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Introduction

Since 2013, Catalyst Balkans has been monitoring the development of philant-
hropy in Western Balkan countries, which means that this is the ninth report on 
the state of philanthropy in Montenegro. Regardless of the challenges which 
the Montenegrin society faces, the philanthropic community is getting more 
active year after year, which is especially reflected in the growth of the 
donated amount over the years. In 2020, due to the coronavirus pandemic and 
the restrictive measures that followed, Montenegro was faced with the sharpest 
GDP drop in Europe1 – a staggering 15.3%,2 which cost Montenegro’s economy 
€765 million. The most dramatic slump was recorded in Q3, amounting to 
26.9%,3 which is not that big of a surprise if we consider the importance of the 
tourism industry for the national GDP. In 2019, before the pandemic started, 
the share of tourism in the national GDP was 22.2%,  with a record-breaking 
revenue of €1.1 billion. In 2020, the tourism share accounted for a mere 3.4%5 of 
the GDP, with a revenue of €144.5 million. Still, in 2020, despite the COVID-19 
pandemic and the subsequent restrictive measures which significantly slowed 
down any economic activity, the recorded value of donations was as much as 
three times higher than in 2019. On the other hand, in Q3 2021, Montenegro’s 
economy recorded the biggest growth in Europe,6 a whopping 25.8%,7 thus 
making up for the largest part of the previous year losses. Therefore, even 
though 2021 can still not be considered a post-pandemic year, it is justified to 
speak of an improvement of the economic situation in Montenegro, particularly 
due to the recovering tourism industry, which was made possible through the 
partial lifting of restrictions. In that sense, it is interesting to observe the further 
development of philanthropy in conditions of a gradual economic recovery 
following a period of crisis.

1     The average drop in EU member states was 5.9%, and in the countries of the region as follows: Croatia 8%, North 
Macedonia 4.5%, Bosnia and Herzegovina 4.3%, Kosovo 3%, Serbia 1%
2     Statistical Office of Montenegro – MONSTAT (2021).
Gross Domestic Product of Montenegro in 2020. Source: 
https://www.monstat.org/uploads/files/Nacionalni%20racuni/BPD/2020/Godisnji%20BDP%202020_crn.pdf
3    Statistical Office of Montenegro – MONSTAT (2020).
Quarterly Gross Domestic Product of Montenegro, Q3 2020. Source: 
https://www.monstat.org/uploads/files/BDP/IIIQBDP2020_mne.pdf
4     Central Bank of Montenegro (2020). 
Annual Macroeconomic Report of the Central Bank of Montenegro 2019. Source: 
https://www.cbcg.me/slike_i_fajlovi/fajlovi/fajlovi_publikacije/godisnji_makro_izvjestaj/2019/makroekonomsko_okruzenje_2
019.pdf
5    Central Bank of Montenegro (2021). 
Annual Macroeconomic Report of the Central Bank of Montenegro 2020. Source: 
https://www.cbcg.me/slike_i_fajlovi/fajlovi/fajlovi_publikacije/godisnji_makro_izvjestaj/godisnji_makroekonomski_izvjestaj_
2020.pdf
6    In this quarter, the average growth in EU member states was 4.1%, and in the countries of the region as follows: Croatia 
15.8%, North Macedonia 3%, Bosnia and Herzegovina: n/a, Kosovo: n/a, Serbia: 7%
7     Statistical Office of Montenegro – MONSTAT (2021).
Quarterly Gross Domestic Product of Montenegro, Q3 2021. Source: 
https://www.monstat.org/uploads/files/BDP/IIIQ2021/IIIQBDP2021_mne.pdf



In addition to the present report, the state of philanthropy in Montenegro can 
also be judged by its World Giving Index rank, as published by the Charities Aid 
Foundation (CAF), or based on the Global Philanthropy Environment Index. 
According to CAF estimates, Montenegro is ranked 31st on the World Giving 
Index (among 114 countries),8 whereas the Global Philanthropy Environment 
Index puts Montenegro’s regulatory framework at 3.79/5.0.9 However, it is 
important to point out that both of these reports are based on a subjective 
assessment of philanthropic activity, whereas Catalyst Balkans aims to 
objectively measure generosity while relying on media reports and direct 
communication with donors and recipients. 

The report is divided into four units. The first section of the report presents 
standard indicators, such as the geographic and calendar distribution of 
giving, the structure of supported areas, types of donors, recipients, beneficia-
ries and donations classifications based on the way the funds were collected 
and the intended effects of giving. It is followed by a chapter dedicated to good 
practice examples which include several prominent donors from the corporate 
and civil sector. The last, third chapter deals with philanthropy-related media 
reporting. The report ends with an annex explaining the method applied and 
containing the definitions of terms used and a set of tables with data from 
previous years. In order to provide a general overview, the report itself is 
preceded by a summary of the main findings. 

2

8    Charities Aid Foundation (2021). CAF World Giving Index 2021 – A Global Pandemic Special Report.
9    Anica Maja Boljević (2022). The 2022 Global Philanthropy Environment Index Montenegro. Indiana University Lilly Family 
School of Philanthropy.



Summary of Main Findings

In 2021, there were 573 recorded donation instances, equal to a donated value 
of €12,800,000. Since 2020 was a record-breaking year in terms of the 
frequency and the intensity of giving, a decline in philanthropic activity was to 
be expected in both areas. This, however, didn’t happen in the case of the 
intensity of giving, as the recorded sum of donations exceeded even the 
record-breaking sum in 2020. Still, it is important to point out that slightly 
more than half of the donated sum is attributed to a single donation of 
€7,000,000, which is not a typical occurrence. If we treat this donation as an 
exception, the sum of €5,800,000 follows the trend of a steady increase in the 
donated sum over the years. 

The above-mentioned donation had an effect on other data as well, so, 
consequently, individuals accounted for the largest share of the donated sum 
in 2021. They participated in the total number of donations with 67 instances, 
66 of which contributed €18,700 to the total sum. Again, if we exclude the 
largest donation, the corporate sector contributed a third of the donated sum, 
but also accounted for a third of the donation instances, which continues the 
trend from the previous years. However, mass-individual giving took the lead 
in 2021 in terms of the frequency of giving, which was reflected in the large 
number of charity concerts, bazaars and other events organised with the aim 
of supporting socially vulnerable persons and people with health issues. This 
form of philanthropic activity often generates less funds, which is why 
mass-individual giving contributed only a tenth of the donated sum, in 
relation to the total donated sum, or a fifth of the donated sum, if we were to 
exclude the above-mentioned donation.

In 2021, the donors were primarily focused on institutions – especially health 
institutions. Various equipment was donated to hospitals and health centres, 
and campaigns have been launched, such as “For a more beautiful and 
healthy Montenegro” [“Za ljepšu i zdraviju Crnu Goru”], aimed at providing 
more green spaces and refurbishing hospital rooms so they would be more 
pleasant, both for patients and doctors. This campaign also includes a series 
of educational workshops that connect environmental protection and the 
pandemic. Support for educational institutions wasn’t lacking either, and, due 
to the donation of €7,000,000, they received the largest part of the donated 
sum, while just above a tenth of the donation instances were also directed 
towards educational institutions. The corporate sector continued to support 
educational institutions in 2021 as well, as they found themselves in a compli-
cated situation during the pandemic: Crnogorski Telekom, in cooperation with 
the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sports, ensured an internet 
connection for 100 schools in rural Montenegro, whereas two schools received 
computer equipment donated by Crnogorska komercijalna banka and NLB 
banka.

3



As far as media reports are concerned, the 2,223 media reports in 2021 
correspond to the average from the previous years. However, 3.9 media 
stories per instance of giving is well above average, especially if we disregard 
2018 as the record-breaking year with 4.9 media stories per instance of giving. 
The majority of the news stories appeared on web portals, followed by televisi-
on and radio, and finally print media. News of philanthropic activities was 
given a prime-time slot on television and radio, whereas it appeared on the 
last pages of print media in the majority of the cases.

4



In 2021, a total of €12,800,000 in donations was recorded across 573 instances. 
2020 was a record-breaking year, both in terms of the frequency and the 
intensity of giving, with the biggest recorded number of instances (1446) and 
the largest recorded donated sum (€12,400,000), in the previous eight years, 
ever since Catalyst Balkans started monitoring the development of philant-
hropy in Montenegro. In that year, Montenegro stood out in the region, with the 
highest donated sum per capita – as high as €29.8 – despite being faced with 
the most dramatic GDP drop in Europe. In spite of the unfavourable economic 
situation, the most active donors in the pandemic year were companies, 
followed by citizens, whose desire to donate was in no way diminished by the 
pandemic, but had rather grown because of it, as they scrambled to help those 
in dire need as much as they could, even though they were in a complex position 
themselves. After such a tremendous rise in philanthropic activity, a drop was to 
be expected, both in comparison to the record-breaking pandemic year and the 
year before the pandemic. Although the Montenegrin economy recovered to 
some extent and managed in 2021 to largely compensate for the losses from 
2020, the question had to be asked to what extent the donors – who had been 
very active during the pandemic year – had recovered and how ready they 
were to give to other causes after the generous and frequent giving to countera-
ct the COVID-19 pandemic. In that context, the 60% decline in the number of 
donation instances compared to the pandemic year is not unexpected, and the 
33% decline compared to 2019 comes as no surprise either. 573 instances of 
giving is slightly above the average of the seven pre-pandemic years, and there 
can be no mention of a significant drop in the frequency of giving. The economy 
recovered most strongly in Q3, when the lifting of restrictions paved the way for 
a regular tourist season, which is why we will have to wait for data from 2022 to 
tell us how the recovery of the Montenegrin economy affected the donors’ 
activities. Still, despite the difficulties, the trend of a growing intensity of philan-
thropic activity continues. The sum of €12,800,000 represents an increase even 
in relation to the record-breaking sum of 2020. But, in order to get a more 
realistic picture, it must be stated that the mentioned donation of €7,000,000 is 
not typical for Montenegro, i.e., it rarely happens that a single donor 
contributes such a large sum. Nevertheless, even if we disregard this donation, 
the sum of €5,800,000 follows the trend of a steady growth of the recorded 
donated sum over the years. Furthermore, the sum donated per capita in 2021 
amounts to €20.7, which – although unsurprisingly lower than in 2020 – still 
represents double the sum from 2019 and is far above the average from the 
previous years. If we, again, exclude the donation of €7,000,000, the sum 
donated per capita amounts to €9.4, which is above average in relation to 2015 
and 2016, and average when compared to 2017, 2018 and 2019.

Review if the Giving Practice in 
2021
Main indicators
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Trends of Giving 2015 - 2021

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
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Geographic distribution of giving

Catalyst Balkans considers the distribution of giving, among other aspects, 
from the perspective of the geographic location, i.e., the region and municipa-
lity where the donations were received. Almost half of all instances of giving in 
2021 were intended for Central Montenegro, with most of them being 
recorded in Podgorica. Such a distribution is expected, since Podgorica is the 
capital and the most populous city. This is why, in order to account for the 
effect of the population size, the data on the number of instances has been 
presented per 100,000 inhabitants for the region and per 1,000 inhabitants 
for municipalities. According to this, the greatest number of instances in 2021 
was in fact recorded in Southern Montenegro (128 instances per 100,000 
inhabitants), followed by Northern Montenegro (96 instances per 100,000 
inhabitants), while there were 50 instances per 100,000 inhabitants in Central 
Montenegro. Regarding the municipalities, the greatest number of instances 
per 1,000 inhabitants was recorded in the coastal municipalities: Bar, Budva 
and Herceg Novi.

Map of Montenegro - Municipality 
Number of instances per 1,000 inhabitants

0.8 - 1.2

1.3 - 1.5

0.5 - 0.7

< 0.4



Overview of giving by months

The frequency and intensity of giving vary on a monthly basis, but it can be 
expected that the end of the year will generate the greatest number of donati-
ons and the largest share of the donated sum. December is important becau-
se it represents the period when citizens and companies balance their budget 
funds. And indeed, as in previous years (with the exception of 2020 and 2018), 
donations were most frequent in December in Montenegro. However, April in 
Montenegro does not follow this trend, and in 2021, like in previous years 
except 2020, the giving frequency in April was average or even slightly below 
average. July stands out in 2021, coming in second behind December with 80 
instances of giving. July marks the beginning of the third quarter, a period 
when Montenegro recorded the highest rate of economic growth in Europe, 
which could have had an impact on the activity of donors, who demonstrated 
a greater readiness to donate in this period. Almost half of the donations in 
this period came from the corporate sector, a little under a third of the donati-
ons originated from mass-individual giving, i.e., charity activities intended 
above all to support individuals and families in economic need, but also 
people with health issues, with the aim of providing adequate care. June and 
September were the months with the lowest giving frequency. Judging by the 
previous years, there seems to be no trend of having a lesser number of 
donation instances in these months, nor do they otherwise stand out in 2021, 
so it cannot be said with certainty why they generated the least number of 
donation instances.

9
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In 2021, the largest share of philanthropic activities, a third of the giving, was 
intended for healthcare, with one half of these donations being intended for 
health institutions – hospitals and health centres. The donations in question 
were various types of healthcare equipment such as CT scanners, ECG 
machines, ultrasound instruments, X-ray machines, as well as vehicles, 
computers, TVs, sheets, kitchen utensils. Additionally, money was donated for 
the refurbishment of different hospital wards. The largest number of donati-
ons for healthcare were donations by citizens – 37%, but the corporate sector 
followed right behind with 31%. This represents a rise for the corporate sector 
in relation to the previous years, as it may have gotten more involved after the 
pandemic, having realised the importance of supporting health institutions. 
An example of strategic support is the campaign “A vast love for tiny heroes” 
[“Velika ljubav za male heroje”] by Jana and IDEA, which lasted from 2 August 
to 26 December 2021. This campaign got the citizens involved by enabling 
them to participate, by buying any Jana product in IDEA supermarkets, in the 
fundraising for the Centre for Neonatology of the Institute for Children's 
Diseases in Podgorica. As in previous years, apart from healthcare, the 
dominant themes when it comes to the frequency of giving were the support 
to marginalised groups, poverty relief and education. Education was a theme 
for which as much as two thirds of the recorded sum were donated, but 98% 
of the amount originated from the single donation of €7,000,000 by the 
Ubović family10. If we were to exclude this donation, education as a theme 
would cover only 4% of the donated sum, while healthcare would take the lead 
with 38%.

Themes

10    It is important to note that there is no source which would enable us to verify whether the donor was exclusively the 
Ubović family or if the Bemax company participated as well.
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Seasonal giving
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Share of donation instances
Share of donated sum
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Donor structure

Mass-individual giving in 2021 accounted for slightly less than one half of all 
donations. This giving was mostly, in 46% number of cases, intended for 
support to individuals and families, which is in accordance with the data that 
the top two themes of mass-individual giving were healthcare and poverty 
relief. 91% of mass-individual giving to individuals and families was intended 
for these themes – there was a large number of donation dinners, bazaars, 
charity sports and arts events in order to raise funds for citizens in economic 
need and with health issues. The largest share of the donated sum in 2021 
was, however, generated by individuals – 64%. But, almost the entire sum 
originates from a single instance: the Ubović family’s donation in the amount 
of €7,000,000, while the remaining 65 instances account for €18,700. At 66 
instances, individual donations constitute just over a tenth of the total registe-
red instances. 

The corporate sector was the second most active type of donor by giving 
frequency, as well as by donated sum. Compared to the previous year, the 
corporate sector accounted for a smaller share in the total amount (17% in 
2021 as compared to 39% in 2020), whereas this difference was not that 
prominent when it comes to the share in the number of donation instances 
(33% in 2021 as compared to 43% in 2020). However, as has been stated 
multiple times, one donation accounted for 54% of the donated sum, while the 
remaining 572 instances contributed with 46%. If we were to treat this instan-
ce as an exception, the share of the corporate sector in the donated sum was 
not significantly lower than in 2020. The corporate sector directed its giving 
mostly towards public institutions, and particularly health institutions.

14



Donor structure
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Recipient structure

In 2020, the predominant recipients were local and national governments, 
both in terms of the frequency and the amount of donations, so that they 
could redirect the resources to mitigating the effects of the COVID-19 pande-
mic. The frequency and intensity of philanthropic activities aimed at local and 
national governments dropped significantly in 2021, which was to be 
expected, and the donors provided, as in the previous years, the biggest 
support to institutions, with 44% of donations directed to institutions, along 
with 80% of the recorded sum. Among the institutions, the largest number of 
donations in 2021 were directed to health institutions, while educational 
institutions received the largest amount of funds. In the previous years, it was 
the health institutions who received the majority of the funds, but there was a 
change in 2021, due to a single donation of €7,000,000, which made health 
institutions the top overall recipient. 

Slightly less than a third of the donation instances and slightly less than a 
tenth of the recorded sum was directly aimed at individuals and families. As 
has been stated in the previous segment, a great number of charity activities 
were conducted in 2021, aimed at helping individuals and families in economic 
need and with health issues, but data on the collected funds was not always 
available. On top of that, this type of activity, although common, usually 
generates less funds. Individuals and families received the majority of the 
support from fellow citizens, while the corporate sector was the institutions’ 
main benefactor.

16



Recipient structure

Public institutions 44.7%

80.1%

Individuals and
families

31.1%

7.0%

Non-profit
organisations
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Other
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Share of donation instances
Share of donated sum
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Final beneficiary structure

Regarding the frequency as well as the intensity of donations, beneficiaries of 
local community services lead the way among the final beneficiaries of 
donations, which is in accordance with the trend from the previous years. A 
13% drop in the frequency of giving in comparison to 2020 was to be 
expected, and it marks a return to the pre-pandemic situation. The second 
most frequently supported beneficiary category were socially vulnerable 
people, but if we look at the donated sum, their share is merely 0.7%. Out of 
all donations in 2021, 22% of all instances and 18% of the donated sum was 
directed to people with health issues.

Final beneficiary structure

Beneficiaries of local
community services

29.1%

77.8%

Socially vulnerable
people

23.6%

0.7%

People with health
issues

22.5%

18.0%

Other
13.3%

3.0%

People with
disabilities

11.5%

0.5%

Share of donation instances
Share of donated sum
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Donation type

In the previous years, direct donations usually ranked first by frequency, but 
in 2021, the share of direct donations and the share of campaigns were almost 
tied in the overall number of donations, with 284 to 237 instances. This can be 
attributed to the organisation of a large number of fundraising campaigns in 
2021, initiated both by citizens and by non-profit organisations.

Methods of fundraising

Methods of fundraising

Direct donations
49.6%

83.5% 

Fundraising
campaigns

41.4%

16.1% 

Calls for
applications

0.3%

0.1%

Events
8.7%

0.4% 

Share of donation instances
Share of donated sum
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Intended donation effect

Like before, short-off support represented the most frequent type of giving, 
accounting for 60% of donation instances, but amounting to only 8% of the 
total recorded sum. Long-term support, however, amount to as much as 91% 
of the recorded sum, out of which the largest share is attributed to capital 
investments, which include the Ubović family donation of €7,000,000. If we 
were to exclude this donation, long-term support would still have the largest 
share in the recorded sum, at 75%. In 2021, strategic support most often 
involved donations of necessary equipment to hospitals. In that sense, the 
campaign “Small steps change the world for the better” [“Mali koraci mijenja-
ju svijet na bolje”], which has been implemented by NLB banka for years, was 
aimed in 2021 at the procurement of a pulse oximeter, inhalator and other 
equipment for the Health Centre in Tivat, for the treatment of respiratory 
infections in the youngest of patients.

20



Intended donation effect 
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Prominent chess player and well-known philanthropist 
from diaspora donated to families in Cetinje
The president of the Montenegrin Association of America (San Francis-
co), member of the US Chess Federation, and recipient of ISKRA individu-
al contribution award in 2018 – Blažo Sredanović – donated €100,000 to 
the town of Cetinje with the intention that the money be forwarded for 
humanitarian purposes to children from 20 families in need. The news of 
the donation was published in October 2021, and the support was 
formally distributed in February 2022.

Crnogorski Telekom strategically supports education
In cooperation with the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and 
Sports, Crnogorski Telekom donated the necessary equipment for a fast 
internet connection to 100 schools in rural Montenegro. Furthermore, in 
accordance with an agreement concluded in 2020, Crnogorski Telekom 
once more donated €143,000 to the University of Montenegro in 2021.

The Parents Association conducts an aid campaign for 
elementary school students

In 2021 year as well, the Parents Association organised the campaign 
Let’s share, for we can do more together [Podijelimo jer zajedno možemo 
više], which provided support to parents in getting their kids ready for 
the new school year. In addition, children beneficiaries of this aid partici-
pate in the programmes Learning support [Podrška pri učenju] i Classro-
om – fun-room [Učionica družionica] which help them fulfil their school 
duties and integrate in the school system. Apart from this support, the 
association donated funds which were collected during 2020 for the 
procurement of student meals. But, due to the pandemic and the closing 
of schools, around €29,000 was redirected to public kitchens. 

Good Practice Examples

The Lifespring Association hands out New Year’s 
packages

Among other philanthropic activities, the Lifespring Association held the 
traditional campaign For every kid’s smile [Djeci za osmijeh]. In different 
Montenegrin municipalities, this programme includes the distribution of 
New Year’s packages to children from socially vulnerable families. The 
musician Dalibor Dado Petković also supported the campaign with five 
benefit concerts.
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“Nine good women” organises support after earthquake 
hits Croatia
In a gesture of support for citizens of Croatia hit by the earthquake, the 
informal group of citizens “Nine good women” organised a campaign in 
Podgorica titled Children for children [Djeca za djecu]. This campaign 
collected around 8,000 necessary items, such as books and toys, 
intended for children in the towns of Sisak, Glina and Petrinja. Students 
from volunteer clubs and the famous singer Sergej Ćetković took part in 
the campaign.

Students support Red Cross’ food collecting campaign 
for families in need
During the Red Cross Days manifestation, students of the elementary 
school “Dašo Pavičić” (Herceg Novi) took part in the campaign Even the 
smallest support is huge [Vaše malo nekome puno], in which essential 
products were collected for vulnerable families in Herceg Novi. Thanks to 
this campaign, foodstuffs and hygienic products were delivered to 150 
families and individuals in need of support. 

Fund for Active Citizenship announces ISKRA Award 
winners
Another year in a row, fAKT organised a competition and brought 
together an expert jury that presented two awards and honoured seven 
organisations and individuals for their charity. The individual contributi-
on award went to Began Čekić who, together with his family, establis-
hed a fund in memory of his late daughter Saniha Čekić. The national 
contribution award’s recipient was the DOMEN company, which alloca-
ted €115,000 for philanthropic activities for young people in 2021. The 
honoured organisations and individuals are: Group of citizens with roots 
in Gusinje (New York), Slobodanka and Momčilo Pajović (New Jersey), 
“Nine good women”, Miloš Milinković, Portal Revije Fokus, Svetlana 
Mandić (ND Vijesti) and dr Milorad Bakić (posthumously).
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Media Coverage of Giving

In 2021, philanthropic activity in Montenegro was covered by 2,223 media 
reports. In regard to the number of donation instances, 3.9 media stories per 
donation instance is above average compared to previous years, except for 
2018, which was record-breaking with 4.9 stories per instance. The majority of 
the stories appeared on web portals, followed by electronic media (radio and 
television), while the smallest number of reports appeared in print media.

Almost a half of the media reports in electronic media were broadcast in a 
prime-time slot, i.e., between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. When it comes to print media, 
there were no cases where a report on philanthropy was on one of the first five 
pages, and in as many as 91% of the cases they could only be found from 
page 10 onward. Although this information might sound discouraging, it 
should be kept in mind that print media were the least represented type, and 
that they contained the smallest number of news on philanthropy.

In terms of the quality of the media reports, 26.9% donation instances in 2021 
were accompanied by information on the donated sums, whereas for 73.1% 
the donation value could not be established, which is why the reliability of the 
estimate of the number of donation instances is higher than the reliability of 
the donated sum estimate. In 2021, the transparency of media coverage 
resulted in less reliable data compared to the previous five years.

Top 5 media

Internet Print Electronic

Pobjeda.me

Vijesti.me

Café del Montenegro
- cdm.me

Portalanalitika.me

RTCG.me

Dan

Pobjeda

Dnevne novine

Vijesti Frankfurt

Nezavisne novine

RTCG 1

Televizija 777

TV Prva Montenegro

TV Vijesti

Nova M TV
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Media type
Number of

media
Media
share

Number of
media reports

Share of
media reports

77 81.9% 1,992 89.6%

8 8.5% 45 2.0%

9 9.6% 186 8.4%

94 100.0% 2,223 100.0%

Web portals

Print media

Electronic media

Total

Number of donation
instances

Number of media
reports

Media report to
donation instance ratio

Instances with sums
provided

670 742 970 588 851 1.446 573

1,233 2,157 2,221 2,855 1,766 2,562 2,223

1.8 2.9 2.3 4.9 2.1 1.8 3.9

26.8% 29.1% 40.4% 47.1% 44.1% 49.3% 26.9%

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
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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) citizens surveys; 2) experts 
survey research; 3) relying on registered data. Surveys provide insight into the 
general or expert public opinion on a certain topic – in this case giving to 
charity. However, the assessment of the level of development of philanthropy, 
apart from the opinions, is based on the behaviour of citizens and legal 
entities, where surveys do not suffice for an accurate overview. Apart from 
many other methodological limitations, the self-assessment of the respon-
dents is the most important shortcoming of the globally conducted surveys by 
the Charities Aid Foundation and the Lilly Family School of Philanthropy. 
However, these two research centres, at least when it comes to national 
philanthropy, have the option to rely on registered data collected and publis-
hed by national tax authorities. Unfortunately, this source of data is not 
available in any country in the Western Balkans because the national tax 
authorities do not register donation-related data. For this reason, Catalyst 
Balkans opted for alternative ways of collecting data; it primarily uses media 
reports, and then other available, direct data sources. Specifically, data in 
this report was collected through media monitoring at the local, regional and 
national levels, and included electronic, print and online media in the period 
from 1 January to 31 December 2021.

The methodology set out in this way shows several limitations that need to be 
emphasised. First, one cannot deny a certain gap between the actual situati-
on on the field and the registered data. Given that the method of data 
collection is multi-stage, it is quite certain that the registered values underesti-
mate the actual frequency and intensity of philanthropic activities. Apart from 
the fact that the media do not comprehensively report on philanthropy, the 
method of media clipping itself is not a comprehensive one, so the assessment 
of the philanthropy status is limited by incomplete data. Since this is sample, 
not population data, and given the fact that the media report on actions 
visible to them, it is quite certain that media reports overestimate the presence 
of large donors compared to small ones, as well as the share of money in the 
structure of donations in respect to goods and services. At the same time, the 
value of goods cannot always be precisely monetised, which is why Catalyst 
Balkans’ estimates of donated values are approximate. Moreover, even if 
media reports were comprehensive, there is no methodologically perfect way 
to check data reliability.

Metodology
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However, although the previous limitations cannot be overcome until there is 
officially registered data on the frequency and intensity of donations,11 a data 
reliability check has been performed to some degree through data cross-refe-
rencing (as many media outlets often report on the same activities) and the 
process of verification through direct communication with donors, i.e., donati-
on recipients. 

Still, notwithstanding the above limitations, it can be safely argued that 
registered values, although not comprehensive, provide reliable estimates on 
the giving minimum. Thus, when it comes to the number of charitable actions, 
it can be said with certainty that the presented number of donation instances 
represents the minimal assessment of the actual situation, since the presented 
activities certainly happened, and the real values are certainly higher. The 
same applies to other indicators such as the donated sum, the structure of 
donors, recipients, beneficiaries of donations, etc. Thus, Catalyst Balkans’ 
data can be used as an indicator of the minimum level of development of the 
practice of giving to charity in a particular country, which consequently 
allows a continuous monitoring of trends in terms of the volume and intensity 
of giving, as well as trends in the quantity and quality of media coverage.

11  Although it should be borne in mind that the registered data cannot include informal practices of philanthropy in which 
citizens provide each other with various forms of assistance. This type of philanthropy may, to some extent, be examined by 
surveys, with the limitations which this research method implies.
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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

Donation recipients

Final beneficiaries
of donations

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 to whose benefit the donations are intended. For example, if a 
particular school is the recipient of a donation, the end users are children that attend 
the school.

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

Intended donation
effect

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.

Methods of
fundraising

The manner in which a donation instance is executed. In that sense, donations are 
divided into the following categories: direct donations, campaigns, events, and calls 
for applications.

Glossary
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Cases in which a known donor choses the recipient (beneficiary institution) and 
donates directly without intermediaries; the donation can, but does not have to, be 
a part of a wider campaign.

Direct donations

Calls for applications

Campaigns

A widely publicised call for donations for a particular purpose. It is continuous, 
stretches over a wider timespan and can comprise multiple events. Campaigns can 
be local, regional, or national.

Events
An event organised with the goal of collecting funds for a particular individual or 
multi-faceted purpose. It can be a separate event or organised within the scope of a 
campaign.

A publicly announced call for applications for grants/donations. It is announced by 
the donor and usually has well-elaborated selection criteria.
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Giving trends by indicator
Statistically significant differences at the level α=0.01 

12   In absolute values, there is a decline in donations in Southern Montenegro between 2017 and 2018. However, in relation to 
the total number of donations in each year, 115 donations are in fact higher than 154.
13   ibid

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Central Montenegro

Southern Montenegro

Northern Montenegro

Geographic distribution of giving
(Number of instances per 100,000
inhabitants)

Distribution of giving by month
(Share of donation instances)

January

March

April

June

July

May

August

September

November

December

October

February

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

30

73 82 131 66 109 229 50

82 168 154 11512 168 251 12813

168 129 169 101 132 189 97

11% 7% 4% 6% 3% 2% 7%

11% 5% 7% 7% 7% 3% 6%

10% 8% 8% 12% 5% 30% 6%

5% 4% 6% 9% 7% 25% 5%

9% 6% 4% 8% 3% 5% 6%

7% 6% 11% 13% 5% 3% 4%

3% 8% 6% 6% 6% 5% 14%

5% 5% 6% 7% 10% 3% 8%

5% 9% 7% 5% 10% 5% 3%

8% 12% 10% 8% 10% 7% 7%

7% 12% 10% 9% 11% 2% 9%

19% 18% 21% 10% 23% 10% 25%



Healthcare

Education

Other

Share of donated sum

Support to marginalised
groups

Poverty relief

Healthcare

Support to marginalised
groups

Other

Education

Poverty relief

Donor structure 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Corporate sector

Individuals

Other

Citizens
(mass-individual giving)

Corporate sector

Other

Individuals

Citizens
(mass-individual giving)

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Share of donation instances 

Share of donated sum

Share of donation instances 

Theme
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22% 13% 9% 8% 8% 4% 16%

16% 31% 26% 30% 24% 9% 32%

15% 12% 21% 13% 18% 8% 13%

27% 26% 25% 25% 27% 12% 17%

20% 18% 19% 24% 23% 67% 22%

4% 2% 1% 10% 2% 0% 0%

45% 61% 54% 55% 43% 9% 14%

11% 11% 16% 9% 20% 3% 66%

6% 8% 5% 8% 21% 6% 1%

34% 18% 24% 18% 14% 82% 19%

39% 48% 34% 37% 34% 24% 41%

24% 28% 38% 36% 42% 43% 33%

11% 7% 11% 7% 8% 15% 12%

26% 17% 17% 20% 16% 18% 14%

26% 15% 24% 11% 37% 15% 10%

51% 33% 54% 71% 42% 39% 16%

11% 4% 3% 6% 9% 8% 64%

12% 48% 19% 12% 12% 38% 10%
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42% 46% 34% 31% 28% 22% 31%

37% 32% 40% 31% 39% 24% 45%

5% 4% 4% 7% 4% 29% 4%

1% 1% 2% 4% 4% 2% 2%

Non-profit organisations

Institutions

Other

Local and national governments

25% 38% 14% 15% 19% 4% 7%

19% 7% 27% 9% 27% 11% 2%

43% 40% 38% 60% 45% 14% 80%

12% 14% 16% 11% 5% 70% 10%

1% 1% 5% 5% 4% 1% 1%

Individuals and families 

Non-profit organisations

Local and national governments

Other

Institutions

Individuals and families 

Share of donated sum

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Share of donation instances 

Recipient structure 

15% 17% 20% 27% 25% 23% 18%



People with health issues

Socially vulnerable people

Other

Beneficiaries of local
community services

People with disabilities

People with health issues

Beneficiaries of local
community services

Other

Socially vulnerable people

People with disabilities

Category of donation instance 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Fundraising campaigns

Events

Calls for applications

Direct donations

Fundraising campaigns

Calls for applications

Events

Direct donations

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021Final beneficiary structure

Share of donation instances 

Share of donation instances 
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17% 12% 16% 17% 23% 5% 12%

11% 23% 14% 15% 9% 13% 23%

24% 22% 16% 11% 17% 27% 24%

25% 26% 33% 35% 32% 42% 29%

23% 17% 21% 22% 19% 13% 12%

17% 35% 28% 11% 19% 16% 18%

4% 3% 1% 10% 19% 10% 1%

40% 47% 45% 55% 39% 68% 78%

34% 10% 18% 16% 19% 4% 2%

Share of donated sum

27% 33% 28% 25% 38% 38% 41%

18% 31% 23% 27% 30% 10% 9%

1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0%

60% 42% 56% 70% 35% 52% 84%

26% 37% 20% 19% 56% 47% 16%

13% 20% 23% 9% 8% 1% 0%

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

54% 35% 48% 47% 32% 51% 50%

Share of donated sum

5% 5% 8% 8% 4% 2% 1%



Long-term support 

Unknown

Short-off support 

Long-term support 

Unknown

Short-off support 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021Intended donation effect 

Share of donation instances 
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49% 48% 45% 49% 47% 67% 61%

34% 36% 39% 42% 40% 30% 35%

17% 16% 16% 9% 13% 3% 4%

20% 38% 32% 23% 24% 29% 9%

72% 56% 61% 72% 71% 71% 91%

8% 6% 7% 5% 5% 0% 0%

Share of donated sum
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