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1. Methodological Notes 

Survey carried out by 
The survey was conducted by CeSID doo, for the USAID 

funded Government Accountability Initiative 

Fieldwork From 27 October to 10 November 2018 

Sample type and size 
Random representative sample of 1,193 adult citizens of 

Serbia 

Sample frame 
Polling station catchment areas as the most reliable 

registry units 

Selection of households 
Random sampling without replacement: each second 

street address from starting point for each polling 
station catchment area 

Selection of respondents by 
household 

By date of first birthday in relation to survey date 

Survey method Face-to-face at home 

Survey instrument 103-item questionnaire 
 

This public opinion poll was carried out by CeSID DOO, for USAID funded Government 
Accountability Initiative, from 27 October to 10 November 2018 and covered the territory of 
Serbia excluding Kosovo and Metohija. 

The survey was performed on a representative sample of 1,193 adult citizens of Serbia. 

The survey instrument used was a 103-item questionnaire developed in collaboration with the 
client. 

The interviews were conducted face-to-face, in direct contact with respondents. In enumerator 
training, instructors insisted on adherence to two important rules that, in addition to how the 
sample is constructed, have a major impact on the representativeness of the survey – the 
sequence of steps and the ‘first birthday’ rule. Adherence to the sequence of steps ensures that 
an enumerator can comprehensively cover each survey point, whilst the first birthday rule 
prevents responses only from members of the public who first answer the door when an 
interviewer visits. Instead, enumerators were required to interview the household member aged 
18 or above whose birthday came soonest after the date of the enumerator’s visit. This also 
ensured the representativeness of respondents by gender, education and age. 

2. Description of the Sample 
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The following categories of respondents were covered based on the methodology established 
for the survey: 

Structure of respondents by gender: 47% men, 53% women. 

Respondent age: 18 to 29, 19%; 30 to 39, 18%; 40 to 49, 14%; 50 to 59, 18%; 60 to 69, 19%; 70 
and above, 12%. 

The average respondent age was 48. 

Structure of respondents by level of education: primary school or lower, 12%; vocational 
school, 9%; four-year secondary school, 48%; college/university, 28%; school/university 
student, 3%. 

Average monthly income: RSD 25,150 per household member. 

Region of residence: Vojvodina, 27%; Belgrade, 23%; Central Serbia, 50%. 

Respondent ethnicity: Serbian, 87%; Hungarian, 4%; Bosniak, 3%; Roma, 2%; other, 4%. 
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3. Summary 
 

Citizens of Serbia view corruption as one of the three key problems they face. Corruption came 
third in the national unpopularity stakes, with a total of 12% of those polled choosing it as the 
most pressing issue. This third place is all the more important as all other problems are by and 
large connected to the economy and standards of living. 

As few as 8% of those polled saw corruption as a harmless practice, whereas a large proportion 
of respondents – as many as 57% – claimed it was endemic in Serbia. Corruption is perceived 
more readily by younger people and university graduates and students, as well as residents of 
wealthier regions such as Belgrade. The spectre of corruption is seen as less of a threat by 
members of the public who it probably hurts the most: the elderly, less well educated, and 
inhabitants of Central Serbia. For these groups, the significance of corruption is lost among the 
sea of economic challenges they face on a daily basis. 

Just how widespread corruption is in Serbia is best evidenced by the finding that more than 80% 
of those polled claimed this practice impacted the Serbian society and politics ‘moderately’ or 
‘very much’. Coupled with this generally-held view of the pervasive nature of corruption in 
Serbia, the result whereby 41% of respondents believe corruption had ‘remained the same’ over 
the past year must be seen as bleak. When to this we add another 27% who feel the situation 
had deteriorated in the last 12 months, citizens’ mistrust of policies employed to tackle 
corruption seems quite justified. 

Public attitudes of responsibility for promoting or curbing corruption is yet another reason to be 
cautious towards the state’s mechanisms designed to combat corruption. Members of the 
public have completely ignored institutions formally tasked with combating corruption, either 
as potential culprits for its increase or as champions in the fight against this practice. By 
contrast, citizens ascribed both advances and setbacks in this regard to the Government and the 
President of Serbia, with these two institutions located on opposing poles of the responsibility 
spectrum. These perceptions are to a large extent caused by the power and popularity enjoyed 
by the current Serbian President. The public confidence in the head of state has meant most 
respondents (one in four) believed the President is the public official most committed to 
addressing corruption, with 30% of those polled choosing the Government as the principal anti-
corruption body, in preference over institutions formally charged with combating this practice. 

Dedicated anti-corruption institutions were recognised as such by as few as one-half of those 
polled. Efforts of the Anti-Corruption Agency to curb corrupt practices, acknowledged by 86% 
of respondents in 2015, were seen as such in this survey by 54%, bringing into question this 
institution’s performance in addressing corruption and communicating its activities to the 
broader public. 
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Yet the Anti-Corruption Agency is not the only institution that finds it difficult to have its 
performance recognised. The Government of Serbia, seen by the public as the leader of efforts 
to address corruption, was not perceived as effective in this regard. More than one-half of those 
surveyed (52%) were not satisfied with how successful the Government was in curbing 
corruption. To enhance its effectiveness, the Government will have to be more vigorous in 
investigating corruption cases, an issue cited by 23% of those polled, whilst slightly under one-
third of all respondents (29%) reported it was necessary to protect whistle-blowers and institute 
clear statutory safeguards that would enable them to report corruption without fear of 
consequences and retaliation that have to date often befallen whistle-blowers. 

The public also revealed little knowledge of Local Anti-Corruption Plans (LAPs), with only one 
in twenty reporting awareness of these local strategic instruments. This ignorance has 
substantially reduced the role of local authorities in tackling corruption at the municipal/city 
level, which was also awarded the very low average score of 2.01. 

Corruption is especially perceived as widespread in institutions, even those that ought to lead 
the fight against this practice. More than one-half of those polled said all institutions examined 
in this survey – with the sole exception of the President – were at least somewhat corrupt; and 
as many as 51% claimed corruption was particularly widespread in the health sector. More than 
two-fifths of those surveyed shared this view for the customs, the judiciary, and the police. 

Respondents saw sanctions as the most effective policy to prevent corruption and reduce its 
presence in government institutions. Nearly one-half of those polled (48%) believed ‘higher 
penalties, including prison sentences, for those who take and give bribes’ were the most 
effective instrument to curb corruption. 

Efforts to stamp out corruption are made additionally difficult by the broad acceptance of this 
practice as the usual state of affairs in Serbian society. This opinion is so widespread as to make 
corruption almost the norm: this is evidenced by the finding that one-third of all respondents 
(33%) strongly agreed with the statement that corruption was ‘a matter of custom, culture and 
habit’. Another 26% agreed with this statement, meaning that more than half of those polled 
held the view that corruption is nothing extraordinary. Such ingrained thinking may pose a large 
problem, as the public is highly unlikely to complain about an issue they consider to be a part of 
their culture and custom. 

In this environment, it ought to come as no surprise that as few as one in five respondents (19%) 
claimed they would be ready to report a civil servant who asked for a bribe in exchange for a 
function they were otherwise obligated to perform. 
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4. Social and Economic Situation: Issues and Expectations 

The issues that the Serbian public face are primarily economic in nature: poverty, high 
unemployment, continuous emigration of young people, and low monthly incomes that in turn 
lead to poor living standards. The fact that their day-to-day problems are by and large 
connected to economic development makes nearly one-half of those polled question the 
direction the country is moving in. 

Chart 4.1. In general, do you believe Serbia is moving in the right or the wrong direction? 
(in %) 

 

A total of 47% of all respondents reported the country was not moving in the right direction. By 
contrast to this majority view, 34% felt Serbia was on the right track. One in five respondents 
could not say whether the country was making progress or not. 

Chart 4.2. What are the circumstances in which you and your family live right now like? (in 
%) 
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According to one-third of those polled (33%), the quality of life for an average Serbian family 
was ‘tolerable’, whereas 30% of respondents reported their circumstances were less than 
tolerable. Slightly more than one-quarter of all respondents (27%) claimed their living standards 
were ‘average’, with fewer than one-tenth (8%) stating their quality of life was ‘good’. 

The findings of this self-assessment of living standards matched perceptions of whether Serbia 
was moving in the right direction. Half as many respondents (15%) who reported below-average 
living standards also stated they were optimistic about Serbia being on the right track; similarly, 
twice as many (15%) who claimed ‘good’ quality of life shared positive attitudes about the 
country’s progress. 

Only 4% of respondents who felt Serbia was not moving in the right direction reported having 
‘good’ living standards, whilst, by contrast, nearly two-fifths (42%) of this pessimistic group 
claimed their quality of life was below average. 

Chart 4.3. Three key social, economic, or political problems currently facing Serbia (in %) 

  

The priority list of particularly unpopular issues faced by the Serbian public was dominated by 
problems linked to their economic position and the broader economic situation in the country. 
Slightly fewer than one-fifth of those polled (18%) highlighted ‘unemployment’ as the most 
pressing issue, followed by ‘low monthly incomes’ (16%). 

Economic problems accounted for a very high 52% of the score for this list. 
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‘Corruption’ was ranked third, a very high position given how heavily economic problems weigh 
on the minds of the Serbian public. A total of 12% of those polled chose corruption as the most 
pressing issue, indicating that Serbians are aware of the damage it causes to the overall quality 
of their lives. 

Apart from corruption, the only issue not directly linked to the economy cited by a double-digit 
number of those polled was ‘lack of opportunities for young people’, reported by 10% of all 
respondents. 

5. Perceptions of Corruption in Serbia 

Just how corruption is recognisable as a key issue in Serbia was borne out by the fact that 57% 
of those polled claimed corruption was ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ widespread in Serbia. See Chart 5.1. 

Chart 5.1. How widespread is corruption in Serbia? (in %) 

 

As few as 8% of those polled reported corruption in Serbia was negligibly low or completely 
absent.  

Who was more likely to perceive corruption as more widespread? 

The residents of Belgrade were more likely to perceive corruption (at 65%), followed by the 
youngest respondents (the 18 to 29 group, at 64%), and the 30 to 39 cohort (63%). 

Perceptions of corruption are directly linked to educational attainment. the group that 
perceived corruption as more widespread were university students and graduates (the 
percentage exceeds 60% of the total). Members of the public with no education beyond primary 
or vocational school, the greatest victims of transition, in which corruption also played an 
ignominious part, were far less likely to perceive this issue as particularly widespread. 

Chart 5.2. Impact of corruption on various aspects of daily life (in %) 
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Although perception of corruption is affected by demographic characteristics, there seems to 
be consensus amongst respondents as to how much corruption impacts ‘society as a whole’ and 
‘political situation’; see Chart 5.2. 

Most respondents (80%) reported that politics in Serbia were affected by corruption either 
‘moderately’ (27%) or ‘very much’ (53%). Similarly, one-quarter of those polled (25%) claimed 
society in general was ‘moderately’ affected by corruption, whilst more than one-half (57%) 
were convinced that this practice had a substantial impact on Serbian society. 

Interestingly, the closer a respondent’s personal contact with corruption, the lower the 
likelihood of its impact being felt. Here, 29% of those polled were completely oblivious of any 
effects of corruption on their ‘personal and family life’, whilst slightly more than this (22%) 
reported corruption substantially affected their lives. In contrast to the finding whereby some 
demographic categories (in particular residents of Belgrade and respondents with higher 
educational attainment) had revealed greater awareness of the extent of corruption, here it was 
exactly these two groups that reported corruption having little or no influence on their ‘personal 
and family life’ and ‘business environment’. 

When it comes to personal contacts with corruption, 62% of those who perceive their life 
intolerable claim that corruption strongly affects their personal and family life. If we include 
those who told us that corruption has a moderate influence on their life, that number goes up 
to 80% citizens - chart 5.3. 

 

Chart 5.3. Perception of impact of corruption on citizens personal and family life (in %) and 
circumstances in which they currently live (in%) 
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These findings indicate that the Serbian public see corruption as highly widespread in all areas 
of life. Given this perception, the fact that slightly more than two-fifths of those polled (41%) 
claim corruption has remained unchanged compared to last year cannot be taken as positive. 
See Chart 5.4. 

Chart 5.4. Has corruption declined or increased over the past 12 months? (in %) 

 

Slightly more than one-fifth of those polled (22%) claimed corruption had declined over the 
preceding 12 months; by contrast, somewhat more than one-quarter (27%) reported the 
corruption had become more widespread in the past year. 

According to the respondents’ subjective views (with no major differences across demographic 
categories), anti-corruption mechanisms have seen no improvement in the previous year. 
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Regardless of whether they felt corruption had increased or declined over the past year, we 
asked respondents to state which individual or institution ought to be credited with or blamed 
for the current state of affairs. We sought these ‘heroes’ and ‘villains’ in two separate categories 
of respondents: a) those who reported corruption had declined over the past year; and b) those 
who claimed corruption had increased over the same period. 

The results indicated respondents mainly ignored institutions actually tasked with addressing 
corruption and assigning both praise and blame to their elected representatives in the 
Government or to the President of Serbia. 

Chart 5.5. Who is responsible for the decline or increase in corruption in Serbia? (in %) 

 

These two institutions – the President and the Government – head the lists of both actors seen 
as promoting and as reducing corruption. One in four Serbians (26%) reported that the 
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Government had done the least to address corruption, whilst one in five (20%) held the same 
view of the President. 

The police were ranked third by their contribution to combatting corruption (at 11%), with all 
other institutions seeing much less favourable results. 

The President and the Government also headed the lists of stakeholders held responsible for 
the perceived increase in corruption, albeit with lower percentages than in the ranking of 
institutions seen as combating this practice. A total of 18% of those polled felt the Government 
was the most to blame for greater corruption, with one in nine respondents (11%) sharing this 
opinion where the President was concerned. 

One in ten respondents (10%) claimed the courts were responsible for the increase in corruption, 
whilst one in nine (11%) held the same view of police. 

Amongst those who felt the President was the key actor in addressing corruption, highly 
represented were respondents from Central Serbia (at 25%); those over 70 and pensioners 
(28%); respondents with only elementary (40%) and vocational education (25%), with women 
also being slightly higher represented at 24%. 

Residents of Belgrade (at 32%) and middle-aged respondents (34%) were more likely to cite the 
Government as the principal anti-corruption stakeholder. 

Here, key national authorities were prioritised over institutions that are actual mandates to fight 
corruption: this is particularly evident from findings shown in Table 5.1, which clearly shows that 
only the President and the Government of Serbia were seen as ‘committed to addressing 
corruption’ by a quarter of those polled. A total of 17% of respondents stated the Government 
was ‘very committed’ to addressing corruption, with another 8% seeing it as ‘extremely 
committed’ to this task. 

The President was perceived as ‘very committed’ to tackling corruption by 16% of those polled 
and as ‘extremely committed’ by another 17%. 
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Table 5.1. To what extent are these institutions/organisations committed to addressing 
corruption in Serbia? (in %) 

 Cannot tell 
Not 

committed 
at all 

Somewhat 
committed 

Moderately 
committed 

Very 
committed 

Extremely 
committed 

Police 4 20 28 32 11 5 

Public 
Prosecutors’ 

Office 
8 20 33 28 8 3 

Courts 6 23 31 28 9 3 

Anti-Corruption 
Agency 

13 14 23 30 15 5 

Government of 
Serbia 

6 18 23 28 17 8 

Parliament 7 22 25 30 12 4 

President 7 19 17 24 16 17 

Ombudsman 23 14 24 26 10 3 

State Audit 
Institution 

26 15 24 25 8 2 

Anti-Corruption 
Council 

20 14 22 27 13 4 

Information 
Commissioner 

22 15 24 25 11 3 

Local Self-
Government 

10 23 30 25 9 3 

 

The courts were seen as the least active in addressing corrupt practices: more than one-half of 
those polled reported the judiciary was either ‘not committed at all’ or not sufficiently 
committed to tackling corruption. In addition to the judiciary, local authorities were another arm 
of the government that the public were highly critical of in this respect: nearly one-quarter of 
those polled (23%) claimed that local governments were ‘not committed at all’ to tackling 
corruption, with another 30% seeing them as ‘somewhat committed’. 

Chart 5.6. Please select one institution that you believe is the most committed to 
addressing corruption? (in %) 
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When the respondents were asked to cite only one institution they believed was the most 
committed to tackling corruption, nearly one-quarter (23%) chose the President. Far behind the 
head of state are the police, seen as dedicated to this effort by one in ten respondents (10%), 
with one in eleven (9%) each seeing the Government and the Anti-Corruption Agency as front-
runners in this regard. 

Finally, a not insignificant number of respondents, nearly one-fifth (19%), believe none of the 
institutions listed are dedicated to addressing corrupt practices. 

The findings again revealed that the major strongholds of belief in the President’s commitment 
to combating corruption were Central Serbia (25%); the over-50s cohort;1 and respondents with 
only primary (34%) or lower secondary education (30%). 

Moreover, conviction in the President’s dedication to anti-corruption efforts was directly linked 
with the belief that Serbia was on the right track. Two-fifths (41%) of respondents who showed 
optimism about the direction the country was moving in also felt the President was the most 
committed to addressing corruption. 

Chart 5.7. Recognizability and performance scores of anti-corruption institutions (in %) 

                                                           
1 In the 50 to 59 cohort, 27% of those polled felt the President was the most committed to addressing corruption. 
The same view was shared by 32% of the 60 to 69 age group, and by as many as 38% in the over-70 cohort. 

11
19

1
1

2
2
2

3
4

4
9
9

10
23

DNK/Cannot tell

None

State Audit Institution

Parliament

Courts

Local Self-Government

Public Prosecutors' Office

Ombudsman

Commissioner for Information of Public Importance and Personal
Data Protection

Anti-Corruption Council

Anti-Corruption Agency

Government

Police

President



  

16 
 

 

These findings support the conclusion that institutions that have the mandate to fight 
corruption are the greatest victims of the subjective views held by the public about efforts to 
address this practice. This seems to be particularly true of watchdog bodies such as the Anti-
Corruption Agency and the State Audit Institution. Although these enjoy broad powers to tackle 
corruption, their performance does not seem to be sufficiently recognised by members of the 
public. 

Currently, fewer than one-half of all Serbians recognise the efforts made by the State Audit 
Institution and the Anti-Corruption Council to combat corruption, with only slightly more than 
one-half (54%) acquainted with the Anti-Corruption Agency’s results.2 

Respondents were readier to acknowledge the activities of ‘traditional’ institutions, such as the 
judiciary, local self-government, and the Government, in tackling corruption. On average, 
slightly under three-quarters of those polled reported they were familiar with these bodies’ 
efforts to prevent corruption. 

Chart 5.7 shows that recognisability does not necessarily guarantee a high-performance score. 
Both institutions recognisable to fewer than one-half of those polled and those acknowledged 
by nearly three-quarters of all respondents have received fairly low scores for their performance 
in tackling corruption. The highest average scores were awarded to the Government and the 
Anti-Corruption Agency (2.37 each), with the poorest marks going to the judiciary, the courts 
(1.93) and the public prosecutors’ office (1.96). 

Chart 5.8. Which of these institutions ought to lead anti-corruption efforts in Serbia? (in %) 

                                                           
2 According to a December 2015 UNDP survey, the recognisability rating for the Anti-Corruption Agency stood at 
86%. Source: 
http://www.rs.undp.org/content/dam/serbia/Publications%20and%20reports/Serbian/DobraUprava/UNDP_SRB_
CeSID_ciklus_X_CBS%20SRP.pdf. 
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When asked to single out one institution they feel ought to lead anti-corruption efforts, 
respondents made a choice consistent with their previous answers. Nearly one-third of those 
polled (30%) opted for the Government as the key stakeholder in this regard, with the Anti-
Corruption Agency and the police trailing far behind with public support at 13% each. The 
judiciary, and other independent government watchdog institutions, enjoy the confidence of far 
fewer than ten percent of those polled in this matter. 

The Government is seen as the primary anti-corruption stakeholder by respondents who agreed 
with the direction the country was heading in (at 38%), followed by residents of Belgrade (35%) 
and the over-70s cohort (45%). 
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6. Role of the Government of Serbia in Preventing Corruption 

Although most respondents reported the Government ought to head anti-corruption efforts, 
there generally seems to be no satisfaction with its effectiveness in tackling corrupt practices. 

Chart 6.1. How effective is the Government of Serbia in addressing corruption? (in %) 

 

More than one-half of those polled (52%) claimed the Government was either ‘not effective at 
all’ (20%) or ‘mostly ineffective’ (32%). By contrast, slightly under two-fifths of all respondents 
(39%) reported the Government was either ‘somewhat effective’ (35%) or ‘very effective’ (4%). 

The Government’s effectiveness was more likely to be perceived by respondents confident of 
Serbia’s future under the present administration (at 73%); residents of Central Serbia (43%); 
secondary school graduates (54%); and the over-60 age bracket. 

Doubt as to the performance of the executive in combatting corruption were somewhat more 
prevalent amongst respondents concerned about the direction the country was moving in 
(77%); residents of Belgrade (60%); university graduates (60%); university students (69%); and, 
more generally, under-40 age bracket. 

According to our respondents, for the Government to be more effective in tackling corruption it 
ought to resolutely investigate corruption cases (as reported by 23% of those polled) and do 
more to allow members of the public to report corrupt practices and shield those who call 
attention and stand up to such practices.  
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Chart 6.2. What should the Government do first to tackle corruption effectively? 

 

Slightly fewer than one-third of those polled (29%) claimed that the key step in enhancing the 
Government’s effectiveness would be to protect members of the public ready to report 
corruption by the state and provide clear statutory protection for all citizens that would allow 
them to report corruption without fear of consequences and retaliation that have to date often 
befallen whistle-blowers. 

7. Transparency and Accountability of Local Self-Governments 

Serbian local authorities have the duty to adopt and implement local anti-corruption plans 
(LAPs) as this is a requirement for the country accession to the EU, but these plans matter first 
and foremost as they should prescribe specific measures to prevent and combat corruption at 
the local level. Most respondents reported not having heard of LAPs or being familiar with them, 
which indicates that the plans ought to be better promoted so that the public are able to 
recognise this tool they have at their disposal. Nearly one-fifth of those polled claimed to have 
heard of LAPs but remained unaware of what they actually represented, whilst 5% were fully 
familiar with LAPs. 
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Residents of Belgrade were the least knowledgeable (with 86% reporting no awareness), as 
were respondents with only elementary education (91%) and vocational degrees (83%) and the 
over-60s (81%). 

Chart 7.1. Have you heard of Local Anti-Corruption Plans? (in %) 

 

A question logically following on from this measure of how LAPs are perceived was that of how 
satisfied members of the public were with the transparency and accountability of their local 
authorities. We tested these issues through a battery of five statements concerning efforts 
made by local governments which the respondents were able to score on a satisfaction scale 
from 1 (‘Poor’) to 5 (‘Excellent’). The first conclusion here was that no area received positive 
scores (sum of ‘Good’ and ‘Excellent’) from more than 10% of those polled.  

So, for instance, 9% of all respondents rated their local government as ‘excellent’ at being 
‘transparent’; 7% each claim their local authority ‘responsibly and rationally manages the local 
budget’ and ‘provides services that meet the needs and interests of citizens’, whilst 6% each are 
satisfied with how their local government permits the public to ‘participate in the decision-
making process’ and is ‘committed to the prevention and fight against corruption’.  

Nearly one-third of those polled feel their local authorities did little to permit the public to 
‘participate in the decision-making process’, placing this issue at the forefront of citizens’ 
concerns. ‘Corruption’ was also an area where respondents did not see much commitment, with 
28% rating their local governments as ‘poor’ in this regard. Insufficient engagement is also 
evidenced by the 28% of respondents seeing their cities/municipalities as ‘poor’ in terms of 
providing ‘services that meet the needs and interests of citizens’, with 21% each claiming they 
did little to ensure the local budget is managed ‘responsibly and rationally’ and they were 
‘transparent/open to the public’. 
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Chart 7.2. To which extent is your local government…? (in %) 

 

Finally, we asked a specific question about the local authority’s management of the budget (how 
local public funds are allocated and spent, how the public participate in planning and spending 
the budget, etc.), since the budget is a major strategic document for all local governments.  

Chart 7.3. Are you satisfied with the way your Municipality / City administers the budget? 
(in %) 

 

First of all, one in five respondents were unable to answer this question (‘DNK, no opinion’), 
whilst one in four were ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied’ with how the local budget was 
managed. The second conclusion we were able to draw was that dissatisfaction outweighed 
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satisfaction, with 39% of those polled claiming to be ‘mostly dissatisfied’ and ‘dissatisfied’ with 
management of the budget, as opposed to 15% who stated they were ‘satisfied’. 

Responses to this question match satisfaction with the direction Serbia was moving in: 
respondents who felt the country was in the right track were more likely to be happy with how 
their local budget was managed, and vice versa. 

8. Satisfaction with Performance of Local Institutions 

Between 44% and 50% of those polled expressed dissatisfaction with the responsibility of local 
authorities and their ability to meet the needs and satisfy the interests of local residents. 
Respondents were the least satisfied (sum of ‘poor’ and ‘moderate’) with their municipal/city 
assemblies and municipal/city councils. Mayors attracted the disaffection of 48% of those 
polled, municipal/city administrations were seen as ineffective by 46%, and 44% were 
dissatisfied with the performance of local utilities. By contrast, 7% of those polled reported 
satisfaction (sum of ‘good’ and ‘excellent’) with the municipal/city council, 8% with the 
municipal/city assembly, 9% with the local administration, 11% with local utilities, and 12% with 
the mayor. 

These responses match respondents’ views of how committed their local government is to 
addressing corruption: those who felt their local authority was readier to tackle corrupt practices 
were also more likely to believe the local institutions were responsible and conscientious in their 
actions. 

Chart 8.1 – To what extent are the following institutions of your local government doing 
their job responsibly, conscientiously, and in accordance with the interests and needs of 

citizens? (in %) 
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A direct correlation could also be observed between answers to this question and respondents’ 
perceptions of how extensive corruption was in local institutions (i.e. the mayor and local 
officials): 91% of those who felt local institutions were prone to corruption rated the mayor as 
‘poor’ in terms of performing ‘responsibly, conscientiously, and in accordance with the interests 
and needs of citizens’. This proportion was very similar for other institutions as well, ranging 
from 93% for the council and the assembly to 91% for local utilities. 

9. Institutional Corruption 

According to respondents, three groups of institutions topping the list for corruption are the 
health service, customs, and courts. The health service is also the only organisation where 
corruption was identified by more than one-half of those polled (51%). Ranked next are 
customs, with 48%, and courts, where 45% of all respondents see corruption as ‘greatly’ 
widespread. 

Table 9.1. Based on your direct experience or indirect knowledge, is corruption present in 
the following Serbian institutions/organisations, and, if so, to what extent…? (in %) 

 Does not 
know, 

Cannot tell 

No 
corruption 

at all 
Slightly Greatly 

Health service 7 5 37 51 

Customs 17 4 31 48 

Courts 13 6 36 45 

Public Prosecutors’ Office 15 6 37 42 

Police 10 8 40 42 

Mayors/local authority officers 13 6 42 39 

Ministers 17 10 38 35 

Enforcement officers 17 10 38 35 

Education 12 13 42 33 

Tax Administration 16 13 41 30 

Parliament 23 12 37 28 

Cadastre 19 18 37 26 

Notaries 23 19 34 24 

State-owned enterprises 17 15 44 24 

President 20 34 23 23 
 

Respondents who reported these institutions were highly corrupt were also more likely to claim 
corruption was ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ widespread at the national level, and that the corruption 



  

24 
 

had increased over the past 12 months or at the very least had remained unchanged. Higher 
representation of respondents with these views was in the younger age group (up to 39 years 
old) and amongst the better-educated. 

Another key correlation was particularly in evidence for institutions such as the judiciary, 
prosecution service, and police. For instance, 71% of those who reported the courts were ‘not 
committed at all’ or ‘somewhat committed’ to tackling corruption also felt that corrupt practices 
were ‘greatly’ widespread in the judiciary.  

The same view was shared by 89% of those polled who awarded the judiciary scores of 1 or 2 (on 
a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being worst and 5 best) for performance in combating corruption.  

Further, 68% of those polled who reported that the Public Prosecutors’ Office was ‘not 
committed at all’ or ‘somewhat committed’ to addressing corruption felt this issue was ‘greatly’ 
widespread in this organisation, whilst 89% of all respondents who gave the Public Prosecutors’ 
Office scores of 1 or 2 held the same view. Finally, some 65% of respondents who reported 
corruption was ‘greatly’ widespread in the police also believed the force was ‘not committed at 
all’ or was ‘somewhat committed’ to tackling corruption, as did 84% of those who were aware 
of the police’s efforts in this regard but gave it poor scores (1 and 2). 

Chart 9.2. Please state only one of the institutions above that you believe is the most 
corrupt in Serbia (in %) 
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The sole institution more generally seen as having ‘no corruption at all’ is the President, with 
34% of those polled sharing this view. This group is more likely to contain respondents from 
Central Serbia, older age groups, and those with lower educational attainment. A total of 23% 
each believe the President is ‘slightly’ or ‘greatly’ prone to corruption. 

The questionnaire also asked respondents to single out one Serbian institution they felt was the 
most corrupt. The first place, by a wide margin, went to the healthcare services, cited by 23% 
of those polled, a finding matching the results of the table above (in total, 88% of all respondents 
believed corruption was either ‘slightly’ or ‘greatly’ widespread in the healthcare sector). 
Moderately more representatives in this group are residents of Belgrade, with no major 
differences in terms of age. 

The courts were ranked second, as reported by 13% of those polled, whilst all other institutions 
came in at under 10%. 

10. Perceived Extent of Corrupt Practices in Serbia 

The perceived extent of corrupt practices was measured at the overall level of Serbia (see Table 
10.1) and in the respondents’ closest social circle (Table 10.2). 

At the national level, the picture is exceptionally bleak for all ten practices examined. More than 
50% of those polled felt each of the practices was ‘greatly’ widespread, most notably for pulling 
strings for hiring (‘using public office to employ relatives or friends’), as reported by as many as 
74% of those polled. Ranked second was ‘using connections and friendships with public 
employees to facilitate and expedite matters’, seen as ‘greatly’ widespread by two-thirds of 
those polled (66%). The third corrupt practice by perceived extent was ‘using state/public 
resources to benefit a political party’, as reported by 59% of those polled. 

When the sum of answers of ‘somewhat’ and ‘greatly’ is considered, the two most pervasive 
corrupt practices in Serbia are ‘using public office to employ relatives or friends’, as reported by 
94% of all respondents (with 74% choosing ‘greatly’ and 20% ‘somewhat’), and ‘using 
connections and friendships with public employees to facilitate and expedite matters’, cited by 
92% of those polled (66% ‘greatly’ and 26% ‘somewhat’). ‘Using state/public resources for 
private purposes (any form of private benefit)’ was here ranked third, with 90% of those polled 
selecting this option (57% ‘greatly’ and 33% ‘somewhat’). The sum of both responses exceeded 
88% in all cases. 

Between 3% and 7% of all respondents believed that the corrupt practices listed in the table 
were not commonplace at all in Serbia. Most, 7%, felt ‘doing favours’ or ‘giving gifts’ to public 
employees in exchange for functions they were otherwise required to perform. Secondary 
school and college graduates have higher representation in this group (accounting for about 
two-thirds), as are the youngest age cohort (18 to 29 years old). 
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As expected, respondents were the least able to assess the extent of corruption in the use of 
public resources and public office (this was reported by some 8% of those polled). These 
practices are less ‘tangible’ than the other options offered, and most respondents were 
therefore less aware of and familiar with them (when compared with other forms of corruption). 

Table 10.1. In your experience, are the following corrupt practices widespread in Serbia, 
and, if so, to what extent? (in %) 

 
Does not 

know, 
cannot tell 

Not at all Somewhat Greatly 

Using connections and friendships with 
public employees to facilitate and expedite 

matters 
4 4 26 66 

Giving gifts to public employees in 
exchange for functions they are otherwise 

obligated to perform 
5 7 31 57 

Giving money to public employees in 
exchange for functions they are otherwise 

obligated to perform 
6 6 32 57 

Doing favours for public employees in 
exchange for functions they are otherwise 

obligated to perform 
5 7 35 53 

Using public office to employ relatives or 
friends 

3 3 20 74 

Using state/public resources for private 
purposes (any form of private benefit) 

7 3 33 57 

Using state/public resources to benefit a 
political party 

8 4 29 59 

Using state/public resources to benefit a 
private company 

8 3 32 57 

Simultaneously performing multiple public 
offices in contravention of law 

8 3 33 56 

Simultaneously performing public office 
and owning a private business in 

contravention of law 
8 3 32 57 

 

 ‘Pulling strings’ to find employment is currently perceived as the most widespread form of 
corruption in Serbia, as indicated by Chart 10.1, which shows frequencies of answers when 
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respondents were asked to choose only one corrupt practice from the table above that they felt 
was the most widespread.  

The perception of the dominance of ‘using public office to employ relatives or friends’ was 
reported by 23% of those polled, followed by ‘using connections and friendships with public 
employees to facilitate and expedite matters’, as cited by 22% of respondents. No other single 
corrupt practice is seen as the most prevalent by more than 10% of those polled. 

A different picture emerged, however, when perceptions were examined of the extent of 
corruption in each respondent’s closest social circle. Unlike at the national level, where each 
individual corrupt practice was seen as being ‘greatly’ widespread by at least 50% of those polled 
(with this proportion rising to 74% in some cases), here the percentages ranged from 36% to 
58%. 

Chart 10.1. Which one of these corrupt practices is the most widespread in Serbia? (in %) 

 

Most respondents (58%) again saw ‘using public office to employ relatives or friends’ as the most 
common corrupt practice in their immediate social circle. Ranked second was, also again, ‘using 
connections and friendships with public employees to facilitate and expedite matters’, reported 
by 55% of those polled. ‘Giving gifts to public employees in exchange for functions they are 
otherwise obligated to perform’ emerged in third place, with 46% of respondents seeing it as 
‘greatly’ widespread in their immediate social circles. 
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In sum, the order of corrupt practices seen as either ‘greatly’ or ‘somewhat’ widespread in 
respondents’ immediate social circles differs from that identified at the national level. Here, 
‘using connections and friendships with public employees to facilitate and expedite matters’ 
came first (at 87% in total), followed by ‘using public office to employ relatives or friends’ (86% 
in total). Ranked third was ‘giving gifts to public employees in exchange for functions they are 
otherwise obligated to perform’ (83% in sum). 

Table 10.2. Based on your direct experience or indirect knowledge, are the following 
practices widespread in your immediate social circle, and, if so, to what extent? (in %) 

  
Does not 

know, Cannot 
tell 

Not at all Somewhat Greatly 

Using connections and friendships with public 
employees to facilitate and expedite matters 9 4 32 55 

Giving gifts to public employees in exchange 
for functions they are otherwise obligated to 

perform 
9 8 37 46 

Giving money to public employees in exchange 
for functions they are otherwise obligated to 

perform 
12 11 37 40 

Doing favours for public employees in 
exchange for functions they are otherwise 

obligated to perform 
10 9 43 38 

Using public office to employ relatives or 
friends 8 6 28 58 

Using state/public resources for private 
purposes (any form of private benefit) 14 9 38 39 

Using state/public resources to benefit a 
political party 15 10 36 39 

Using state/public resources to benefit a 
private company 15 10 39 36 

Simultaneously performing multiple public 
offices in contravention of law 15 11 38 36 

Simultaneously performing public office and 
owning a private business in contravention of 

law 
15 11 37 37 

Between 4% and 11% of those polled felt that the corrupt practices listed in the table were not 
widespread at all in their immediate social circles. One in nine respondents claimed no-one in 
their social circle had ever given money to a civil servant in exchange for a function the civil 
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servant was otherwise required to perform, as well as that no-one close to them had ever come 
into conflict of interest (‘simultaneously performing multiple public offices in contravention of 
law’ or ‘simultaneously performing public office and owning a private business in contravention 
of law’).  

Differences in how widespread corruption is between the broader Serbian context and the 
respondents’ immediate social surroundings are also shown in Chart 10.2, which compares the 
frequencies of the answer of ‘greatly’ for both of these levels where corruption was gauged. The 
greatest divergence, of 21%, was identified for ‘using state/public resources to benefit a private 
company’ (national level, 57%; respondent’s social circle, 36%). These differences could be 
caused by the fact that members of the public learn about corruption from traditional media 
and other means of accessing information and discuss these issues with various people they 
encounter socially, which could significantly impact their perception of how widespread 
corruption is at the national level – regardless of how they may have learned about these illicit 
practices and whether their information has been fact-checked. 

Chart 10.2. Perceived extent of corruption, national level and respondents’ immediate 
social surroundings (Only answers of ‘Greatly widespread’) (in %) 

 

 

11. Public Perception of the Importance of Anti-Corruption Measures 
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give bribes’. Nearly two-thirds (69%) of those polled claimed these policies were ‘very 
important’, with somewhat more than one-fifth seeing them as ‘fairly important’ (21%). 
Minuscule numbers of respondents reported this issue was either ‘not so important’ or ‘not at 
all important’ (a total of 4%). Higher representation in the group calling for seemingly the most 
radical measure were respondents that are residents of Belgrade.  

Similar percentages were in evidence when it came to ‘strengthening whistle-blower 
protection’: 62% of those polled saw this measure as ‘very important’, and another 23% claimed 
it was ‘fairly important’. The matter was considered either ‘not at all important’ or ‘not so 
important’ by the same percentage of respondents as in the preceding question (4%). Residents 
of Vojvodina and school and university students were somewhat more pessimistic in this regard. 

Chart 11.1. Could you please rate the importance of the following policies that could reduce 
corruption in Serbia? (in %) 

 

The respondents ranked ‘strengthening IOIs’ oversight and control’ third in importance. One-
half of those polled reported this measure was ‘very important’, with another 27% agreeing it 
was ‘fairly important’. In addition, 14% of those polled saw this policy as ‘moderately important’, 
whilst a final 4% considered it as either ‘not at all important’ or ‘not so important’, an identical 
percentage as for the preceding two measures tested. 

Fewer than three-quarters of those polled (a total of 70%) felt that ‘strengthening media 
freedom and transparency’ was either ‘very important’ or ‘fairly important’ for tackling 
corruption. On the other hand, the proportion of respondents seeing this policy as ‘moderately 
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important’ (17%) is greater than for the foregoing questions, as is the percentage of those seeing 
it as ‘not so important’ or ‘not at all important’ (8%). The residents of Belgrade are more likely 
to see this measure as especially important, in contrast to the inhabitants of Vojvodina, who are 
much readier to dismiss this issue as insignificant. 

The respondents were equally supportive of ‘improving level of exercising the right to free 
access to information of public importance’ and improving the transparency of public 
institutions. Here, 42% each agreed that these measures were ‘very important’, with another 
29% seeing them as ‘fairly important’. Only slight differences were in evidence between 
respondents who claimed these approaches to tackling corruption were ‘moderately 
important’, ‘not so important’, or ‘not at all important’. 

Chart 11.2. Which policy of those listed above do you believe would be the most effective in 
addressing corruption in Serbia? (in %) 

 

The least important of the policies we tested, in the view of the respondents, was ‘educating the 
public and civil servants and public officials about harmfulness of the corruption’. Although the 
figure here was lower than those for the other issues, more than one-half of those polled (a total 
of 61%) agreed that this issue was either ‘very important’ or ‘fairly important’. More respondents 
felt this issue was ‘not so important’ or ‘not at all important’ than for any other of these measures 
(17% in total). By way of a possible explanation, these views were more likely to be shared by 
respondents who also felt that corruption was inherent and customary behaviour in Serbia. If 
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these findings are seen in that light, it will become apparent that a substantial proportion of 
Serbians disagree that this issue can be addressed through education. 

‘Higher penalties, including prison sentences, for those who take and give bribes’ hold the 
undisputed first place as the respondents’ preferred anti-corruption policy (as reported by 48%). 

Support for all other policies was much lower: ‘strengthening whistle-blower protection’ was 
cited by three-and-a-half times fewer respondents (14%), whilst an even lower proportion (9%) 
believed ‘strengthening IOIs’ oversight and control’ was the most effective measure. Another 
7% saw ‘increasing transparency of public institutions’ as the most effective approach, and 6% 
chose ‘strengthening media freedom and transparency’. Minute numbers (2%) selected 
‘improving level of exercising the right to free access to information of public importance’ as 
their preferred anti-corruption policy. 

Most respondents perceived corruption as ‘a means for some people to get rich at the expense 
of the public’. A total of 49% of those polled strongly agreed with this statement, with another 
27% reporting agreement. In sum, therefore, more than three-quarters of those polled (76% in 
total) were expressed support for the view that corruption was an avenue for enrichment of a 
small group of individuals. As with the preceding set of statements, residents of Belgrade were 
more likely to agree, whilst inhabitants of Vojvodina were over-represented in the group that 
disagreed with this statement. 

A common claim is that corruption is ‘how things get done’ in Serbia. The widespread nature of 
this belief indicates that corrupt practices are perceived as normal, as evidenced by the fact that 
one-third (33%) of those polled strongly agreed with the statement that corruption was ‘a 
matter of custom, culture and habit’. With another 26% of respondents agreeing with this 
statement, more than one-half of the country’s entire population share the view that corruption 
was the usual way of doing things in Serbia. Such ingrained thinking may pose a large problem, 
as the public are highly unlikely to complain about an issue they consider a part of their culture 
and custom. 

Nevertheless, in contrast to the majority, some respondents were opposed to corruption being 
perceived as normal. These account for slightly under one-fifth of those polled: 7% strongly 
disagreed with this statement, and another 11% disagreed. 

An additional 19% of those polled were undecided and neither agreed nor disagreed. 

The fewest respondents strongly agreed with the statement that corruption was ‘a means for 
the public to access their basic rights and meet their basic needs’, with 28% of those polled 
strongly disagreeing with this view. However, when the percentages are tallied up, it becomes 
apparent that a significant percentage of those polled did in fact agree: the sum of those who 
agreed and strongly agreed with this statement reached 50% of the total. 
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These findings can rightly be considered rather disturbing – especially for the final two 
statements – as they directly indicate how widespread corruption is in Serbia. More than one-
half of those polled were ready to accept the position that corruption was a customary mode of 
going about one’s business, or, perhaps even worse, that for some it was the only way they could 
satisfy their basic needs. As such, corruption is clearly all-embracing: it threatens the normal 
functioning of institutions and jeopardises people’s day-to-day responsibilities as well. 

Chart 11.3. To what extent do you agree with the following statements in connection with 
corruption? (in %) 

 

Respondents reported the extent of corruption was set to ‘remain the same’ in the coming year 
(according to 37% of those polled). By contrast, a number of those polled (26%) were optimistic 
and felt that this practice would ‘decline’ over the next 12 months. Some, albeit very few, 
respondents were convinced corruption would ‘decline greatly’ (as reported by as little as 3%). 
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Respondents with a pessimistic outlook of the direction the country was heading in were more 
likely to expect corruption to ‘increase somewhat’ (13%), whilst one in ten of those polled were 
markedly pessimistic about whether corruption would increase. 

Young people – school and university students – were the most disheartened about the future 
extent of corruption. This cohort were the most likely to believe the situation would deteriorate 
in the coming year. 

We also tested how respondents would react to a public employee asking them for a bribe and 
found that  of those polled, 19% would ‘report them to the police’. This figure requires some 
elaboration. It is clear that the vast majority would not report this practice, which begs the 
question how many respondents are actually aware that bribery is a criminal offence and, as 
such, certainly is a matter for the police. An explanation for this could be sought in the findings 
described above: the more the public believe corruption is commonplace and an ingrained part 
of their culture and custom, the less prepared they become to react to it and report it. 

Interestingly, university graduates and school and university students were less likely to report 
this issue to the police than respondents with other levels of educational attainment. 

Ranked second by preference was seeking ‘help that did not involve a bribe’ (as reported by 
18%), and the seemingly effortless expedient of simply not paying the bribe (18%). Another 16% 
would ‘report them to their manager’. 

A total of 14% of those polled were found to be passive in that they would not take any of the 
options offered but would rather ‘do nothing and wait for the situation to change’. Respondents 
with lower educational attainment and women had greater representation in this group. 
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Chart 11.5. If you ware asked for a bribe by a civil servant or public employee, what would 
you do? (in %) 

 

Reporting the offender to the Anti-Corruption Agency was cited by 13% of those polled, mainly 
university graduates from the Belgrade region and school and university students. One in ten 
respondents felt that reporting the would-be bribe taker to the media could resolve the 
situation. 

The fewest respondents (4%) claimed they would report the issue to the Ombudsman, with 
another 8% being ready to pay provided they ‘had the money’. Nevertheless, a recurring 
problem with questions of this kind is whether the answers are entirely truthful. As such, the 
actual number of those prepared to give bribes may be higher. 

Tellingly, one in nine respondents – more than the percentages for the last two options cited 
above – reported not knowing what to do in this situation. This may indicate that corruption is 
to a large extent facilitated by the lack of awareness amongst a substantial proportion of the 
public of how to proceed in this or a similar situation. 

We went on to ask those respondents who would not report a civil servant for asking a bribe to 
say why they would not do so. Nearly one-quarter (22%) chose the very pessimistic view that 
‘nothing would change’ even if they did so, which is why they would rather not even bother. For 
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another 16% of those polled, the difficulty involved in proving someone asked for a bribe 
discouraged them from even trying. 

Serious system-wide issues may underlie the fact that 13% of those polled reported being ‘afraid 
of the consequences’ of reporting this offence. In an absurd reversal of expected outcomes, 
these respondents feared being punished for drawing attention to a crime. Another 9% would 
not report corruption because ‘our society does not appreciate those’ who do so. 

This question is another instance where respondents seemed to lack awareness of their rights 
and statutory procedures: 5% of those polled claimed being ‘unfamiliar with procedures for 
reporting corruption’, whilst 2% could not react as they did not know ‘which institution is 
responsible for such cases’. 

One in twenty respondents reported an entirely passive view of corruption: these ‘would not 
interfere’ unless corruption affected them personally. 

Chart 11.6. If you would not be ready to report a civil servant/employee asking for a bribe, 
could you please give reasons for this? (in %)  

 

Responses were clearly distinguished here by demographic group. Thus, residents of Vojvodina 
were less likely to report or otherwise react to corruption. In addition, these respondents were 
also more likely to be ignorant of procedures for reporting corruption than the inhabitants of 
other regions. 
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Particularly pessimistic were respondents with low educational attainment and school and 
university students. Members of the public of other educational backgrounds were closer to 
average values, but percentages nonetheless depended on the actual statement being tested. 

A total of 41% of those polled recognised ‘inappropriate oversight of government services’ as 
the key factor that adversely affected efforts to address corruption in Serbia. 

Chart 11.7. In your opinion, what are the key factors that adversely affect efforts to address 
corruption? (in %) 

 

When the issue is examined from the perspective of individuals, rather than of the state and 
public authorities, two-fifths of those polled are found to be aware that ‘members of the public 
are passive and afraid to report corruption’, and that this is a key obstacle in tackling this 
practice. 

The third major impediment to eliminating corruption is connected to the widespread view, 
described above, that corruption is normal behaviour in Serbia. Here, 38% of those polled 
reported that the ‘custom of pulling strings in contravention of the law’, often including by 
means of bribery, was preventing efforts to address corruption. This view is predominantly 
shared by residents of Belgrade, with inhabitants of Central Serbia lesser represented amongst 
those advocating this position. 
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Nearly two-fifths of those polled (37%) reported that institutions were the key problem at the 
national level was ‘widespread corruption in law enforcement bodies’, whereas slightly under 
one-third of all respondents (30%) saw ‘lack of political will to control corruption’ as the key 
obstacle to tackling corruption (residents of Belgrade had higher representation in this group). 
‘Flawed legislation or penalties for corruption’ were cited as the key reason by slightly fewer of 
those polled. 

More than one-quarter of all respondents (26%) felt the main problem was that members of the 
public were ‘ignorant or insufficiently aware of their rights’. 

‘Lack of locations where corruption could be reported’ was viewed as the least significant 
challenge to addressing corruption (as reported by 9% of those polled). Interestingly, 
respondents with lower educational attainment were more likely to choose this option. 
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