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INTRODUCTION
The goal of this survey is measuring the degree of discrimination in 

Montenegro. CEDEM has been continuously dealing with this topic, more 
precisely, the first survey was carried out in 2010, after which and follow-
ing the same methodology four more surveys were being carried out, in 
2015, 2017, 2018 and 2020. In other words, by its character the survey is 
longitudinal, or more precisely, it is a trend analysis. This simply means 
that based on the same toolkit we measure the degree of discrimination, 
monitoring the changes that happen through time. Therefore, the goal is 
not only to determine the degree of discrimination, but also to see wheth-
er and to what extent that degree is increased or decreased, or even more 
precisely, in relation to which groups and in which areas are these changes 
the most dynamic. 

When it comes to the very concept, theories and approaches, dealing 
with the issue of discrimination, these are thoroughly and extensively ex-
plained in the section – Conceptual framework of the survey. Entire survey 
opus relies on theoretic approaches which we analysed carefully and then 
operationalized by means of authentic toolkit. 

However, irrespective of the method of measuring discrimination which 
we are about to explain in the following chapter, one should bear in mind 
that Montenegrin society has experienced significant changes in the pre-
vious two years and that these changes might have an impact on the total 
value of discrimination measurement. Crucial change is the political one, in 
fact, after the election of 30th August 2020 the ruling Democratic Party of 
Socialists lost the power after 30 years. This cannot be qualified as a mere 
change of government in a democratic regime of a society, because Mon-
tenegro does not have centuries’ long experience of democracy, but rep-
resents a relatively new democratic product created after the fall of socialist 
order in the 1990-ies. Turbulent processes of societal transformation from 
socialism towards liberal-democracy were accompanied by the wars in for-
mer Yugoslavia, the struggle for and regaining of independence in Monte-
negro, then by ‘stabilitocracy’ regime of DPS or creation of a political system 
with one dominant political party which, as stated above, lasted until Au-
gust 2020. In the last period of rule of DPS and even following the change 
of government, political intolerance between irreconcilable political poles 
has been characterized by pronounced social and ethnic divide. When the 
issue of the state identity is constantly challenged it causes fundamental 
political instability which ‘is spilt’ to all sphere of the society. Consequently, 
revitalization of all forms of intolerance is favoured and becomes a crucial 
contextual factor which has to be taken into account when speaking about 
the problem of discrimination. In other words, all previous discrimination 
surveys we have realized thus far, were being carried out in a different so-
cio-political framework. This is the first survey dealing with this issue in the 
conditions of fundamental social and political changes characterized not by 
reduction but by increase of political tensions. 
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1CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK OF 
THE SURVEY 1

1  This part of the report is taken over from the last year’s report drafted under the title: 
Obrasci diskriminacije u Crnoj Gori, (Discrimination patterns in Montenegro), March 
2018. The reason for this being the fact that the former was being drafted under 
identical conceptual and operational framework..
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1Discrimination has been in the focus of scien-
tific attention and research ever since 1950-ies. 
This issue was primarily been dealt with by theo-
reticians and researchers whose background was 
in the field of social psychology. The first theo-
ries, definitions and approaches to the issue of 
discrimination were offered by Allport (1954). The 
notion of discrimination offered by this author re-
lies primarily on the concept of prejudice. In other 
words, his hypothesis was that bias was the ba-
sis which discrimination rested upon. Thus, prej-
udice is still taken as the basis of discriminatory 
practice, when it comes to socio-psychological 
approach. In his book “The Nature of Prejudice” 
(1954), Allport defines prejudice as “antipathy 
based upon a faulty and inflexible generaliza-
tion”. In fact, prejudices constitute behavioural, 
attitudinal and verbal expressions by means of 
which non-critically accepted negative traits 
of some group are attributed to the individuals 
who belong to such group. Some other authors, 
instead of the notion of antipathy use: negative 
feelings, animosity, hostile attitude etc. Therefore, 
prejudices essentially lead to distancing, which 
consequently leads to discrimination. General-
ization, as a term used in the definition, refers to 
non-critical perception of individuals in the sense 
that negative traits of a group are attributed to an 
individual belonging to such a group, without a 
need to justify it. 

When it comes to discrimination, Allport 
claimed that there were five forms which happen 

1 

sequentially, in the sense that every subsequent 
degree represents higher intensity of discrimina-
tion. These are: verbal antagonism, avoidance, 
segregation, physical attack and extermination. 
Numerous authors dealt attentively and schol-
arly with descriptions and research within the 
framework of these types. In the lines to come 
we are going to indicate several key authors and 
research activities the objective of which was to 
operationalize, confirm and expand discrimina-
tion forms defined by Allport.

 
Verbal antagonism is a simple form 
of discrimination, more precisely, 
a way to express hostile attitude 
towards certain social groups and 
their representatives by using 
language. This happens whether 
the members of groups at risk in 
communication are present or not. 
In different situations members 
of certain groups are attributed 
verbal attributes with negative 
connotations (for instance, Gypsies, 
lazy, alcoholics, illiterate etc.). Verbal 
antagonism is the mildest, the first, 
but also the most frequent form of 
discrimination which happens in the 
society (Essed, 1997; Feagin, 1991).

Besides verbal antagonism, discriminatory be-
haviour can also be practiced in various forms of 
nonverbal violence which, together with verbal 
creates some sort of hostile environment in rela-
tion to discriminated individuals. There are many 
ways to use both verbal and nonverbal violence 
in the function of discrimination, typical being job 
interviews, when simply the time for interview is 
shortened, or when you do not listen what the can-
didate is speaking, and/or when you put your chair 
away from him/her (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Word et 
al., 1974). With such attitude the performance of 
the interviewee is undermined, justifying the deci-
sion by his/her poor performance at the interview 
which in turn is the result of the interviewer’s dis-
criminatory attitude. 

Avoidance entails giving priority 
to the members of own social 
group in relation to the members 
of other groups. This happens 
because, socially-psychologically, 
people often want to operate in 
a familiar environment, similar to 
their perceptions and their culture. 
This form of discrimination most 
often results in differences which 
originate in the social-class structure 
of the society and which appear 
as ethnic and racial (Johnson & 
Stafford, 1998). There is a large 
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number of laboratory experiments 
which confirmed the phenomenon 
of “avoidance” and described 
the methods in which it operates 
(Pettigrew, 1998b; Pettigrew and 
Tropp, 2000). 

Segregation constitutes exclusion of individ-
uals who belong to certain social groups when 
it comes to resource allocation. This type of dis-
crimination appears most often in the domain of 
employment or access to certain institutions like 
education, access to social welfare and similar 
(Duckitt, 2001; Bobo, 2001).

Physical attacks need not be defined, 
with the most frequent research topics 
being frequency, magnitude and 
circumstances under which attacks 
occur (Schneider et al., 2000).  

Extermination is an extreme form 
of discrimination which occurs 
in special historical and political 
circumstances, representing 
institutionalized and organized 
practice of physical elimination of 
the members of some social group 
(Newman and Erber, 2002; Staub, 
1989).

Special forms of discrimination are those 
which are “invisible”, so to speak, which are the-
oretically defined as subtle prejudices (Dovidio 
and Gaertner, 1986; Katz and Hass, 1988; McCo-
nahay, 1986). As a result of these latent forms of 
manifestations of prejudices, the members of cer-
tain group feel rejected, humiliated and labelled. 
They lose self-confidence, which often leads to 
the discriminated forming negative opinion of 
themselves. Consequently, if they accept the 
fact that they are “less worthy”, they will behave 
accordingly in the society. In that way they will 
support and justify the perception of the majority 
that they are “really” less worthy. 

Literature and research papers also define the 
notion of indirect prejudices. This form of dis-
crimination implies the procedures of accusing 
the members of other groups for their behaviour 
and/or culture. Typical example is when it is said 
that the Roma are “lazy by nature” and similar. 
Often this form of discrimination includes spe-
cific negative and humiliating attitude in relation 
to the members of discriminated groups when it 
comes to their language, parlance etc. This form 
of discrimination often operates automatically, 
therefore, it is a legitimized form of discrimination 
practiced by the majority group and as such does 
not ask for justification, nor is it seen as any kind 
of problem whatsoever (Fiske, 1998). As a result, 
the members of minority groups which are dis-
criminated develop the feeling of anxiety (Hart et 
al., 2000; Phelps et al., 2000).

Statistical discrimination is a form of discrimina-
tion when by means of prejudices individuals be-
longing to certain social groups are rejected in such 
a way that they are attributed the traits which result 
from aggregate statistical data valid for that group 
(Arrow, 1973; Coate and Loury, 1993; Lundberg and 
Startz, 1983; Phelps, 1972). For instance, based on 
the census it results that on average the Roma have 
lower level of education when their level of educa-
tion is statistically compared with the level of educa-
tion of the majority population. Thus, every member 
of Roma ethnic community, who applies for a job for 
instance, is perceived as less educated than other 
applicants who are members of the majority pop-
ulation. As a result, statistical discrimination conse-
quentially confirms, prolongs and perpetuates the 
differences which exist between a discriminated 
group on one side and the majority community on 
the other.

Organizational discrimination is another form 
of discrimination, which is sometimes designated 
as structural discrimination (Lieberman, 1998; Si-
danius and Pratto, 1999). This form of discrimina-
tion implies the procedures in which organizational 
and/or social structure systematically favours the 
representatives of the majority population. Resi-
dential segregation is one of the typical types of 
this form of discrimination. For instance, the mem-
bers of discriminated groups are often residential-
ly segregated and live in illegal neighbourhoods. 
Because of that, they may not take out mortgag-
es, which are necessary for, say, small business, or 
for instance when someone is recruited, informal 
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communication and recommendations often play 
a significant part. In these procedures, recommen-
dations for the members of discriminated groups 
are avoided, which consequently, in an invisible 
but systematic manner hinders recruitment of the 
members of discriminated groups. 

Different forms of discrimination are theoreti-
cally explained in different ways. Although as a sci-
ence social psychology had a pioneering success 
in dealing with discrimination issues, contempo-
rary approaches are mostly multidisciplinary and 
attempt to explain the phenomenon of discrimina-
tion relying on the knowledge from various scien-
tific areas. Rice22 (K.E.) classified these approaches 
most thoroughly in several theoretic categories. 
According to him, all discrimination theories can 
be divided in three categories:

• Theories which insist on differences between 
majority population and discriminated groups;

• Theories which explain different forms of violence 
over the members of discriminated groups;

• Theories which explain the ineffectiveness of 
adjusting to the specificities and/or “deficiencies” 
of discriminated groups.

Based on these criteria and using complex 
meta-analysis of reference literature dealing with 
prejudices, Rice developed a complex classifica-
tion of all theories dealing with the issue of preju-
dices and discrimination3:

2 http://www.integratedsociopsychology.net/prejudice-discrimination.html

3 The first three have actually been taken over from Tajfel & Turner, 1979.

Theories of social categorization - very act of 
grouping and identifying with own group un-
avoidably leads to forming prejudices about 
other groups;

Theories of social identification – absorption 
of the culture of the group we belong to leads 
consequently to prejudices towards values 
and norms of the members of other groups;

Theories of social comparison – need for per-
sonal identity which stems from group identi-
fication and leads to the perception that the 
group I belong to is better in comparison to 
other groups;

Theories of strengthening group cohesion – 
provoking conflict with other groups with a view 
to strengthening cohesion inside the group;

Realistic conflict theory – discrimination is a 
result of the zero-sum game; in fact, it is a per-
ception that the interests of one group can be 
achieved only to the detriment of interests of 
the other group;

Discriminatory practices, irrespective of the 
theories that attempt to explain the same, have 
got their consequences. On one side, they are so-
cio-psychological, therefore also behavioural, and 
on the other they are of social and political char-
acter. There are two key theories which deal with 
socio-psychological consequences of discrimina-
tion in the society. The first is so-called frustra-

tion-aggression theory (Dollard, 1980) and it indi-
cates that the effect of discrimination is frustration 
with individuals suffering discrimination, which 
consequently leads to aggressive behaviour of the 
members of these groups towards the members 
of the majority group (who are, thus, perceived as 
“aggressors”). The other one is known as theory of 
relative deprivation (Stouffer, 1949), which argues 
that the tension between the oppressor and the 
deprived group appears as a result of unequal dis-
tribution in the process of permanent comparison. 
Putting it in a simplified way, social deprivation 
theory indicates that the majority group uses dis-
crimination so as to maximize benefits which result 
in the exclusion of discriminated groups for the 
distribution of benefits, while concurrently gen-
erates animosity among the members of discrimi-
nated groups towards the members of the majority 
group due to the fact that they are excluded from 
resource distribution . However, when it comes to 
the consequences of discrimination, irrespective 
of the (non)acceptance of one of these two theo-
ries, it is the essence that the consequences of dis-
criminatory practices deepen the divide, animosity 
and conflict between the majority and other social 
groups, which has negative consequences both to 
individuals and to the society as a whole.  

Therefore, discrimination is not only so-
cio-psychological, but significantly social and 
even political question. Contemporary society is 
highly differentiated by various criteria, because 
of which there is a large number of social groups 
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which differ by a large number of distinctive crite-
ria. Democratic order is based on the idea of the 
absence of discrimination. Equality of opportuni-
ties is one of the key assumptions which ensures 
social justice, social trust and stability of political 
community. In case discrimination is pronounced, 
it essentially harms the legitimacy of the overall 
social and political order, and consequently, be-
sides injustice concerning an individual, society 
itself is also characterized by political instability. 
These are the reasons due to which every dem-
ocratic society should intensively advocate the 
equality of opportunities and due to which dis-
crimination has to be combatted. 

Fight against discrimination presupposes 
identification of key social groups and degrees 
of discrimination. This was, in fact, the first cru-
cial objective of this survey. Therefore, our desire 
was to determine to what degree discrimination is 
pronounced in relation to key social groups which 
are at risk of discrimination. The second objec-
tive of this survey was to determine trends when 
it comes to discrimination perception. In other 
words, we used the same methodology for dis-
crimination surveys in 2010 and 2015. This longi-
tudinal approach enabled us to measure whether, 
to what degree, in what direction and in relation 
to which groups discrimination is on the increase 

or, if in fact the trends are regressive. Finally, the 
third objective of this survey was to determine 
certain differences between individual categories 
of population when it comes to discrimination 
perception. Pointing to the fact that certain de-
mographic, social, political, ethnic and/or other 
features that determine the degree of discrimi-
natory attitudes are integral part of the cognition 
we wanted to identify by this survey. Finally, for 
the needs of public policies, we will try to identify 
possible proposal for instruments and measures 
aimed at reducing the degree of discrimination, 
more precisely, measures aimed at reducing the 
level and effect of discriminatory practices.
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OPERATIONAL 
FRAMEWORK OF THE 
SURVEY 2
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4 ’ageism’

For the needs of this survey discrimination is 
defined as the relationship of the individuals who 
belong to the majority group towards other indi-
viduals or groups in which, according to certain 
discriminatory criterion, the principle of equal 
treatment of these individuals and social groups 
is not observed. Given that this is an empirical 
and not theoretic survey, operational definition of 
discrimination is a lot more significant. In this re-
spect we defined discrimination in the way that 
in the operational sense we first of all determined 
social areas in which we measure discrimination, 
and then also the criteria by which discrimination 
is practiced. In this way, by cross-referencing these 
two analytical criteria, we measured the existence 
of discrimination in every area by the defined dis-
crimination criteria. The list of areas and list of crite-
ria are certainly not exhaustive, since this is simply 
impossible due to the overall number of possible 
criteria and areas. Therefore, we chose the areas 
and criteria which appear as most significant in ev-
eryday life, media, in the work of NGO sector and in 
the entire political discourse. Social areas in which 
discrimination is measured are the following:

• Employment
• Education
• Availability of healthcare
• Work of public services
• Discrimination in the area of culture and 
cultural protection

Criteria for identifying social groups which are at 
risk of discrimination, which are operationalized in 
this survey are the following:

• Sex/Gender (discrimination of women by 
men)

• Nationality (discrimination on the grounds 
of ethnic/national criterion)

• Religion (discrimination on the grounds of 
religious affiliation)

• Political belief (discrimination on the 
grounds of differences in political belief)

• Age (discrimination on the grounds of age, 
so-called ’ageism’4)

• Disability (discrimination of persons with 
disabilities)

• Sexual orientation (discrimination of LGBT 
population and sexual minorities)

• Roma and Egyptians

Methodologically, it is certainly significant to 
point out the fact that we applied questionnaire 
method, more precisely, we measured discrimina-
tion perception in a quantitative manner. All the 
data and scores we obtained are, therefore, the 
result of citizens’ perception. Main advantage of 
such analytical and methodological approach is 
that for every measured area and by all measured 
criteria we will obtain a comparative insight, more 
precisely, by using identical methodological ap-
proach with scales which have identical metric 
features it will be possible to compare the degree 
of discrimination by areas and by defined criteria.  
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BASIC METHODOLOGICAL 
FEATURES OF THE SURVEY 3
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Questionnaire method was used in the survey. 
Sampling units were local communities. Sampling 
ensures representativeness for the entire adult 
population of Montenegrin citizens. The sample 
was double-stratified with random selection of 
interviewees within the framework of the cho-
sen census rounds. Stratification criteria were 
regional distribution and size of local communi-
ty. The interviewees were also randomly select-
ed within the framework of a household by the 
criterion of calendar birthday. Post-stratification 
was done by the following criteria: sex/gender, 
age and national affiliation. The total of 997 in-
terviewees took part in the survey, which ensures 
standard error of measurement of +/-3.1% for the 
phenomena with 50% incidence and 95% trust 
interval. Survey instrument was a questionnaire 
which we created in 2010 for the same purpose 
but supplemented by certain questions which 
were supposed to the answers to certain deep 
specific questions which we will elaborate herein. 
The questionnaire consisted of 10 demographic 
and 29 research questions. For a large number of 
questions, in the function of comparable validity, 
we used a large number items in the form of a ma-
trix. The survey was being carried out from 2nd to 
15th November 2022. It is crucial that for a large 
number of questions and items we have compara-
tive data from several surveys starting from 2010. 
In other words, this survey represents a continuity 
of trend analysis when it comes to discrimination 
perception. Also, the survey also operates with 
a set of specific questions formed only for the 

need of this survey, and in accordance with the 
needs of the project. In the report which follows 
special attention will be paid to trends, and we 
will certainly present the results for those ques-
tions which were not used in previous surveys. 
For the sake of comparison in the areas of interest, 
as well as for the categories of population at the 
risk of corruption we formed synthetic scores. In 
this way, we made it possible for a large number 
of indicators to be expressed cumulatively for the 
sake of the simplicity of interpretation and clear-
er perception of trends. Demographic features of 
the sample can be seen in the Graph 1.
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Graph 1: Demographic characteristics of the sample

Sex/Gender

Incomes
Age

Nationality

51,4%

31,1% 35,4% 33,4%

48,6%

Female

18-34 35-54 55+

Male

Employment 
status

Without incomes  1

9,2%
11,6%

11,1%
11,3%

9,4%

Without incomes

Less than 50 EUR

From 51 to 100 EUR

From 101 to 150 EUR

From 151 to 200 EUR

From 201 to 250 EUR

From 251 to 300 EUR

From 301 to 350 EUR

From 351 to 400 EUR

From 401 to 500 EUR

From 501 to 600 EUR

From 601 to 700 EUR

From 701 to 800 EUR

From 801 to 1000 EUR

From 1001 to 1500 EUR

Private sector

Unemployed

Public sector Self-employed

Montenegrin

Bosniak/Muslim

Serb

Albanian
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The first question in the survey was for the in-
terviewees to assess to what degree discrimina-
tion is present in Montenegro in general (Graph 
2). Differences among waves are very prominent 
and they indicate that it is citizens’ assessment 
that discrimination nowadays is generally on a 
higher level that this was the case in 2020, which 
can be clearly seen in the Graph 3. The trend in-
dicates that the degree of perception of discrim-
ination nowadays has ‘returned’ to the high level 
we measured in 2018, but the crucial information 
is that over 11% of citizens consider that generally 
speaking discrimination nowadays is more promi-
nent that it was the case two years ago. 

Graph2 To what extent is discrimination present in Montenegro %

Graph 3 Discrimination is present and very 
present -  % TREND

2010 2015 2017 2018 2020 2022

2022

21
,9% 31
,1% 25

,9
%

27
,6

%

33
,6

%

38,5% 49,5%

26,7%

20,1%
25,4%

20,3%
18,2%

17,5%
17,5%

27
,6%

5,4%

2022

67,0%

Very much present Mostly present Mostly not present Not present at all
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Then, for the same groups we developed a 
generalizing indicator and on the four-level ordi-
nal assessment scale we asked the citizens to what 
extent discrimination was pronounced towards the 
stated groups (Table 1 and Graph 3). When ana-
lysing the findings based on this generalizing and 
certainly not sufficiently precise indicator, the re-
sults are largely linked to political contextual fac-
tors which we explained in the introductory part. 
In fact, while in 2020 the percentage of those who 
considered that discrimination on the grounds of 
political belief was very pronounced was 15.3%, it is 
now 36%, which is a dramatic increase in the per-

ception of discrimination. Therefore, it is obvious 
that the change of government and political insta-
bility, then very conflicting relationships between 
the confronted sides and political actors resulted in 
the atmosphere and practice of the overall political 
intolerance. Thus, the perception of discrimination 
by the criterion of political belief is also the highest 
value of perceived discrimination in relation to all 
reference categories which were the subject matter 
of measurement. In the previous survey, the highest 
degree was measured in relation to the Roma and 
Egyptians, while it is interesting that according to 
citizens’ assessment the degree of discrimination 

is less pronounced ONLY towards the members of 
this group rather than this was the case two years 
ago (although the level of decrease is not particu-
larly high). In relation to the members of all other 
groups we measure higher values of perception of 
discrimination, which is significantly higher when 
it comes to age, nationality, disability and religion, 
while it is somewhat lower in relation to other cat-
egories. 

Very present
Mostly 
present 

Mostly not 
present

Not present 
at all

I don’t know, I am 
unable to assess

Sex/Gender 14.1 29.3 26.2 21.0 9.4

Nationality 20.8 31.3 22.7 16.3 8.8

Religion 19.3 27.6 24.7 18.7 9.7

Political belief 36.0 32.5 13.9 7.8 9.7

Age 22.4 36.6 21.8 12.8 6.3

Disability 26.3 36.8 15.3 15.9 5.8

Sexual orientation 20.8 29.7 13.2 22.9 13.3

Roma and Egyptians 21.3 35.7 13.2 20.6 9.3

Table 2 Generally speaking, to what 
extent is discrimination pronounced 
in relation to the stated groups %



18

LGBTI population

Persons with disabilities

Elderly citizens

15,3%

18,5%

10,2%

Government opponents 14,9%

Members of religios minorities

Serbs

Members of minority nations

3,9%

8,7%

15,1%

Women 13,4%

Roma and Egyptians

Sexual orientation

Disability

21,3%
22,2%

20,8%
17,0%

26,3%
19,2%

Age 22,4%
11,7%

Political belief

Religion

Nationalities

Sex/Gender

36,0%
15,3%

19,3%
13,2%

20,8%
11,4%

14,1%
8,4%

2022 2020

In addition, we asked the interviewees to identify, among all stated groups, 
ONLY one group which is the MOST VULNERABLE one. When the question is 
asked in such a way, we obtain somewhat different and more balanced values 
(Graph 4). 

Graph 4 Which group is the most vulnerable one %

Graph 3 Discrimination towards the stated groups 
is VERY present %
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DISCRIMINATION IN KEY 
AREAS OF SOCIAL LIFE 
AND IN RELATION TO THE 
MEMBERS OF KEY GROUPS 
AT RISK

5
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72,0%

48,4%

41,6%

41,4%
38,5%

Age

63,1%

65,2%

Nationality
57,6%

Roma and Egyptians

Political
belief Sexual 

orientation

Religion

Sex/
Gender

Disability

More precise indicators of discrimination 
towards key groups at risk were formed in the way 
that we asked the citizens about the existence of 
discrimination in special areas of social life. The first 
area, which is sensitive by nature, was employment. 
In the Graph 5, we present the assessed degree of 
discrimination for all groups at risk in the area of 
employment. The data indicate that citizens assess 
that in the area of employment discrimination is 
pronounced most towards political opponents, 
the elderly and the persons with disabilities. High 
level of discrimination perception is also measured 
in relation to the Roma/Egyptians, while the values 
for other categories are lower.  

Graph 5 Assessed degree of discrimination in the 
area of employment for all groups

/ The data in the Table 3 indicate the change in 
discrimination perception in relation to the stated 
groups, which we have been measuring as of 
2010. The most indicative piece of information is 
in accordance with the findings we have come to 
present, i.e. the degree of discrimination in the area 
of employment is pronounced most by political 
criterion and that this degree has recorded an 
increase in the last two years. However, except 
in relation to the Roma and Egyptians, the 
increase in discrimination perception in the 
area of employment is measured for all other 
categories of interviewees, although this increase 
is considerably less pronounced in relation to 
the mentioned degree of discrimination on the 
grounds of political belief. 
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2010 36,9% 49,9% 41,9% 64,5% 55,5% 57,1% 30,0%

2015 37,9% 46,0% 38,0% 68,5% 52,4% 52,6% 37,7%

2017 42,6% 49,8% 45,7% 69,1% 60,5% 56,3% 38,5%

2018 41,3% 45,9% 39,7% 62,6% 60,6% 58,6% 36,7%

2020 40,9% 49,6% 45,9% 58,3% 60,6% 60,3% 34,9% 60.1%

2022 41.4% 48.4% 41.6% 72.0% 65.2% 63.1% 38.5% 57.6%

Table 3 Assessed level of discrimination in the area of employment for all 
groups by all survey waves
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However, when it comes to trend, we calcu-
lated average percent value for all categories of 
interviewees by waves (Graph 6). This piece of in-
formation indicates, in fact, what the total degree 
of discrimination is in the area of employment for 
all groups in the reference period. Measurement 
results indicate that the degree of discrimination 
in the area of employment has recorded an in-
crease in the past two years, but particularly wor-
rying information is, firstly, that there has been a 
linear trend of the increase of discrimination de-
gree in the area of employment since 2018, and 
secondly, more indicative, the degree of discrim-
ination perception in the area of employment 
nowadays is on the highest level since we started 
measuring it, therefore, since 2010. Thus, special 
concern should be raised when it comes to dis-
crimination in the area of employment, while one 
has to have in mind that the measured value of 
the increased degree of discrimination perception 
is primarily the result of discrimination of politi-
cal opponents. Taking into consideration political 
processes that have been going on in the last two 
years, intuitively but justifiably it can be said that 
new ruling structures, according to citizens’ opin-
ion, are particularly discriminatory in the area of 
employment in relation to the partisans of the ’old’ 
DPS Government. 

19,4%

13,2%

12,2%

10,8%
12,5%

Roma and 
Egyptians

27,4%

35,6%

Age
33,2%
Disability

Political
belief Sexual 

orientation

Nationality

Religion

Sex/
Gender

Graph 6 Average percent value of the assessed de-
gree of discrimination for all groups in the area of em-
ployment by survey year

The second area we measured the degree of 
discrimination is education. In the Graph 7, we 
present the assessed degree of discrimination in 
this area for all groups. The results indicate that 
the highest degree of discrimination in this area 
is pronounced in relation to the Roma followed 
by the persons with disabilities. Discrimination 
perception in this area is also very high in relation 
to age criterion. Significantly lower level of 
discrimination in the area of education, on the 
basis of interviewees’ assessment, is pronounced 
in other areas, among which discrimination 
on the grounds of political belief and sexual 
orientation is more pronounced in comparison 
with discrimination on the grounds of sex/gender, 
nationality and religion. 

Graph 7 Assessed degree of discrimination in the 
area of education for all groups

In the table 4, we present the assessed 
degree of discrimination in the area of education 
for all groups by all survey waves. This result is 
interesting because it indicates that the perceived 
discrimination is on a somewhat lower level in 
relation to the members of some groups, and 
on a higher level towards the members of other 
groups. More precisely, in the area of education, 
when comparing the data obtained in 2020, the 
degree of discrimination records a decrease when 
it comes to sex/gender, nationality and religion, 
but increase is recorded in relation to all other 
groups. The greatest difference of the increased 
degree of discrimination perception in the area of 
education is measured when it comes to persons 
with disabilities. 

51,3%

53,5%
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Finally, with a view to clear understanding of the trend when it comes to the area of 
education, in the Graph 8 we are presenting the trend for the entire area calculated as the 
average value of discrimination in relation to all groups. Measurement results indicate that we 
have negligible increase in the degree of discrimination perception in the area of education, 
however it has to be said that, from the standpoint of trend, the measured average values are 
significantly lower than it was the case in up to 2018. 

Table 4 Assessed level of discrimination in the area of education for all groups by all 
survey waves

Graph 8 Average percent value of the assessed degree of discrimination for all groups in the area 
of education by survey year

Sex/
Gender Nationality Religion

Political 
belief

Age Disability
Sexual 

orientation
Roma and 
Egyptians

2010. 17,9% 27,5% 25,3% 35,0% 27,3% 34,1% 17,8%

2015. 17,9% 25,0% 23,1% 39,0% 28,1% 30,5% 24,6%

2017. 13,2% 24,4% 23,3% 31,5% 24,0% 28,0% 19,0%

2018. 17,0% 24,1% 22,9% 30,5% 28,4% 30,2% 19,0%

2020. 11,8% 14,8% 15,9% 16,9% 25,3% 24,8% 12,5% 31,1%

2022. 10,8% 12,2% 13,2% 19,3% 27,4% 33,2% 19,4% 35,6%

The next area we dealt with was healthcare. 
In the Graph 9 we are presenting the assessed 
degree of discrimination in this area in relation 
to the members of all groups. The data indicate 
that the greatest degree of discrimination when it 
comes to healthcare is pronounced in relation to 
the Roma, followed by the persons with disabilities 
and the elderly. Somewhat lower degree of 
discrimination in this respect is pronounced 
towards those who have different political belief 
and sexual orientation, and still lower degree 
is pronounced towards the members of other 
groups.

19,4%
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Graph 9 Assessed degree of discrimination in the area of 
healthcare for all groups

Table 5 shows the assessed discrimination values in relation to the 
members of all groups for all survey waves. The data indicate completely 
identical pattern when it comes to education. Therefore, the differences 
are not particularly pronounced as compared to two years ago but, 
generally speaking, it can be said that the perception of discrimination 
on the grounds of sex/gender, nationality and religion in the area of 
healthcare has recorded some decrease, while in other areas increase 
has been recorded. The highest degree of increase of discrimination 
perception is measured when it comes to the Roma and Egyptian. If 
average values as trend analysis criterion are calculated for all groups, 
it can be said that the degree of discrimination in the area of healthcare 
nowadays is on the more or less the same level as two years ago, and 
certainly somewhat lower than it was the case until 2017.

19,8%

11,7%

12,2%

17,8%
10,1%

Roma and 
Egyptians

26,7%

32,3%

Age
26,1%
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Table 5 Assessed level of discrimination in the area of healthcare for all 
groups by all survey waves

Graph 10 Average percent vale of the assessed degree of discrimination for all 
groups in the area of healthcare by survey year
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2010. 14,5% 23,0% 18,8% 28,5% 33,7% 28,4% 12,8%

2015. 13,6% 19,7% 14,8% 26,2% 24,3% 20,0% 16,3%

2017. 12,8% 22,4% 19,3% 31,4% 32,2% 25,6% 17,1%

2018. 13,2% 18,4% 16,7% 23,4% 25,1% 21,3% 14,4%

2020. 12,7% 14,3% 16,2% 18,3% 22,9% 22,3% 13,1% 25,8%

2022. 10,1% 12,2% 11,7% 19,8% 26,7% 26,1% 17,8% 32,3%
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In the Graph 11 we bring the overview of 
the assessed degree of discrimination when it 
comes to the treatment of individuals by public 
services. The data indicate the highest degree 
of discrimination, when it comes to the work of 
public services, on the grounds of political belief 
and the Roma. However, it has to be said that 
the values of the measured discrimination even 
in relation to other groups are proportionally 
high. In comparative sense, the first two groups 
mostly discriminated against in the work of 
public services according to citizens’ opinion are 
followed by disability and age. In relation to other 
categories, the degree of assessed discrimination 
in this area is rather evenly balanced and on a 
lower level. 

Graph 11 Assessed discrimination degree in the area 
of the work of public services for all groups
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The Table 6 shows the assessed level of 
discrimination in the work of public services in 
relation to the members of all groups for all survey 
waves we implemented. The assessed degree of 
discrimination is on a more or less the same level as 
in 2020 when it comes to political belief, disability 
and the Roma/Egyptians. In relation to the members 
of all other social groups, the assessed level of 
discrimination nowadays is lower than it was two 
years ago, with the biggest ’drop’ measured when 

it comes to the assessed discrimination on the 
grounds of nationality.  The analysis of the trend of 
the assessed degree of discrimination in the work 
of public services is clearer when we compare 
the average values of the assessed discrimination 
for all groups by all survey waves (Graph 11). This 
information is encouraging because it indicates 
that the degree of discrimination has recorded a 
decrease in relation to 2020, when the measured 
trend was worrying in the sense of the overall trend 
measured from 2010 till 2018. 

Table 6 Assessed level of discrimination in the area of the work of public services 
for all groups by all survey waves

Sex/Gender Nationality Religion Political 
belief Age Disability

Sexual 
orientation

Roma 
Egyptians

2010 19,8% 34,5% 32,0% 43,3% 27,3% 29,3% 18,6%

2015 16,9% 26,8% 22,1% 38,2% 23,4% 22,8% 19,0%

2017 13,5% 26,9% 23,2% 35,2% 20,0% 18,0% 18,6%

2018 15,3% 19,0% 18,2% 28,2% 18,6% 17,7% 13,7%

2020 17.2% 26.8% 25.9% 32.2% 25.7% 27.3% 22.2% 30.7%

2022 14.6% 18.6% 17.5% 31.3% 23.9% 27.8% 18.4% 29%

More specifically, from 2010 till 2018 we had continuously 
measured a decrease in the degree of discrimination when it comes 
to the work of public services, only to record sudden increase in 
the assessed value of discrimination two years ago. Therefore, 
actual measurement indicates ’the return’ to the lower values of 
discrimination in this area which is a very progressive finding.
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The last area of social life which was the subject 
matter of our measurement is culture. First of all, 
in the Graph 13 we are presenting the assessed 
degree of discrimination in this area in relation 
to all groups. According to the assessment of the 
interviewees, even when it comes to this criterion, 
discrimination is pronounced the most towards 
the Roma. These are followed by disability, sexual 
orientation and political belief, with rather evenly 
balanced values of the measured discrimination 
degree. Somewhat lower values are measured 
when it comes to religion, age and nationality, 
and the lowest when it comes to sex/gender. 

Graph 12 Average percent value of the assessed 
degree of discrimination for all groups in the area of 

the work of public services by survey years.

In the Table 7, we give the overview of the trend for all groups in the area of 
culture. In relation to 2020, we measure slightly increased values when it comes 
to political belief and sexual orientation, and more or less identical values when it 
comes to age and Roma/Egyptians, while the assessed degree of discrimination is 
somewhat lower when comparing the assessed degree of discrimination in relation 
to other groups. Key information, when we analyse the trend, is the comparison 
of average values of discrimination for all groups by the reference periods. This 
information indicates that discrimination in the area of culture is symbolically lower 
than two years ago, in fact we can say that the measured values have more or less 
been on the same level since 2018. 

Graph 13 Assessed degree of discrimination on the area of culture for all groups
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Table 7 Assessed level of discrimination in the area of culture for all groups by all survey waves

Graph 14 Average percent value of the assessed degree of discrimination for all groups 
in the area of culture by survey year

Sex/
Gender Nationality Religion Political 

belief Age Disability
Sexual 

orientation
Roma 

Egyptians

2010. 17,0% 31,9% 31,9% 32,8% 20,8% 22,9% 16,5%

2015. 19,5% 30,0% 29,2% 32,7% 20,0% 22,1% 21,4%

2017. 15,6% 33,4% 33,8% 33,7% 16,1% 19,7% 26,2%

2018. 17,9% 25,4% 25,9% 26,0% 19,6% 21,9% 24,2%

2020. 17.2% 24.5% 26.9% 22.8% 21.0% 25.0% 25.9% 33.3%

2022. 14.9% 19.8% 22.3% 26.0% 21.3% 27.4% 26.8% 32.1%

22,6%
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With the purpose of synthetic presentation of 
the data, more specifically the presentation of the 
trend analysis, first of all in the Graph 15, we are 
presenting the average degree of discrimination 
towards all groups by all areas. The data indicate 
that discrimination is the most pronounced in the 
area of employment, the measured value of which 
is comparatively significantly higher than in case 
of all other areas, which leads us to the conclusion 
that key problem of discrimination in Montenegro 
exists in the area of employment. The values of 
measured discrimination are considerably lower 
and very balanced, with the assessment of the 
degree of discrimination in healthcare being at 
the comparatively lowest level.  

Graph 15 Average degree of discrimination for all 
groups by survey area, in 2022

22,6%21,7%

19,4%

17,8%
53,5%
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Public services
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Graph 16 Average degree of discrimination towards all groups for all areas by survey waves

In the Graph 16 we are giving an overview for all areas by survey wave. This information is not 
particularly encouraging since it demonstrates rather stable values irrespective of the passage of time.

In the Table 8, we give the average values in relation to all groups by areas for all survey waves, 
and in the Graph 18 there is a difference between 2010 and 2022 so as to measure the changes from 
2010 up to now. This information indicates that in the last twelve years the greatest progress has 
been made in the area of the work of public services (7.6% decrease) and in the area of education 
(7% decrease). This is followed by the progress in healthcare (5%) and in the area of culture (2.2%). 
The biggest problem is in the fact that, although high, discrimination in the area of employment has 
recorded increase in the last twelve years by 5.5%. 
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Table 8 Measured average values of discrimination towards all groups, for all areas by survey waves

Graph 17 Difference among average measured values of discrimination for all areas: 
comparison 2022 vs 2010

Employment Education Healthcare Public services Culture

2010. 48.0% 26.4% 22.8% 29.3% 24.8%

2015. 47.6% 26.9% 19.3% 24.2% 25.0%

2017. 51.8% 23.3% 23.0% 22.2% 25.5%

2018. 49.4% 24.6% 18.9% 18.7% 23.0%

2020. 50.1% 17.4% 17.1% 25.3% 23.3%

2022. 53.5% 19.4% 17.8% 21.7% 22.6%

Employment -2,2%

-7,6%
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We, then, give the overview of the average 
measurement of the degree of discrimination in our 
latest survey for all groups (average for all areas), 
the data are given in the Graph 18. The results 
indicate that the highest degree of discrimination in 
Montenegro is pronounced in relation to the Roma, 
then on the grounds of political belief, followed by the 
elderly and persons with disabilities. Lower degree of 
discrimination is measured on the grounds of sexual 
orientation, then nationality and religion, whilst the 
lowest degree of discrimination perception is recorded 
in relation to sex/gender criterion. 

Graph 18 Average value for all areas by groups in 2022
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2010. 21.2% 33.4% 30.0% 40.8% 32.9% 34.4% 19.1%

2015. 21.2% 29.5% 25.4% 40.9% 29.6% 29.6% 23.8%

2017. 19.5% 31.4% 29.1% 40.2% 30.6% 29.5% 23.9%

2018. 20.9% 26.6% 24.7% 34.1% 30.5% 29.9% 21.6%

2020. 20.0% 26.0% 26.1% 29.7% 31.1% 31.9% 21.7% 36.2%

2022. 18.4% 22.2% 21.3% 33.7% 32.9% 35.5% 24.2% 37.3%

Table 9 Degree of discrimination towards all groups and by all areas for all survey waves

In Table 9 we give the assessment of the degree of discrimination towards all groups, as the 
average of all areas by all survey waves, and in the Graph 19 there is comparison of the 2022 
survey values with the data from 2010, with a view to identifying the degree of changes in the 
last ten years. The results indicate that in the last twelve years, the degree of discrimination has 
recorded significant decrease by national criterion (11.2%), religion (8.7%) and by political be-
lief (7.2%). Lower value of the reduced degree of discrimination is measured in relation to sex/
gender (2.9%), and when it comes to age, disability and Roma, there is almost no change. On 
the other hand, the only area where we measure increased degree of discrimination nowadays 
compared to 2010 is sexual orientation. Overall perception of discrimination on the grounds 
of sexual orientation is by all areas of social life nowadays higher by 5% on average than it was 
twelve years ago.
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Graph 19 Difference among average measured val-
ues of discrimination in relation to all groups: com-
parison 2022 vs 2010 6

Finally, we calculated the average value of the as-
sessed degree of discrimination towards all groups, 
on the basis of the average by all areas (Graph 20). 
Actually, this information, assesses the degree of 
discrimination in Montenegro in a synthetic and cu-
mulative manner by comparing survey waves. The 
analysis of the entire trend tells us that the degree 
of discrimination in Montenegro has recorded a de-
crease in the past twelve years, but it also tells us 
that the decrease is not particularly prominent. More 
specifically, on average, the degree of discrimina-
tion nowadays, in relation to 2010 is cumulatively 
lower by less than 3%, which simply is not particu-
larly impressive. When on the other side, the year 
2018 is simply compared to 2022 the information 
shows that the measured degree of discrimination 
is on a more or less the same level, or, cumulatively 
on average in relation to all groups, discrimination 
in Montenegro nowadays is on a more or less the 
same level as in 2018. 

27,0%

6 When it comes to the Roma/Egyptians, the measured degree of the change is 
related to 2020 since that was year when we measured the discrimination towards 
the members of this group for the first time.
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Graph 20 Average value of discrimination for all areas and for all groups - TREND

Furthermore, we asked the citizens to assess whether in Montenegrin society belonging to 
certain groups brings the advantage or disadvantage, with a view to assessing not only potential 
degree of discrimination, but also the advantages, according to their opinion, of belonging to 
certain groups (Table 10). The data indicate that, according to the opinion of the interviewees, the 
most disadvantaged are persons with disabilities, then Roma and Egyptians. Lower marked is the 
disadvantage of being a member of LGBTIQ group, government opponent, persons above the age 
of fifty and women; still lower value of disadvantage is measured when assessing persons who are 
Serbs or members of national minorities. The only group which is assessed as having more advan-
tages than disadvantages are those below the age of 25. 

In the Graph 21 we give a simple longitudinal overview of the indexed values of the ratio of 
advantages and disadvantages. The information is obtained by simple calculation (Percentage of 
those who consider an advantage MINUS percentage of those who think that it is a disadvantage 
to belong to certain group). More specifically, positive values of the index indicate percent differ-
ence of those who think it is and advantage to belong to some group in relation to the reference 
percentage of those who consider that it is disadvantage to belong to such group, while negative 
values of the index indicate other way round. This information points out to generally progressive 
trends since in this year’s survey, on average, the percentage of those who think that belonging to 
reference groups is an advantage has recorded an increase. Comparatively, the most progressive 
trend is measured when it comes to sexual orientation, Serbs and Roma/Egyptians. Statistically 
significant negative trend is measured solely when it comes to women.
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Table 10 Belonging to the stated groups is an 
advantage or disadvantage

Graph 21 INDEX ratio of advantages and disadvantages.

Finally, when it comes to measuring the degree 
of discrimination in the way that groups at risk are 
compared, in this year’s survey we included a new 
indicator which was not used before. The goal of 
that indicator is to measure the degree of social 
distancing towards the members of various groups. 
With a view to measuring distance we used one of 
the items of Bogardus Scale for measuring social 
distance, more precisely, interviewees were asked 
to express their views for every group about them 
NOT DESIRING for the members of these groups 
to live in their neighbourhood7. The information 
indicates that exceptionally high degree of social 
distancing is recorded in relation to homosexuals, 
and that the degree of distancing in relation to the 
Roma/Egyptians is also very high. Social distance 
towards the members of all other groups is on a 
proportionally low level. 

Graph 22 They DO NOT WANT to have in their neigh-
bourhood %

7 ‘Neighbourhood’ represents a medial value of measuring social distance 
on the nine-grade scale, and among other things as a ‘proxy’ for measur-
ing distance it is used in the European Values Study (EVS)

Advantage Disadvantage
Neither 

advantage nor 
disadvantage

I don’t know, I am 
unable to assess

Roma and Egyptians 10.7 54.1 25.1 10.1
Persons with disabilities 7.0 60.5 22.4 10.1
Persons over the age of 50 12.0 33.4 44.8 9.8
Persons below the age of 25 28.7 17.8 44.2 9.3
National minorities 19.4 26.4 41.5 12.7
Serbs 19.5 25.0 44.7 10.8
Government opponents 7.5 35.8 40.7 16.0
LGBTIQ persons 26.1 37.1 21.0 15.8
Women 13.1 31.7 45.1 10.0

Women

Persons not vaccinated against COVID-19 

Persons sick with COVID-19

Roma and Egyptians

Homosexuals

Persons with disabilities

Those who have different political belief

Those who belong to different religion

Those who belong to different nation

LGBTI persons

Government opponents

Serbs

Minority nations and other 
minority national communities

Persons over the age of 50

Persons with disabilities

Roma and Egyptians

Persons below the age of 25
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SPECIAL INDICATORS OF 
DISCRIMINATION TOWARDS 
LBTIQ PERSONS AND 
HOMOSEXUALS

7
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Special set of questions in the survey was ded-
icated to LGBTIQ persons given the fact that the 
persons who belong to these categories are at par-
ticular risk of discrimination. It is in more traditional 
and more conservative settings, and Montenegro 
belongs to this category by all general indicators, 
that discrimination towards LGBTIQ persons is par-
ticularly pronounced. Therefore, in the survey we 
generated several questions related to discrimina-
tion towards those who belong to some of these 
groups. First of all, in the Graph 23 we give the 
overview of the narrative and associations of the 
interviewees to the open question, i.e. the question 
in which they were asked to describe LGBTIQ per-
sons. A large number of responses were summed 
up within several codes. The data indicate that al-
most half the citizens, in one way or the other qual-
ify and classify properly LGBTIQ persons. Howev-
er, it is crucial to say that the fact that they classify 
and qualify the members of LGBTIQ community in 
‘proper/correct’ way does not mean that they do 
not have negative attitude towards them, which 
we could see on the basis of the measurement of 
social distance, and as it can be seen by observing 
other indicators. On the other hand, 22% of citizens 
did not give an answer to the question. Offensive 
words  are used by somewhat less than 19% of cit-
izens, thus, almost every fifth. In addition, 7.5% of 
citizens stress that they know what the acronym 
LGBTIQ means, but they did not write down what 
it meant for them. Offensive qualifications which 
indicate ‘illness, disorder, abnormality and/or im-
morality’ feature 3.5% of citizens. 
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Grafikon 24 - Narativi/opisi LGBTI osoba- N

Kada je riječ o homoseksulnim osobama, najprije smo pitali 
građana kakav je njihov generalni stav (grafikon 25). Podaci jasno 
ukazuju da je najveći procenat (preko 40%) onih koji imaju negativan 
stav o homoseksualcima, i zanimljivo je da je ovaj procenat veoma 
sličan podatku koji smo dobili mjerenjem socijalne distance prema 
homoseksualcima (grafikon 24). Neutralan stav iskazuje oko 30%, a 
pozitivan stav 7,4% građana. Kada se mjerene vrijednosti u porede 
sa istraživanjem od prije dvije godine, zapažamo povećanje broja 
i onih koji imaju negativan, ali i onih koji imaju pozitivan stav, a 
proporcionalno, smanjen je broj onih koji ne izražavaju nikakav stav.  

Grafikon 25 - Stav o homoseksualnim osobama %
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Graph 23 Narratives/description of LGBTIQ persons - N

When it comes to homosexual persons, we first asked the citizens what their general attitude 
was (Graph 24). The data clearly indicate that the percentage of those who have negative atti-
tude on homosexuals is the highest (over 40%), and, interestingly, this percentage is very similar 
to the information we obtained by measuring social distance towards homosexuals (Graph 23). 
Neutral attitude is expressed by about 30%, and positive attitude by 7.4% of citizens. When 
the measured values are compared with the survey conducted two years ago, we observe the 
increase in the number of those who have negative attitude, but also of those with the positive 
one, with proportionately reduced number of those who express no attitude.  

 

Graph 24 
Attitude on homosexual 
persons %

8.  The most frequent offensive words are ‘pederi’ and ‘pederčine’ [queer].
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Furthermore, for the need of the survey we 
formulated six attitudes, which the interviewees 
used to express higher or lower degree of con-
cordance with the four-grade assessment scale. 
Three attitudes were positive and three were neg-
ative. In the Graph 25, we are presenting cumula-
tive degree of concordance and/or discordance 
with each one of these attitudes. On the basis of 
the findings, we measure progress when it comes 
to positive attitudes, particularly pronounced 
progress is related to the attitude that ‘homosex-
uals should have the same rights as other citizens’, 
from 27% we measured in 2020 to over 36% we 
measured in 2022. Significant increase is mea-
sured, however, even when it comes to the most 
moderate negative attitude which reads ‘may 
homosexuals do what they want, only that I have 
nothing to do with that’. Overall support to the 
concordance with this attitude is expressed by 
over 40% of the citizens nowadays, as opposed 
to 32% in 2020. Furthermore, significantly smaller 
percentage of citizens express extremely nega-
tive attitude towards homosexuals, more specifi-
cally, the attitude that ‘homosexuals are no better 
that criminals and they should be most severely 
punished’. The percentage of those who agree 
with this attitude has been almost halved (from 
20% to some 12%). Other measured values do not 
deviate significantly from the viewpoint of the 
trend. Generally speaking, when it comes to the 
attitudes towards homosexuals, we conclude that 
they are somewhat more positive nowadays than 
it was the case two years ago.

Graph 25 Attitudes on homosexual persons – summary percentage of 
concordance with the attitude to a bigger or smaller degree
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Nadalje, za potrebe istraživanje formulisali smo šest stavova, 
sa kojima su ispitanici izražavali viši ili niži stepen slaganja na 
četvorostepenoj lestvici procjene. Tri stava su bila pozitivno, a tri 
negativno intonirana.  U grafikonu 26 prikazujemo kumulativno 
stepen slaganja, odnosno neslaganja sa svakim od tih stavova. Na 
osnovu nalaza mjerimo progres kada je riječ o pozitivnim stavovima, a 
naročito se ističe povećanje slaganja sa stavom da bi „homoseksualci 
trebali imati ista prava kao i ostali građani“, i to sa 27% koje smo mjerili 
2020. na preko 36% koje mjerimo 2022. godine. Značajno povećanje 
mjerimo, međutim, i kada je riječ o najumjerenijem negativnom 
stavu koji glasi „neka homoseksualci radi šta god žele, samo da se 
to mene ništa ne tiče“. Ukupnu podršku slaganja sa ovim stavom 
izražava preko 40% građana danas, naspram 32% građana 2020. 
godine. Nadalje, značajno je smanjen procenat građana koji izražavaju 
ekstremno negativan stav prema homoseksualcima, tačnije, stav da 
„homoseksualci nisu ništa bolji od kriminalaca i treba ih najstrožije 
kažnjavati“. Procenat onih koji se sa ovim stavom slažu smanjen je 
gotovo dvostruko (sa 20% na 12-ak %). Ostale mjerene vrijednosti 
ne odstupaju značajno posmatrano sa stanovišta trenda. Generalno, 
kada je o stavovima prema homoseksualcima riječ zaključujemo da su 
oni danas nešto pozitivniji nego što je to bo slučaj prije dvije godine.

11,6Homoseksualci nisu ništa bolji od kriminalaca i 
treba ih najstrožije kažnjavati

Homoseksualnost je vrsta bolesti i to treba 
medicinski liječiti
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Gay Parades (PRIDE) have been organized in Montenegro for some years now. This event is an 
expression of the rights to different sexual orientation, and the one in which the need is expressed 
for solidarity and elimination of discrimination. In our survey we asked the citizens what they thought 
about this parade (Graph 26). The data indicate that the percentage of supporters has recorded an 
increase as well as of those against the PRIDE, and, of course the percentage of those who have no 
attitude towards PRIDE has gone down. The only progressive finding when it comes to this indicator 
is smaller percentage of those with the most extreme attitude, more specifically, those who say that 
they would made PRIDE prohibited by law. 

Homosexuals are no better than criminals and 
they should be subject to the severest snactions

Homosexuality is a kind of disease and it 
should be treated

May homosexuals do whatever they like, only 
I don’t want to have anything with it

Same sex persons, once married, should have 
the right to adopt children

Same sex persons should be entitled to 
same-sex marriages

Homosexuals should have the same 
rights as all other citizens 
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Graph 26. Attitudes towards Gay Parade (PRIDE) %

In the last question of this segment of the 
survey, we asked the citizens whether they 
would be personally ready to protect LGBTIQ 
persons in case these would be threatened 
(Graph 27). Around 32% of citizens expressed 
their readiness for this kind of action in 2020, 
which percentage has gone down this year to 
26.5%. On the other hand, the percentage of 
citizens who do not express their readiness to 
help has been somewhat reduced for the pre-
vious two years (reduction by 2%). The most 
significant increase in the previous two years 
is measured in the attitude that the assessment 
of assistance to LGBTIQ persons would depend 
on the situation and on the person concerned 
(increase from 37.8% to 45.2%). 

Graph 27 Would you personally be ready to protect LGBTIQ persons in case they are threatened? 
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Nekoliko godina unazad u Crnoj Gori se održava Parada ponosa 
(PRAJD). Riječ je manifestaciji prava na različitu seksualnu orijentaciju, 
i manifestaciji u kojoj se izražava potreba za solidarnošću i ukidanjem 
diskriminacije. Mi smo građane u istraživanju pitali šta misle o ovoj 
paradi (grafikon 27). Podaci ukazuju da se povećao i procenat onih koji 
podržavaju, i onih koji su protiv PRAJD-a, a naravno, proporcionalno 
je smanjen procenat onih koji nemaju stav prema Paradi ponosa. 
Jedini progresivni nalaz po ovom indikatoru jeste smanjenje procenta 
onih koji imaju najekstremniji stav, tačnije, onih koji kažu da bi zakonom 
zabranili Paradu ponosa. 

Grafikon 27 - Stavovi prema Paradi ponosa (PRAJD-u) %

U poslednjem pitanju u ovom segmentu istraživanja, pitali smo 
građane da li bi lično bili spremni da zaštite LGBTI osobe ukoliko su 
ugrožene (grafikon 28). Spremnost na ovakvu vrstu akcije izrazilo je oko 
32% građana 2020. godine, a taj procjena je smanjen danas na 26.5%. 
Sa druge strane nešto smanjen je za prethodne dvije godine procenat 
građana koji ne izražavaju spremnost da pomognu (smanjenje od 2%). 
Najznačajnije povećanje u prethodne dvije godine mjerimo u stavu da 
bi procjena pomaganja LGBTI osobama zavisilo od situacije i osobe 
(povećanje sa 37.8% na 45.2%). 
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Grafikon 27 - Da li biste Vi lično bili spremni da zaštitite LGBTI 
osobe ukoliko su ugrožene? (%)
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APPRAISAL OF THE 
WORK AND EFFECTS OF 
RESPONSIBLE ACTORS AND 
DISCRIMINATION RELATED 
PUBLIC POLICIES

8
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In this segment of the survey, we asked the 
citizens to assess the work of responsible actors 
when it comes to protection from discrimination. 
We wanted to find out how citizens assess the 
effects of work of key political and social actors 
whose goal is fight against discrimination. First of 
all, we asked the citizens if they are familiar with 
antidiscrimination laws (Graph 28). The data in-
dicate that the number of citizens who say they 
are familiar with the laws concerned is somewhat 
higher. In fact, if we are to look more closely into 
the trend (Graph 29), we can say that the per-
centage of those who are familiar with the laws is 
rather stable and that the variations are propor-
tionately small when comparing all survey waves 
in the last twelve years. In other words, we can 
say that in the last twelve years no progress has 
been recorded when it comes to the knowledge 
of antidiscrimination laws. 

46

OCJENA RADA I EFEKATA 
ODGOVORNIH AKTERA I JAVNIH 
POLITIKA KOJE SE TIČU ZAŠTITE 
OD DISKRIMINACIJE

U ovom segmentu istraživanja pitali smo građane o procjenama 
delovanja odgovornih aktera kada je riječ o zaštiti od diskriminacije. 
Zanimalo nas je kako građani procjenjuju efekte rada ključnih političkih 
i društvenih aktera čiji je cilj borba protiv diskriminacije. Najprije, pitali 
smo građane da li znaju zakone koji štite od diskriminacije (grafikon 
28). Podaci ukazuju da je unekoliko veći broj građana koji kažu da 
poznaju zakone o kojima je riječ. Zapravo, ako se preciznije sagleda 
trend (grafikon 30), možemo reći da je procenat onih koji poznaje 
zakone prilično stabilan a da su varijacije razmerno male ukoliko se 
uporede svi talasi istraživanju u poslednjih dvanaest godina. Drugim 
riječima, možemo reći da u poslednjih dvanaest godina nije zabilježen 
progres kada je riječ o poznavanju zakona koji štite od diskriminacije. 

Grafikon 29 - Da li poznaju zakone koji štite od diskriminacije (%)
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Grafikon 30 - Znaju zakone koji štite od diskriminacije (%)

U narednom pitanju želeli samo mišljenje građana o tome da li Crna 
Gora ulaže dovoljno napora u borbi protiv diskriminacije (grafikon 31). 
Komparativno, veći je broj građana koji smatraju da država ulaže, u 
odnosu na one koji smatraju da ne ulaže dovoljno napora, a dodatno, 
i interesantno, danas je u odnosu na 2020. godinu povećan procenat 
u obje kategorije na štetu onih koji nemaju stav po ovom pitanju. 
Međutim, podatak o procjeni napora je informativnije ako se analizira 
sa stanovišta trenda (grafikon 32). Ovaj podatak ukazuje da je broj 
građana koji procenjuje da Crna Gora ulaže dovoljno napora prilično 
stabilan u poslednjih deset godina, s tima što je danas za oko 6% veći 
broj onih koji smatraju da građana ulaže dovoljno napora u odnosu 
na istraživanje iz 2010. godine. Sa druge strane, ako se uporedi 
podatak procenat onih koji smatraju da Crna Gora ne ulaže dovoljno 
napora, mjerimo smanjenje od oko 7%, opet ako uporedimo vrijednosti 
aktuelnog istraživanja sa referentnim koje smo obavili 2010. godine. 
Sve u svemu, ne naročito izraženo i dinamično, ipak možemo reći 
da je ukupna procjena građana a naporima države u cilju smanjenja 
diskriminacije povećana u poslednjih dvanaest godina. 
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Graph 28 Are they familiar with antidiscrimination laws %
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In the next question, we wanted the citizens to say whether Montenegro invests sufficient efforts in combatting discrimination (Graph 30). In comparative 
sense, the number of citizens who think that the state invests sufficient efforts is greater as compared to those who think otherwise, and, in addition, it is inter-
esting that nowadays in relation to 2020 for both categories the percentage has been increased to the detriment of those who have no attitude regarding this 
question. However, the information on the assessment of efforts is even more informative if it is analysed from the viewpoint of the trend (Graph 31). This in-
formation indicates that the number of citizens who assess that Montenegro invests sufficient effort has been rather stable in the last ten years, with by about 
6% larger number of those who think that the state invests sufficient effort in relation to the original survey from 2010. On the other hand, if we compare the 
percentage of those who consider that Montenegro does not invest sufficient effort, we measure an increase by about 7%, again when comparing the values 
of the actual survey with the reference one from 2010. All in all, with no particular prominence and dynamic, we can still say that the overall assessment of 
the citizens on the efforts invested by the state aimed at reducing discrimination has recorded an increase in the last twelve years. 

Graph 30 Does Montenegro invest sufficient effort in the fight against discrimination %
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Grafikon 31 - Da li Crna Gora ulaže dovoljno napora u borbi protiv 
diskriminacije (%)
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Ocjena rada institucija u borbi protiv diskriminacije je važan dio 
našeg istraživanja. Za ovu svrhu koristili smo četvorostepenu Likertovu 
lestvicu procene, tačnije, građani su za svaku od navedenih institucija 
izražavali stav da li navedena institucija daje ili ne daje doprinos u 
manjoj ili većoj mjeri (grafikon 33). Rezultate prikazujemo po hijerarhiji, 
i oni ukazuje da građani veoma ujednačeno izdvajaju tri institucije 
kada je riječ o doprinosu borbi protiv diskriminacije, i to su obrazovne 
institucije i NVO. No, mora se reći da su pozitivno ocenjene i ostale 
institucije osim crkve.

Grafikon 33 - Doprinos koji institucije daju u borbi protiv 
diskriminacije – SUM (%) ključni i veliki doprinos

U Tabeli 11 dajemo prikaz trenda procjene doprinosa institucija u 
borbi protiv diskriminacije. Ključni podatak jesu razlike u mjerenim 
vrijednostima u poslednjih dvanaest godina (grafikon 34).
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Graph 31 Montenegro invests effort in combatting discriminaiton - TREND

The appraisal of the work of institutions in 
combatting discrimination is an important part of 
our survey. For this purpose, we used Likert four-
grade assessment scale, more specifically, for each 
one of the stated institutions citizens expressed 
their view as to whether a given institution gives a 
contribution to a smaller or greater degree (Graph 
32). The results are given by hierarchy and they 
indicate that the citizens very consistently single 
out three institutions when it comes to the con-
tribution in combatting discrimination, i.e. educa-
tional institutions and NGOs. However, it has to 
be said that other institutions, with the exception 
of church, got positive marks.

Graph 32 Contribution given by institutions in combatting 
discrimination – SUM% crucial and big contribution

Effort invested Effort not invested

Educational institutions
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In the Table 11, we bring the overview of the trend related to the assessment of the contri-
bution of institutions in combatting discrimination. Key information are the differences in the 
measured values in the last twelve years (Graph 33)

Table 11 TREND: Contribution of all institutions in the fight against discrimination

When the actual assessment of the contribution is compared with the year 2010, for the 
institutions for which we have the reference values twelve years back, the data indicate that 
the biggest progress of contribution is measured when it comes to the State and its bodies 
(10% progress) and educational institutions (progress in excess of 12%). Slight progress is 
only measured when it comes to Church (below 5%). On the other hand, according to citi-
zens’ opinion, media give smaller contribution to the fight against discrimination than it was 
the case in 2010 (value being more negative by about 7%), whilst other measured institu-
tions give more or less the same contribution as they did twelve years ago, as perceived by 
the citizens. 

State and its 
bodies Media Church

Educational 
institutions

NGOs EU 
Delegation

Council of 
Europe

Other 
international 

organizations UN, 
OSCE etc.)

2010. 28.7% 44.3% 22.8% 33.0% 46.0%

2015. 31.6% 37.7% 25.7% 37.4% 45.7%

2017. 30.5% 43.2% 34.6% 42.6% 39.6% 26.5%

2018. 31.1% 36.8% 24.0% 41.7% 37.2% 29.3%

2020. 34.9% 38.4% 31.0% 39.9% 46.4% 36.9% 37.2% 39.1%
2022. 38.8% 37.5% 27.5% 45.4% 45.3% 37.3% 37.3% 39.2%

NGO 4,7%

-6,8%

0,7%

10,1%

12,4%
Church

MediaState

Educational
institutions

Graph 33 Contribution of institutions – Differences in 
the assessment of contribution - 2022 vs 20109

9.  The difference is calculated only for the institutions we have been measuring SINCE 2010. As for others, comparison can be seen in the table 11
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However, having in mind that the 
fight against discrimination is primarily 
the duty and responsibility of the State 
institutions, we asked the citizens 
specifically to assess the efficiency of fight 
against discrimination of these institutions 
(Graph 34). The results indicate that in 
this respect the greatest contribution 
to the fight against discrimination is 
given by the Office of the Ombudsman, 
followed by the Ministries of Education 
and of Human and Minority Rights, with 
the smallest contribution being given by 
political parties. When the assessment 
of the contribution of State institutions 
is analysed from the viewpoint of the 
trend (Graph 35), progressive (very 
moderately) trend is measured only when 
it comes to the Ministries of Education 
and of Culture, whilst in all other cases 
the values of the trend are negative. 
At the same time, the most negative 
trend is measured when it comes to the 
assessment of the contribution to the 
fight against discrimination of local self-
governments, political parties and the 
Parliament of Montenegro.  
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Grafikon 36 -  Doprinos institucija Crne Gore u borbi protiv 
diskriminacije – TREND (%)

Kada je riječ o odnosu države prema problemima diskriminacije, 
jedno od važnih pitanja jeste i povjerenje koje građani imaju da će ih 
država zaštititi od diskriminacije. Stoga smo mi upravo takvo pitanje 
postavili građanima u istraživanju (grafikon 37). Potpuno povjerenje 
ima samo 11,4% građana, ali dodatno gotovo svaki drugi iskazuje 
umjereno povjerenje. Kada uporedimo stepen povjerenja da će 
država zaštiti građane u slučaju diskriminacije sa prethodnim talasima 
istraživanja (grafikon 37) nalazi ukazuju da je danas stepen povjerenja 
nešto viši nego pre dvije godine, ali ovde treba imati u vidu distribuciju 
dva stepena povjerenja, tačnije, značajno smanjenje broja onih koji 
iskazuju „potpuno“ povjerenje i proporcionalno povećanje broja onih 
koji iskazuju „umjereno povjerenje“. 
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When it comes to the relation of the State 
towards the issues of discrimination, one of the 
important matters is the trust which citizens have 
in the ability of the State to protect them from 
discrimination. Therefore, it is exactly this ques-
tion we asked the citizens in our survey (Graph 
36). Only 11.4% of citizens have full trust, but in 
addition, almost every other citizen expresses 
moderate trust. When we compare the degree 
of trust in the ability of the State to protect its 
citizens in case of discrimination with previous 
survey waves (Graph 37), the findings indicate 
that nowadays the degree of trust is somewhat 
higher than two years ago, but one should have 
in mind distribution of two degrees of trust, more 
specifically, significant decrease in the number 
of those who express ‘full’ trust and proportion-
ate increase in the number of those who express 
‘moderate trust’. 

Graph 36 They have trust in the ability of the State 
to protect them from discrimination 

Graph 37 They have trust in the ability of the State to protect them from discrimination - 
TREND
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Grafikon 37 - Imaju povjerenja daće ih država zaštititi od 
diskriminacije

Grafikon 37 - Imaju povjerenja daće ih država zaštititi od 
diskriminacije - TREND
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Jedno od pitanja koje se tiče kapaciteta za zaštitu u borbi protiv 
diskriminacije, bilo je i da li građani znaju svoja prava ukoliko bi bili 
žrtva diskriminacije (grafikon 38). Podaci ukazuju da bezmalo četvrtina 
građana znaju koja su njihova prava ukoliko bi trpjeli diskriminaciju. 
Relativno poznavanje svojih prava iskazalo je preko 50% građana, a 
svaki četvrti eksplicitno kaže da ne znaju koja su njihova prava. Ukoliko 
analiziramo trend (grafikon 39), procenat onih koji eksplicitno kažu da 
ZNAJU koja su njihova prava je prilično kolebljiv. Ovaj procenat se kreće 
od 20% do 27%. Poređenje poslednja dva talasa pokazuje neznatno 
povećanje ali, ključni je podatak da u pogledu poznavanja svojih prava 
u slučaju da budu žrtva diskriminacije u poslednjih dvanaest godina ne 
bilježimo naročite promjene, tačnije vrijednost koju mjerimo danas je 
gotovo na isto nivou kao i referentna vrijednost 2010. godine. 

Grafikon 38 - Znaju koja su njihova prava ukoliko su žrtve diskriminacije

Grafikon 39 -  Znaju koja su njihova prava ukoliko su žrtve 
diskriminacije – TREND
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Graph 38 They are cognizant of their rights in case of becoming 
discrimination victims – TREND
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Na pitanje  kome bi se najprije obratili ukoliko bi postali žrtva 
diskriminacije (grafikon 40), građani ističu da bi policija bila prva 
adresa. Druga adresa su inspekcijski organi i Ombudsman, a onda 
slijedi sudsto/tužilaštvo i mediji. Analiza trenda (grafikon 41) ukazuje 
da najveće povećanje vrijednosti u odnosu na 2020. godinu mjerimo 
kada je riječ o inspekcijskim organima i medijima. Vrijednosti dobijene 
za Ombudsmana su na nivou 2020. godine, dok su sve ostale mjerene 
vrijednosti niže u odnosu na 2020. godinu. Međutim, ako analiziramo 
trendove počev od 2010. godine, uz blage varijacije, možemo videti 
da su jako male razlike kada uporedimo prvo i poslednje istraživanje. 

Grafikon 40 - Ukoliko bi bio žrtva diskriminacije, najprije bi se 
obratio (%)
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One of the issues related to the capacity for the 
protection in the fight against discrimination 
was whether citizens knew their rights in case 
of becoming discrimination victims (Graph 37). 
The data indicate that almost one fourth of 
the citizens are cognizant of their rights 
in case they would suffer discrimination. 
Over 50% of citizens demonstrated relative 
knowledge of their rights, and every fourth says 
explicitly that he/she is not familiar with his/
her rights. In case we analyse the trend (Graph 
38), the percentage of those who explicitly say 
that they KNOW what their rights are is rather 
unstable. This percentage ranges from 20% to 
27%. The comparison of two latest waves shows 
insignificant increase but, key information is that 
with regards to the knowledge of their rights 
in case of becoming discrimination victims in 
the past twelve years we have not recorded 
particular changes, more precisely the value 
we measure nowadays is almost on the same 
level as the reference value in 2010. 

Graph 37 They are cognizant of their rights in case 
of becoming discrimination victims

To the question whom they would 
address first in case of becoming dis-
crimination victims (Graph 39), citi-
zens emphasize that the Police would 
be their first address. The second ad-
dress are inspection authorities and 
Ombudsman, then judiciary/prose-
cution service and media. The analy-
sis of the trend (Graph 40) indicates 
that the greatest increase in the value 
in relation to 2020 is measured when 
it comes to inspection authorities and 
media. The values obtained for Om-
budsman are on the level of 2020, 
while all other measured values are 
lower in relation to 2020. However, 
if we analyse the trends starting from 
2010, with minor variations, we can 
see that there are very small differ-
ences when we compare 2010 and 
the latest survey. 

Graph 39 In case of 
becoming a discrimination 
victim, the first address 
would be %
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Grafikon 41 - Kome bi se obratili – (%) TREND

U ovom dijelu istraživanja pitali smo građane da li podržavaju mjere 
usmjerene na borbu protiv diskriminacije, a onda naveli spisak grupa 
pod rizikom (grafikon 42). Podaci ukazuju da građani pružaju snažnu 
podršku ovim mjerama pripadnicima svih grupa, osim kada je riječ o 
LGBTI populaciji. Komparativno, najviše se podržavaju mere borbe 
protiv diskriminacije osoba sa invaliditetom. Analiza trenda u ovom 
segmentu (grafikon 43) da su sve mjerene vrijednosti niže u odnosu 
na 2020. godinu. 
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In this section of the survey, we asked the citizens 
whether they supported the measures focusing 
on the fight against discrimination, and then 
gave the list of groups at risk (Graph 41). The 
data indicate that citizens offer strong support 
to these measures for the members of all groups, 
except when it comes to LGBTIQ population. In 
comparative sense, the measures focusing on 
the fight against discrimination of persons with 
disabilities are supported most. The analysis of 
the trend in this segment (Graph 42) shows that 
all measured values are lower in relation to 2020. 
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Grafikon 42 - Da li podržavaju mere za borbu protiv diskriminacije 
navedenih grupa (%) DA odgovora

Grafikon 43 - Podržavaju mere - TREND
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Graph 42 They support the measures - TREND
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Graph 43 Average values of the support to anticorruption measures for all 
categories by survey year

Finally, when it comes to trends, the most indicative finding is mea-
suring average values of support to all groups by survey waves (Graph 
43). This information is somehow demoralizing because we measured 
constant progress from 2010 to 2020, only to ’suddenly’ in this survey 
to go back to the values measured in 2010. 

At the end of this section of the survey, although in certain way 
COVID19 epidemic is ’behind us’, we asked the interviewees about the 
impact of the epidemic on the degree of discrimination; more specifi-
cally, we explicitly asked whether due to COVID epidemic the degree 
of discrimination has recorded a decrease or increase. Since we asked 
the same question in the previous wave, in the Graph 44 we give com-
parative results. Over one fifth of the citizens consider that COVID 19 
epidemic has led to the increase in discrimination; every fourth in-
terviewee considers that the epidemic has led to the decrease in the 
degree of discrimination, whilst just over a third assess that the level of 
discrimination today is the same as it was before the epidemic. From 
the viewpoint of the comparison of the values measured in 2020, the 
most interesting thing is the increase in the number of citizens who 
consider that COVID 19 epidemic has led to the decrease in the degree 
of discrimination (25.5% vs 6%) 
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Grafikon 44  - Prosječne vrijednosti podrške merama borbe protiv 
korupcije za sve kategorije po godinama istraživanja

Konačno, kada je o trendovima riječ, najindikativniji nalaz jeste 
mjerenje prosječnih vrijednosti podrške svim grupama po talasima 
istraživanja (grafikon 44). Ovaj podatak je na neki način deprimirajući, 
stoga što smo mjerili kontinuiran progres od 2010. do 2020. godine, 
da se u ovom poslednjem istraživanja „naglo“ vratili na mjerene 
vrijednosti iz 2010. godine. 

Na kraju ovog dela istraživanja, iako je epidemija COVID-19 na neki 
način „iza nas“, postavili smo pitanje ispitanicima o uticaju epidemije 
na stepen diskriminacije; tačnije, pitali smo veoma eksplicitno da li je 
usled COVID-19 epidemije stepen diskriminacije smanjen ili povećan. S 
obzirom da smo isto pitanje postavili i u prethodnom talasu, prilažemo 
komparativno rezultate u grafikonu 45. Preko petine građana smatra 
da je epidemija COVID-19 povećala stepen diskriminacije, svaki četvrti 
smatra da je epidemija smanjila stepen diskriminacije, dok nešto 
preko trećine procenjuje da je nivo diskriminacije isti danas kao i pre 
epidemije. Sa stanovišta poređenja mjerenih vrijednosti u odnosu na 
2020. godinu, najinteresantnije je značajno povećanje broja građana 
koji smatraju da je epidemija COVID-19 smanjila stepen diskriminacije 
(25.5% vs 6%) .
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Grafikon 45 - Da li je stepen diskriminacije u Crnoj Gori uslijed 
epidemije COVID-19 povećan ili smanjen?
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HATE SPEECH 9
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In our survey, most of dimensions and indicators are repeat-
ed from one wave to another, so as to compare the measured 
values, in order to be able to determine the changes related 
to the degree and patterns of discrimination. In this year’s sur-
vey, however, a special segment was added dedicated to hate 
speech. The goal of this part of the survey was to determine 
the degree, magnitude of hate speech, as well as to determine 
the most frequent forms of hate speech, but also to identify 
the members of which groups are mostly exposed to this kind 
of speech. In the part of the survey below there are findings of 
this part of the survey.

The first question in this segment was a general one by 
which we simply asked the interviewees whether they knew 
what hate speech was (Graph 45). To such a simple question, 
over 30% of citizens gave explicit answer that they knew what 
hate speech was, while over 40% responded that they ’though 
they knew’, which leaves something below 29% of citizens who 
say explicitly that they don’t know what hate speech is.  

Graph 45. Do you know what hate speech is %

Then, with the open question we asked the interviewees 
to tell us what they think hate speech is. Since the answers 
were very different, all the answers were classified in sev-
eral categories in view of the way in which the interview-
ees qualified hate speech (Graph 46). First of all, the data 
indicate that slightly over 40% of the interviewees in no way 
expressed what hate speech is while answering to the open 
question. When it comes to those who did, the most frequent 
understanding is that hate speech is: defamation, disparage-
ment and in general saying bad and negative things about 
someone (almost 23%). Secondly, by the frequency of un-
derstanding hate speech is qualified as insulting and using 
prejudices (12.7%), then hatred, intolerance and antipathy 
(11.9%). In addition, 5.5% of the interviewees consider that 
hate speech is disrespecting differences and rights of certain 
group, with 5% of interviewees identifying hate speech with 
discrimination. Finally, 1.3% of the interviewees simply say 
that hate speech is the same as violence. 

Graph 46 What is hate speech %
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GOVOR MRŽNJE
U istraživanju koje smo realizovali najveći broj dimenzija i indikatora 

ponavljamo iz talasa u talas, kako bi poredili mjerene vrijednosti, 
dakle, kako bi bili u stanju da utvrdimo promjene koje se dešavaju sa 
stepenom i obrascima diskriminacije. U ovogodišnjem istraživanju, 
međutim, dodat je jedan poseban segment istraživanja koji je posvećen 
govoru mržnje. Cilj ovog dijela istraživanja bio je da se utvrdi stepen, 
magnituda govora mržnje, kao i da se utvrde najčešći oblici govora 
mržnje, te da se identifikuje prema pripadnicima kojih grupa je ovaj 
govor najčešće usmjeren. U narednom dijelu izvještaja slijede nalazi 
ovog dijela istraživanja.

Prvo pitanje u ovom segmentu bilo je generalno pitanje gdje smo 
pitali ispitanike jednostavno da li znaju, ili smatraju da znaju šta je to 
govor mržnje (grafikon 46). Na ovako jednostavno pitanje preko 30% 
građana je eksplicitno odgovorilo da znaju šta je to jezik mržnje, dok je 
preko 40% odgovorilo da „misli da zna“, što ostavlja nešto ispod 29% 
građana koji eksplicitno kažu da ne znaju šta je to govor mržnje. 

Grafikon 46 - Da li znate šta je to govor mržnje %
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Potom smo na otvorenom pitanju tražili od ispitanika da nam kažu 
šta je to po njihovom mišljenju govor mržnje. S obzirom da su odgovori 
bili veoma različiti, sve odgovore smo klasifikovali u nekoliko kategorija 
s obzirom na način na koji su ispitanici govor mržnje kvalifikovali 
(grafikon 47). Podaci najprije ukazuju da nešto preko 40% ispitanika 
nije ni na koji način na otvorenom pitanju iskazalo šta je to govor 
mržnje. Od onih koji to jesu, najfrekventnije razumijevanje jeste da je 
govor mržnje: ogovaranje, omalovažavanje i generalno kada se ružno 
i negativno o nekome priča (gotovo 23%). Drugo po frekventnosti 
razumijevanje jeste kvalifikacija govora mržnje kao vrijeđanje i 
korišćenje predrasuda (12.7%), a potom kao mržnju, netoleranciju, i 
netrpeljivost (11.9%). Dodatno 5.5% ispitanika smatra da je govor mržnje 
nepoštovanje različitosti i nepoštovanje prava određene grupe, uz 5% 
ispitanika koji govor mržnje poistovećuju sa diskriminacijom. Na kraju, 
1.3% ispitanika jednostavno kažu da je govor mržnje isto što i nasilje. 

Grafikon 47 - Šta je to govor mržnje %

No, jedno je pitanje kako se razumije govor mržnje, a drugo pitanje 
jeste prema kome je usmjeren. Ispitanici su u istom pitanju, koje je 
kao što smo rekli bilo otvoreno, osim iskazivanja svog stava o tome 
šta govor mržnje jeste, upisivali i prema kome je taj govor najčešće 
usmjeren. Sve njihove odgovore koji su upućivali na grupu prema kojoj 
se govor mržnje koristi klasifikovali smo u nekoliko kategorija (grafikon 
48). Najprije, konstatujemo da je 426 od 997 ispitanika identifikovalo 
grupu prema kojoj je govor mržnje usmeren, što iznosi 42.7%. Od onih 
koji spadaju u ovu kategoriju ispitanika, 31.2% vezuje govor mržnje za 
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However, one question is how one understands hate 
speech, and another who is it directed to. In the same 
question, which as we said was open, besides express-
ing their view of hate speech, they also wrote who this 
kind of speech is most often directed to. All their answers 
which referred to the group which hate speech is used 
against were classified in several categories (Graph 47). 
First of all, we conclude that 426 out of 997 interview-
ees identified a group which hate speech is directed to, 
which is 42.7%. Out of those who fall into this category 
of interviewees, 31.2% link hate speech with racial intol-
erance, whilst every fourth interviewee links hate speech 
with national and ethnic antipathy. Every fifth interview-
ee points out to hate speech under religious criterion, 
while every tenth interviewee sees sexual minorities as 
the key group which is exposed to hate speech. Almost 
6% of interviewees consider that hate speech is in fact 
language of personal insults, or insults directed to indi-
vidual persons irrespective of their social features. Final-
ly, 4.5% of the interviewees identify hate speech with the 
language directed on the grounds of political orientation, 
then 4.2% speak about sexual/gender discrimination us-
ing hate speech. 

Graph 47 Hate speech: who is it directed to – N=426
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rasni netrpeljivost, dok svaki četvrti ispitanik povezuje govor mržnje 
sa nacionalnom i etničkom netrpeljivošću. Svaki peti ispitanik ukazuje 
na govor mržnje po vjerskom i religijskom kriterijumu, dok svaki 
deseti ispitanik kao ključnu grupu koja je izložena govoru mržnje vidi 
seksualne manjine. Da je govor mržnje zapravo jezik ličnih uvreda, 
iliti uvreda usmerenih na pojedinca bez obzira na njihove socijalne 
karakteristike, smatra gotovo 6% ispitanika. Konačno, 4.5% ispitanika 
govor mržnje identifikuje sa jezikom usmjerenim na osnovu političke 
orijentacije, te 4.2% govori o polnoj/rodnoj diskriminaciji korišćenjem 
govora mržnje. 

Grafikon 48 - Govor mržnje: prema kome je usmjeren – N=426

U sledećem pitanju tražili smo ispitanike da nam na četvorostepenoj 
ljestvici označe koliko često se govor mržnje može čuti na nekim 
tipičnim društveno važnim mestima i medijima (grafikon 49). 
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In the next question, we asked the interviewees 
to mark on the four-grade scale how often hate 
speech can be heard in some typical socially im-
portant places and in media (Graph 48). 
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Grafikon 49 - Koliko je često govor mržnje prisutan na navedenim 
mestima/medijima (%)
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In case we sum up those who say for every 
item that hate speech is used very often and 
often we obtain the image as shown in Graph 
49. The obtained values are generally very 
high, or it can be said that hate speech is very 
present in the overall media and social space. 
In comparative sense, the citizens assess that 
hate speech is present most in politicians’ 
narratives and on social networks. However, 
very high values of the assessed frequency of 
hate speech are also measured when it comes 
to TV, sporting events and in everyday con-
versation. Even the value of the assessed fre-
quency of hate speech in schools is very high 
(43.8%). Next, there is a list of places/media 
by hierarchy, with healthcare institutions be-
ing assessed as a place where hate speech is 
most rarely heard. However, one should not 
disregard that even in this case over 22% of 
citizens assess that hate speech can be heard 
in healthcare institutions often and very often. 
In other words, even in the place where hate 
speech is assessed as the least frequent, it 
cannot be said that it happens rarely, and this 
is a worrying finding. 
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Ukoliko sumiramo one koji kažu za svaki ajtem da se govor mržnje 
koristi veoma često i često dobijemo prikaz u grafikonu 50. Dobijene 
vrijednosti su veoma visoke generalno, iliti može se reći da je govor 
mržnje veoma prisutan u cjjelokupnom medijskom i društvenom 
prostoru. Komparativno, građani ocenjuju da je govor mržnje 
najprisutniji u narativima političara i na društvenim mrežama. No, jako 
visoke vrijednosti procijenjene frekventnosti govora mržnje mjerimo 
i kada je riječ o televiziji, sportskim događajima i u svakodnevnom 
govoru. Čak je i vrijednost procijenjene frekvencije govora mržnje 
u školama jako visok (43.8%). Nadalje sledi spisak mesta/medija po 
hijerarhiji, a zdravstvene ustanove su procijenjene kao mesto gde se 
najređe može čuti govor mržnje. No, ne treba izgubiti iz vida da čak i 
u ovom slučaju preko 22% građana procenjuje da se u zdravstvenim 
ustanovama govor mržnje može čuti često i veoma često. Drugim 
riječima, i na mjestu gde je govor mržnje po procjeni najmanje 
frekventan, ne može se reći da se to rijetko dešava, i ovo jeste svakako 
podatak koji zabrinjava. 

Grafikon 50 - Govor mržnje prisutan je veoma često i često %
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Graph 50 How often is hate speech directed towards the members of the stated groups %

On the basis of open questions, we were able to 
identify which groups and /or their members hate 
speech is most often directed to. To the next question 
we were looking for an explicit answer in such a way 
that the interviewees needed to assess on the four-
grade scale for every group at risk to what extent hate 
speech is directed against such group (Graph 50). In 
order for this survey to be simpler and more informa-
tive, in the Graph 51 we give hierarchical overview of 
the summed assessments that hate speech is ’very 
pronounced’ and ’pronounced’. The data indicate that 
hate speech is pronounced most in relation to the 
Roma/Egyptians, then towards women, LGBTIQ per-
sons, the poor, persons with disabilities and political 
opponents. However, measurement values for other 
groups are also rather high, while the lowest values 
are measured for the persons sick with COVID-19 and 
the non-vaccinated. 
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Graph 51 Hate speech is very pronounced and pronounced %
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Na jednom od prethodnih pitanja identifikovali smo na osnovu 
otvorenih pitanja ispitanika prema kojim grupama, odnosno njihovim 
pripadnicima, je govor mržnje najčešće usmeren. Na narednom 
pitanju tražili smo eksplicitno odgovor na ovo pitanje na način da su 
ispitanici na četvorostepenoj ljestvici procjene za svaku grupu koja je 
pod rizikom identifikovali u kojoj je mjeri govor mržnje protiv te grupe 
usmjeren (grafikon 51). Kako bi pregled bio jednostavniji i informativniji, 
u grafikonu 52 dajemo prikaz po hijerarhiji sumiranih procjena da je 
govor mržnje „veoma izražen“ i „izražen“. Podaci ukazuju da je govor 
mržnje u najvećoj mjeri izražen prema Romima i Egipćanima, a potom 
prema ženama, LGBTI osobama, te prema siromašnima, osobama sa 
invaliditetom i političkim neistomišljenicima. No, vrijednosti mjerenja 
i za ostale grupe su prilično visoke, a najniže vrijednosti mjerimo za 
oboljele od COVID-19 virusa i nevakcinisane. 

Grafikon 52 - Govor mržnje je  veoma izražen i izražen (%)
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With a view to identifying hate speech we formed 
a set of question in our survey for every social group 
at risk asking the interviewees which offensive words 
are most often used towards the members of these 
groups. Due to the significant indecency, inappropri-
ateness and offensiveness their responses are tnot 
present in this report. 

We also asked the interviewees if they had per-
sonal experiences of witnessing hate speech (Graph 
52). Out of all the interviewees over 1/5 reported hav-
ing had personal experience of this type. Those who 
had this experience were asked an open question to 
give detailed description, responding to which they 
were reporting where they had seen such thing and/
or where this had happened to them (Graph 53). The 
interviewees claimed that most often they had the 
opportunity to hear/see hate speech at rallies and 
in public places, as well as on social networks. Hate 
speech has also become frequent in everyday con-
versation, among friends and family members. More 
than every tenth interviewee reports having seen 
hate speech on TV and in broadcasting media, while 
8% reports hate speech in educational institutions. 
Somewhat less consider that politicians spread hate 
speech (7.3%), and among the places which are men-
tioned less frequently are sporting events, public ser-
vices and workplace. 
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Graph 52 Did they during the past year have the 
opportunity to witness/see/hear hate speech in 
PERSON

Furthermore, we asked those interviewees who reported having person-
ally witnessed hate speech if they reacted to it or reported it (Graph 54). To 
this question, out of all those who had personal experience with hate speech, 
almost half (47.2%) said they had never nor would they ever report it. Over 
30% say they did not, but express regret for not doing so, while 14.3% of the 
interviewees claim they wanted to report it only they did not know where and 
how to do it. Finally, only in 7.6% of the cases hate speech was actually re-
ported. Asked who they had reported hate speech and in what way, this small 
number of interviewees claim they addressed the Ombudsman, in school, at 
work, to the Police and to social network moderators10.

Graph 53. Where did they have personal experience with hate speech – Percentage distribution: N=155

69

Grafikon 54 - Gde su imali lično iskustvo sa govorom mržnje – 
procentualna distribucija: N=155

Nadalje, one ispitanike koji su prijavili da su lično svjedočili govoru 
mržnje pitali smo da li su reagovali ili ga prijavili (grafikon 55). Na ovo 
pitanje, od svih koji su lično imali iskustvo sa govorom mržnje, gotovo 
polovina (47,2%) je reklo da nisu i nikada ne bi prijavili. Preko 30% kažu da 
nisu, ali izražavaju žaljenje što to nisu učinili, a 14,3% ispitanika ističe da su 
želeli da prijave, ali nisu znali kome i kako. Konačno, samo u 7,6% slučajeva 
je došlo do prijavljivanja govora mržnje. Upitani kome su prijavili i na koji 
način, ovaj mali broj ispitanika ističe da su to učinili Ombudsmanu, u školi, 
na poslu policiji i moderatorima društvenih mreža37.

37 Radi se samo o nekoliko ispitanika, te je grafičko prikazivanje bespotrebno. 
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Grafikon 55 - Da li ste reagovali ili prijavili kada ste lično 
prisustvovali govoru mržnje (%)

Na kraju, pitali smo ispitanike i da li su LIČNO bili izloženi govoru 
mržnje (grafikon 56). Afirmativno je odgovorilo 13% ispitanika. Upitani 
da opišu vlastito iskustvo kada su bili izloženi govore mržnje, njih 77 
je opisalo o čemu se radi, a kategorizovane odgovore prikazujemo u 
grafikonu 65. 

Grafikon 56 - Da li ste lično bili izloženi govoru mržnje?
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10. It is a matter of only a few interviewees, thus graphic presentation is not necessary. 

Graph 54 Did you react or report hate speech when you personally witnessed it %
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Finally, we asked the interviewees whether they 
had PERSONALLY been exposed to hate speech 
(Graph 64). Positive answers came from 13% of the 
interviewees. Asked to describe their personal expe-
rience, 77 described the situation, and categorized 
responses are shown in the Graph 65. 

Graph 64 Were you personally exposed to hate speech 
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Grafikon 57 - Opis govora mržnje prema ispitanicima: 
procentualna distribucija N=77

U poslednjem pitanju u ovom istraživanju tražili smo od ispitanika 
da ocijene u kojoj mjeri referentne institucije trebaju, po njihovom 
mišljenju, da daju doprinos borbi protiv govora mržnje (grafikon 58). 
Rezultati ukazuju da građani smatraju da sve navedene institucije 
treba da daju doprinos, a komparativno najviše se očekuje od države i 
njenih organa, te od Ombudsmana. 
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In the last question of this survey, we asked our interview-
ees to assess to what extent reference institutions should, ac-
cording to their opinion, give their contribution to combatting 
hate speech (Graph 56). The results indicate that the citizens 
consider that all the stated institutions should give their con-
tribution, while in comparative sense they expect most from 
the State and its institutions, then from the Ombudsman. 
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Ministarstvo za 
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