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AncTtpakr

Hay4HuTe 1 nonutuykmMTe OUCKY-
CWM BO CBETOT YeCTO Ce Boaar 3a edut-
KacHOCTa Ha couujanHuTe nporpamu
peanuanpaHn NpBEHCTBEHO MPEKY CO-
uMjanHuTe TpaHcdepu, dugejkn ce
HaBedyBa [eka cuctemute 3a Jobpo-
coctojba ro cogpxaT CeMeTo Ha Ko-
pynuujaTta, NnpBeHCTBEHaTa AeCTUMY-
nauuja 3a pabora. XpBatcka nma pe-
NaTMBHO BUCOKY COLIMjaHM TPOLLIOLIN,
HO TWe He ce JOBOMHO edrKacHU BO
HamanyBaHheTo Ha HeegHakBoCTa U
cvpomaluTumjata. TeKOBHMOT CUCTEM
Ha couujanHa 3awTuTa Bo XpBaTcka
€ MeLLaBvHa of CTapu 1 HOBW nporpa-
MU, KOU NOCTOjaHO ce pecpopmupaat
KakKo OAroBOp Ha NPOMEHNUBUTE CO-
umjanHn notpebu u MOXHOCTU Mo-
ecbukacHo ga 06e3benat coumjanHm
TpaHchepy unu ycnyri. Bnapara ce
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Abstract

Scientific and political discus-
sions in the world often confront on
the efficiency of welfare program-
mes conducted primarily through
social transfers as the welfare sys-
tem is considered to contain a seed
of corruption, which is the primary
disincentive to work. Croatia has
quite high social expenditures but
they are not effective enough in the
reducing inequality and poverty. The
current social protection system in
Croatia is a combination of old and
new programs that are continuous-
ly being reformed in order to res-
pond to changing social needs and
to provide more efficient social
transfers or services. The Govern-
ment is trying to formulate these
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obuayea ga rm hopmynupa Hasege-
HUTE MEPKN BO COMMAaCHOCT CO MPWH-
LMMNOT Ha couujanHa npaega, OgHOC-
HO eHakKBa pacnpegenta Ha ToBapoT
Ha Kpu3aTa 1 huckanHa koHconuaa-
Lmja Mery cuTe KaTeropum Ha onLuTe-
cTBOTO. BO Taa cmucna, Brniagata Betu
[ileka HeMa fa rv Hamanm nocTojHUTe
coumjanHu npasa. Bo TpygoT, no Bo-
Be4HWTe 3abenewikn, npegsuaeHa e
TeopeTcka pamka 3a couujanHute
TpaHcdepw. [Nokasatenute Ha cupo-
MaLLTujaTa 1 BKyMHUTE CoLjanHm Tpo-
Lowum Bo XpBaTtcka ce objacHeTu BO
[enot 2, apogeka Henot 3 e nocBeTeH
Ha MeryHapoaHu cnopeabu 1 aHanm-
31 Ha edrKacHOCTa Ha coumjanHmoT
TpaHcdep Bo Xpearcka. [lenot 4 coap-
XU 3aKIy4OK U Npenopaku.

Knyynu 360poeu: couujaneH
mpaHcgbep, cupomawimuja, Xpeamcka

BoBepn

Nako XpBatcka nma penatMBHO
BUCOKW COLMjanHW TPOLLIOUW (OKony
26% op BIM), MHOrymnHa ce Ha Mu-
criewe Jeka TMe He ce [OBOSIHO
eurKacHN BO HaMaryBaHEeTo Ha He-
eflHaKBoCTa M cupomaliTujata (Ha
npumep, Jafarov n Gunnarsson, 2008).
AHanusute nokaxaa geka pacxoam-
Te BO BHaTPELLHOCTa Ha rofiemu npo-
rpamu (neH3mm) ce nocnabo Hacodye-
HW KOH CMpOoMaluHUTe, Jodeka OHue

measures pursuant to the principle
of social justice, i.e. equal alloca-
tion of the burden of crisis and fis-
cal consolidation among all catego-
ries of society. In that sense, the
Government promised not to re-
duce the existing social rights. Fol-
lowing the introductory remarks,
the paper gives a theoretical frame-
work of social transfers. Poverty in-
dicators and total social costs in
Croatia are explained in Section 2,
while Section 3 is dedicated to in-
ternational comparisons and analy-
sis of social transfer efficiency in
Croatia. Section 4 contains conclu-
sion and recommendations.

Key words: social transfer,
poverty, Croatia

Introduction

Although Croatia has relatively
high social expenditures (about
26% of GDP), many think that they
are not effective enough in the re-
ducing inequality and poverty (for
example Jafarov and Gunnarsson,
2008). Analyses have shown that
expenditures in large programmes
(pensions) are less dedicated to the
poor, then those with fewer funds
(welfare benefits). But a better in-

86



Mpenpar bejakosuk

Predrag Bejakovic

nporpamu Ha Kou ce TpoLuaT nomar-
Ky oMHaHCUCKM cpeacTaa (coumjanHu
HeHeduLmmM) ce HacoYeHM NoBeKe KOH
cupomawHute. Ho, nogobap ysua Bo
edmkacHocTa Ha TpaHcdepuTe ke
buae gageH co komnapaTvBHa aHa-
nn3a, Npeky Koja Moxeme Aa ja cno-
peavMe epeKTUBHOCTa Ha XPBaTCKM-
OT TpaHcep-cucTem, Co TpaHchep-
CUCTEMUTE Ha pasBUEHUTE 3EM)U U
3emjuTe BO TpaH3uuuja.

TekoBHWMOT cUCTEM Ha couujanHa
3awTnuTa BO XpBaTCka € MellaBuHa
0 CTapv U HOBW Mporpamu, Ko no-
CTOjaHO ce pedhopmMupaat Kako oaro-
BOP Ha NPOMEHNUBUTE couujanHu
notpebu n MoXHOCTUTE 3a Noedmka-
CHO 06e36eyBaH-e coLujanHn TpaHc-
depu unu ycnyru. Hekoun og osue
nporpamu 6ea HacnegeHn o4 coum-
jannCTUYKNOT nepuos, Kako LTo ce
neH3umTe n cemejHnTe GeHeduumn.
Opyrv nporpamu 6ea goaageHu no-
TOa, KaKo LUTO € 40AaTOKOT 32 O4pPXKY-
Bakb€, KOMLLTO 3anoYHaa BO TEKOT Ha
1990-Tute, 3a fa ce 3agosonar noT-
pebute Ha nasapHata ekoHoMMja U
nporpamuTe 3a couujanHa noMoLl
KOMLUTO Ce 3acHOBaart Bp3 notpebuTe.

Mo coogseTHMOT nopacTt Ha BT
of okony 4% Bo TekoT Ha 2001 go
2007, Bo 2008 rog. xpsatckuoT Br
MOYHa Aa NpuKaxysa 3a0CTaHyBaHe
BO pacToT: of 4,3% BO NpBWOT KBap-
Tan, oo 1,6% BO TpeTunoT KBapTan,
Taka LUTO 3a Lerna roamMHa pacTtoT Ha
BAMM 6ewwe camo 2,2%. Mo 3HayajHo-
TO HamanyBawe Ha B[N og -6,0% Bo
2009 rog. n-1,2% 8o 2010 roa., 2011

sight into the effectiveness of trans-
fers will be given by a comparative
analysis, through which we can com-
pare the effectiveness of the Croa-
tian transfer system with the trans-
fer systems of developed and tran-
sitional countries.

The current social protection sys-
tem in Croatia is a combination of
old and new programs that are con-
tinuously being reformed in order to
respond to changing social needs
and to provide more efficient social
transfers or services. Some of these
programs were inherited from the
socialist period, such as pensions
and family benefits. Other programs
have been added since, such as
maintenance allowance, which were
initiated during the 1990s to meet
the needs of a market economy,
and needs-based social assistance
programmes.

After a period of about 4% of
GDP growth rate from 2001 to 2007,
in 2008 Croatia’s GDP started to
display a negative trend: it fell from
4.3% in the first quarter to 1.6% in the
third quarter, giving an annual GDP
growth of only 2.2%. After signifi-
cant GDP decrease -6.0% in 2009
and -1.2% in 2010, 2011 was char-
acterised by stagnation and zero
GDP growth. These economic trends
have directly impacted the labour
market, primarily causing a decrease
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rof,. Ce KapakTepuampalle co cTarHa-
umja n Hyna pact Ha bAl. CnomeHa-
TUTE EKOHOMCKW TPEHAOBM MMaa au-
PEKTHO HEeraTMBHO BrujaHve BP3 na-
3apoT Ha TpyOoT, NMPBEHCTBEHO BO
HamanyBahe€ Ha 6pojoT Ha BpaboTe-
HW NULa 1N CPOOHUTE 3rofneMyBana
Ha 6pojoT Ha BpaboTeHu nuua.
BkynHaTta cranka Ha HeBpaboTe-
HOCT Ha HaCeneHWeTo Ha BO3pacT 04
15-64 rogmHn onagHa, og 13% BO
2005 roa., 0o 9% Bo 2008 roa. Bo
2009 n 2010 rog., cTankarta Ha HeBpa-
6oteHocT ce 3ronemu Ha 10 1 Ha 12%,
cooaBeTHo. Bo cnopenba co maxuTe,
Ymja NpoceyHa cTanka Ha HeBpaboTe-
HocT octaHa nog 10%, eHnTe ucky-
Cuja cTanku Ha HeBpaboTEHOCT BO
oncer og 12%. Cenak, co orneq Ha Toa
LUTO €KOHOMCKUTE CEKTOPW KOMW Haj-
MHOIy CTpaZaa BO TEKOT Ha KpusaTa
ce JOMUHAHTHO MaLLKW, MPOLEHTHOTO
3ronemyBarb-€ Ha cTankara Ha HeBpa-
BGOTEHOCT Ha MaxuTe BO MepuoaoT
2008-2010 rog. nsHecysa 4 npoLeHT-
HU noenn (7-11%), ooneka 3a xeHute
ce 3ronemMu 3a 2 NPOLEHTHN MOEHM
(on 10, po 12%). CnomeHatute TpeH-
fosu ce Briowwnja go 2012 roguHa.
3HaunTeneH 6poj Ha XxpBaTCKu
rparaHu cTpagaart o nowm couujan-
HW YCIOBMW N HEMaH-€ COOABETEH NpU-
cTan go jaBHuTe gobpa u ycnyru, a
nopagu pelecwjata, 3ronemeHara
HeBpaboTeHOCT u BylleTckute Npob-
nemu, MOXeme a odeKyBame HaTa-
MOLLHO BROLUIYBak€e Ha couujanHa-
Ta CNuKa (MakKo e TELKO TOYHO aa ce
npeaBvay 1 nnaHupa 6pojoT Ha HeB-

in the number of employed persons
and related increase in the number
of employed persons.

The overall unemployment rate
for the population aged 15 - 64 fell
from 13 per cent in 2005 to 9 per
cent in 2008. In 2009 and 2010 the
unemployment rate increased to 10
and to 12 per cent respectively. Com-
pared to the average unemployment
rate in men, which stayed below 10
per cent, women unemployment rate
increased up to 12 per cent. Howe-
ver, since the economic sectors that
suffered most during the crisis are
male-dominated, the unemployment
rate of men from 2008 to 2010 in-
creased by 4 percent (from 7 to 11
per cent), while in women it increa-
sed by 2 percent (from 10 to 12 per
cent). The situation continued to de-
teriorate in 2012.

A significant number of Croatian
citizens suffer from bad social con-
ditions and lack adequate access
to public goods and services, while
due to the recession, the increased
unemployment and budgetary prob-
lems, we can expect further deteri-
oration of the social image (although
it is difficult to accurately predict and
plan the number of unemployed and
poverty-stricken persons). In order
to alleviate the crisis, the Govern-
ment is proposing and implement-
ing appropriate measures in eco-
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paboteHn n cupomawHm nuua). Co
uen ga ce yonaxwu kpusarta, Bnagarta
npeanara v cnpoBefyBa COOABETHU
MEpK/ NOBP3aHN CO EKOHOMCKaTa u
dmckanHaTta nonutuka. Bnagara ce
obuaysa da rv popmynupa Mepkute
COrNacHoO CO Ha4ernoTo Ha couujanHa
npaBegHOCT, OAHOCHO eHaKBa pac-
npeagenba Ha TOBapOT Ha Kpu3aTa u
domckanHa KoHconuaauumja mery cute
KaTeropum Ha onwTecTBoTo. Bo Taa
cmucna, Bnagata BeTu geka Hema fa
M HaManu NOCTOjHUTE coumjanHm npa-
Ba. Kny4HuoT chakTop e fja ce cnpeyn
3HAYUTENHOTO 3rofieMyBaH-€ Ha HEB-
paboTeHocTa u aa ce 0b6e3beaar co-
OABETHM yCnoBw 3a Nobp3o BpaboTy-
Bake BO Cyyaj Ha OTKas.

TeKCTOT e NOCBETEH Ha ONuC Ha
aKTVBHOCTUTE Ha EKOHOMCKO 3aKper-
HyBak€e BO XpBaTcka, CO 0COBeHO
BHMMaHWe Ha yroraTta Ha couujanHu-
Te TpaHcdepw. TpyooT ce cocTon of,
yeTnpw gena. o osue BoBeaH 3abe-
newwku, lenot 1 npeasuayBa TeOpeT-
CKa pamKa 3a couujanHuTe TpaHc-
depn, NPBEHCTBEHO HMBHATa Aedu-
HUUMja, BULOBU U 3HaYene. [enot 2
cogpXu nogartouu 3a nHaukaTopute
Ha cpomallTHja 1 BKYMHWUTE coumjar-
HY Tpowoum Bo XpBaTtcka. [lenot 3 e
MOCBETEH Ha MeryHapoaHu cnopeatu
M aHanunsun Ha ecpukacHoCTa Ha CoLm-
janHuoT TpaHcgep Bo Xpeatcka. Bo
[enot 4 ce gageHu 3aknyyoum n npe-
nopaku co MpuopuTET Ha Nogobpo
npucnocobyBake Ha couujanHuTe
TpaHCcgEpPY KOH HajpaHnnBUTE rPynu.

nomic and fiscal policy. The Gov-
ernment is trying to formulate me-
asures in compliance with the prin-
ciple of social justice, i.e. equal allo-
cation of the burden of crisis and
fiscal consolidation over all cate-
gories of society. In that regard, the
Government promised it would not
reduce existing social rights. The
key issue is to prevent considerable
increase of unemployment and to
ensure adequate conditions for quic-
ker employment in case of dis-
missal.

This paper describes the activi-
ties of economic recovery in Croa-
tia, with a special emphasis on the
role of social transfers. It consists
of four sections. Following the intro-
ductory, Section 1 provides a theo-
retical framework on social trans-
fers, giving a definition, types and
importance. Section 2 contains data
on poverty indicators and total soci-
al costs in Croatia. Section 3 is de-
dicated to international compari-
sons and analysis of social transfer
efficiency in Croatia. Section 4 con-
tains a conclusion and recommen-
dations giving priority to a better
adjustment of social transfers for
most vulnerable groups.
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TeopeTcka paMka

HayyHuTe 1 NoNUTUYKMTE OUCKY-
CMM BO CBETOT YeCTO Ce BogaT 3a
edpmkacHocTa Ha couujanHuTe npor-
paMmu peanusvpaHu MPBEHCTBEHO
Npeky couujanHuTe TpaHcdepu, bu-
Aejkn ce HaBedyBa deka cUCTeMOT
Ha JobpococTojba, kako 1 MHOTY Apy-
M M3pasu Ha YoBekoBaTa Hamepa, ro
COOpXW CemMeTo Ha KopynuujaTa.
YecTo ce HaBeqyBa, HO camo Aenym-
HO onpaBaaHo, Aeka beHeduTUTe 3a
ronemMara u fOnropoyHa Hespabore-
HOCT WnW 3Ha4ajHuTe npaea BO Cu-
CTEMOT 3a coumjanHa rpmxa (LUTo He
e cnyyaj Bo XpBarcka), rm noTTUKHY-
BaaT HeBpabOTEHMTE 1 CUPOMaLLHW-
Te Ha NOAOoMro U nocenekTueHo ba-
pare paboTa, Kako 1 Ha HamasnyBare
Ha paboTHMTE HanopW 1 NOPaHoO OT-
Ka)kyBar-e Ha BpaboTyBareTo. Pop-
MarnHo, OrpOMHUTE TPOLLOLM 3a Le-
nuTe Ha pobpococTtojbarta He ce ra-
paHuMja 3a epkaCcHO HacodyBahe
n ynotpeba. Cutyauujata co egmka-
CHOCTa Ha nporpamuTe 3a [obpo-
cocTojba e 0cobeHO HenoBosHa BO
TPaH3NLMOHMTE 3eMju, kage LWTo (or-
paHW4YEeHO OCTanHW) pecypcuTe Haj-
4eCTO He ce MHOry 4oBpo Haco4eHm
KOH HajpaHnvMBuTE rpynu BO OnLuTe-
cTBOTO. MCTO Taka, Hekom nporpamm
KOW Ha NpB nornepa ce ckanu unm ny-
KCY3HW, MOXe HaBWUCTUHA 4a UM Mo-
MOrHaT Ha cMpoMallHWTe nyre, Ao-
Aieka Hekou Apyru, noMarky ckanm

Theoretical framework

Scientific and political discus-
sions in the world often confront on
the efficiency of welfare program-
mes conducted primarily through
social transfers as the welfare sys-
tem - like many other expressions
of human intention - is considered to
contain a seed of corruption. They
often state — but only partly justify -
that excessive and long-term un-
employment benefits or significant
rights in the welfare system (which
is not the case in Croatia) encour-
age the unemployed and poor to a
longer and more selective job search,
as well as to lower work efforts and
earlier withdrawal from employment.
Formally huge expenditures for wel-
fare purposes are not a guarantee
of efficient targeting and use. The
situation with welfare program effi-
ciency is particularly unfavourable
in transitional countries where the
(limited available) resources are
usually not very well targeted to-
wards the most vulnerable groups
in society. Moreover, some program-
mes that on first sight might seem
costly or luxurious, may indeed help
poor people, while some others -
less expensive or generous - actu-
ally do not have any effect (or the
effect is very weak) on reducing
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Wnn JapexrnueK, BCYLLUHOCT, HemMaart
HUKaKoB edeKT (Mnn ePeKkToT € MHO-
ry cnab) Ha HamanyBakwe Ha cupo-
MawuTujata. Taka, noTpebHo e cnpo-
BedyBaHEeTO Ha oApedeHn nporpamu
MOCTojaHo Aa ce creav u Habrbyaysa.

TepMWHOT coyujanHu mpaHcge-
pu ondaka WKPOK crnekTap Ha UHC-
TPYMEHTM - Of, KPaTKOpPO4Ha peak-
TUBHA XyMaHWTapHa NoOMOLL BO Bpe-
Me Ha BOHpefHa cocTojba, 4o Jon-
ropoyHa, NPeTXo4HO UCnnaHupaHa u
npeaBuAnuBa NOAAPLUKA Ha OHue
3apobeHn BO cupomaluTuja, unm Bo
OMacHOCT Ja CTaHaT CUpPOMaLLHW.
MeryToa, TEKOBHUOT MHTEPEC 3a CO-
LpjanHu TpaHcdepu BO NOCTTPaH3K-
LMCcKUTE 3eMju e OoKycupaH Ha no-
TEHUMjanoT Ha AONropovHN npen-
BUAOSIMBU MHCTPYMEHTU 3a pellaBa-
K€ Ha XPOHWYHaTa cupomallThja u
Hej3uH1Te NpuynHK. [a ce 3awtuTn
HWBHaTa NpeaBMAaNuBOCT, couujan-
HUTe TpaHcdepu GapaaT cUrypHu u
3aToa, byuetcku cpeacrtea. OBoj ac-
MEeKT Ha coumjanHuTe TpaHcdepu no-
KpeHa MHOry npallaka Mery Brnagu-
Te BO jy)KHWUTE N UCTOYHWUTE EBPOMCKM
3eMju KOM HeMaaT roToBuHa.

CouwujanHute TpaHcdepu ce opra-
HU3MPaHW NPEKY Pa3fMYHN LLEMM Ha
couujanHo ocurypyeame. OBue Lemm
MOXe Oa ce knacuduumpaar Bo ABe
[MaBHW rpynu, Cropes HUBHWUTE Mexa-
HWU3MK 3a MHaHCUpake: MPUAOHeC-
HU wemu v HernpudoHecHU wemu. Bo
XpBaTcka, kako BO cekoja 3eMja, re-
HepanHo KOeraucTmpaaT HeKOnKy

and palliating poverty. Therefore, it
is necessary to constantly monitor
and survey the implementation of
particular programs.

The term social transfers en-
compasses a wide range of instru-
ments - from short term reactive
humanitarian assistance in times of
emergency, to long term, pre-plan-
ned and predictable support to those
entrapped in poverty, or in danger
of becoming entrapped. However,
the current interest in social trans-
fers in post-transitional countries is
focused on the potential of long
term predictable instruments to ad-
dress chronic poverty and its causes.
To safeguard their predictability, so-
cial transfers require reliable and
therefore on-budget resources. This
aspect of social transfers has ra-
ised many concerns amongst cash-
strapped governments in southern
and eastern European countries.

Social transfers are organized
through various social security sche-
mes. These schemes can be clas-
sified in two major groups, accor-
ding to their financing mechanisms:
contributory schemes and non-con-
tributory schemes. In Croatia like
elsewhere, several schemes of dif-
ferent types generally co-exist and
may provide benefits for similar con-
tingencies to different population
groups. In contributory schemes the
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LUEMW Ha Pa3NNYHM BUOOBU U MOXE
fa obesbenat 6eHedumumm 3a cnny-
HW HENPEABWAEHMN CUTYaLMMN Ha pas-
NIMYHM TPYNn Ha Hacenexune. Bo npu-
doHecHUMe wemu, NPUaoHeCHTe Ha-
NnpaBeH 0 CTpaHa Ha KOpUCHULUTE
(v HMBHWTE paboTodaBuw) ro yTBpay-
BaaT NpaBoTO Ha HagoMecTokK. Haj-
yecTara oopMa Ha NpuaoHecHa Lwema
€ OHaa Ha wemarta Ha 3aKOHCKOTO
couujanHo ocurypyBeatse (Ha npumvep,
MEeH3MCKO OCUrypyBam-e), koja 0buy-
HO rn ondpaka BpaboTeHuTe 1 npuja-
BEHWUTEe camoBpaboTeHn. CnomeHa-
TUTE NPULOHECHU LLEMM HAjY4eCTO ce
hmHaHCKMpaHu Npeky NpuaoHecH, HO
BO XpBaTcka nopaau penaTtuBHO ro-
nemute NeH3ncku pacxoau (okomny
12% og B[IM), ucto Taka, ce huHaH-
CUpaHu co TpaHcepm of ByLIETOT 1
jaBHUTE Npuxogn cobpaHun of gaHo-
uMTe unu Apyru n3sopu. Micto Taka,
MMa 1 HENPUOOHECHW MHTEPBEHLUN
BO NPWAOHECHWUTE LUEMM, KOWULLTO
cybBeHLMoHMpaaT unu 6eHedunumm
MW NPUAOHECK 3a ONpeaernexHu rpy-
MW Ha YNEHOBUTE U KOPUCHWULMTE.
CnpoTMBHO Ha Toa, HENPUOOHECHN-
Te WeMu HopManHo He Gapaart au-
PEKTEH NPUAOHEC O KOPUCHULMTE
U HUBHUTE paboToaasLK, Kako yc-
nOoB 3a NpaBoTo Aa fobujat beHedu-
umn. HenpugoHecHute nporpamu
0b14Ho ce huHaHcMpaHu nNpeky aa-
HOYHW UM OPYrY OPXKaBHW Npuxoamu
n Moxe ga 6uaar, unu ga He bupat
HacO4YeHM KOH CYpPOMaLLHUTE.
HenpuaoHecHMTe WeMM KOULWTO
ce Haco4YeHU KOH CMpOMallHUTe ce

contributions made by beneficiaries
(and their employers) determine
entittement to benefits. The most
common form of contributory sche-
me is the statutory HYPERLINK
Lhttp://www.socialsecu rityextenion.
org/gimi/gess/ShowTheme.do?tid=
8“social insurance scheme (for ex-
ample pension insurance) which usu-
ally covers employees and registe-
red self-employed people. These
contributory schemes are mostly fi-
nanced through contributions, but
in Croatia due to relatively huge
pension expenditures (around 12%
of GDP) they are also financed with
budget transfers and public reve-
nues collected from taxes or other
sources. There are also non-con-
tributory interventions in contribu-
tory schemes subsidizing either
benefits or contributions for speci-
fied groups of members and bene-
ficiaries. Conversely, non-contribu-
tory schemes normally do not requ-
ire direct contribution from benefici-
aries or their employers as a condi-
tion for entitlement to benefits. Non-
contributory schemes are usually fi-
nanced from tax or other state reve-
nues and may or may not target the
poor.

Non-contributory schemes that
do not target the poor (non-means-
tested schemes) consist of univer-
sal schemes for all residents, provi-
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COCTOjaT Of yHUBep3asHU weMu 3a
cume xumernu, 06e3benyBaat 6eHe-
dhmumm cnopen, eaUHCTBEH YCOB Ha
XUBEEHE, KAaKO rapaHTMpaH npucran
[10 30paBCTBEHAa 3alUTUTa; U Kame-
20PUYHU Wwemu Kou ce okycupaar
Ha ogpedeHn rpynu of HaceneHu-
€T0, KaKO OHWE KO NpeHecyBaat npu-
X0[ Ha CTapu nuua Hag oApeneHa
BO3pacT UK Ha Jela nog ogpeneHa
Bo3pacT. HenpugoHecHuTe Wwemm Ha-
COYEHM KOH CUpOMaLLHUTE Ce COo-
CTOjaT 04 MexaHW3Mu 3a TapreTupa-
e kon obe3begyBaar geka oBue
nporpamu rm ondgakaat camo OHue
nyre yum cpeacTea (06MYHO HUBHUOT
MMOT WK NPUXOA) Ce Nof OApeaeH
npar. TakBMTE LIESNHWN LLEMMW CE€ MHOTY
pas3nuM4yHN BO HUBHWUOT AM3ajH U Ka-
paktepuctukn. OBaa pasHOBMOHOCT
MOXe [a ce MaHudecTupa npeky
MeToaUTe Ha TapreTupare Kou ce
KOPWUCTEHW, JOMOMHUTENHUTE YCO-
B NoTpebHM 3a KopucHWUMTE Aa
npuctanat koH 6eHeduumm n BKy-
YyyBake Ha ApYrn MHTEPBEHLMM KOM
Cce ucrnopayyBaar Hag caM1oT TPaHe-
dep Ha npuxog. Takeute Henpuao-
HECHM LuemMu BKIydyBaaT pasHu be-
HedMLMK 1 NporpamMu, Kako: Wemu 3a
nodopuwiKa Ha Heycrio8eH MUHUMYM
fpuxod (Mnu LWemm 3a colujanHa no-
MOLL), KonwwTo 06e3benyBaaT napuy-
HW HagomecToum n/vnu beHedmumnm
BO fobpa Ha cMpoMaLLHUTE Nnyre, Kou,
06b14HO, ce 3acHOBaaT BP3 HEKOj BMA
Ha TecTupawe; yCro8eHU napuyHU
mpaHcgepu, komwTo 06e3benyBaar
napy4H1 HagOMECTOLM Ha CUpOMaLLI-

ding benefits such as access to
health care upon the single condi-
tion of residence; and categorical
schemes focus on specific groups
of population such as those that
transfer income to the elderly above
a certain age or children below a
certain age. Non-contributory sche-
mes targeting the poor (hon-means
-tested schemes) contain targeting
mechanisms to ensure that these
programmes will cover only those
people whose means (usually their
assets or income) fall under a cer-
tain threshold. Such targeted sche-
mes are very diverse in their design
and features. These differences may
present in terms of the methods
used to target the employed, the
supplementary conditions required
for beneficiaries to access benefits
and the inclusion of other interven-
tions in addition to the actual inco-
me transfer itself. Such non-con-
tributory schemes include various
benefits and programmes like non-
conditional minimum income sup-
port schemes (or HYPERLINK
Lhttp://www.social secu- rity exten-
sion.org/gimi/gess/ShowTheme. do?
tid=9“social assistance schemes)
that provide cash benefits and/or
benefits in kind to poor people usu-
ally based on some form of means-
test; conditional cash transfers that
provide cash benefits to poor peo-
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HW Nyre Nof YCnoB Aeka Tue ucnon-
HyBaaT cneunduyHn GxesrnopanHu
yCrnoBw, Ha npumep, o6BpcKa Ha po-
antenute aa obesbenat HUBHUTE
[eua ga ogat pegoBHO Ha yUMUnULL-
Te; WeMu 3a 2apaHmupar-e Ha epa-
6omeHocma, kou o6e3benyBaat
npuctan 4o oapeaeH 6poj Ha paboT-
HW IEHOBW rOAMLLIHO 3a CUPOMaLLHW-
Te OOMaKMHCTBa, LUTO, reHeparHo,
obesbenyBa nnatM CO penatuBHO
HWUCKO HMBO, 0BMYHO MpeKy nporpa-
MUTE 3a jaBHM paboTu.

MNoBekeTO coumjanHu TpaHchepu
ce A13ajHupaHu 3a NogapLuka Ha ro-
TpoLlyBayKkaTa Ha AOMaK1HCTBaTa, Ho
TWe, UCTO TaKa, M OrfecHyBaaT NpogykK-
TUBHUTE WMHBECTULMW, YHanpeaysa-
H-ETO Ha 34paBjeTo, y4eCTBO BO 0bpa-
30BaHuWeTO, 1 Ap. EchekToT e noronem
OHaMy Kafe LUTO pedoBeH, Npeasua-
NMB M COOABETEH TpaHCcdepP OBO3MO-
)XyBa JOMaKWHCTBaTa CO OrpaHnyeHm
npuxoau, cpeacTsa u Kpeautu, aa rv
npeHameHat CBoMTe NPOaYKTUBHY pe-
Cypcv 1 4a akymynupaar v Ja ru 3au-
TuTaT ceoute cpeactaa (MeryHapoa-
Ha KaHuenapwvja Ha Tpyzor, 2010).

ple who are expected to meet spe-
cific ,boehavioural” requirements, such
as parents having to ensure that
their children would attend school
regularly; employment guarantee
schemes that ensure access to a
certain number of workdays per year
to poor households, generally pro-
viding wages at a relatively low level
usually through public works pro-
grammes.

Most social transfers are desig-
ned to support household consum-
ption, but they also facilitate pro-
ductive investment, health impro-
vement, education participation etc.
The effect is larger where regular,
predictable and adequate transfers
enable income, assets and credit
constrained households to reallo-
cate their productive resources, and
accumulate and protect their assets
(International Labour Office, 2010).
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MNokasaTtenu Ha
cupomaluTujata Bo XpBaTcKka
W BKYNHUTE CoLujariHu TpoLuoum

Crankata Ha p13vK of cvpomalL-
TWja 3ano4Ha fda ce 3roniemMyBa Ha
MOYETOKOT Ha €eKOHOMCKaTa Kpuaa
(18% B0 2009, cnopegeHo co 17,4%
Bo 2008 rog.). Bo 2010 rogmHa, cran-
KaTa Ha pu3VK of, CMpoMaLLTHja U3He-
cysawe 20,6%, WTO € 3HaYMTENHO
NMoBMCOKa o0f npocekoT Ha EY27
(16,4%). Taa ywTe noseke ce 3ronemm
B0 2011 roamHa, Ha 21,1%. Bo 2010 n
2011 ropg., HeMalLle norofieMun nNpome-
HW BO NMPOUIOT Ha cupomallTuja.
Cenak, Bo 2009 rog., ce 3ronemu cu-
pomMaluThjaTa Mery geuara v Mrnagurte
(kako OononHyBake Ha HajcTapata
BO3pacHa rpyna, geuata Ha Bo3pacT
A0 15 roamHn nokaxkaa crtanka Ha pu-
3VK Of, CMpOMaLLTWja Hag, HaumoHarl-
HUOT npocek). Bo 2010 roguHa, cTan-
KaTa Ha pu3nK of cupomallTuhja, cTan-
ka Kaj geua Bo rpynata 0-17 roguHm
(20,5%), € Ha H1BO Ha HaLWOHANHWOT
NpOCeK, AoAeKa CTanKMTe Ha PUsKK o
cupomaliThja 3a Mnagu BO rpynarta
18-24 rogunm (21,6%) v nuua Hap 64
rogvLuHa Bo3pacr (28,1%), ce Hag npo-
cekot. CnomeHaTuTe nogaroum 3a no-
NOT 1 BO3pacTa Ha fyreTo U3noXeHu
Ha p13unK of cupomaluTuja 3a 2011 ro-
[MHa, Ce yLUTe M’ HemMa, HO HacKopoO Ke
OGupaTt goctanHu. Taka, AetanHuTte
aHanuau Ha ctankara Ha pu3uK og cu-
pomaLLTHja cropes Bo3pacT 1 non, Tpe-
6a na buaat opueHTUpaHn KoH noaa-
ToumTe 3a 2010 roguHa (Tabena 1).

Poverty indicators
in Croatia and total
social costs

The at-risk-of-poverty rate be-
gan to rise with the start of the eco-
nomic crisis (18% in 2009 compa-
red to 17.4% in 2008). In 2010, the
at-risk-of-poverty rate was 20.6%,
which is considerably higher than
the EU27 average (16.4%). It furt-
her increased in 2011 reaching
21.1%.In 2010 and 2011, no major
changes occurred in the poverty
profile. Yet relative poverty among
children and youth grew in 2009 (in
addition to the oldest age group,
children at the age of up to 15 sho-
wed an at-risk-of-poverty rate above
the national average). In 2010, the
at-risk-of-poverty rate for children in
the group 0-17 (20.5%) was at the
national average level; the at-risk-
of-poverty rates for youths 18-24
(21.6%) and persons over 64 (28.1%)
was above average. Data on gen-
der and age of people exposed to
at-risk-of-poverty for 2011 are ex-
pected to be available soon. There-
fore, a detailed analysis of at-risk
-of-poverty rate by age and gender
should be based on data available
for 2010 (Table 1).
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Tabena 1. Ctanku Ha pu3uk og cupomaluTtuja Bo Penybnuka XpBatcka 2001-2011* %
Table 1. At-risk-of-poverty rates in the Republic of Croatia 2001-2011,* %

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010" 2011"

Cranka Ha pu3uK og
cupomaliTuja 172 | 182 | 169 | 16.7 | 175 | 16.3 | 174 | 17.4 | 180 | 206 | 21.1
At-risk-of-poverty rate

Cranka Ha pU3vK of cMpoMaluTHja o BO3pacT v non
At-risk-of-poverty rate by age and gender

-M M 154 | 17.7 | 158 | 151 | 15.9 | 15.1 | 159 | 165 | 16.1 | 19.8

- XK W 18.7 | 18.6 | 17.9 | 181 | 189 | 17.4 | 18.7 | 191 | 19.9 | 214

L 2
U T 159 | 167 | 152 | 148 | 197 | 138 | 154 | 15.4 | 192

0-15 years?

MM 139 | 17.9 [ 156 | 137 | 182 | 141 | 14.9 | 150 | 19.0
KW 180 | 154 | 147 | 159 | 213 | 135 | 160 | 158 | 19.3
ey 152 | 164 | 154 [ 131 | 153 | 11.9 | 150 | 144 | 16.0
16-24 years?

MM 169 | 19.0 | 162 | 135 | 159 | 126 | 142 | 137 | 16.0
KW 136 | 135 | 146 | 127 | 147 | 114 | 159 | 152 [ 16.1

65 1 noBeke rognHu
65 years or more

-M M 235 | 256 | 236 | 244 | 209 | 269 | 25.2 | 26.2 | 23.7 | 23.3

285|290 | 279 | 295 | 25.6 | 29.5 | 29.0 | 31.2 | 315 | 28.1

-X w 318 | 312 | 30.6 | 329 | 285 | 31.3 | 314 | 344 | 36,5 | 313

Cranka Ha pu3uK o CMpOMalLTHja MO HajyecTa aKkTMBHOCT, CTaTyC 1 non
At-risk-of-poverty rate by most frequent activity status and gender

EE GO 52 | 58 | 52 | 44 |39 | 28| 41|37 |44 50| 53
Employed

Y M 60 | 66 | 60 [ 45 [ 50 | 33)]| 50 | 48 [ 57 | 64
KW 41 |49 @3y lwslenlenlen|es|en]| 35
BT 322|350 | 324 | 320 | 334 | 31.2 | 345 | 326 | 374 | 447 | 425
Unemployed

Y M 356 | 425 | 307 | 304 | 360 | 346 | 428 | 303 [ 407 | 514
KW 296 | 281 | 266 | 257 | 300 | 285 | 27.0 | 271 | 347 | 377
MSTENTIE 213 | 232 | 207 | 205 | 193 | 227 | 228 | 234 | 243 | 232 | 222
Pensioners

M M 194 [ 237 | 203 | 205 [ 191 [ 236 | 223 | 212 | 219 | 220
KW 29 | 220 | 210 | 205 [ 195 [ 221 | 231 | 251 [ 263 | 24.1
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2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010" 2011"

CTanka Ha pu3uK of cMpomaluTHja no BUA Ha AOMaKMHCTBO U BO3pacT
At-risk-of-poverty rate by household type and age

[omakunHcTBo

: 33.3135.1| 347 | 359 | 31.1 | 38.1 | 36.5 | 39.8 | 43.2 | 44.8
Single household

-M M 2241286 | 283 | 27.6 |(22.1)| 34.0 | 279 | 31.1 | 28.2 | 39.8

- XK W 36.7 | 37.5 | 37.3 | 40.5 | 34.2 | 39.8 | 39.8 | 43.3 | 50.2 | 47.0

[loMaKkMHCTBO 0f €AHO
nnue Ha BospacTt mery 30
1 64 rognHmn 26.1 | 26.2 |(24.7)| 28.1 | 25.7 | 29.0 | 28.2 | 28.0 | 30.6

One person household,
person between 30 and 64

[lomMaknHCTBO of eAHO
nuue Ha Bo3pacT of 65
1 NoBeKe roguHu 404 | 412 | 418 | 419 | 352 | 43.8 | 415 | 47.8 | 50.9 | 50.2
One person household,
person aged 65 and more

[lBajua Bo3pacHu 6e3 n3-
LpXKyBaHu Jela, 1
ABajuata nog, 65 roguHmn 119|163 | 118 | 144 | 123 | 13.6 | 17.7 | 16.4 | 144 | 225
Two adults with no dependent
children, both aged under 65

[iBajua BospacHu be3
13apXKyBaHu geua,
HajMarky egeH Hag 65 roguhm | 27.5 | 30.1 | 26.1 | 28.7 | 25.6 | 29.0 | 28.7 | 28.1 | 28.7 | 22.5
Two adults with no depend-
ent children, at least one 65+

[pyrv nomakuHcTBa 63
13apXKyBaHu fela
Other households with no
dependent children

97 | 94 | 93 | 90 | 7.7 | 106 | 89 | 6.9 | 72 | 11.9

CamoxpaH poguTen co
€[1HO UNK noBeke
13npXyBaHu fela 28.9 | 27.7 |(29.1)| 21.0 | 34.8 | 32.9 |(26.0)| 40.4 | (24.5)| 34.6

Single parent with one or
more dependent children

[lBajua Bo3pacHu co eaHo
nete 130 | 112 | 149 | 98 | 128 | 11.7 | 11.2 | 10.7 | 12.1 | 20.6
Two adults with one child

[Bajuia Bospacty co Age AeLia
o adults with two chidren | 149 | 128 | 137 [ 105 | 13.1| 82 | 101 [ 128 | 141 [ 165

[iBajua Bo3pacHu co Tpyu 1
noeeke geua

Two adults with three and
more children

1591249 | 191 | 242 | 31.0 | 245 | 2569 | 189 | 31.7 | 33.1
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[pyrv gomMakuHCTBa €O 13-
apxysaHu geua Other
households with dependent
children

16.8 | 15.0 | 13.0 | 13.1

134 | 80 [ 123 | 116 | 11.9 | 16.1

Cranka Ha pU3vK oA CMpoOMalLTHja No cTaHGeHO npallake
At-risk-of-poverty rate by tenure status

CraHap unu notctaHap
Tenant or subtenant

20.7 | 189 | 20.2

(10.5)

216 | 193 | 21.4 | 209 | 26.3 | 20.5

ConcTBeHunk

Owner or free housing

unu GecnnateH npectoj | 17.0 | 18.1 | 16.8 | 17.0

173 | 162 | 17.2 [ 17.2 | 17.8 | 20.6

M3Bop: Xpsamcko bupo 3a cmamucmuka,
Nokasamenu Ha cupomawmuja, pasnu4yHU 200UHU.

* MngukaTopute 3a cupomaluTmja 3a PX
3a 2001-2009 roa. 6ea npecmeTaHmn o noaa-
TOUMTE 3a BKYNHUTE HETO-NMPUXoaun npm6paH|/|
0l CTaTUCTUYKOTO UCTPaXyBawe Ha Byl,.leTOT
Ha pgomakuHcTBata (MB[) cnpoBegeHo Ha
NPUMEPOK Of, Cry4ajHO U3bpaHU MPUBATHM
AOMaKMHCTBA, Taka LITO NPMMEpPOKOT 3a ce-
Koja roguHa Gelue opgaenHo aeduHupaH, oa-
HOCHO He NMOCTOW NaHen NpUMepPOK (4OMaKnH-
cTBaTa He ce MOBTOPyBaaT BO HapegHara
roauHa). 3a 2010 n 2011 rog., nokasatenunTe
Ha cMpomallTWja ce NMpecmeTyBaar Bp3 OC-
HOBa Ha pe3yntatnute o UCTpaXyBaweTo Ha
CraTuctuka 3a npuxoaoT U yCrioBuTe 3a Xu-
Beewe. MHamkatopute ce 3acHoBaaT Bp3
KOHLIENTOT Ha penaTuMBHa cupoMaluTuja, koja
v 3ema npegsua NnpuxogoT Ha AOMaKUHCTBO-
TO 3a egHopaTHa ynotpeba, 6pojoT Ha YneHo-
BM BO JOMAKUHCTBOTO (ronemMuHa Ha gomMa-
KMHCTBO) 1 pacnpenenbara Ha NpuxoauTe Bo
pamKWTe Ha HaceneHue.

() HepoBomnHo curypHu nogatoum

1) NHgukaTtopuTe 3a cupomalituja go
2009 rog. 6ea npecmeTann og VB[, noneka
oHue 3a 2010 n 2011 rognHa 6ea npecmeta-
HW o nodatoumTe on CTtaTucTUKa 3a NpUXo-
0oT u ycnosu 3a xuBeewe (CIY). MNopaam
METOZOJSIOLLKM pa3fnkn Mery ABaTa M3Bopa

Source: Croatian Bureau of Statistics
Poverty indicators various years.

* Poverty indicators for the RC for 2001
to 2009 were calculated based on the data
of the total net income collected by the sta-
tistical research Household Budget Survey
(HBS) carried out on a sample of randomly
selected private households, and the sam-
ple for each year was defined separately,
i.e. there is no panel sample (households
are not repeated in the following year). For
2010 and 2011 poverty indicators were cal-
culated on the basis of the Statistics on In-
come and Living Conditions survey results.
The indicators are based on a concept of
relative poverty, which takes into consider-
ation the disposable household income, the
number of household members (household
size) and the income distribution within the
population.

(') Insufficiently reliable data

1) Poverty indicators for 2009 were cal-
culated from the HBS, while those for 2010
and 2011 were calculated based on data from
Statistics on income and living conditions
(SILC). Due to the methodological differences
between the two data sources, indicators for
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Ha nogartouu, nHgukatopute 3a 2010 n 2011
roamHa He ce AMPEKTHO crnopeanueu co Mno-
KasaTtenuTe of NPeTXoaHUTE FOAUHW.

2) Cnopen metogonorujata Ha npecme-
TyBake, MHAUKATOPOT 3a AafeHnTe Bo3pac-
HW rpynu He e npecmeTaH Bo 2010 n Bo 2011
rog., fogeka 3a 2011 rog. pogosute nogaro-
LM ce yLiTe He ce AoCTanHu.

Kako wTto pekoBme, gogeka BO
nepuogot 2005-2008 rog. mmawe
TPEHO Ha cTarHauuwja BO BKynHaTa
CTanka Ha pusMK Of cupomaliTuja
(okony 17%), nCTOBpeMEHO umalle
€BUOEHTEH TPEH Ha pacT Ha crome-
HaTaTa cTanka Mery AoMakuMHCTBaTa
co efeH ynex (39,8% o 2008 rog.,
BO cropeaba co 31,1% Bo 2005 rog,),
a ocobeHo kaj noctapute OMaKWH-
CTBa CO efeH uneH (47,8% o 2008
rod., Bo cnopeaba co 35,2% Bo 2005
roa.). Bo 2007 roa., cTankarta Ha pusmk
o4 cupomallTuja Mery JOMaKMHCTBa
CO €e[leH YneH ce Hamanu Ha 36,5%,
HO noToa ce 3ronemun Ha 39,8% Bo
2008 roa., 43,2% Bo 2009 roa. v Ha
44,8% Bo 2010 roag. Cnn4yeH TpeHg
Gelue ounrneaeH v kaj nocrapute go-
MaKMHCTBA CO efeH YNeH, Kaae LTo
no HamanyBakeTo Ha 41,5% Bo 2006
rog., Bo cnopeaba co 43,8% Bo 2005
rod., MMaLue cunen nopact 8o 2008 n
2009 roguHa, Ha 47,8% v 50,9%, co-
OABETHO. 3apaay HeQOCTaTOKOT Ha Mo-
[aTouW, Cé yLUTe € HEBO3MOXHO [ja ce
06e36eau curypHa npoLeHKa 3a KOH-
TUHYUTETOT Ha Mano HamanyBawe
Bo 2010 roguHa, Kora 3a AoMaKkuH-
CTBO CO €[€H YreH, Ha Bo3pacT o4
65 1 noeeke, e 3abenexaHa cranka
Ha pu3uk og cupomawituja og 50,2%.

2010 and 2011 are not directly comparable
with indicators from previous years.

2) Following the methodology of calcu-
lation, the age indicator is not calculated in
2010 and in 2011, while gender data for
2011 is still not available.

As mentioned, while from 2005
to 2008 there has been a stagnation
in the total at-risk-of-poverty rate
(around 17%), at the same time
there was an evident trend of growth
of the same rate in single house-
holds (39.8% in 2008 compared to
31.1% in 2005), and especially in
older single households (47.8% in
2008 compared to 35.2% in 2005).
In 2007 the at-risk-of-poverty rate
among single households decrea-
sed to 36.5%, but increased after-
wards to 39.8% in 2008, 43.2% in
2009 and to 44.8% in 2010. Similar
trend has been obvious among older
single households where after the
decrease to 41.5% in 2006 compa-
red to 43.8% in 2005, there was a
strong increase in 2008 and 2009,
to 47.8% and 50.9% respectively.
Due to the lack of data it is still im-
possible to provide a reliable esti-
mation about the continuity of the
slight decrease in 2010 when for
one person household for a person
aged 65 and more was recorded
at-risk-of-poverty rate of 50.2%.
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Crankara Ha pu13uK o cMpoMalw-
Tuja Kaj neH3noHepuTe Helle 3a OKo-
ny 30% noBucoka of HaLMOHANHMOT
MPOCeK, HO CTankarta Ha pu3uK of, Cu-
poMallThja Ha CTapu nuua Kou He
pobusaart neHsunja bewe 3a 170%
MOBMCOKA 0F HaLMOHAMHNOT NPOCEK.
Ce npoueHyBa geka BO XpBarcka
nma okony 13% opg nuuarta Hag 64
roaVHN KOW He npumaat Buno Kakeu
neHsuckn 6eHecpunumm (95% og osaa
rpyna ce xenu), (MMHMCTEPCTBO 3a
30paBCTBO M coumjanHa 3awTuTa,
2009 rog.). Ctapute nuua 6e3 neH-
311 KOM XmBeaT BO JOMaKUHCTBA CO
€[1eH YIneH ce BO HajHEeNOBOHa eKo-
Homcka nonox6a. Bo ogHoc Ha npo-
CEeKOT, CTankata Ha pu3uK Of Cupo-
MalUTuja 3a CTapy fmua Manky onag-
Ha Bo 2010 rog., Bo ogHoc Ha 2009 rog.

Bo nepuogot 2006-2009 roguHa,
pasnvkata rnomery ctankute Ha puamK
Of, CMpOMaLLTU]ja 32 MaXXUTE U XKEHUTE
ce sronemun. Bo 2010 rogunHa, pasnu-
kaTa Gewe 1,6 NPOLEHTHU MOEHWU,
LUTO € 3HAa4YMTENHO MOMariKy OTKOIKY
Bo 2009 roamHa, kora belwe 3,8 npo-
LIeHTHM noeHwn. Hajronemara pasnuvka
Mery CTankuTe Ha pU3UK of CUpo-
MaLThja 3a MaXuTe 1 XEeHUTe e BO
HajcTapaTa Bo3pacHa rpyna (65+).
CnomeHarara pasnuka Npoaosikm ga
pacte og 2006 roguHa (4,4 npoueH-
THY noexun) 4o 2009 (12,8 npoLeHTHM
noexun). Bo 2010 rog., ctankaTa Ha
PU3MK Of CMpOMaLLTWja 3a noctapu
XeHun Belle noBMCcoKa 3a 8 NpoLEHT-
HW NOEHN, OTKOIKY Kaj MaxuTe.

Bo cnopenba co 2008 roa., o 2009
rod. ctankara Ha pu3uK o CMpoMalL-

The at-risk-of-poverty rate of
pensioners was approximately 30%
higher than the national average,
but the at-risk-of-poverty rate of el-
derly people who do not receive pen-
sion benefits was by 170% higher
than the national average. It is esti-
mated that in Croatia there are ap-
proximately 13% people above 64
years of age who do not receive
any pension benefits (women ac-
count for more than 95% of this co-
hort) (Ministry of Health and Social
Welfare, 2009). Elderly people with-
out pensions who live in single
households are in a most unfavour-
able economic position. In relation
to the average, the at-risk-of-pover-
ty rate for the elderly dropped some-
what in 2010 in relation to 2009.

In the period from 2006 to 2009,
the difference between the at-risk-
of-poverty rates for men and women
grew. In 2010, the difference was of
1.6 percent, which is considerably
less than in 2009, when it was 3.8
percents. The greatest difference
between the at-risk-of-poverty rates
for men and women is in the eldest
age group (65+). This difference con-
tinued to rise from 2006 (4.4 per-
centage points) to 2009 (12.8%
percentage points). In 2010, the at-
risk-of-poverty rate in elderly women
was by 8 percentage points higher
than in men.

Compared to 2008, in 2009 the
at-risk-of-poverty rates grew signif-
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TMja 3HAYUTENHO Ce 3rofiemmn Mmery
Aeuara, HeBpaboTeHnTe, JOMaKMH-
cTBaTa Co efeH YreH, Co NocTapu rpa-
raHW/KeHn, cemejcTBa co 3 unu no-
BeKe Jeua v notcraHapy (nogarouute
3a CTankvTe Ha pu3vK of cupomMaLlTu-
ja 3a camoxpanu poauTenu so 2009
He ce BepogocTojHu). Bo 2009 rog,.,
Hajronem nopacT Ha CTarnkuTe Ha pus-
MK O cMpoMaluThja Bo crnopeaba co
2008 rog., belle 3abenexaH 3a goma-
KWHCTBA CO 3, Unu noeeke feua (3a
12,8 NpoLeHTHM NoeHun). Bo TekoT Ha
MCTVOT Nepuog, CTankuTe Ha PU3nK 04
cupomaluTuja 3a geua (0-15 roguHn)
ce sronemuja 3a 3,8 NpOLEHTHU MOEHN,
CTankute Ha pu3uK of cMpomMaluTmja
3a HeBpaboTeHuTe, 3a 4,8 NPOLEHTHM
MOEHW N CTankuTe Ha pU3nK og Cupo-
MawiTuja 3a notcraHapu, 3a 5,4 npo-
LIeHTHM noeHn. CTankuTte Ha pu3unK oa
cupomMaLUTHja 3a LOMaKMHCTBA CO [1Baj-
Lla BO3pacHuM 1 egHo vnu ase aeua,
KaKo M Ha Apyr1n AOMaKMHCTBA CO U3-
ApXXyBaHW Jela, ce 3ronemuja ymepe-
Ho Bo 2009 roa., HO cenak, ocTaHaa
NoA, HauMoHanHWOT npocek. Ctankute
Ha pU3WK 0F cvpoMaLUTUhja 3a NeH3u-
OHepuTe ce 3rofiemMuja yMepeHo BO
2009 rog. Bo cnopenba co 2008 roga.
(nomanky of 1 NpoLEHTEH NOEH) 1 ce
35% NOBUCOKM Of, HALMOHAMHMOT NPOo-
cek. Bo 2010 rogunHa, cTankara Ha pu-
3¥K 04 cupomaLUTKhja 3a gela BO rpy-
nata 0-17 rogunm (20,5%) e Ha H1BO
Ha HaUMOHamNHWOT MpPOCeK, AoAdeka
CTankute Ha pu3KK of cMpoMallTuja
3a mragu Bo rpynata 18-24 roguHu
(21,6%) v 3a nuua Hapg, 64-roguwHa

icantly among children, the unem-
ployed, single households with older
citizens/women, families with 3 or
more children and subtenants (data
on at-risk-of-poverty rates for sin-
gle-parent families in 2009 are un-
reliable). In 2009, the highest incre-
ase in at-risk-of-poverty rates com-
pared to 2008 was recorded for
households with 3 or more children
(by 12.8 percentage points). During
the same period, the at-risk-of-po-
verty rate for children (0-15) grew
by 3.8 percentage points, the at-
risk-of-poverty rate for the unem-
ployed by 4.8 percentage points
and the at-risk-of-poverty rate for
subtenants by 5.4 percentage points.
The at-risk-of-poverty rate for house-
holds with two adults and one or
two children, as well as of other ho-
useholds with dependent children
increased moderately in 2009, but
still remained below the national
average. The at-risk-of-poverty rate
for pensioners increased moder-
ately in 2009 when compared to
2008 (less than 1 percentage point)
and is 35% higher than the national
average. In 2010, the at-risk-of-po-
verty rate for children in the group
0-17 (20.5%) is at the national av-
erage level, while at-risk-of-poverty
rates for youths in the group 18-24
(21.6%) and persons over 64 years
of age (28.1%) are above average.
In relation to the average, the at-
risk-of-poverty rate for the elderly
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Bo3pacT (28,1%), ce Hag MpOCEKOT.
Bo ogHoc Ha npocekoT, cTtankute Ha
PU3KK Of CpoMaLLITWja 3a CTapu nnua
nagHaa manky Bo 2010 roguHa, BO
ogHoc Ha 2009 roamHa.

BkynHuTe coumjanHm TpoLloLum BO
Xpgatcka Bo 2008 roa. (18,9% og BAIM)
1 8o 2009 (20,6% og BAIM), 6une 3Ha-
YUTENHO MOHWUCKN OTKOSKY BO EY27
(26,3% op BAOMN Bo 2008 roguHa).
MeryToa, cnoMmeHaTuTe pacxogu BO
XpBaTtcka ce MOBMCOKN OTKOSKY BO
ApyruTe 3emMju BO TpaHauumja (Co uc-
kry4ok Ha CnoseHwja u YHrapuja), a
Ce Cn1M4yHM Ha oHume BO [loncka u BO
Yewka. Bo XpBatcka nocton BUOvB
TPEeHA, Ha NOCTENeHO HamarnyBake Ha
BKYMHUTE coupjarnHm Tpowowy no 2001
rod. (8o 2004 rog., BKynHuTe pacxogu
3a couujanHa sawTuTa ce npecme-
TaHu Ha 20,1% op BAIM). MNogaTounTe
3a nepuogot no 2005 rog. ro noTep-
[lyBaaT TPEHAOT Ha HAaTaMOLLIHWOT Cro-
MeHaT nag Ha TpoLuoumTe. MpninHu-
Te 3a NafoT Ha BKYMHWUTE CouumjanHm
Tpowoum Tpeba aa ce 6apa, npeg ce,
BO penaTtMBHO BMCOKMOT EKOHOMCKMN
pact go 2009 rogmMHa v Hamanysa-
H-ETO Ha NeH3nckuTe pacxogun. M nok-
paj penaTtuMBHO BWCOKUTE TPOLLIOLIM,
Hajronem gen og npuaobuBkuTe BO
CMCTEMOT Ha couujanHata 3awTtuta
ce Hucku. OBa e ocobeHo BO Cry4yajoT
Ha neHsunTe, HeBpaboTeHoCTa 1 Co-
umjanHata nomow. CUCTeMOT Ha co-
LmjanHa sawtuTa e NpeTexHo jaBeH,
HO NMOCTOM 3rofieMyBaH-e Ha NpuBaTh-
3aumjata BO HEKOWM CEKTOPU Ha CoLU-
janHarta 3aLuTuTa (MEH3NCK1OT 1 3apaB-

dropped somewhat in 2010 in rela-
tion to 2009.

Total social costs in Croatia in
2008 (18.9% of GDP) and in 2009
(20.6% of GDP) were significantly
lower than in EU27 (26.3% of GDP
in 2008). However, these expendi-
tures in Croatia are higher than in
other transition countries (with the
exception of Slovenia and Hun-
gary), and are similar to the ones in
Poland and the Czech Republic. In
Croatia there has been a visible trend
of a gradual decline of total social
expenditures after 2001 (in 2004,
total social protection expenditures
accounted for 20.1% of GDP). The
data for the period after 2005 con-
firm the trend of further decline of
the costs. The reasons for the de-
cline in total social expenditures
should be sought primarily in the
relatively high economic growth till
2009 and the reduction in pension
expenditures. Despite relatively high
costs, most of the benefits in the
social protection system are low.
This is particularly true in the case
of pensions, the unemployment be-
nefits and social assistance bene-
fits. The social protection system is
predominantly public, but there is
an increasing privatisation in some
social protection sectors (the pen-
sion and health systems and the
social services system). After the
beginning of the crisis, total social
costs in GDP increased in 2009 for
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CTBEHWUOT CUCTEM U CUCTEMOT Ha CO-
umjanHm ycnyrum). Mo 3anovHyBaHeTO
Ha Kpu3aTa, BKYMHWUTE CoLmjanim Tpo-
wouw Bo BN Bo 2009 roa. ce 3rone-
muja 3a 0,7 NpOLEHTHW NOEHN, BO CMo-
penba co 2008 rog., WTO € nocreau-
Lia Ha HeraTMBHMOT EKOHOMCKM pacT U
nagot Ha B[IN (Tabena 2).

Ta6ena 2. Tpowouu 3a coumjanHa
sawtuta (% opn BAIM)

0.7 percentage points compared to
2008, which is a consequence of the
negative economic growth and de-
cline of GDP (Table 2).

Table 2 Costs of social protection
(% of GDP)

BKynHuM TpoLuoum
Total costs

22.8 |21.7

20.5 [20.1 {19.2

18.5118.8 [18.9 [20.6 |20.8 |20.3 [26.3

PaboTHu mecTta u
ycnyru
BO 3[paBCTBEHa

Healthcare jobs
and services

3aWwTnTa 6.2 |58 |56 |57 |51

51 [55 |56 |61 [6.2 |6.0

Pa6oTHu mecTa
1 ycnyrm

BO couyjarnHo
OCUrypyBaHe

Social insurance
jobs and services

14.5 113.9 [12.0 (11.7 |11.4

11.0 110.7 [10.9 [11.9 |12.3 [12.1

PaboTHu mecTa
1 yCIyrn BO

Social welfare jobs
and services

coumjanHa sawtiTa |17 (15 |24 |22 |23

21 121 |20 |21 (1.8 (1.8

[pyrv Tpowowy 3a
coumjanHa 3awTtmta
1 coumjarnHo

Other costs
of social insurance
and social welfare

ocurypyBar-e 04 |04 |05 (05 |04

04 (04 |05 |05 (04 |04

M3Bop: 3a Xpeamcka, MuHucmepcmeo 3a ghuHaHcuu
(knacucpukayuja crnoped ®C lNpupayHuk 1986, MMF);
3a EY: Eypocmam.

Source: for Croatia Ministry of Finance
(classification according to GFS Manual 1986, MMF);
for EU: Eurostat.
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* MNpenMmmnHapHn nogaTouum.

Babeneuwka: MNMopatouute oo 2004 roovHa
BKMy4yBaaT TPOLLOLWM Ha KOHCONMAMpaHa LieH-
TpanHa apXaBa ¥ TPOLUOLM Ha HEKOHCONMAaW-
paHW NOKasnHW W PErvioHanH1M camoynpasu.
Mopagm HeycornaceHoCT CO aHanUTMYKaTa us-
paboTka Ha TpoLloumTe 3a couujanHuTe oH-
foBu cnopes dyHkumm 3a 2005 n 2006 rog,., Tne
He Ce BKITyYeHM BO MoAaToLMTe 3a TUE TOAMHM.
3atoa, nogatounte 3a 2005 1 2006 rogmHa
npeTcTaByBaaT HEKOHCONMMAMPaH 36Mp Ha eaw-
HULY Ha TPOLLIOK Ha ApXaBHMOT OYLIET 1 NoKan-
HaTa v peroHanHara camoynpasa, 6e3 TpoLuo-
umTe 3a couyjanHute poHgosu. MouHyBajku og
2007 roguHa, cvTe TpaHcakumy Ha coupjanHmnTe
¢hoHaoBY Ce aen o ApxaBHKOT ByLeT, a noga-
Touute 3a nepuogot 2007-2011 roguHa nper-
CTaByBaaT HEKOHCOMMAMPaH 361p Ha TPOLLOLK-
Te Ha ApXaBHWOT ByLleT 1 nokanHata u peru-
OHanHaTa camoynpasa.

Opn 2002 roguHa, nogaTouuTe Ko ce ofl-
HecyBaaT Ha JloKanHaTa 1 permoHanHara ca-
MoynpaBa ' BKIy4yyBaaT caMo Hajronemute
53 eguHULM Ha nokanHaTa WU permoHanHarta
camoynpasa, kou yyectByBaat co 70-80% Bo
BKYMHUOT OpOj Ha TpaHCaKkuuM Ha fokanHaTta
1 pervoHanHaTta camoynpasa.

Co nogatouuTe 3a 2010 roguHa, belue u3-
BeeHa peknacudukaumja Ha 4en of TPOLLOoLW-
Te Ha ApXaBHMOT OyLIET, BO COIMacHOCT €O pe-
BUAMpaHaTa knacudukaumja Ha akTMBHOCTMW U
NPOoeKTW Ha BYLIETOT BO COMNACHOCT CO (PyHKLM-
ute, WTo Gewwe npumeHert 3a 2011 roguHa. Pe-
KnacvdKkaumja 3a NPETXOLHMTE FOANHN HE MO-
xelle aa ce usspLumn. OpgHocot Ha BN 3a 2000-
2011 rog. e npeTcTaBeH BP3 OCHOBA Ha NOCTOj-
HuTe 0bjaBeHn penanpann nogartoun 3a bAI.

Ha kpajot Ha 2009 rog., 3a npsnat
6ea objaBeHV nogaToum 3a CTPYKTY-
paTa Ha couujanHuTe TPoLloLM cro-
peng ESSPROS metogonorujara, 3a
nepuogot 2003-2007. Cnopea T1e no-
fAatouu, TpowouuTte 3a pyHKuMjaTa
MOMPEYEHOCT Ce PENaTUBHO BUCOKM
(y4ecTBOTO Ha pacxoguTe 3a OBaa

* Preliminary data.

Note: Available data until 2004 include
costs of consolidated central state and costs
of unconsolidated local and regional self-gov-
ernment. Due to discrepancies in analytic ela-
boration, social funds costs by functions for
2005 and 2006 are not included in the data for
those years.Therefore, the data for 2005 and
2006 represent the unconsolidated sum of the
State budget and local and regional self-gov-
ernment unit costs, without the costs of social
funds. Starting from 2007, all transactions of
social funds are part of the State budget, and
the data for 2007-2011 represent the uncon-
solidated sum of the State budget and local
and regional self-government unit costs.

From 2002, data which refer to local and
regional self-government include only the lar-
gest 53 units of local and regional self-govern-
ment, which participate with 70-80% in the total
transactions of local and regional self-govern-
ment.

With the data for 2010, a reclassification
was performed of part of the State budget ex-
penses in line with the revised classification of
activities and projects of the budget by func-
tions which were applied for 2011. The reclas-
sification for earlier years could not be perfor-
med. The ratio of GDP for 2000-2011 is repre-
sented on the basis of the existing published
revised GDP data.

At the end of 2009, for the first
time, data on the structure of social
costs according to ESSPROS met-
hodology for the period from 2003
to 2007 were released. According
to those data, expenditures for the
disability function are relatively high
(the share of expenditures for this
function in GDP is higher than in
EU27); the differences are also
smaller between Croatia and EU27
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dyHkumja Bo BAI e noBmcoka oTkon-
Ky BO EY27); ucto Taka, pasnvkute ce
nomanu nomery XpBarcka v 3emjute
oa EY27 Bo nornea Ha pacxoguTe 3a
dyHkupmjaTa 6onect/3apasje Unm Tpo-
LoumTe 3a pyHKUMM Araboka cTapocT
1 npexxmeeanm (8o 2005 rogmHa TpoLLo-
LMTe Ha (hYHKLMWTE OafeHun Kako aen
oa BN Bo Penybnuka Xpeatcka ce
3a 1/3 unn 1/4 nomann OTKOMNKy BO
EY27), (MyH1cTepCTBO 3a 34paBCTBO
u coumjanHa 3awTmta, 2010 rog,). MNo-
CTOjaT 3Ha4ajHM pasnuKn ocobeHo BO
nornen Ha yHKUMUTE Ha HeBpaboTe-
HOCTa, JOMYyBaHETO U coumjanHara
MCKIy4YEeHOCT. XpBaTcka, 3aefHo co by-
rapvja, PomaHuja n 6antudkute 3emju,
MMa HajHWUCKa CTarka Ha y4ecTBO Ha
TpoLLouuTE 3a 3awTuTa o4 HeBpabo-
TEHOCT, 3a JOMYyBak-€ M couujarnHa uc-
KnydeHocT. NoBekeTo oa npuaodme-
KUTE BO CUCTEMOT Ha coLmjanHaTa 3a-
LUTUTa Ce HUCKM, MaKO U3HOCUTE Ha
Hekon 6eHedprumm Bo 2009 roguHa ce
3ronemMuja. YoenoT Ha NpoceYHara nex-
3uja BO npoceyHaTa nnara octaHa,
peuncu, HenpomeHet og 2008 roanHa
(40%), boneka yoenoT Ha NPOCEYHMOT
NPWOOHEC 3a HeBPabOTEHOCT BO NPO-
ceyHara nnara ce srornemu og, 22% B0
2008, Ha 30,5% Bo oktomepu 2009
rog., @ UICTOTO Ce Cy4u 1 CO YOeroT Ha
NPWAOHECOT 3a CTaHgapaHa MocTo-
jaHa coumjanHa nomowl (ZogaTok 3a
NOAApPLUKA) 32 efHa NINMYHOCT, Koja ce
3ronemu o 7,7% Bo 2008 roguHa, oo
peuncu 10% Bo 2009 roamHa. Cnegn-
HWOT Jen gasa MefyHapoaHa crnope-
aba Ha couujanHu TpaHcdepu BO
XpBatcka 1 HejanHaTa edmKacHOCT.

in terms of sickness/health function
expenditures or old-age and sur-
vivors functions costs (in 2005 the
costs of the functions indicated as
the share of GDP in the Republic of
Croatia were by one-third or one-
quarter lower than in EU27) (Mini-
stry of Health and Social Welfare,
2010). There are significant differ-
ences particularly with regard to the
functions of unemployment, housing
and social exclusion. Croatia, toget-
her with Bulgaria, Romania and the
Baltic countries, has the lowest share
of costs for protection from unem-
ployment and for housing and so-
cial exclusion. Most of the benefits
in the social protection system are
low, although the amounts of some
benefits grew in 2009. The share of
the average pension in average wage
has almost remained unchanged
since 2008 (40%), whereas the share
of the average unemployment ben-
efit in the average wage grew from
22% in 2008 to 30.5% in October
2009, and so did the share of the
standard permanent social assis-
tance benefit (support allowance)
for an able-bodied single person,
which grew from 7.7% in 2008 to al-
most 10% in 2009. The next secti-
on provides an international compa-
rison of social transfers in Croatia
and its efficiency.
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MefyHapoaHu cnopenou u
aHanu3u Ha edpMkacHocTa
Ha couujanHUoT TpaHcdep
BO XpBaTcka

Crankara Ha p13uK of cupomalL-
TWja NoYHa ga ce 3ronemMyBsa Ha no-
YeTOKOT Ha ekoHoMcKaTa kpu3a (18%
Bo 2009, Bo ogHoc Ha 17,4% Bo 2008
rog.). Bo 2010 roguHa, ctankata Ha
PU3MK Of, cMpoMalUThja n3Hecysalle
20,6%, WTO € 3Ha4YMTENHO NOBUCOKO
of npocekoT Ha EY27 (16,4%). Camo
JlatBnja 1 PomaHuja nmaa nosmcoka
cTanka Ha p13uK og cupomMaluTuja og
XpBatcka, gogeka byrapuja n LUna-
HWja MMaa NpuUbNMXHO MUCTa cTanka
Ha pU3MK O CMpoMallThja Kako u
XpBatcka. PenatnBHWOT ja3 Ha pu3n-
koT og cupomarutuja Bo 2010 roguHa
Bewwe 28,6% (Tabena 3).

Babenewka: Bo EY15 3emjute, npuxogute
BKITy4yBaaT caMo MPUXOAM BO rOTOBO, AOAEKa
BO Apyrn 3emju (BKMy4yBajku ja n Xpeatcka),
BKYMHWOT NPWXOA Ce COCTOU U Of, NPWXOA BO
napw v of Npuxoaym BO HaTypa. [NpnxofoT Bo Ha-
Typa e AenyMHO BKITy4YeH BO BKYMHUOT NPUXOL,
3aTo0a LUTO Ce CMETa 3a BaXkHa KOMMOHEHTa Ha
BKYMHUOT PaconoXII1B NPKUXos BO OBUE 3EMjU.
MpvxoaoT BO HaTypa BkIydyyBa, Ha npumMep,
NPpVBaTHO NPOU3BEAEHN CTOKM HAMEHETY 3a NTNY-
Ha NOTPOLLYBayKa (XpaHa npousBeaeHa of cTpa-
Ha Ha caMOTO AOMaKWUHCTBO) unn GecnnatHu
YCRyru Kako fien of npodecroHarnHa AejHOCT.

International comparisons
and analysis

of social transfer efficiency
in Croatia

The at-risk-of-poverty rate began
to rise at the beginning of the eco-
nomic crisis (18% in 2009 com-
pared to 17.4% in 2008). In 2010,
the at-risk-of-poverty rate was 20.6%,
which is considerably higher than
the EU27 average (16.4%). Only
Latvia and Romania had a higher
at-risk-of-poverty rate than Croatia,
while Bulgaria and Spain had ap-
proximately the same at-risk-of-po-
verty rate as Croatia. The relative
at-risk-of-poverty gap in 2010 was
28.6% (Table 3).

Note: In the EU15 countries income in-
cludes income in cash only, while in other
countries (including Croatia) total income
comprises both income in cash and income
in kind. Income in kind is partly included in the
total income as it is considered to be an im-
portant component of total disposable income
in these countries. Income in kind includes
e.g. privately produced goods intended for
personal consumption (food produced by the
household itself) or free services as part of a
professional activity.
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Ta6ena 3. UHankaTopu Ha cMpomalLThja U HepaMHONpPaBHOCT
\(cnopea metogonorujata Laeken)

Table 3. Poverty and inequality indicators (according to the Laeken
methodology)

- N
(=4 (=3
o (=]
o~N N
O O
x (74
& =

PX RC 2003
PX RC 2004
PX RC 2005
PX RC 2006
PX RC 2007
PX RC 2008
PX RC 2009
PX RC 2010
EU25 2007
EU15 007
EU10 2007

Cranka

BO pU3NK of
cupomaLuTuja (%) 17.2(18.2(16.9(16.7 (17.5116.3|17.4|17.4]118.0|20.6| 16 | 16 | 15
At-risk-of-poverty
rate (%)

Cranka Ha pu3uK of,
cvpomaLLThja npeg
couujanHute
TpaHcdepy (neHsum
BKNYy4YEHN BO
npuxogor) (%)
At-risk-of-poverty
rate before social
transfers (pensions
included in income) (%)

34.7(33.7133.3|124.0(25.8(24.1|24.3|125.5|125.8(25.3| 26 | 26 | 25

Cranka Ha pusuk o
cvpoMalLThja npes
couujanHure
TpaHcepw (neHaun
UCKNYYeH of
npuxodor) (%) 42.9140.0(42.3|41.4|143.2141.8141.6]143.1141.1]132.8| 32 | 32 | 32
At-risk-of-poverty
rate before social
transfers (pensions
excluded from
income) (%)

PenatuBeH ja3
Ha pu3uK of
cupomaluTja (%) 22.7123.2|121.1(22412291225(21.9|249|23.8(28.6| 22 | 22 | 23
Relative at-risk-of-
poverty gap (%)

W3Bop: 3a Xpsamcka - Xpsamcko 6upo 3a cmamucmuka, M3mpaxysarse 3a byyemom Ha 00MaKuH-
cmeama (pasnu4Hu eoduHu); 3a EU25. EU15 u EU10: Eurostat.

Source: for Croatia: Croatian Bureau of Statistics, Household Budget Survey (various years); for
EU25. EU15 and EU10: Eurostat.

Babenewka: IhgukatopuTe 3a cupomMall- Note: Poverty indicators for the Republic
Tuja 3a Penybnuka Xpeatcka 6ea npecmeta-  of Croatia were calculated from the data on
HW of nogaTouuTe 3a BKynHUTe HeTo-npu-  the total netincome collected by statistical re-
Xoam npubpaHu of cTatucTudknTe nctpaxyea-  search Household Budget Survey (HBS). The
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ta Ha byyertor Ha gomakuHcTBata (MB[).
WcTpaxyBameTo Gelue cnpoBegeHo Ha npu-
MepOoK of] cryy4ajHo u3bpaHu NpuBaTHU JoMa-
knHcTBa. MNpuMepoKoT 3a cekoja rognHa belue
opfenHo fedrHupaH, O4HOCHO He NOCTOM na-
HEen NpMMepokK (JoMakMHCTBaTa He ce MOBTO-
pyBaaT BO HapefHaTta roguHa). Heto-npuxo-
[OT Ha JOMaKMHCTBOTO, 3ae[iHO CO FOTOBUHa-
Ta, UCTO Taka, i BKIy4yBa W NpuxoauTe BO
Hatypa. lNokasaTenuTe Ha cupomMaluThjaTa, o
BoBefyBatse Ha CITY uctpaxysareTo, (cTatu-
CTUKA Ha NMPUXOLOT U YCIOBUTE) BO XPBATCKY-
OT CTaTUCTUYKM CUCTEM, Ke Ce NPecMeTyBa of
nogarouute cobpanu og ctpaHa Ha UB[. 3a-
TOa WTO nogaTtouuTe 3a 3emjute og EY ce
npecmeTanu og nogartouute Ha CITY koja e
MeTOLOMOLWKM pa3nuyHa og VB[, osa Tpeba
[ia buae 3eMeHo NpeaBua Npuw crnopenyBame
Ha nogatouuTe 3a PX u 3emjute Ha EY.

() HepgoBomnHo curypHu nogartouu.

Deleeck, Van den Bosh u De Lath-
ouwer (1995) HarnacyBaat geka co
Lien Aa ce yTBpAM [0 KOj CTeneH couu-
janHuTe TpaHcdepu BO LENOCT, Unn
noeanHeYHo, BrnvjaaT Bp3 Hamanysa-
HETO Ha CTankuTe Ha cupoMaLuTuja,
HajedHOCTaBHO e Aia ce cnopeaar T.H.
npeTTpaHcdepHn npuxoau, Co NocT-
TpaHcdepHuTe npuxoan. Ctankarta Ha
PU3UK Of CUpoMaLLThja Npeg coumjan-
HUTe TpaHcdepu e npecmeTaHa co
UCKITyYyBak-e Ha CoLmjanHuTe TpaHc-
depv npn gedpurHUparETO Ha Npu-
xoaoT. OBOj MHAMKaTOP Ce KOPUCTU BO
kombBuHauwja co cTaHgapgHaTa crarn-
Ka Ha pu3uK of cMpomMaluTuja, co uen
[la Cce OLeHW BNujaHMeTOo Ha couujan-
HUTE TpaHCcdepy Ha PU3UKOT Of CUPO-
mawTuja (Tabena 4).

survey was carried out on a sample of ran-
domly selected private households. So that
the sample for each year was defined sepa-
rately, i.e. there is no panel sample (house-
holds are not repeated in the following year).
Net household income, in addition to cash,
also includes income in kind. Poverty indica-
tors, until the introduction of the SILC re-
search (Statistics of Income and Living
Conditions) into Croatian statistical system,
will be calculated from the data collected by
HBS. Since the data for the EU countries are
calculated from the data of SILC which is
methodologically different from HBS, this
should be taken into account in comparing
the data for RC and EU countries.

() Insufficiently reliable data

Deleeck, Van den Bosch and
De Lathouwer (1995) stress that in
order to determine to what extent
social transfers in total or individu-
ally affect the poverty reduction ra-
tes; it is simplest to compare so-call-
ed pre-transfer income with post-
transfer income. The at-risk-of-poverty
rate before social transfers is calcu-
lated by excluding social transfers
when defining the income. This in-
dicator is used in combination with
a standard at-risk-of-poverty rate in
order to evaluate the impact of so-
cial transfers on the risk of poverty
(Table 4).
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Tabena 4. Ctanku Ha cMpomaluTHja U HamarnyBake Ha cTankuTe Ha cupomaiiTuja Bo 2011 r.
Table 4. Poverty rates and poverty rate reduction in 2011

g 3 3.8 — 3 _d -
= 8 _ e =xF. fFEsE  _E
< < i < 5 9832 332 585 =9
F F 8§ Fz g §5gg Bagssss 8%
o O o5 oo G o
S 885 @ o = X ExXrgF TTo ®SE g =00
S¢ 588 58 g3 2%°p c-s% §8S° Zig
sE g5 F I ©3 FE3Z $58 5Ei: &tsT
5 92z 5 s >5 ©OES§ BSauk 5=2F Sants
£t £8 £ £ E£x S@%S BtEw 2835 3BESH
22 g+ ¢ 23 22 T gfF 295 TZo2 35BS
S8 SE 8¢ 815 88 £5r58 2.0 $3s85 9505
25 I 9y TEe o 2582 T3S §55ed 253
gx o8 =8 g$If x5 ES5s £cd ZSEsE PESS
5% 53 52 55& ¥ 225§ 289 S55% 885w
5% 58 2§ 588 28 fFge 23F §5:88 3s5§5
1 2 5 4 =3-1 6=4-1
EY27 EU27 16.5 26.4 43.8 9.9 27.3
ABcTpuja  Austria 12.6 24.9 43.6 12.3 31
Benrnja Belgium 193 27.8 42.0 12.5 26.7
Byrapvja Bulgaria 224 27.3 40.7 4.9 18.3
Yewka CZECHR. 9.8 18.0 37.8 8.2 28
[ancka Denmark 13.0 28.4 40.4 15.4 27.4
Ectonvja Estonia 17.5 24.9 4141 7.4 23.6
®uHcka Finland 13.7 27.4 41.3 13.7 27.6
®paHupja France 14.0 24.7 44.2 10.7 30.2
Mpumja Greece 214 24.8 449 3.4 235
NatBuja Latvia 19.3 27.3 457 8 26.4
JIntBanuja Lithuania | 20.0 31.8 49.4 11.8 294
Jlykcembypr
Luxembourg 13.6 27.2 43.8 13.6 30.2
YHrapuja Hungary 13.8 28.9 51.8 15.1 38
Manta Malta 15.4 22.9 36.9 75 21.5
XonaHauja
Nl 1 20.9 36.9 9.9 25.9
lepmanuja Germany | 15.8 251 44.6 9.3 28.8
Moncka Poland 17.7 241 43.4 6.4 25.7
Moptyranuja Portugal | 18.0 254 425 7.4 245
PomaHnuja Romania 222 291 49.8 6.9 27.6
Cnoeenuja Slovenia 13.6 242 40.2 10.6 26.6
Cnosayka Slovakia 13.0 19.5 38.3 6.5 253
LnaHuja  Spain 21.8 29.8 44.8 8 23
lliBeacka Sweden 14 27.9 424 13.9 284
Xpeatcka Croatia 21.1 30.7 46.7 9.6 25.6
M3Bop: Xpsamcko 6upo 3a cmamucmuka (2012), Source: Croatian Bureau of Statistics (2012)
WHOukamopu Ha cupomawmuja 2011 Poverty indicators 2011
— lpemxodHu nodamouu, npeo usdaHue 14.1.2. - Previous data, first release 14.1.2.
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[MpeTTpaHcdepHMOT npuxog ro
noapasbupa TEKOBHMOT NPUXOL, Of, KOj
C€ UCKITy4YEeHN CUTE NN OAPELEHUN CO-
uujanHu TpaHcdepn, gogeka nocTt-
TpaHcepHNOT NPUXoA ce ogHecyBa
Ha BKYMHWOT PacnoioXne npmxoa
o4 cuTe u3Bopwu (Nnatu, counjanHm
TpaHcdepu, npocuTt, UTH.). lNpBO, ce
yTBpAyBa OpOjOT Ha CMpOMaLLHUTE
nmua, Taka LTo TpaHcdepuTe ce uc-
KMy4YeHn of npuxoguTe, a NoToa ce
npaBv aHanuaa 3a Toa Korky couujan-
HUOT TpaHcep, kora Toj e BKITyYeH BO
BKYMHMOT npuxod, NpuaoHecysa 3a
HamanyBahe Ha 6p0ojoT Ha CMpoMalLL-
HY Nuua. Ha oBoj Ha4YMH € MOXHO Aa
ce YTBPAM KoM coupjantm TpaHcdepu
ce noBeeke, a Kom nomarky ce eduka-
CHW O rnefHa TOYKa Ha HamayBak-e-
TO Ha cupomaluTujata. 3a nonecHa
cnopenba, uctute nogartouu rpadm-
YKK ce npukaxaHu Ha Crivka 1.

Pre-transfer income implies cur-
rent income from which all or cer-
tain social transfers are excluded,
while post-transfer income relates
to total available income from all
sources (wages, social transfers,
profits and so on). First, the number
of poor people is determined, so
that transfers are excluded from in-
come, and then an analysis is made
of how much social transfer, when
included in total income, contribute
to the reduction in the number of
the poor. In this manner it is possi-
ble to ascertain which social trans-
fers are more or less related to the
poverty reduction. For a better com-
parison, these data are given graph-
ically in Picture 1.

Cnuka 1. Ctanku Ha cupomMaluTija U HamanyBake Ha CTankuTe

Ha cupomatutuja Bo 2011 rog.

Picture 1. Poverty rates and poverty rate reduction in 2011
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— Atk g e T s, pe s mad spadsl varafecs padaderl 0 Pusvk of cTanka Ha cupomaluTija, neHaum 1 coLl. MOMOLL UCKNyYeHn %
— e A Y TS B R e SRR, Puauk of cTanka Ha cupomatutuja npeacoumjantmu TpaHcdepn %
ekl R Ty el A Puauk op cTanka Ha cupomatuTuja %

= cme Slovekadp el LLTT R Puauk op cTanka Ha cupomatutuja EY 27, %

W3eop: Xpsamcko 6upo 3a cmamucmuka (2012)
WHOukamopu Ha cupomawmuja, 2011
— lNpemxodHu nodamouu, rpeo usdaHue 14.1.2.
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[aneHuTe nogatoum nokaxysaar
pasnukn BO cTankaTta Ha cupomall-
TWja, BO 3aBMCHOCT 0f TOa Janu nex-
3uMTe N gpyruTe coumjanHu TpaHc-
depu ce BKIydeHu, unu He. KoHuen-
TOT Ha NeH3Kn ce oHecyBa caMo Ha
cTapocHaTta neHsuja u neHaunjata 3a
NpexvBeaHu, HO, He Ha UHBaNWACKK-
Te neH3un. Og apyra cTpaHa, KoHuen-
TOT Ha ,4pYyrv coumjanHu TpaHcge-
pun“ rv BKIydyBa NpuaobmBKuTe U Npu-
XOAMTE NOBP3aHU CO: HEBPABOTEHOCT,
6eHedmummn 3a OeTCKkn aogaTtok, be-
Heduumn 3a nopoaunHo 6oneaysa-
ke, bonenysawe (Hag 42 geHa), co-
umjanHa nomow, 6eHecuumm 3a u-
314Ka HeCNOCOBHOCT U rpuxa 3a Apy-
v nyre, 3a pexabunurauuja unu spa-
6oTyBake Ha HBaANVMAHW Nuua, CTu-
neHauv v gogartoum 3a egykauuja v
ynnatu og Apyrv nuua 3a gomyBsa-
toe. OBaa pasnuka mery ,apyru co-
LmjanHu TpaHcdepu” og egHa cTpaHa,
M CTapocHaTa neHsuja u neHsujarta 3a
npexvBeaHu, og Apyra, € HanpaseHa
cnopen Metogonorujata Ha Eypo-
cTarT, 3apagu cnopeannBocT Co 3eM-
jute Ha EV.

Kako wT0 pekoBme, 3a XpBaTcka
cnopenbara Mery craHgapgHata
cTanka Ha pu3uK of cupomatLuTumja u
cTankarta Ha pu3uK og cupomMaluTmja
npea couunjanHute TpaHcdepu, no-
KaxKyBa Jeka UCKIy4yBaHEeTO Ha CO-
unjanHuTe TpaHcdepu npegmssuka
3rornemyBamn€e Ha NPOLEHTOT Ha nnua
CO pu3uk og cupomaluTtuja og 21,1%
CTaHfapfHa cTanka, Ha cTanka og
30,7%. Ako v aBata coumjanHmn TpaHc-

These data show differences in
poverty rates depending on whet-
her they include pensions and other
social transfers or not. The concept
of pensions relates only to old-age
and survivor pensions and not to
disability pensions. On the other-
hand, the concept of ,other social
transfers® includes benefits or rece-
ipts related to unemployment, child
benefits, maternity benefits, layette
benefits, sick leave benefits (over
42 days), welfare assistance, ben-
efits for physical impairments and
other people’s care, benefits for re-
habilitation or employment of disab-
led persons, scholarships and re-
ceipts for education and receipts
from other persons for housing. This
distinction between ,other social
transfers® on the one hand and old-
age and survivor pensions on the
other is done based in the Eurostat
methodology, to provide compara-
bility with EU countries.

As mentioned, for Croatia a
comparison between the standard
at-risk-of-poverty rate and the at-
risk-of-poverty rate before social
transfers shows that the exclusion
of social trnsfers caused the incre-
ase in the percentage of persons at
the risk of poverty from the 21.1%
standard rate to the 30.7% rate. If
both social transfers and pensions
were excluded from the income,
the at-risk-of-poverty rate would

111



PeBuja 3a couujanHa nonutuka, rog 6, 6p. 10, Ckonje, asryct 2013

depm 1 neHsunTe Bea ncknyyveHu og
npuxoauTe, cTankata Ha puU3uK o
cypomaluThja gocturHysa 46,7%. Ako
ja aHanusmpame edmkacHocTa Ha
NeH3u1Te 1 Apyrute coumjasiHm TpaHc-
depu 3aegHo, ke usnese geka Xp-
BaTCKa MMa penaTtuBHO HeedeKTu-
BEH TpaHcep-cucTeM Bo criopeaba
co apyrute 3emju. brnarogapejkm Ha
NeH3u1Te 1 ApyruTe coumjanHm TpaHe-
depn, HamanyBaHheTO Ha cTankara
Ha cupomMaluTuja Bo XpBaTcka o
25,6 NpOLEHTHN NOEHN € NOMaro of,
npocekoT Ha EY27 og 27,3 npoueHT-
HW NoeHn. BeyLwHOCT, 3emjuTe moxat
[la ce KnacuduuupaaTr BO 4YeTupu
rpynu BO OOHOC Ha CTENEeHOT A0 KOj
ce Hamanysa cupomaluTujaTa: 3em-
juTe BO KOW CTarnkaTa Ha cupoMaLLTyh-
ja e noronema of 30% (HajBucoka Bo
YHrapuja co 38 NpOLEHTHN MOEHMU,
cnepeHa oa Asctpuja co 31 n dpah-
uuja, n Jlykcembypr co 30,2), 3emju
BO KOW CTarnkarta Ha cupomMaluTuja ce
aswku nomery 25 n 30% (benrvja,
Yewka, [aHcka, PuHcka, Jlateuja,
JlntBanuja, XonaHgwja, 'epmanuja,
MNoncka, Pomaxuja, CnoseHwuja, Cno-
Bayka, LLBeacka, Jluteanuja), 3emju
CO HamaryBake Ha cupomalluTujata
co cranka nomery 20 n 25% (Ecto-
Huja, lpunja, ManTa, MNopTtyranwja,
LLnaHwja) n byrapuja kako eguHcTBe-
Ha 3eMja CO HamarnyBake Ha cTan-
KaTa Ha cuMpomaluTuja NMOHUCKO 0f
20%. CnomeHaTuTe pesyntatu 3a
XpBaTtcka Moxe aa buaat usHeHaay-
Bauku, Guaejin cnopen Suéur (2005),
Xpsartcka Bo 2001 rog. nmatue pena-

reach 46.7%. If we analyse the ef-
fectiveness of pensions and other
social transfers together, it will ap-
pear that Croatia has a relatively in-
effective transfer system compared
to other countries. As a result of pen-
sions and other social transfers, the
poverty rate reduction in Croatia of
25.6 percentage points is smaller
than the EU27 average of 27.3 per-
centage points. In fact, countries
can be classified into four groups
with respect to the degree to which
poverty is reduced: countries in
which the rate of poverty reduction
is greater than 30% (the highest in
Hungary 38 percentage points, fol-
lowed by Austria with 31 and France,
and Luxembourg with 30.2), count-
ries in which the rate of poverty re-
duction ranges between 25 and
30% (Belgium,Czech Republic, Den-
mark, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Netherlands, Germany, Poland, Ro-
mania, Slovenia, Slovakia, Sweden,
Lithuania), countries with a poverty
reduction rate between 20 and 25%
(Estonia, Greece, Malta, Portugal,
Spain) and Bulgaria as the only
country with a poverty reduction
rate lower than 20%. These results
for Croatia can be surprising beca-
use according to Suéur (2005) Cro-
atia in 2001 had a relatively effec-
tive transfer system compared with
other countries. Jafarov and Gun-
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TMBHO eprKaceH TpaHcdep-cmcTemM
BO cnopenba co gpyrute 3emju. Jafa-
rov n Gunnarsson (2008) cmeTtaat
[leka ako epmkacHocTa Ha couujan-
HWTE TPOLLIOLUM BO XpBaTcKka 3Hauu-
TENHo He ce Nogobpwu, HaTaMOLLHOTO
3ronemyBare Ha couujanHarta nort-
pollyBayka MOXe fa He JoBede [0
nomMarna cupomMaluTmja.

3akny4ok 1 npenopaku

Hukoraw He Tpeba fa ce notnu-
pame camo Bp3 nasapHuTe cunu 3a
MPON3BOACTBO Ha hep 1 NpaBnUYHO
onwTecTBo. [lpxaBata mopa fa buae
NnocBeTeHa Ha HaMmanyBaHEeTO Ha CU-
pomaluTuhjaTa u HeegHakBoCTa, U Co
Len ga ro ctopu Toa, Taa Mopa ga
OApXXyBa TPaHCMapEHTEH W1 NpaBw-
YeH CUCTeM 3a coumjanHa 3awTuTa,
KOj ce MoTnupa BpP3 OCHOBAaTa Ha YHU-
BEp3anHO NMOKpMBake U HEANCKPU-
MuHaumja. CouujanHuTe TpaHcdepu,
Mo cBojaTa CyLUTWHCKa npupoaa, ce
jaBHa 0AroBOPHOCT, M 06MYHO ce 06e3-
6eneHv Npeky jaBHUTE UHCTUTYLUN.
Cenak, ucnopakaTta Ha couujanHo
ocurypyeame Moxe Ja buae, n 4ecto
e, HaMeHeTa 3a npuBaTHU Cyb6jeKkTu
UMW HEBNAAWHW OpraHusauum, Kou
LEMYMHO MOXaT Aa r'i HafgornornHyBa-
at nsbpaHuTe ynorun, BoobuyaeHo
UrpaHn of cTpaHa Ha couujanHara
3awTuTa. LUnpok cnekrap Ha MOXHO-

narsson (2008) believe that unless
efficiency of social spending in Cro-
atia is improved significantly, further
increase in social spending may not
lead to less poverty.

Conclusion
and recommendations

Market forces alone can never
be relied on to produce a fair or eg-
uitable society. The state must be
committed to the reduction of poverty
and inequality, and therefore, it must
maintain a transparent and equita-
ble system of social protection that
relies on a foundation of universal
coverage and non-discrimination.
Social transfers are, in their essen-
tial nature, a public responsibility,
and are typically provided through
public institutions. However, the de-
livery of social security can be, and
often is, mandated to private entities
or nongovernmental organizations,
which can partially complement se-
lected roles usually played by so-
cial security. A wide range of choices
and combinations of financing in-
struments, the design of benefit en-
tittements, and administrative ar-
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CTN M KOMBMHALMKM MOCTON BO OAHOC
Ha rpynata Ha MHCTPYMEHTM 3a u-
HaHcupawe, BO OQHOC Ha AW3ajHOT
Ha KOPUCTEHE Ha NpaBaTa U agMu-
HUCTpaTMBHMTE apaHxXmaHu. Cekoj
npuog “Ma CBOM MPELHOCTM U CBOU
orpaHuyyBama 1 CEKOj 0f HUB Ke 3a-
BMCW OA: HaUMOHarNHUTe BPeoHOCTH,
TpaamumMmM, MMHaTOTO UCKYCTBO W UH-
CTUTYLMOHANHMUTE pamku. MNMoBekeTo
HaLMOHasHN cucTeMu 3a couujanHo
ocurypyBake KOMOMHMpaaT HEKOIKY
BMOOBM Ha couujanHu TpaHcdepw.
Ha kpajoT Ha KpauwTaTta, OCHOBHaTa
Len e cuTe nyre ga yxueaat 6apem
OCHOBHO HMBO Ha rapaHLun Ha couu-
janHoTo ocurypyBsam-e.

HeonxogHo e ga ce 3ajakHe Mpe-
XaTa 3a coumjanHa 3awTuTta npeky
nogobpyBake Ha TapreTupareTo U
CrefeHeTo Ha nporpaMuTe 3a couu-
janHa nomoLu, 3ajakHyBak€ Ha rpa-
FAHCKOTO OnwTecTBO BO 06e3beny-
BakETO Ha couwujanHu ycnyru, ge-
LieHTpanusaumja Ha Hekou couujan-
HW ycnyri n nogobap Av3ajH Ha mep-
KWTe Ha nonuTukaTa 3a BpaboTysa-
te. Kako knyyHa mepka koja ke ja
nogobpu ecpmkacHocTa Ha TPOLLOLK-
Te Ha coumjanHaTa 3awTuTa, nocTom
notpeba 3a nogobpysare Ha Tapre-
TUpaweTo Ha 6eHeduLMKN CO 3HaYUU-
TEMHO NpoLUMpyBake Ha ynotpeba-
Ta Ha TecTupawe Ha cpeacTBa BO
obes3benyBar-e Ha beHedmLmm. MHo-
ry NO3UTMBHU aKTMBHOCTMK CE U3Be-
Aysaar, Ho Tpeba fa ce npenopaya
Aeka Tpeba ga ce uHBecTupaar Ha-

rangements exist. Each approach
has its advantages and its restric-
tions and each will depend on nati-
onal values, traditions, past expe-
rience and institutional frameworks.
Most national social security sys-
tems combine several types of so-
cial transfers. Ultimately, the central
objective is that all people enjoy at
least a basic level of social security
guarantees.

It is necessary to strengthen the
social safety net through improved
targeting and monitoring of social
welfare programmes, empowering
civil society in the provision of soci-
al services, decentralisation of some
social services and better design of
employment policy measures. As a
crucial measure that would improve
the efficiency of social protection
spending there is a need to improve
the targeting of benefits by signifi-
cantly expanding the use of means
testing in providing benefits. Many
positive activities have been perfor-
med, but one should recommend
that further effort be invested in im-
proving the quality, range and fre-
quency of collecting data, informa-
tion and social statistics as well as
in enhancing research about pover-
ty, economic inequality and social
exclusion. Such information and re-
search are required for social plan-
ning and for the formulation of appro-

114



Mpenpar bejakosuk

Predrag Bejakovic

TaMOLLHW Hanopu BO nogobpysare
Ha KBanuTeTOT, ONCEroT U )peKBEH-
umjaTta Ha cobupame Ha nogatoum-
Te, MHOpMaLMUTe 1 coumjanHute
CTaTUCTUKK, KaKo 1 BO NofobpyBar-e
Ha UCTPaXyBakEeTO 3a CUpPOMaLLTK-
jata, ekoHomckata HeeHaKBOCT U
couwujanHara UCKIy4eHocCT.

TakBute nHpopmaummn n nucrpa-
XyBakba ce MoTpebHM 3a counjanHo
nnaHupame 1 3a hopmynmpame Ha
COOABETHM NONUTUKK. AKO LenTa Ha
MpEeXuTe 3a OcUrypyBare e a CTur-
HaT 0 CMpOMaLLHWTE, NoTpebHu ce
MHpopmMaLmm 3a Toa Kou ce cupomMa-
LWHWTE 1 Kafle TUe ce HaoraaT U Kon-
Ky og npuaobuBkMTe Ha nporpamara
CTUrHyBaaT [0 OBaa LuefHa rpyna.
Bo nosekeTo cnyvaun, (ocobeHo TpaH-
3ULUMOHNTE) 3emjuTe TpoLlaT 3Hauu-
TENHN PECYPCU Ha 3aLUTUTHU MPEXN,
HO He ycnesaar ga cobepar nogaro-
UM 1 Aa cneqar Koj rm gjobusa beHe-
duunnte 1M Kako Tue Bnunjaea Bp3
kopucHuumTe. OBue nHopmaumu,
ncTo Taka, Tpeba ga bugat gocran-
HW 3a UCTpaxyBaykaTta 3aegHuua u
nowmpokara jaBHocT. OBue fBa Ye-
kopa Ke HanpasaT BnacTa Ja cTaHe
MOOArOBOPHA Npef enekTopartoT Ha
cuTe HMBOA, NpeKky obesbenyBare
Ha rnacayvTe co noseke MHMOpPMa-
LMK BO BPCKa CO BMMjaHUETO Ha Bna-
LOVHWTE NOMUTKKK, KOja, UCTO Taka,
Tpeba aa ro noamrHe KBanuTeToT Ha
jaBHaTa febata 1 aa ro sronemu yye-
CTBOTO Ha rparaHuTe BO NPOLEeCOT Ha
[IOHECYBaH-€e Ha MOSMUTUYKN OOSYKW.
Oga, moxebu, 6 moxeno ga npuao-

priate policies. If the objective is for
safety nets to reach the poor, infor-
mation is required on who the poor
are and where they are located, and
how much of the benefits from the
programme are reaching this target
group. In most cases, (especially
transitional) countries spend signif-
icant resources on safety nets but
fail to collect data and monitor who
receives the benefits and how they
were affected by them. Such infor-
mation should also be made avail-
able to the research community and
general public. These two steps will
help to make government at all lev-
els more accountable to the elec-
torate, by providing voters with more
information about the impact of go-
vernment policies, which should
also raise the quality of public de-
bate and increase the participation
of citizens in the political decision-
making process. This could contri-
bute to better determination of the
governmental goals in poverty re-
duction, improved targeting in imple-
mentation of measures and active
participation of bodies and individ-
uals on different levels of govern-
ment.

As public resources are limited,
one has to keep in mind the effici-
ency in expenditures for social wel-
fare. Not only for Croatia, there is a
complex issue: How to direct the
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Hece 3a nogobpo yTBpAyBake Ha
LenuTe Ha Bnagara 3a HamanyBawe
Ha cupomaluTujaTa, nogobpo Tapre-
TUpawe BO CNpoBedyBake Ha Mep-
KUTE U aKTUBHO YY4ECTBO Ha Tena u
MOEAVHUM Ha pasfMYHU HMBOA Ha
BnacTa.

3aToa WTO jaBHUTE pecypcu ce
orpaHu4YeHun, Mopa ga MUcCnMMe Ha
edukacHocTa BO pacxoauTe 3a Co-
umjanHa noMmoLl. He camo 3a Xpear-
cKa, TyKy ce paboTu 3a KOMMNIIEKCHO
npawatse: Kako ga ce Hacovart npu-
LOOVBKMTE M YCNYrnTE Ha OHUE CO
HajBMCOKO HMBO Ha notpeba? EpeH
Of1 HajronemMuTe NpeavsBnLmM 3a uc-
nopakarta Ha ycnyrute Ha couujan-
HaTa rpuxa e Kako eumkacHo ga ce
TapreTupaar orpaHu4eHUTe pecyp-
cu. [lypu n Bo noeekeTo 6oratu on-
lwTecTBa, nobapyBaykaTa 3a couu-
janHa 3awTtuTa ru HagmyHyBa cpea-
cTBaTa 00e3beneHn og Bnapgara. Co
Len ga ce obe3bean npaBuyHa pac-
npegenba Ha 6ecnnartHu/cyb6BeHUMO-
HMUPaHWU pecypcu, Mmopa Aa ce npu-
MeHyBaaT CfieqHVWBe MPUHLMNK: a)
Haco4yBaH-€ KOH OHWE CO Hajronema
notpeba; 6) mHaHCUCKM NpUOOHEC
BO COIMAcHOCT CO CpeacTeata;
B) TPAHCMNApPEHTHOCT 3a Aa ce obes-
Gequ geka Ha cuTe UM e jacHO Kako
ce JOoHecyBaart oanykuTe, 30LTO He-
kom nyre gobueaat becnnathHu ycny-
M, @ HEKOMN He, U KOJKY, BCYLUHOCT,
YuHW ycnyrata. 3a ycnyrute ga ou-
AaT ePMKaCHO HaCOYeHU, BaXHO €
kpuTepmymute ga bupar jacHo ge-
rHUpaHW.

benefits and services to those with
the highest level of need? One of
the major challenges of social care
service delivery is how to effectively
target scarce resources. Even in
the most affluent societies the de-
mand for social care outstrips the
resources provided by Government.
In order to ensure the equitable al-
location of free of charge/subsidi-
sed resources the following princi-
ples must be applied: a) targeting
towards those most in need; b) finan-
cial contribution according to means;
and c) transparency to ensure that
it is clear to everyone how decisi-
ons are made, why some people
receive free of charge services and
some do not and what the service
actually costs. If services are to be
targeted effectively it is important
that eligibility criteria are clearly de-
fined. The proposed drafting of a new
social welfare law offers an oppor-
tunity to review existing criteria for
all types of service provision to de-
termine whether (a) eligibility crite-
ria need to be tightened or (b) furt-
her guidance and training on how
to apply the criteria should be pro-
vided in order to improve the target-
ing of services towards those most
in need. The criteria for obtaining
some rights should be published and
made available to the general public
to increase awareness of the how
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MNpeanosnTe Ha HOBMOT 3aKOH 3a
coumjanHa sawTuTa HygaT MOXHOCT
[a ce peBuampaat nocTojHUTE Kpu-
TepuyMu 3a cuTe BUAOBK Ha 06e3be-
[lyBake Ha ycrnyrn ga ce yTBpau
fanu: (a) kputepuymnte Tpeba aOa
Gugat noctporn unm (6) Tpeba ga
6upgat npeaBnaeHy OONOMHUTENHU
Hacoku n obyka 3a Toa Kako ga ce
NpPMMeHyBaaT KpuTepuymuTe, Co Len
[a ce nogobpu TapreTupareTo Ha
YCNyri KOH OHWE Ha KOW UM ce Haj-
MHory notpebHu. Kputepmymute 3a
pobviBarbe Ha Hekow nNpaea Tpeba aa
buaat objaBeHn 1 JocTanHn 3a Wu-
poKaTa jaBHOCT, 3a Aa ce 3ronemu
CBeCTa 3a Toa Kako (PyHKUMOHMpa
CUCTEMOT, 3a fia ce nogobpu TpaHc-
napeHTHocTa 1 da ce obesbeau ja-
CHa OCHOBa 3a NpUroBopyu NpOTUB
OANyKUTE OOHECEHW 0f CTpaHa Ha
ApXaBHWTe opraHu. KoHevHo, cucte-
MOT 3a couMjanHa 3awTuTta e not-
pebHO Oa pasBue HauuoHanHa pam-
Ka Ha nepgopmaHcy Koja BKIy4yBa
pas3nUYyHN OUMEH3NN, KaKo LUTO ce:
HauwoHanHu npuoputet n CtpateLu-
Kn uenu, Tpowoun n edukacHocT,
EbeKkTMBHOCT Ha ucnopakara Ha yc-
nyru n pesyntatu, Kesanutet Ha ycny-
M 3a KOPUCHULIMTE U HeryBaTenuTe,
n ®ep npuctan.

Mepkute Ha couujanHata nonu-
TUKa U HamarnyBakeTO Ha BnujaHu-
€TO Ha Kpu3aTta Bp3 Haj3arpo3eHuTe
rparaHu ce HeONXo4HM CO Len Aa ce
CMpeYn HaTaMOLLHO HaMarnyBaHe Ha
XMBOTHUWOT CTaHAapa Ha HajcupomMa-
WHUTe rpafaHn. [pxaBHUOT ByLleT,

the system operates improve trans-
parency and provide clear grounds
for appealing against decisions made
by state bodies. Finally, for a social
welfare system it is necessary to de-
velop a national performance frame-
work which includes various dimen-
sions such as National Priorities and
Strategic Objectives, Cost and Effi-
ciency, Effectiveness of Service De-
livery and Outcomes, Quality of Servi-
ces for Users and Carers, and Fair
Access.

The measures of social policy
and reducing the impact of the cri-
sis on the most endangered citi-
zens are necessary in order to
prevent the living standards of the
poorest citizens from dropping even
lower. The state budget, as well as
the local budgets, should not redu-
ce the means of ensuring material
rights for the socially endangered
groups (social welfare beneficiari-
es, the unemployed, the elderly wit-
hout pensions, elderly with low pen-
sions, etc.) It is possible that the
number of social welfare benefici-
aries in the future will not dramati-
cally increase, because most of
those that are unemployed will com-
pensate their income loss through
unemployment benefits. However,
if the unfavourable economic trends
continue throughout next period, it
is possible to expect an increase in
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Kako 1 nokanHute byLetn, He Tpeba
[la ' Hamanar cpefcTeara 3a 06e3-
GenyBarwe MaTepujanHu npasa 3a
coumjanHo 3arposeHuTte rpynu (kKo-
PUCHMLUM Ha coumjanHa nomoLl, He-
BpaboTeHu, noctapu nuua 6e3 nex-
3uja, cTapu nmua co HUCKMU NEH3UMK,
UTH.). MOXHO e feka 6pojoT Ha Ko-
PUCHMUM Ha couwmjanHa noMmowl BO
WOHWHA Hema ApaMaTuyHO Jda ce
3ronemu, buaejkm NoBekeTo o OHMe
KOW ce HeBpaboTeHn Ke ja KOMMNeH-
3upaar 3arybata Ha nNpuxoaun npeky
6eHedumummn 3a HeBpaboTeHocT. Me-
fyTOa, aKo HEMOBOSTHUTE EKOHOMCKM
TPEHZOBMW NPOJOIMKAT U BO TEKOT Ha
HapeaHWOT Nepuod, MOXHO € aa ce
OYeKyBa 3rofieMyBahe Ha BpojoT Ha
KOPUCHULMTE Ha pasfnuyHu BULOBU
Ha coumjanHm 6eHedmumm, WTO 3Ha-
4uM eKa BO TOj cryyaj ke Tpeba ga ce
aKTUBMpaaT [OMNOSHUTENHU cpea-
CTBa ¥ Nporpamu 3a HajpaHnueute
rpynu. Ynorata Ha NnokanHuTte Bnactu
€ 0 KMy4yHO 3Hayewe, JoaeKa eaun-
HULMTE Ha NoKanHata camoynpasa
Tpeba akTMBHO Aa ce BKNy4aT BO
06e3benyBar-eTO NOMOLL 3a Hajcu-
poMaLLHUTe rparaHu.

the number of users of different
types of social benefits, meaning
that in that case additional means
and programmes for the most vul-
nerable groups will have to be acti-
vated. The role of the local autho-
rities is crucial, while the local gov-
ernment units should become ac-
tively involved in ensuring assis-
tance for the poorest citizens.
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