount

Share of Donation Instances
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41% 46% 47% 52% 57% 51% 54%

30% 35% 36% 42% 37% 38% 40%

29% 19% 17% 6% 6% 11% 6%

Long-Term Support

Unknown

26% 15% 22% 39% 56% 17% 46%

63% 70% 68% 58% 40% 74% 52%

11% 15% 10% 3% 4% 9% 2%

One-Off Support

Long-Term Support

Unknown

One-Off Support

Trends of Giving Presented by 
Indicators
Statistically significant differences at level α=0.01 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021Intended Effect of Giving

Share of the Donated Amount

Share of Donation Instances

56



Research Giving Croatia 2021: Report on the state of philanthropy and this 
publication was designed by the Catalyst Foundation (Catalyst Balkans) with the 
generous support of the C S Mott Foundation and the Rockefeller Brothers Fund. The 
views expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the views of C S Mott 
Foundation and the Rockefeller Brothers Fund and their partners.
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