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OANWU BNIUJAHUETO
HA COLUWJANTHUTE
TPAHC®EPU HABUCTUHA
E 3HAYAJHO?

Iburbana lMNejuH CTokKuMK,
EKOHOMCKMOT MHCTUTYT,
Benrpag, Cpbuja

Pe3ume

Bo nocnegHuTte gecet roavHum,
Cpnickata Bnaga gsanatvi r'm U3MeHu
CBOMTE [iBE OCHOBHW flerycnaTmem no-
BpP3aHM CO couujanHuTe TpaHcdepu,
Bo 2004 n 2011 rognHa. BpegHocTa
Ha couujanHuTe TpaHcdepu belwe
3roremeHa u bellie BoBeEeHO NOKpK-
Bab-€ Ha JOMOMHUTENHW PaHMUBK rpy-
nu. [1eaTta rnaBHu1 coumjanHu TpaHc-
depn Bo Cpbuja ce: cemejHaTa Gu-
HaHCKCKa noaapLuKka u AeTCKUoT Jo-
AATOK, ynoraTa Ha NpBUOT € NoAApLL-
Ka 3a cemejcTBaTa 4umj Npuxosd e nog
MMHUMAITHOTO ersucTeHuujanHo H1BO,
a yrnorata Ha BTOPUOT € NpomMeHeTa
O[1 UHCTPYMEHT 3a AemMorpadpckum not-
TMK BO OHOj KOj MMa UCKMY4YMTENHO
couujanHa ynora, Kako (ouHaHcucka
nogapLUKa 3a cemejcTBaTa Co HUCKU
npuxoau, Kom umaart geua. Tpy4ort ro
UCTpaxKyBa peanHoTo BfujaHue Ha
OBMWE NPOMEHU Bp3 TapreTupaHo Ha-

DOES THE IMPACT
OF SOCIAL TRANSFERS
REALLY MATTER?

Ljiljana Pejin Stokic,
Economics Institute,
Belgrade, Serbia

Abstract:

In the last ten years Serbia go-
vernment amended its two main
laws related to social transfers twice,
in 2004 and 2011. In both cases chan-
ges raised the value of social trans-
fers and introduced coverage of
additional vulnerable groups. Two
main social transfers in Serbia are:
Family financial support and Child
benefits, the role of the first one is
to support families whose income is
bellow a minimal survival level, the
role of the latter one has changed,
from being an instrument for demo-
graphic boost to one which has ex-
clusively a social role as a financial
support for the low income families
with children. The paper explores the
real impact of these changes on the
targeted population and examines
if the proclaimed goals have been
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ceneHve v nNpoydysa fanv ce noc-
TUrHaTK NPOKMaMMpaHnTe LEenu.

OCHOBHOTO npaLlake e Kako Ho-
CUTENMTE Ha OANYyKW rneJaar Ha oBue
[iBa couujanHu TpaHcdepn, ganm rvm
cMeTaar 3a 3HavyaeH UHCTPYMEHT 3a
nogobpyBare Ha couujanHara BKy-
YEHOCT Ha PaHNMBOTO HAceneHne nnm
nMaart noseke BUpokpaTcku npucran,
Npw WTO TpaHcdepuTe NpeTcTaByBa-
aT caMo HacnegHa HopMaTuBHa Mep-
Ka Cco Koja Brniagarta ja nokaxysa cBO-
jaTa 3arpmxeHoCT 3a 3arpo3eHoTo
HaceneHve. OBa npawake e TeCHO
MOBP3aHO CO MpallakeTo Ha nep-
Lenuuja Ha nonuTMKaTa Ha couujan-
Ha VMHKNy3nja N HEj3NHOTO MEeCTO BO
COBpeMeHata couujanHa nonutuka
Bo Cpbuja. TpyaoT rv npeseHTMpa Ha-
0OMTE Ha PacronoXMBUTE aHaNN3M
3a BNWjaHMETO Ha BOBEAEHUTE HOp-
MaTUBHWM U3MEHW, AaBa npernes Ha
MOMEHTarnHaTa couujanHa nonuTuka
1 06pHYBa BHYMaHWe Ha HeJOCTUroT
Ha MHTepec Ha NpeTCTaBHULMTE Ha
BflacTa 3a MOHUTOPWHT 1 eBanyaumja
Ha BIMjaHMETO Ha HOBOTO 3aKOHO-
[laBCTBO.

KnyyHnu 36o0poeu: Cupomauu-
muja, Mo00bHOCM, XUBOMEH CMaH-
0ap0, chuHaHCUCKU mpaHcgepu.

achieved. The underlying question
is how decision makers view these
two social transfers, do they con-
sider them as a valuable instrument
to enhance social inclusion of the
vulnerable population or they have
more bureaucratic approach, where
these transfers represent only an
inherited normative measure by
which government claims its con-
cern about the vulnerable popula-
tion. This issue is closely related to
the question of the perception of
the social inclusion policy and its
place in the contemporary social
policy in Serbia. The paper presents
findings from the available analy-
ses on the impacts of introduced
normative amendments, gives a re-
view of the current social policy and
draws attention to the lack of inter-
est of the state’s officials on mo-
nitoring and evaluation of impacts
of new legislative.

Key words: Poverty, eligibility,
living standard, financial transfers.
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BoBepn

HajHoBWTe NpoLeHkn 3a cupoma-
wrmjata Bo Cpbuja oTkpmBaat geka
cTankata Ha cupomaluTuja Npoaon-
XU [a ce 3rofieMyBa 1 € MOXHO Aa
pocturHe 11% (®PuckaneH coser,
2012), WTo 3Ha4M aeka nocrojaTt Haj-
manky okony 800.000 cupomaluHm
nuua Bo Cpbuja, wTto e noseke of
1/10 oa HaceneHuneTo. bea n3bpaxu
obuLmjanHu NpeTcTaBHULM Aa ja U3-
MepaT anconyTHaTa rpaHuua Ha cu-
poMallTKja, Koja ce AedmHMpa Kako
MWHUMYM U3HOC NoTpebeH 3a xpaHa
(MMHUMYM XpaHnvMBa BpegHOCT —
2.288 kanopwuu Ha [ieH), npeaBuaeH
oA cTpaHa Ha OpraHu3aumjata 3a xpa-
Ha 1 3eMjOLENCTBO 1 3a ApYri TPOLLO-
LK, BKNy4yBajkn: obneka, 3qpaBcTBo,
obpasoBaHue, TpaHCNOPT, pekpea-
umja v KynTypa (kpwujata v TpoLlouu-
Te 3a TpajHu gobpa He ce BKITy4eHn).
Og gpyra cTpaHa, ouuumjanHuTe no-
AaToum 3a BfnjaHUETO Ha OCHOBHMOT
MHCTPYMEHT 3a couujanHa sawTuTa
3a ,MOCTUrHyBakEe U OOpXyBake Ha
MWUHUMYM (OMHAHCUCKA CUTYPHOCT U
HE3aBMCHOCT Ha NOeaMHELoT U ce-
MejCTBOTO BO MCMOMHYBake Ha HUB-
HUTe noTpebun” (3akoH 3a couunjanHa
3awTtunTa, 2011 rog., YneH 3) nokaxy-
Baart Jeka Bo jaHyapu 2012 rog. ca-
mo 1/4 on cupomawwHute (220.000
nmua) npummne uHaHc1cka NoMOLL.

Introduction

The latest estimates on poverty
in Serbia reveal that poverty rate
continued to increase and possibly
reached 11% (Fiscal Council, 2012),
that means that there are at least
around 800 000 poor people in Ser-
bia which is more than one tenth of
the population. Serbia officials have
chosen to measure the absolute
poverty line which is defined as the
minimum amount necessary for food
(nutritive minimum — 2,288 calories
per day), envisaged by the Food and
Agriculture Organization and other
expenditures, including clothing,
health, education, transport, recrea-
tion and culture (the imputed rent
and expenditures for durable goods
are not included). On the other hand
official data on impact of social pro-
tection’s main instrument for ‘reach-
ing and maintaining a minimum
financial security and independen-
ce of an individual and family in ful-
fillment of their needs’ (Law on So-
cial Security,2011, Article 3) show
that in January 2012 only one fourth
of poor (220 000 persons) have re-
ceived financial assistance. The num-
ber of beneficiaries who receive
Financial Social Assistance (FSA)
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BpojoT Ha KopuCHMLM KoM npumaat
napuyHa couujanHa nomow (MCIM) e
noctojaHo Bo nopact og 2000 rogu-
Ha, Kora umano camo 66.560 nuua,
CO 3HauuTeneH nopact og 27% BO
2001 roguHa v gocTurHyBajkun 131.456
nvua Ha MoYeTOKOT Ha KpusaTa BO
2007 roguHa 1 co nocTojaH nopact
(Tabena 1).

has been constantly on rise since
2000 when it was only 66 560 per-
sons, with a sharp rise of 27% in 2001
reaching 131 456 persons at the on-
set of the crisis in 2007 and than mo-
ving constantly upward (Table 1).

Tabena 1. TpeHO08U Ha NoKpueHocm co beHechumu Ha napuyHa couujasiHa noMouw-
Table 1. Trends in the coverage by Financial Social Assistance benefits

FloauweH npocek

Jinua Persons
Year average OomakuHcTBa
Households % of BKYNHOTO HacesnieHne
% of the total population

2008 54 533 140 289 1.9

2009 59 624 168 347 2.3

2010 65 816 167 914 2.3

2011 72 000 180 000 2.5

2012* 90 000 220 586 3.1
*JaHyapu/chespyapu; W3Bop: M3sewmau Ha MuHucmepcmeomo 3a mpyd u coyujanHa rnonumuka
*January/February; Source: Min. of LSP Reports

Ynenot Ha ucnnatute Ha NCIl1 Bo
BAIM, ncto Taka, belwe Bo nopacT, o4
0,12% opn BAM Bo 2007 rogunHa, oo
0,67% Bo 2011 roguHa. OBoj nopact
Belue oenymHo npeavsBukaH of 3ro-
nemyBaHeTO Ha BPOjOT Ha KOPUCHU-
LMTe, HO AEeNyMHO Ce OIMKM U Ha Ha-
manyeaneTO Ha B[l1, koewTo 3ano-
yHa og 2008 roguHa. OBue TpeHaoBM
Tpeba ga NoTTMKHAT OTBOPEHA jaBHa
febarta 3a ynorata Ha gpxaBaTta BO
HamasnyBaH-ETO Ha CUpOMaLUTKjaTa;
Ce YMHW [ieKa TeKOBHaTa NonuTuKa Ha
[aBahe Masiky Ha HEKONKyMUHa, rma-
BHO Ce 3aHMMaBa CO YMCT OMNCTaHoK, a
He co Hanpegok. Ako Brapgarta rm

Share of FSA'a payments in GDP
has been also on rise, from 0.12%
of GDP in 2007 to 0.67% in 2011.
This rise was partially caused by the
increase of the number of benefici-
aries, but partly due to the GDP’s de-
crease which has started since 2008.
These trends should stimulate an
open public debate about the state’s
role in alleviation of poverty; it seems
that a current policy of giving a little
to a few is mostly concerned with the
pure survival, not development. If
government would consider social
transfers as investment which would
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CMeTa couujanHuTe TpaHcdepu 3a
MHBECTULIMK KOM Ke T NpeTBopat no-
TeHuujanHute kopucHuum Ha MCI1 Bo
NMPOAYKTMBHA Cwmfa, nNpomeHata BO
O[HOCOT KOH coLumjanHuTe TpaHcde-
pu e npegycrnoB Koj Mopa Ja ce cre-
[N CO KOHKPETHAa NpOLeHKa Ha Bnvja-
HWETO Ha cuTe BUAOBM Ha coumjaniu
TpaHcdepu. Bo 0BOj Tpya ce ucnuty-
Ba NpernegoT Ha BnaguHaTa nonmTu-
Ka BO OOHOC Ha rmaBHUOT couujaneH
TpaHcoep, lMapuyHa coyujanHa rno-
mow' (Novéana socijalna pomoc¢), og
rMegHa ToYKa Ha HEroBOTO BrvjaHWe
BO nocrnefHara fgeueHuja.

EcekTnte og ekoHoMcKaTa Kpu-
3a cturHaa go Cpbwja co mano 3ago-
LIHYBaH€ 1 HUBHUOT LENOCceH ehexT
ce nodvysctByBa BOo 2009 roguHa,
kora BAI ce Hamanu 3a 3,5%, no no-
6aBHMOT EKOHOMCKM pacT 0f O4eKy-
BaHmoT Bo 2008 rogmHa. Op 2009 ro-
AVHa, 00 [leHeC, eKoHoMMjaTa € BO
peuecuja, co HeratueeH pacT Ha B[
BO OBaa roguHa 3a 2/4. HeratuBHute
€KOHOMCKM nepcdopmMaHcK nmaa ro-
nemMo BfvjaHve Bp3 Nas3apoT Ha pa-
6oTHa cuna, Koj e HajcrnabaTa Touka
Ha cpnckaTa ekoHomuja. Of noyerto-
koT Ha 2000 rognHa, NOMHTEH3MBHa-
Ta TpaH3uuuja 1 npueaTusaumja npe-
An3BUKaa nag Ha BpaboTeHocTa, 6u-
[ejkn HamanyBaHeTo Ha paboTHUTE
MecTa He Ce KOMMeH3upalle co co3-
[aBa-€eTO Ha HoBW. Kpmsara ro npo-

! [MapuyHama couujan+a nomow (HoedyaHa co-
yujanHa noMoK) 8o npemxo0HUOM 3aKOH uMalle
pasnu4yHa mepmuHornoauja: MamepujanHo obes-
6edysar-e Ha cemejcmeomo (MOC)

turn potential FSA beneficiaries into
productive force, the change in atti-
tude toward social transfers is pre-
requisite which has to be followed
with the concrete impact assess-
ment of all types of social transfers.
This paper reviews the government’s
policy regarding the main social trans-
fer, the Financial Social Assistance!,
(Novcana Socijalna Pomoc) exami-
ning its impact during the last decade.

Effects of the economic crisis
came with a slight delay to Serbia
and their full effect was achieved in
2009 when GDP declined for 3.5%,
after a slower economic growth than
expected in 2008. Since 2009 eco-
nomy has been in recession with a
negative GDP growth in this year
for both quarters. Negative econo-
mic performances had gruesome
impact on labour market making it
the weakest spot of the Serbian eco-
nomy. Since the beginning of 2000
a more intensive transition and pri-
vatization caused downfall of em-
ployment, since reduction in jobs
has not been compensated with the
creation of new ones. Crisis has
aggravated this problem, data from
Labour Force Survey from April
2012 show that the employment
rate descended to a low 44.2% and

' Family financial assistance (Novcana Socijalna
Pomoc) in the previous Law had a different ter-
minology: Materijalno Obezbedjenje Porodice
(MOP)
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Anabo4yn oBoj Npobnem, nogaroumTe
o4 AHkeTaTa Ha paboTHaTa cuna og
anpun 2012 rog. nokaxysaaT Jeka
CTankarta Ha BpaboTeHOCT ce CnyLUTK
Ha Huckun 44,2%, a ctankata Ha He-
BpabOTEHOCT Ce MCKayu Ha BMCOKMU
26,1% 3a paboTtocnocobHOTO Hace-
nexve (15-64), BpeAHOCTM CO Hajro-
nem napg Bo oBaa feueHuja. [lenot
Ha MHOTy JONropovHaTta HeBpaboTe-
HOCT BO Penybnukarta e MHOry BMCOK,
co 73,6% oa HeBpaboTeHUTE KOM
yekaart 12 unm noseke meceum (18,4%
o4 HYB YekaaTt 12-24 meceum), 3Ha-
yuTeneH gen, 12,4% op HeBpaboTe-
HuTe, bapaat pabota 10 unm noseke
rogum (10,9% maxu n 14,3% xeHn).
Bakeata ekoHoMcka nonoxba Hera-
TMBHO Ce 0Apa3sn BpP3 >XUBOTHMOT
CcTaHgapa Ha HaceneHmeto. AKO ro
pasrnegyBame camo BnnjaHUETO BP3
HajpaHNMBUTE rpynu, nokasatenure
Ha cMpomaluThjaTa OTKpuBaar 3rose-
MyBake Ha OpojoT Ha CMpOMaLLHU
nvua, HO ApYrM UHAMPEKTHU napa-
METpM 3a Lenarta nonynauuja noka-
XyBaaT: HamanyBake Ha BHECyBa-
e Ha Kanopwuu, 3ronemyBake Ha
HennateHuTe OONroBK, Kako 1 HaMa-
nyBak€ Ha LENOoKynHaTa noTpoLly-
Bayka Ha gomakuHctBaTta. Og 2009
roguHa, crankata Ha cvpomaliTuja
Mmalle HaropeH TpeHs, og 6,1% Bo
2008 roguHa, 0o 9,2% Bo 2010 rogn-
Ha, a oTkako Penybnuukmot 3aBop
3a cTaTUCTMKa He ycnea aa rm objasm
ctankute 3a 2011 roanHa, mopa ga
ce notnupamMe Bp3 MpoLeHKaTa of
cTpaHa Ha PMCKanHMOT COBET, Koja

unemployment rate rose to high
26.1%, for the working age popula-
tion (15-64), which are the most de-
pressing values in this decade. The
share of a very long term unemploy-
ment is very high in the country with
73.6% of unemployed waiting 12
months or more (18.4% of them wait
12-24 months), a substantial pro-
portion, 12.4% of unemployed, has
been looking for job for 10 years or
more (10.9% male and 14.3% fe-
male). This economic environment
had in turn a negative impact on
population’s living standard. If we
observe only it's impact on the most
vulnerable groups poverty indica-
tors reveal increased number of
poor persons, but other indirect pa-
rameters for the whole population
show deterioration of calorie intake,
increase of unpaid debts as well as
decrease in overall household’s con-
sumption. Since 2009, poverty rates
have increased from 6.1% in 2008
to 9.2% in 2010; since the Republic
Statistic Office has failed to publish
data for 2011 we must rely on the
estimate of 11% given by the Fiscal
Council. Trends of the poverty rates
undoubtedly reflect the impact of
the crisis and inadequate govern-
ment’s response to mitigate effects
of the crisis and protect the most
vulnerable groups.

Financial assistance instruments
in Serbia have been traditionally

126



Jburbaxa lMejun CTokmk

Ljiliana Pejin Stokic

nsHecysa 11%. TpeHOoBUTE Ha cTan-
KaTa Ha CMpoMaLLTmhja, HECOMHEHO, o
Ofpa3yBaart BMMjaHNETOo BP3 kpu3aTta
M HECOOABETHMOT oAroeop Ha Bna-
[arta 3a ybnaxysawe Ha edekTute
O[] Kpu3aTa 1 3a 3alTuTa Ha HajpaH-
nMBUTE rpynu.

NHcTpymeHTUTE 3a puHaHcucKa
nomow Bo Cpbuja, BoobrnyaeHo ce
MpU3HaTh Kako OCHOBHAa Mepka 3a
noaapLuUKa Ha apxaeaTa 3a nuua/ce-
MejcTBa co notpeba of couujanHa
MOMOLL, 1 TOa ABa UHCTpyMeHTa: [Ta-
puy4Ha coyujanHa nomow wn [emcku
0odamok, oHWe Ymja yriora e aa 0bes-
Genat OCHOBHM YCIOBY 3a XMBOT. AHa-
nm3ara ke ce hoKycupa Ha rmaBHUOT
dmHaHCKCKM coumjaneH TpaHcagep,
CewmejHa ¢puHaHcucKka nomouw, aedu-
HUPaH of, CTpaHa Ha 3aKOHOT 3a Co-
LMjarHa 3awTuTa, 3aToa LUTO Heroea-
Ta uen ce AMPEKTHO nuuarta u cemej-
cTBaTa 4uj Npmxof He e JOBOrEH 3a
MOKPVBaH-€ Ha HUBHUTE OCHOBHM MO-
Tpebu. [1pyrmoT MHCTPYMEHT, Mako Co
MHOry rnorofiemMa nokpueHocrt, Jem-
cKkuom A0odamok, Ma Marsiky pasnu-
YyeH oncpat 3aToa LUTO NOKpMBa CaMo
cemejcTBa CO fela, HO yLuTe NoBax-
HO € JeKa HeroeaTa napuyHa Bpea-
HOCT € nomarky 3HavajHa. Co uen ga
Ce NpuKaxe CylTMHaTa Ha NONUTK-
kaTa Ha Briagarta, BO OBOj KOHTEKCT Ke
Bvoe npeTcraBeHa KpaTka uctopwja,
oa 1991 roa., oo 2012 roa., BO ogHOC
Ha HOpPMAaTUBHWTE peLleHnja 3a WH-
CTPYMEHTOT 3a MapuyHa couujanHa
nomoLy, Gaejkn Ha Hero ce rmeaa Kako
Ha cTonb Ha ApkaBaTa 3a 3alTnTa Ha
cuMpoMaLLHUTE.

recognized as main state’s support
measure for persons/family in so-
cial need, such as: Financial Social
Assistance and child benefit. Their
role is to secure the basic living con-
ditions. The analysis will focus on the
main financial social transfer — the
Family Financial Assistance, defined
by the Social Protection Law, as it
targets directly individuals and fam-
ilies whose income is insufficient for
the coverage of their basic needs.
The other instrument — the child be-
nefit, although with a much larger
coverage has a somewhat different
scope as it covers only families with
children, but more importantly its
money value is less significant. In or-
der to capture the essence of gover-
nment’s policy in this context a brief
history, from 1991 to 2012, will be pre-
sented regarding the normative so-
lutions for Family Financial Assist-
ance instrument, since it has been
perceived as the state’s backbone
for the protection of poor.
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BnujaHneTo Ha oCHOBHUOT
couujaneH TpaHcdep
— lNapuyHa coyujanHa nomow

3akoHute og 1991 n 2004 roamHa
KopucTene cnMyHa meTogornoruja 3a
npecmeTka Ha nparoT Ha nogobHocT
M HABOTO Ha doHaHcuKcKa nomoll. Bo
1991 roguHa nparot € npecMmeTyBaH
BO crnopenba co npoceyHaTa nnara
eBMOEHTNPaHa BO NOKanHaTa 3aea-
HMLUA BO Koja nNpecTojyBa MOTEeHUM-
janHMoT KopucHuk, goaeka Bo 2004
rogvHa oBaa pedepeHua belle Ha-
nywTeHa u beLue KOpUcTeHa 3a cute
KOPUCHWLM CaMO HauuoHanHaTa
npoceyvHa nnata. He e jacHo 30wWTO
W Kaj e4HUOT M Kaj ApYrMoT crny4aj
npoceyvHara nnara beLle KopucTeHa
KaKo npar 3a yTBpayBake Ha TPOLLO-
LUMTE 3a NOKPUBAHE Ha OCHOBHMUTE
notpebu. Moxe ga ce TBpau Aeka
nnaTute ce oAapasyBaaTt W BnuvjaaTt
BP3 TPOLLUOLIMTE Ha XUBOT, HO, Cenak,
npoceyYHara nnara 3aBucu o MHOry
dakTopu, a NIMHeapHaTa kopenaumja
nomery TpoLuouuTe 3a MOKpMBaHe
Ha OCHOBHUTE NOTPebun 1 NpoceyHa-
Ta nnara, Hema ocHoBa. Ce YvHM oexa
PEe30HOT BO BpCKa CO 0Baa hopmyna
Bele geka cekoe nuue (Mnu goma-
KnHCTBO) Tpeba ga nocturHe dep
yOen Ha egHa npoceyHa nnara, 6e3
orrieq Ha MOTeHUMjanoT Taa ga v
MOKpWe OCHOBHUTE NoTpebn.

Impact of the main
social transfer
— Financial Social Assistance

The laws from 1991 and 2004
used a similar methodology for cal-
culating eligibility threshold and level
of financial assistance. In 1991 thres-
hold was calculated in comparison
to the average wage recorded for
the local community in which poten-
tial beneficiary resides, while in 2004
this reference was abandoned and
a unigue one, which referred to the
national average wage was used for
all beneficiaries. It is not clear why in
both cases average wage was used
as threshold for determination of
the costs for coverage of the basic
needs. It can be argued that wages
reflect and influence the costs of liv-
ing however, average wage depends
on many factors, and a linear cor-
relation between the costs for cov-
erage of basic needs and average
wage does not hold. It seems that
the reasoning behind this formula
was that every individual (or house-
hold) should attain a fair share of an
average wage, regardless of the po-
tential to cover the basic needs.
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[pyra ronema pasnuka nomery 3a-
koHoT og 1991 n 3akoHot og 2004 ro-
[IMHa, ce oHecyBa Ha MPOLEHTHUTE
MOEHN NPUMEHETU 3a NPecMeTKa Ha
omHaHcMckaTa noMoLl, NPBOTO pe-
WweHue noyHysawe Ha 50% (og npo-
ceyHaTa nnarta) 3a eeH YneH Ha go-
MaknHcTBOTO, A0 100% 3a JOMaKMH-
CTBa CO MeT (Unu noBeke) YNeHoBM,
a BTOPOTO peLLeHMe MM Hamanu oBme
HMBOA, NOYHYBajKM co 16% 3a eneH
yneH v yTepayBame Ha 32% 3a go-
MaKuMHCTBa CO MET WUnKn MoBeke une-
HOBW. Tyka nMame pasnuyHo Haco-
YeHW BEKTOpM KOW ja yTBpAyBaar rno-
fo6HocTa 1 H1MBOTO Ha nomoL. Co Ko-
pUCTEHE HA NogaTouuTe of aBryct
2012 roga., kako 0buyeH npumep, Mo-
Xeme ga rm npecmetame edektute
04 OBME NMPOMEHM 3a AOMaKMHCTBO
of 3aegHuuata Jleckoeau, kojawwTo
Mmalle npocevHa nnata og 31.621
AnHapu (280 €) v benrpag, co npoce-
yHa nnata og 39.849 anHapm (353 €),
BO OOHOC Ha penybnunykMoT npocek
o 31.338 auHapu (277€). Ako 3ako-
HOT og 1991 roa. Gelwe BO pen, npa-
roT 3a e4HO OOMaKUHCTBO BO Jlec-
koBaL, 61 6un 15.800 anHapu (140€);
co 3akoHoT og 2004 roa. nparot e
HamaneH Tpunatu, Ha 5.014 guHapu
(44€). MNpuvmeHUTe NapuyHK cpea-
CTBa, UCTO Taka, 6u ro ogpasysarne
OBOj COOHOC, ce pa3bupa Hajrone-
mara paanuka 6u 6una 3a noronemu-
Te AOMaKWHCTBA, BO MPBUOT Cry4aj
Tne 6u gobune uenocHa (100%) npo-
CeyHa nnata eBUAeHTUpaHa BO HUB-
HOTO MECTO Ha XVBeeke, a BO BTO-

The other major difference be-
tween 1991 Law and 2004 Law re-
lates to percentage points applied
for the calculation of the financial
assistance, the former solution star-
ted at 50% (of an average wage) for
a single member household to 100%
for a households with five (or more)
members, while the later solution
decreased this levels, starting with
16% for a single and settling at 32%
for households with five or more
members. Here we have differently
directed vectors which determine
eligibility and the level of assistance.
Using data from August 2012, for a
plain example, we can calculate ef-
fects of these changes on a house-
hold in the municipality of Leskovac
which had an average wage of RSD
31,621 (EURO 280) and Belgrade
with an average wage of RSD 39,849
(EURO 353) cmpared to a republic
average of RSD 31 338 (EURO 277).
If the Law from 1991 was in force,
the threshold for a single household
in Leskovac would be RSD 15,800
(EURO 140); with the Law from 2004
the threshold has been lowered three
times, at RSD 5,014 (EURO 44).
Money receipts would also reflect
this ratio, of course the largest differ-
ence would be for the larger house-
holds, in the first case they would
receive the full (100%) average wage
recorded in their place of residence,
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puoT cnyyaj Tve 6u gobune TpunaTtu
nomarnky (10.028 guHapu - 89€). Cu-
Tyaumjata Gelue cnnyHa n 3a xuTe-
nute Ha benrpag - nparot 6elwe
CMYyLUTEH 3a, pe4ncu, YeTnpunaTtu, og
Apyra cTpaHa npuxoguTte ce Hama-
NEHN YeTUpUNaTh 3a cuTe AOMaKuH-
cTBa. HoBMTE HOPMATUBK OYUINEQHO
ja sronemuja nogobHoOCTa Ha Kopu-
CHUUMTE 0f 3aefHuUNTE Kou nmane
npoceyYHa nnarta nog HauMoHanH1oT
NpOCeK, HO ja Hamanwuja nogobHocTa
Ha OHMe KOW XXMBeaT BO Nonpocnepu-
TETHM rpagosu. 3akoHoT og 2004 roa.
BOBEAE €OMHCTBEH Mpar U HMBO Ha
¢hmHaHcucka nomoww 6e3 orneq Ha
MECTOTO Ha XMBEEHe, HO He ce 3e-
Maa npegBua pasnuknTe Ha TPoLo-
LMTE 3a XUBOT.

OdmumjanHuTe nogatoum 3a Tpo-
WwoumMTe 3a NOTpOoLUyBaykaTa KOLL-
HULa 3a 15 rpagoBmM NoKaxxyBaar 3Ha-
YMTENHM PasfnuKK, a HajronemMara e
Mely noropeuuTupaHuTe rpagoBu;
TpoLLoLMTE 3a MUHMManHaTa noTpo-
lwyBayka KowHuua Bo benrpag (as-
ryct 2012) 6ea 24.226 auHapw (214€)
1 19.046 ouHapwm (168€) Bo Jleckosal,
Co ornepa Ha Toa WTO NpexpaHbeHu-
Te npousBoan (M nujanouuTe) npeT-
ctaByBaar okony 50% of TpowioumTe
3a MMHUManHaTta noTpoLlyBayka Ko-
LWHMLA, peariHo e fa ce npetnocTa-
BW [ieKa BO pypartH1Te CpeamnHu Bpe-
[HOCTa Ha NOTpOLLyBayKaTa KOLUHM-
ua e ywre nomana. Osue nogartoum
ja HameTHyBaaT notpebarta o HMBHA
aHanusa. 3a BfujaHMeTo Ha U3MEHN-
Te BoBeaAeHn co 3akoHoT o 2004 roa.

in the second case they would rece-
ive three times less (RSD 10 028/
EURO 89). For the Belgrade resi-
dents the situation was similar, the
threshold was reduced for almost
four times, on the other hand rece-
ipts were also reduced four times for
all households. The new normative
apparently increased eligibility of
beneficiaries from the communities
which had an average wage bellow
the national average, but decreased
the eligibility of those living in more
prosperous cities. As Law from 2004
introduced a unique threshold and
an equal level of financial assistance
regardless of the place of residence
it did not take into account the diffe-
rences of costs of living.

Official data record the costs for
consumer basket for 15 cities, show-
ing significant differences, the largest
appearing between the above men-
tionned cities; the cost for minimal
consumer basket in Belgrade (Au-
gust, 2012) was RSD 24,226 (EURO
214) and RSD 19,046 (EURO 168)
in Leskovac. Since the food items
(and beverages) constitute around
50% of the costs for the minimal con-
sumer basket it is reasonable to as-
sume that in rural areas the value of
the consumer basket is even lower.
This highlights the question of rea-
soning behind the uniformity of the
receipts. Though no analysis has
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BP3 NOKPUEHOCTA, HE € HanpaBeHa
aHanu3a, a akT e geka 6pojoT Ha
kopucHuUM Belue BO nopacT OTKako
Ce Hamanu nparoT 1 HOBUTE Kopuc-
HUUM cTaHaa nogobHu. Bo ucrto Bpe-
Me, ogpefeH aen of OBOj mopact
MOXe [a ce npunue Ha NOBTOPHO
CTekHaTaTa gosepba BO CUCTEMOT Ha
couyjanHa 3awTuTa, HeKOU KOPUCHM-
LM NOBTOPHO NOYHaa Aa rv H6apaat
cBouTe npaga, buaejkn Bo npeTxoa-
HaTa JeueHunja akymynupaHute He-
nnaTeHn cpeacTsa 3a couujanHu
TpaHcdepu obecxpabpuja MHOTY of
HMB [a annuumpaat 3a NOMOLL.
Kputepuymunte 3a nsbop Ha npar
3a [NCI1 ce uHTepecHn 3a aHanuaa,
OOHOCHO HUBHWOT MO3UTUBEH OAHOC
CO HMBOTO Ha MparoT Ha cupomall-
Thja 1 NOBKKYBAHkETO Ha peanHute
Tpowoum Ha xuBeene. Of cratuc-
TUYKN NPUYMHK (CTAaTUCTUYKM noda-
TouM 3a cupomaluTujata Bo Cpbuja
ce Bp3 0CHOBa Ha AHanusara Ha by-
LIETOT Ha JOMaKMHCTBaTa) odoumjan-
HUTE NMokasaTenu Ha cupoMallTuja-
Ta ce Mepar Kako anconyTHa cupo-
MalUTuja, NpW WTO NparoT Ha anco-
nyTHaTa cupomallTuja ce npecme-
TyBa Ha: MeceyHaTta noTpoLlyBayka
nocTaBeHa Bp3 MUHMMArEH W3HOC
notpebeH 3a xpaHa (MUHUMYM Xpa-
Ha — 2.288 kunokanopuu/geH, Kako
WTO e AedUHUpaHO o4 cTpaHa Ha
OpraHusauujata 3a xpaHa 1 3emjo-
aencteo Ha OH) n 3a gpyru TpoLuo-
LW, BKMyYyBajkn: obneka n obysku,
[IOMyBak-€, 30paBCTBEHA 3alUTUTA,
obpasoBaHue, TpaHCMOPT, pekpea-

been conducted on the impact the
amendments introduced by the 2004
Law had on the coverage, the fact is
that the number of beneficiaries rose
as the threshold decreased and new
beneficiaries became eligible. At the
same time part of this growth could
be attributed to the re-established
trust in the system of social protec-
tion, with some beneficiaries retur-
ning to seek their rights, since in the
previous decade the accumulated
unpaid arrays for social transfers dis-
couraged many of them to apply for
assistance.

Criteria for the selection of FSA
threshold are interesting for the ana-
lysis, namely their positive relation
with the level of poverty threshold and
reference to the actual costs of liv-
ing. For statistical reasons (poverty
statistics in Serbia is based on the
Household Budget Survey) official
poverty indicators are measured as
absolute poverty where the absolu-
te poverty line threshold is calcu-
lated on: monthly consumption set
at the minimum sum required for
food (nutritional minimum — 2.288
kilocalories/day, as defined by the
UN FAQ) and for the other expen-
ses including clothing and footwear,
housing, health care, education,
transport, recreational activities and
culture as well as expenditures for
other goods and services. The thre-
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TUBHMW aKTUBHOCTM U KyNTypa, Kako
TPOLIOUM 3a ApYyrn CTOKM U YCIyTW.
lNparoT He BKMy4yBa Kupuja 1 pacxo-
[ 3a TpajHu gobpa. Moguduumpa-
HuTe ckann Ha OECD ce kopucrat
3a [la ce BOCNOCTaBM EKBUBANEHT ro-
neMuHa Ha JOMaKWHCTBOTO, CO NPBU-
OT BO3paceH YfieH BO JOMaKUHCTBO-
TO KOj Ce npecMeTyBa kako 1 eauHu-
Lia, a Cekoj HapeaeH BO3paceH YrneH
Ha JOMaKUHCTBOTO Kako 0,5 eanHu-
Um 1 cekoe gete nog 14 rognHM Kako
0,3 eguHunum. [lokyMeHTOT Ha Bna-
pata lNpe HayuoHaneH usgewmaj 3a
couyujanHa uHknysuja (2011) otuge
HEKOIKY YeKopW MoHanpes 1 rm npec-
MeTyBa UHOUKATOPUTE Ha penaTus-
Ha cMpomaluTKhja, e4HUOT Koj ce 3ac-
HOBa BP3 MpocevyHaTa HauuoHamnHa
nnara, a ApyrmoT Bp3 cpeaHara npo-
CeYyHa NoTpoLLyBayKa Ha HaUMoHar-
HO HMBO (BP3 OCHOBA Ha U3HOCUTE 3a
noTpowlyBayka of McTpaxyBareTo
Ha ByLleToT Ha goMakuHcTBaTa). Bo
Tabena 2 ce npe3eHTUpaHn cuTe Tpu
nokasaTenu Ha cupomallTuja, 3aeq-
HO CO COOABETHUTE MparoBu, a UCTo
Taka, AageHu 3a cnopeaba v aHanm-
3a Ha nogarouuTe 3a TpaHcdepute
Ha MNCI (MuHucTepcTBO 3a Tpya U
couujanHa nonunTuka) 1 BpeaHoCTu-
Te Ha TpowouuTe 3a MUHUManHaTa
notpoLuysayka kowHuua (MuHucTep-
CTBO 3a Tproswja).

AKko rv cnegume meryHapogHuTe
npenopaku 3a NpecMeTk1Te Ha rpa-
HMUaTa Ha cupomaluTuja 3a 3emjute
CO HM30K CpedeH Npuxoga, Nparor 3a-
CHOBaH Bp3 noTpoLlyBavkaTa 6u 6un

shold does not include imputed rent
and expenditures for the durable
goods. Modified OECD scales are
used to establish equivalent house-
hold size, with the first adult in the
household being calculated as 1 unit,
every other adult household mem-
ber as 0.5 units and each child under
14 as 0.3 units. The government’s
document The First National Report
on Social Inclusion (2011) went sev-
eral steps further and calculated the
relative poverty indicators, one which
is based on the median national wage
and the other one based on the me-
dian average national consumption
(on the basis of consumption aggre-
gates from the Household Budget
Survey). In Table 2 all three poverty
indicators are presented, along with
the related thresholds, for the pur-
pose of comparison and analysis a
data on FSA transfers (Ministry of
Labour and Social Policy) and the
values of cost for the minimal consu-
mer basket (Ministry of Trade) are
also given.

If we follow the international rec-
ommendations for the calculations
of poverty line for the lower middle
income countries the threshold ba-
sed on consumption would be the
best choice. This threshold stands
in-between two others and more im-
portantly it has been higher, in the
range from 43%-50%, than the FSA
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Tabena 2. PenamueHu u ancoilymHu  Taple 2. Relative and absolute
noKazameJsiu Ha cupoMawmuja poverty indicators

MNoka3aTenu Ha cupomaluThja
Poverty Indicators

PENATVBHA CUPOMALLTUNJA
RELATIVE POVERTY

Mpar Ha nnata* Bo [nHapu — eaeH yneH
Wage threshold* RSD - single

Mpar Ha nnata Bo EBPA

Wage threshold EURO

CTanka Ha p13uK of cupomMaluTuja
At-risk-of-poverty rate

Mpar Ha noTpowyBayka** Bo OduHapwu
Consumption threshold ** RSD — single

2006 2007 2008 2009

8388 | 9900 | 11520 |12 828

97.5 123.7 | 141.7 | 136.5

20.9 21.0 17.9 17.7

7171 | 7747 | 8923 | 9583

[Mpar Ha notpowyBayvka Bo EBPA
Consumption threshold EURO

Cranka Ha cupomaluTtuja

Poverty rate

AMCOJNYTHA CUPOMALLTUJA
ABSOLUTE POVERTY

Mpar Bo AnHapu — eaeH ynex

Threshold RSD - single

Mpar Bo EBPA

Threshold EURO

Cranka Ha cupomaluTtuja

Poverty Rate

Mpar Ha MCI — egeH yneH (OuHapn)

FSA threshold —single (RSD)

Mpar Ha MNMCI1 Bo EBPA

FSA threshold EURO

Mpar Ha lNMCI1 Bo EBPA

FSA - three members household — RSD
[MCI — pomaknHCTBO of Tpy YneHa — EBPA
FSA — 3 members household - EURO
TpoLuoLu 3a MUHMMArHa NOTpoLLyBayKa
KowHuua (3 uneHa) 16 900 | 20 510 | 23 360 | 25 200
Cost of minimal consumer basket (3 members)

83.4 96.8 109.8 | 101.9

14.4 134 13.2 13.6

6221 | 6625 | 7401 | 8022

72.3 82.8 91.0 85.3

8.8 8.3 6.1 6.9

4100 | 4615 | 4920 | 5364

47.7 57.7 60.5 571

7175 | 8076 | 8610 | 9387

83.4 100.9 | 105.9 | 99.9

OuHapun
RSD

TpoLuoum 3a MMHUMarHa NOTPOLLYyBayKa
KoWHuMLUa (3 uneHa) 196.5 | 256.4 | 287.3 | 268.1
Cost of minimal consumer basket (3 members)

EBPA
EURO

*60% o HaLMOHaNHMOT npocedeH npuxod; **60% oa HauMoHanHaTa NpoceyHa NOTPOLLYBaYKa Mo MOTPOLLYyBayKa eanH1LA
W3eopu: lNpe HayuoHaneH usgewmaj 3a coyujanHa uHkny3suja, 2011 20d., MuHucmepcmeo 3a mpyd u coyujanHa noaumuka,
Murucmepcmeso 3a mpeosuja

*60% of the national median household income; ** 60% of the median of the national average consumption per consumption unit;
Sources: The First Report on Social Exclusion, 2011, Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, Ministry of Trade
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Hajoobap nsbop. OBoj Npar ce Haora
mery apyri ABa W, LUTO € YLUTe NnoBaXx-
HO, Gewe nosucok, nomery 43% -
50%, op nparot Ha [NCI1 3a uenuot
nepuopg Ha HabrbyayBame. VI3HeHa-
[lyBa, UCTO Taka, LTO ouLmjanHaTa
rpaHvua Ha cupomallTuja e NoBUCO-
Ka o4 mparoT nocTaBeH 3a Nogob-
HocT 3a CI1 n 3a TpaHcdepu, 3aToa
WTO MO AeduHMLMja BpeaHOCTa Ha
nparoT Ha rpaHuuaTa Ha cupomalw-
Tuja ogroBapa Ha MMHUMAsTHUOT U3-
HOC NoTpebeH 3a xpaHa u gpyru Tpo-
woun 3a gomakuHctsoto. OBa He-
coBnarawe € rnoseke pesynrar Ha
(paKTOT LUTO HOCUTENWUTE Ha OANYKM
MMaaT pasnnyHN KpUTEPUYMU 3a yT-
BpAyBak-e Ha couujanduTe TpaHcde-
pu, Ko 0BUYHO He ofroBapaar Ha O4n-
rmegHuUTe NoTpedu, TyKy Ha NOTEHUM-
janute Ha ByLeToT 3a peanu3auuja
Ha TpaHcdepu.

Bo 6pojHM cTyamm n JOKyMeHTH €
3abenexaHo aeka TpaHcepute Ha
MCI1 ce 3Ha4YMTENHO CKPOMHU N HUC-
KU 1 OBa CUrYPHO € TOYHO 3a aHanu-
3upaHunot nepmog. Co ncnutyeame
Ha BpckaTa nomery TpaHcdepuTe Ha
MCI1 3a AOMaKMHCTBO 04 TPU YrneHa
M coogBeTHaTa BPEAHOCT HA MUHK-
mMarnHaTa noTpoLlyBavka KoLHMua,
ce nokaxka eka oBOj nogaTok e To-
4yeH. AKO nornegHeme BO COAPXKMHa-
Ta Ha KolHUUaTa, MOXe Aa Buauve
[leKa Hej3NHNTEe KopucHMLUM ke Tpeba
[a xuBeart of 55 rpama CBeXo Meco
AHeBHO no nuue (8o 2010 roga., npo-
ceyHaTta noTpollyBayka Ha Haumo-
HanHo HuBo Bewe 102 rpama), net

threshold for the whole observed
period. What is also surprising is that
the official poverty line is higher than
the threshold set for FSA eligibility
and for transfers, since by its defini-
tion the value of poverty line thresh-
old responds to minimum sum requ-
ired for food and other household’s
expenses. This discrepancy is more
probably the result of the fact that
decision makers have different cri-
teria for setting social transfers which
usually correspond not to perceived
needs, but to the budget’s potentials
to deliver transfers. It has been no-
ted on many occasions in the nu-
merous studies and documents that
FSAtransfers are considerably mo-
dest and low and this is certainly
true for the observed period. By ex-
amining the relation between the
FSAtransfers for the three members
household and a corresponding va-
lue of the minimal consumer basket
this statement proved true. If we look
into the content of the basket we
can see that its users will have to live
on 55 grams of fresh meat per day
per person (the national average con-
sumption was 102 grams in 2010),
on five kilos of apples per month, one
kilo of banana (five bananas) per
month, while quantities of other food
products are also modest. Spending
for education has limit of RSD 113
(EURO 1) and for the recreation
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Kunorpamu jabonka meceyHo, eaeH
kunorpam 6aHaHu (net 6aHaHn) me-
CEYHO, fodeKa 3anuxnTe Ha apyrute
npexpaHbeHn Npom3Boawn, UCTO Taka,
ce ckpoMHu. TpowouuTe 3a 06paso-
BaHWe ce orpaHunyenun Ha 113 guHapu
(1€) n 3a pekpeaumja 1 kyntypa 1.008
AvHapu (9,5€), npogeka Tpowouute
3a KMpuja U KOMyHasnHu CMeTKu ce
5.766 guHapu (51€), wTo e egHa no-
NOBUHA Of TPOLLOLMTE NpecMeTaHu
3a npoceyHara KowHuua (3a goma-
KWHCTBO CO MCTa ronieMmHa). Ako Bna-
Aata v npecMmeTyBa, U Toa MHOry
peTKo, TPOLIOUMTE 32 MUHUMarnHaTa
MOTpOLLyBayKa KOLUHULA, He € jacHO
kako kopucHuuute Ha [CIT moxat
faxwusear co 1/3 og T1oj u3Hoc? Mako
TpaHctepute Ha MNMCIT ce nHoekcn-
paHn BP3 UHAEKCUTE Ha MOTPOLUY-
BaYKMTE LIEHW, HABIbyayBaHWOT TPEHA
og 2006-2009 rog. nokaxysa Aeka
pas3nukuTe Nomery TpaHcepute Ha
MNCI n TpowwoumTe Ha NOTPOLLYBay-
KaTa KOLWHUUa ce npognaboyvyBaar.

EkcnepTtute Ko ro usroteunja Ho-
BMoT 3akoH of 2011 roa., vaa rone-
MU ambuuun 3a HagMUHyBawe Ha
aKTyenHuTe HegocTaToum Ha 3ako-
HOT of 2004 roamHa, co nocebeH go-
Kyc Ha INCI1. HoBute nameHun BoBe-
[10a HOBM Fpynu Ha KOpUcHULM (ca-
MOXpPaHW MajKu, XPTBU Ha CEMEJHO
HacWnICTBO, UTH.) 1 TO 3ronemMuja 3a
efeH 6pojoT Ha NogobHM YnNeHoBM Ha
cemejctBoTO. Of BOBELAEHUTE NPOME-
HW Ce O4eKyBa fa ce 3rofiemun 6pojoT
Ha gomakuHcTBaTa 3a 184%, nogeka
BpegHocTa Ha TpaHcgepoT Ha IMCr1

and culture RSD 1008 (EURO 9.5),
while their expenses for rent and
communal bills are RSD 5 766
(EURO 51) which is one half of the
expenses calculated for the aver-
age basket (for household of the
same size). If the government calcu-
lated, very sparingly, costs for mini-
mal consumer basket, it is not clear
how FSA beneficiaries can live on
one third of that sum? Although FSA
transfers are indexed on consumer
price indices the observed trend,
from 2006-2009 shows that discrep-
ancies have been widening between
FSA transfers and costs of consu-
mer basket.

The experts who drafted a new
2011 Law had high ambitions to im-
prove the current deficiencies of the
2004 Law with the special focus on
FSA. New amendments introduced
new groups of beneficiaries (single
mothers, victims of family violence,
etc.) and increased a number of el-
igible family members for one. In-
troduced changes are expected to
increase a number of eligible house-
holds for by 184%, while the value
of FSA transfer will be increased on
average by 10.6% per eligible fam-
ily member, while the total expendi-
tures for FSA could be increased for
34.6% (FREN, 2011, page 56-63).

Presently social transfers are re-
gulated by the new Social Protec-
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ke ce 3ronemu Bo npocek og 10,6%
o4 nogobeH yneH Ha cemejcTBOTO,
pogeka BkynHute pacxogwm 3a [MCrT
MoXe Oa ce 3sronemar 3a 34,6%
(FREN, 2011, ctpaHuua 56-63).

Bo MomeHTOB, coumjanHuTe TpaH-
cdhepm ce perynmpanm co HoBMoOT 3a-
KOH 3a couujanHa 3aluTmTa YCBOEH BO
2011 rog., n nako meTogororvjata 3a
npecmeTka Ha UHAHCUCKUTE TPaHC-
dhepy e NpoMeHeTa BO LIENOCT, Ce yLuTe
HEe NMOCTOM KOXepeHTHa paLuoHanmaa-
Uuja 3ag ynorata Ha couujanHuTe
TpaHcgepu. HoBnoT 3akoH ja aedu-
HUpa ynorata Ha coumjanHuTe TpaHc-
depu Ha cnmnyeH Ha4mH Kako 1 npeT-
XOOHUTE 3aKOHW, Ha edeH MPUITMYHO
3a00MKONeH HauvH, co objacHyBar-e
(4neH 5) Ha NpaBOTO Ha rparaHnTe 3a
dmHaHcuckaTa (MatepujanHarta) noa-
ApLIKa, HAa CaMMOT MOYETOK, KaKo:
,[1paBoTO 3a AobuBame pPas3nnyHu
001 Ha dmHaHcKCKa NoaapLUKa ce
ocTBapyBa 3apaau obesbenyBarse Ha
MUHMMYMOT 3a ersucTeHumja n 3apa-
A1 NOAAPLUKA Ha coumjanHaTa UHKIy-
3uja Ha KOPUCHMKOT" (4neH 5), a no-
[AOLHa 1 BO OenOoT Ha maTtepujanHa
noa- apLika, Bo yneH 81: ,lMpaBoTo Ha
dmHaHcKcka noMoLL My npunara Ha
NOeAUHEeLOT UM CEMEjCTBOTO, KoM,
CO CBOETO pabOoTHO aHraxupare, Uim
CO nNpuxoamnTe obueHn og cpeacTaa-
Ta WnM Opyru M3Bopu, ocTBapyBaat
MOHUCKO HMBO Ha NPUXOAMN 0f HUBOTO
YTBPAEHO 3a NapuyHa couujanHa no-
MOLL CO 0BOj 3akoH". 3a npBnart beLue
BOBe[EHa MHAMBMAYarHa OAroBop-
HOCT KaKO HOPMAaTMBEH KOHLIENT KOj

tion Law adopted in 2011, although
methodology for calculating finan-
cial transfers has been changed
completely, there is still no coherent
rationalization behind the role of so-
cial transfers. The new law defines
the role of social transfers in a sim-
ilar fashion as the previous laws, in
a rather round-about way by expli-
cating in the very beginning (Article
5) the citizen’s right for a financial
(material) support as: ‘The right to
receive various forms of financial
support is exercised for the purpose
of securing the existential living mi-
nimum and the support for the so-
cial inclusion of the beneficiary’
(Article 5) and later on in the part on
material support in Article 81: ‘Right
to financial assistance belongs to
the individual, or family, which, by its
work engagement, or from the inco-
me acquired from the assets or
other sources, realizes lower level
of income than the level determined
for the Financial Social Assistance
by this Law’. For the first time indivi-
dual responsibility has been intro-
duced as a normative concept which
outlines the personal responsibility
and personal obligations. Article 8
states that everyone has duty to take
care about satisfying his/ hers basic
needs, as well to prevent, to elimina-
te or to mitigate one’s own (and the fa-
mily’s members’) social isolation
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[laBa nperneq Ha nuyHarta O4roBop-
HOCT 1 N4HKTE 06BpCKU. YUneH 8 npea-
BUAYBa AeKa CeKoj MMa AOMMKHOCT Aa
ce rpuxu 3a 3aj0BONyBaHe Ha CBOW-
Te OCHOBHM noTpebu, Kako 1 ga ja
cnpeyu, Aa ja enuMuHMpa U ga ja
ybnaxu concteeHara (1 Ha YneHoBw-
Te Ha CEMejCTBOTO) coLmjanHa n3ona-
umja; uneH 80 npeasmaysa geka Cekoj
€ OOroBOpEeH 3a 3aJ0BOryBake Ha
COMCTBEHWTE NOTPedu (1 notpebute
Ha YNEeHOBUTE Ha CEME|CTBOTO).
OunrnenHo e geka opuumjanHuTe
nvua nmare Hamepa Aa ro BoBeaar Toj
KOHLENT Ha couujanHa uHKnyaunja un
aKTUBMpar-E, NaKo CooaBeTHaTa Tep-
MWUHOMOrMja Cé ylWTe He e LIernoCcHO
ycBoeHa. OBoj KoHLeNT 3a npenar be-
e kopucTeH Bo Cmpameaujama 3a
paseoj Ha couyujanHama sawmuma,
ycsoeHa Bo 2006 rog. EqHa o ocHoB-
HUTe uenn Ha CTpaTernjata e nogo-
OpyBar-e Ha edomKacHOCTa Ha MHaH-
cuckata nogaplika 3a nvua Koum ce
cnocobHu ga pabotar co ,npesemarse
Ha [ejcTBa 3a Kopucterwe dorHaHCK-
CKa nogApLuka BO yHanpeayBawe Ha
BpaboTyBaH-ETO HA KOPUCHWKOT, U/nnu
3a co3faBak-e YCroBm Kon 6u Moxe-
ne fa ro aktMeupaat noteHuujanot
Ha KOPWCHWKOT Ada ro/ja ocnocobu 3a
AEnyMHO uUnu uenocHo obesbenysa-
H€ Ha eraucTeHumja npeky paboTHo
aHraxvpare”“. lNopaHeluHaTa MeToao-
norvja 3acHoBaHa Bp3 MpoceyHaTa
nnata Gewle HanywTeHa n ukcHaTa
ocHoBuua 3a npecmetka Ha [CI1 e
noctaBeHa Ha 6.050 guHapu (54,5€),
oBaa OCcHoBa Tpeba fa buae nHaek-

(socijalnu izolovanost), Article 80
states that everyone is responsible
for the contentment of one’s own
needs (and the needs of the family
members). It is obvious that offici-
als intended to introduce that con-
cept of social inclusion and activa-
tion, although appropriate terminol-
ogy is still not fully adopted. This
concept was first used in a Strategy
for Social Protection Development
which was adopted in 2006. One of
the main Strategy goals is improve-
ment of efficiency of financial sup-
port for persons who are able to work
by ‘undertaking the activities to em-
ploy financial support in the promo-
tion of the employment of the bene-
ficiary, and/or for creation of the con-
ditions which could activate benefi-
ciary’s potentials to enable him/her
to partially or fully secure the exis-
tence through labor engagement’.
Former methodology based on the
average wage has been abando-
ned and fixed base for the calcula-
tion of FSA has been set at RSD
6,050 (EURO 54.5), this base is to
be indexed by the consumer price
index semi-annually (in April and
October). For the calculation of
household’s transfers OECD scale
is employed; for a single household
1, for additional adult 0.5 and for a
child (less than 18 years old) 0.3.
From October 2012 (Published in
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cupaHa nonyroguLLIHO CO MHAEKCOT Ha
MOTPOLLYBaYK/ LieHM (BO anpui 1 OKTO-
MBpM). 3a NpecMeTka Ha TpaHcdepu-
Te 3a AOMaKMHCTBaTa Ce KOPUCTM CKa-
nata Ha OECD; 3a JOMaKUHCTBO 0f,
€[1eH YneH - 1, 3a JOMNONHUTENHM BO3-
pacHu 0,5 n 3a gete (nomanky og 18
rogunHu), 0,3. Og oktomepu 2012 rog.
(objaBeH Bo ,,Cryx6eH BeCHuK Ha PC*,
100/2012) HOBMOT HOMMHANEH N3HOC
3a napuyHa couujanHa nomotl e 7.275
OvHapu (64,2€), nogoeka BKynHaTa
MCI1 3a AOMaKUMHCTBO Of TPW YneHa
(oBajua Bo3pacHu 1 egHo aeTe Ha no-
marnky o 18 roamnu) e 13.096 amHa-
pu (115,4€), a ueHaTa Ha MMHUMarHa
MoTpoLlyBayka KOLIHMLA BO aBrycTt
2012 rog. 6ewwe 31.904 auHapw. OBOj
OfHOC € caMO Marky nogobpeH co
AogaBarbe Ha ucnnata Ha OeTCcKu
popatok og 2.350 amHapwm (20,8€).
MNpawakeTo 3a ageKkBaTHOCTa U
BNujaHneTo Ha TpaHcdepot Ha 1Cl1
Ha eKOHOMCKMOT CTaTyC Ha KOPUCHW-
LMTE MOXeE [a Ce aHanu3vpa Ha He-
KOMKY Ha4YMHW, eeH € CO KOpUCTEHE
Ha obuumjanHUTe Nokasatenu, a apy-
TMOT € CO TEPEHCKO WCTPaXxyBake,
O[HOCHO VMHTEPBjyMpare Ha LieNHuTe
rpynu. MNogaTtouuTe 3a edhmkacHocTa
Ha couujanHuTe TpaHcdepu AaneHu
Bo Tabena 3, HajuecTo ce ynoTpeby-
BaHW 3a Aa ce JOKaXe HUBHOTO MO3u-
TMBHO BnujaHne. Of gpyra CTpaHa,
TUEe He OTKpUBaaT MHOry U ce camo
obnyHa maTemMaTtuka, HeKoj MPOLEHT
Ha CMPOMAaLLHM CeMejCTBa Ha KOULITO
MM e nogobpo no AobuBaHETO Ha
dhmHaHcMCKa nogapLLKa, Taka LWTo He

Official Gazette RS 100/2012) a
new nominal amount for the Finan-
cial Social Assistance is RSD 7 275
(EURO 64.2), while total FSA for
three member household (two adults
and one child, less than 18 years
old) is RSD 13 096 (EURO 115.4),
while the cost of the minimal con-
sumer basket in August 2012 was
RSD 31 904. This relation is only
slightly improved by adding a child
benefit payment of RSD 2 350
(EURO 20.8).

The issue of adequacy and im-
pact of FSA transfers on beneficiar-
ies’ economic status can be analy-
zed in several ways; the one is by
employing the official indictors, the
other by field research, interviewing
the target groups. Data on efficien-
cy of social transfers given in Table 3
are commonly used to prove their
positive impact. On the other hand
they do not reveal much, only plain
mathematics, that some percentage
of poor families is better off, after re-
ceiving financial support, so we sho-
uld not rely very much on this indi-
cator if we have in mind that pover-
ty line is set very low.
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Tabena 3. E¢pukacHocm Ha coyujasHume mpaHcgepu

Table 3. Efficiency of social transfers

Relative poverty gap before transfers

2006 2007 2008 2009
PeJ'IaTVIBeH ja3 Ha cupomallTHja no TpaHcdepute 28.5 285 236 220
Relative poverty gap after transfers
PenatuBeH ja3 Ha cupomaluTuja npeqa TpaHcdepuTe 317 29.8 27.0 246

HamanyBate Ha ja3oT no TpaHcdepuTe
Reduction of gap after transfers

3.2 1.3 3.4 2.6

W3Bop: Bnaga (2011); Mpe usgewmaj 3a coyujanHa ekckiy3uja
Source: Government (2011); The First Report on Social Exclusion

Tpeba ga ce noTnupame MHOry Bp3
OBOj MHAMKATOP, ako MMame Npeasva
[eKa rpaHuuata Ha cupomalluTuja e
MoCTaBeHa Ha MHOTY HUCKO HUBO.
MNpalwakeTo 3a KPUTEPUYMOT 3a
MparoT Ha CMpoOMaLLTVja € 3Ha4ajHO W,
ce pasbupa, Toa e cekorall penaTue-
Ha Tema. [pecmeTkuTe 3a amcnepsuja
OKOSy MparoT Ha cupomallTHja ja oT-
KpvBaaT BUCTUHCKaTa cnuka, a 3a Cp-
Buja Te ce gocTanHu camo 3a pena-
TUBHATa CMpoMaLUTHja BP3 OCHOBA Ha
60% op npoceyHarta nnarta (Tabena 4).
3ronemyBaneTo Ha nparot 3a 10% ke
ja 3aronemu ctankata Ha pusuk of cu-
pomawuTuja 3a 49% Bo 2009 roa., oa
Apyra cTpaHa, HamanyeaneTo og 10%
ke ja Hamanu ctankaTta 3a 39% (oa
17,7%, Ha 10,8%). MNoBuncoknTe ocum-
naumm Ha CTankuTe Ha pUsKK og, cupo-
MaLuTuja og ocumnaummMTe Ha BpeaHo-
CTa Ha MparoT, NMOKaXyBaaT BUCOKA KOH-
LieHTpaumja Ha JOMaKUHCTBA OKOMy
NWHWjaTa Ha cMpoMaluTujaTa.

The issue of poverty threshold
criteria has always been an impor-
tant one. Calculations of dispersion
around poverty threshold reveal the
real picture. In Serbia these data are
available only for the relative po-
verty based on 60% of the average
income (Table 4). Threshold increase
of 10% would increase at-risk-of-
poverty rate for 49% in 2009, on the
other hand 10% decrease would
lower rate for 39% (from 17.7% to
10.8%). Higher oscillations of at-
risk-poverty rates than oscillations
of threshold’s value show high con-
centration of households around the
poverty line.
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Tabena 4. Jucnep3uja okosly npazom Ha cupomawmuja
Table 4. Dispersion around poverty threshold

2006 2007 2008 2009
sl e ((EEL?:Q) 8388 (97.5) | 9900 (123.7) | 11520 (141.7) [12 828 (136.5)
gtT_ ?.Zﬁaoﬁﬁ?iﬂ; f;g"'mMammja 20.9 21.0 17.9 17.7
il ((gggg)) 5502 (65.0) | 6600 (82.5) | 7680 (94.5) | 8552 (90.9)
el ((EEL‘JPR’(\))) 6990 (81.3) | 8250 (103.1) | 9600 (118.1) [10 690 (113.7)
R i ((EELEJ‘F'ZQ)) 9786 (113.8) |11 550 (144.4) [ 13 440 (165.3)| 14 966 (159.2)

W3Bop: Bnaga (2011); Mpe usgewmaj 3a coyujanHa ekckiy3uja
Source: Government (2011); The First Report on Social Exclusion

Mo3uTuBHa npakca

EneH novHakoB acnekT Ha rne-
[lake Ha uctarta pabota ce BoBeae
CO nogarouuTe of Tpu aHkeTu. [p-
BaTa belle cnpoBefeHa of CTpaHa
Ha PenybnuyknoT 3aBog 3a cratuc-
Tuka Bo 2010 rog. 3a uctpaxysare-
TO 3a cTtaHgapgot Ha xwusoT (P3C,
TpeHdosu, 2011). AHkeTaTa ja onda-
kale onwTaTa nonynauuja v noga-
TounTe Oea aHanMaMpaHu cropeg
noTpoLlyBaykata Ha AOMaKMHCTBO-
To. [MpawareTo of nHTepec 3a oBaa
aHanusa e: ,Jlanu BalumoT meceyeH
ByLIeT Ha JOMAKUHCTBOTO M NOKpMBA

Positive practice

A different angle at looking into
the same matter is introduced with
a data from three surveys. The first
one was conducted by the Republic
Statistics Office in 2010 for the stu-
dy on standard of living (RSO,
Trends, 2011). The Survey covered
the general population and data
were analyzed by the household’s
consumption deciles. The question,
which is of interest for this analysis
is: ‘Does your monthly household
budget cover all monthly needs’?*

140



Jburbaxa lMejun CTokmk

Ljiliana Pejin Stokic

cuTe MeceyHu notpebu“? Habryay-
BajKW ro MPOLIEHTOT Ha HeraTuBHUTE
04roBopwu ,He, BOOMWTO", MOXe Aa
Ce Harnpasu pasnvika Mery Tpu rpynu
Ha gomakuHcTBa. [MpBata rpyna ru
BKIy4yBa [JOMaKWHCTBATa BO NpBUTE
TPV HajHUCKM AeCeTTUHN, 52% of HUB
ro n3bpane oBoj oarosop, 34% oa
[AOMaKnHCTBaTa ja COMMHyBaa cref-
HaTa rpyna, og 4 4o 7 AeCeTTUHU, U
27% opa nocnegHata rpyna co nosu-
COK/ MPUXOAM CMeTa AeKa HUBHUOT
npuxog € HecooABETEH 3a LENOCHO
MOKpMBawe Ha HUBHUTE MOTpPedu.
OparoBopoT ,A€NyMHO M Mokpuea“,
ro n3bpaa okony 36% og AoMakuH-
cTBara of npeara rpyna, 43% op, BTo-
pata u 37% og Tpetata rpyna. He
[l0BeyBajKu ja BO Npallare amBep-
reHuymjata Ha notpebu mery rpynute,
Ce yLwTe MOXe fa 3aknyymme geka
MOronieMmoT Aen o4 HaceneHneTo
MMano TeLKOTMN BO MOKPMBAHETO
Ha cBouTe noTpebu. [lpyrata aHkeTa
(MHCcTUTYT 3a jaBHO 3gpasje, 2007
rod.) 6elle cnpoBegeHa NPETXOAHO,
Bo 2006 rog., n umawle nocneumd-
MYHM Npallaka 3a CO0ABETHOCTA Ha
npuxofdot. Ha npawaweto: ,[danu
HeOOoCTUroT 0 Napw e NpuymnHaTa aa
Ce BO3[pxaT of TPeTMaH 3a xunep-
TeH3unja?* umano 14,3% no3nTUBHM
OAroBOpW, BO rpynarta BO paMKuTe Ha
npBaTa MNOTpOLlyBayka AeceTTuHa
nmano 33% NO3UTUBHM OLrOBOPW.
Co ornep Ha Toa LWITO NnakakeTo Ha
34paBCTBEHATa 3alUTUTa He € NyKCy3
M nyreTo ce BO3gpXKyBaaT Of Hea
Camo aKo HemaaT (OMHaHCUCKK cpea-

Observing the proportion of nega-
tive answers ‘Not at all’ a distinction
between three groups of households
can be drawn. The first group inclu-
des the households within the first
three lowest deciles, 52% of them
selected this answer, the 34% of
households form the next group,
from 4-7 deciles, and 27% from the
last group with higher incomes con-
sidered their income inadequate for
full coverage of their needs. The an-
swer ‘partially covers’ was given by
around 36% of households from the
first group, 43% from the second and
37% from the third group. Not questi-
oning the divergence of needs be-
tween the groups, we still can con-
clude that the majority of the popu-
lation had difficulties in covering their
needs. The other survey (Institute of
Public Health, 2007), was conducted
earlier in 2006, and had a more spe-
cific question on income adequacy.
To the question: ,was the lack of mo-
ney a reason to abstain from hyper-
tension treatment? There were 14.3%
positive answers, in the group within
the first consumption deciles there
were 33% positive answers. Since
payment for health care is not a lux-
ury and people restrain from them
only if they have no financial means,
these figures confirm inadequacy of
households’ incomes. The same sur-
vey shows that only 23% of all house-

141



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

CTBa, oBue BpojkK ja MOTBpAYBaaT He-
COOABETHOCTA Ha NpuxoauTe Ha Jo-
MaKnMHCTBaTa.

WcTtata aHKkeTa nokaxysa [eka
camo 23% of cvTe AOMaKMHCTBa UMa-
e YNeHoBU Ha CEME|CTBOTO Kou bune
Ha ogMop (BO NpeTxogHara romHa), 4o-
[leKa BO paMKuTe Ha rpynarta o4 Hajcu-
poMaLLUHW1TE JOMaKWMHCTBA, camo 4,5%
0f, JOMaKWHCTBAaTa OAroBopuIie nosu-
TUBHO. [locnegHOTO UCTpaxyBake
LUTO Ke ro npeseHTMpame beLue crpo-
BEA,EHO MO AOHECYBaHETO HA HOBUOT
3akoH ([Metposuk, 2012). lonemuHarta
Ha npumepokoT belue 868 gomMakuH-
cTtBa kou npumaar NCI1 (1.652 nuua,
Ha Bo3pacT og 15-64 roguHn), co Tap-
reT Ha KOPUCHULIM KOW MOXaT fa pa-
6orar (He ce BO yunnuwite unm gpusu-
YKM HECNoCOoOHW), AN3ajHOT Ha npw-
MEpOKOT KOPECNOHAMPaAr CO CTPYKTY-
pata Ha ronemuvHata Ha OOMaKuH-
cTBaTta Ha kopucHuumTe Ha [CI1, og
KOW MHO3MHCTBOTO 6ea JOMaKMHCTBa
CO efleH 1 ABajLia YNeHoBK, nako beLue
BKIy4YeH 1 JosoneH 6pojoT Ha noro-
nemm gomakmHcTBa. AHanm3aTta Ha
cybjekTMBHaTa nepuenuuja BO Bpcka
co coogseTHocTa Ha [NCI1 oTkpuBa
Aeka noseke oa 97% o kopucHuumTe
cmeTaart geka lNCIl1 nokpvea noman-
Ky O MOroBMHa 04 HUBHUTE NOTpedun,
popeka 80% oparoeopurie geka Taa
nokpuea camo 1/3 o4 HUBHUTE NOTpe-
6u (Tabena 5).

MNpv aHanusarta Ha 04roBOpoT Ha
npaLLakeTo 3a coofBeTHa 3apabo-
TyBayKa 3a NOKpMBaH-E Ha OCHOBHM-
Te noTpebu, ce nojaBu YyaHa KOWH-

holds had family members who went
on holiday (in the previous year) while
within the group of the poorest house-
holds only 4.5% of households an-
swered positively.

The latest survey to be presen-
ted was conducted after the new
Law was adopted (Petrovic, 2012).
Its sample size was 868 households
who receive FSA (1 652 persons,
15-64 years of age) targeting ben-
eficiaries who were able to work
(not in school or physically unable),
a sample design corresponded to
the structure of FSA beneficiaries
household’s size namely, majority
were single and two members house-
holds, although a sufficient number
of larger households was included
as well. Analysis of the subjective
perception about the adequacy of
FSA reveals that over 97% of ben-
eficiaries consider that FSA covers
less than half of their needs, while
80% responded that it covers only
one third of their needs (Table 5).

In analyzing the response on the
question about the adequate income
for the coverage of the basic needs
a peculiar coincidence appeared. Al-
though the perceived adequate in-
come varied from RSD 26,471 (EURO
2385) to 31,763 (EURO 286.1), the
chosen average of 29,976 correspon-
ded to the cost of the minimal con-
sumer basket calculated for July 2011
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Tabena 5. MNepuenuuja 3a cooaeTHocTa Ha INCI1 (ucTpaxyBamwe og 2011)
Table 5. Perception on FSA adequacy (2011 survey)

BospacHa rpyna

Bupg Ha Hacenba

3apoBoneHu notpe6u BkynHo Age group Settiment type
Satsified needs Total . -—_ —_ Yp6ana PypanHna
Urban Rural
1/3 < 82.3 90.0 83.6 73.9 84.7 77.8
1/3-1/2 14.3 6.8 14.3 20.8 11.7 19.4
Yo > 1.7 0.4 1.3 8.3 1.8 1.4
Cute  All 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0
He s3Ham Doesn’t know 1.6 2.8 0.8 1.7 1.7 1.4

W3Bop: lMemposuk (2011)

unaeHunja. Nako HabrbyaysaHaTa
CcooaBeTHa 3apaboTyBayka Bapvpa-
we mery 26.471 guHapwu (238,5 €) n
31.763 guHapu (286,1 €), nsépaHmor
npocek og 29.976 anHapwu Kopec-
noHAMpa Cco LeHaTa Ha MUHUMarnHa
noTpoLUyBayKaTta KoLHULa npecve-
TaHa 3a jynu 2011 rog., Ha 29.823
AnHapwu/268,7€ (3a LOMaKUHCTBO Of
Tpw uneHa). Pasnukute BO 04roeo-
puTe, rMaBHO, Ce o0aHecyBaa Ha BO3-
pacTa Ha UHTEPBjyMpaHuTe, Npu LTO
nomnagute nuua nsbrpaa NoBUCOKK
npuxoaw, Bo cnopeaba co HajcTapa-
Ta rpyna koja usbpa HajHu30K, pas-
nuKknTe Mery ypbaHoTo 1 pypanHoTo
HaceneHve Gea nomarnky BneyaTnu-
BM, @ MHO3MHCTBOTO Of, aHKeTupa-
HUTe 6ea JOMaKMHCTBA CO efeH Unm
[Ba uneHa. [lomaknHcTBa CO efeH
YreH Ce yLTe ce JOMUHAHTHU Kopu-
cHuum Ha TCI. HuBHOTO y4yecTBO
bewe 37,9%, cneagHn ce AOMaKWMH-
cTBaTa of ABa uneHa, yuj yaen e 20%,
cenak, oB/Me JOMaKMHCTBA MMaa Haj-
HMCKa CTanka Ha cupomaluTuja oa
5,6% 1 5,9%, coogsetHo Bo 2010 rop.

Source: Petrovic (2011)

of RSD 29 823/EURO 268.7 (for
three members household). Differ-
ences in responses were mostly re-
lated to the age of the interviewed as
younger persons quoted higher in-
come, compared to the oldest group
which selected the lowest one, dif-
ferences between urban and rural
population were less striking, still
maijority of surveyed were single and
two members households. Single
households are still dominant FSA's
beneficiaries. Their participation was
37.9%, followed by two members
households whose share was 20%,
however, these households had the
lowest poverty rates 5.6% and 5.9%
respectively in 2010. The majority of
these households are without chil-
dren and 2012 data show that only
5.5% of children younger than 18
years received FSA; young children
(0-13 age) are among the most vul-
nerable groups as their poverty rate
13.7% for 2010 was high above the
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lMoronemnoT Agen o oBue AOMaKuH-
cTBa ce 0e3 geua v nogarouuTe of
2012 rognHa nokaxkysaar eka caMmo
5,5% op peuara nomnagu oa 18 ro-
AvHn gobueaar lNCIT; geuara (0-13
rOAVHK) ce Mery HajpaHnNuBMTE rpynu,
Yyumja cTanka Ha cupomaliTuja of
13,7% 3a 2010 roa. 6eLue BUCOKO Haf,
npoceyHaTta ctanka og 9,2%. Pesyn-
TaTuTe 0f UCTPaKyBaH-ETO 3a Hacre-
[leHaTa cMpoMaLLTmja, NpUKaXaHu BO
lpadomkoH 1, Tpeba aa ce 3emart Kako
npenynpenyBaks-e, Kaj HajMnagarta rpy-
rna Ha kopucHuum, 15-29 roguHu, 58%
[loaraaT of, cemejcTBa KouLTo bune
kopucHuLK Ha MCI. OBoj NpoueHT e
BUCOK W, UCTO Taka, 36opyBa 3a Bnu-
jaHNeTo Ha coumjanHaTa nonuTKKa Bo
nocrnegHuTe ABe OELEHUN.

average 9.2%. Results on the enqu-
iry about the inherited poverty, pre-
sented in Graph 1, should be taken
as warning, among the youngest gro-
up of beneficiaries, 15-29 years of
age, 58% came from FSA benefici-
ary families. This proportion is high
and also stands for the impact of the
social policy in the last two decades.

pachukoH 1. MpoueHT Ha kopucHuum Ha MNCI1 co cemejHa uctopuja Ha kopucterse MCI
Graph 1. Percentage of FSA beneficiaries with family background as FSA beneficiaries
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M3Bop Ha nogatouw: Memposuk (2011)

Data source: Petrovic (2011)
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3akny4ok

lNpalwar-eTo 32 COOABETHOCTA Ha
coumjanHute TpaHcdepun He e crop-
HO Mefy KpeaTopuTe Ha nonuTukara
N ekcnepTuTe Kou pabortaT BO OBaa
obnact. Cute Tne ce cornacyeaat
[ieka Napu4HnoOT M3HOC AobuMeH of
CTpaHa Ha KOPUCHWULMTE He e COooa-
BeTeH. MoxHUTe peLueHuja 3a ocury-
pyBak€ Ha MPUCTOEH >XMBOT, UCTO
Taka, ce rnegaart Bo 06e3beqyBare-
TO CO pasnMyHU BMOOBU Ha CybBeEH-
LMK 32 CMpPOMAaLLHUTE AOMAKUHCTBA
M noeguHUM (HamanyBawe Ha CMET-
KWTE 3a eneKkTpuyHa eHepruja, cyo-
BEHLMW 32 TPAHCMOPTHUTE TPOLLIOLIM,
nTH.). Cenak, oBa npallare He e Bu-
COKO Ha areHfaTa Ha BnagvHuTe npet-
CTaBHMLM. YecTnTe NpoMeHn Ha Bna-
LAVHUTE NPETCTaBHULM U OTCYCTBOTO
Ha eQuHCTBO Mery napTHepuTe Ha
Brajejaykara koanvuuja, 3aefHo co
MopacToT Ha jaBHWOT Jonr u cnaba-
Ta eKOHOMWUja, ro cCTaBaat npallare-
TO 3a coumjanHoOTO OCcUrypyBake Ha
KpajoT o nuctaTta Ha NpUopUTETMU.

N3BecHo e eka BO BpeMe Ha eko-
HOMCKa Kpv3a couujanHaTa nonmtuka
Ha BnaguTe ce CTaBa Ha TecCT, pe3yr-
TaTuTe 0f HOpMaTMBHaTa U NO3UTUB-
HaTa npakca ja HameTHyBaaT Ofro-
BOPHOCTa W ajeKkBaTHOCTa Ha Mnomnu-
TUKaTa HEOANOXHO Aa ce npunaroam
Ha HoBWTe ycnosu. Pedhopmute Ha
couyjanHara 3awTtuta Bo Cpbuja 3a-

Conclusion

The question of adequacy of so-
cial transfers does not seem to be
disputable among the policy mak-
ers and experts working in this field.
All of them agree that money amount
received by beneficiaries is not ad-
equate. Possible solutions to pro-
vide decent living are also found in
the supply of different types of sub-
sidies for the poor households and
individuals (reduction of electricity
bills, subsidies for transport costs,
etc.). Nevertheless, this issue is not
very high on the agenda of govern-
ment’s officials. Frequent changes of
government’s officials and lack of
unity among governing coalition
partners, coupled with growing pub-
lic debt and weak economy push
social security issues at the end of
the priority list.

It is certain that at the time of the
economic crisis governments’ so-
cial policy comes to the test, results
of normative and positive practice
reveal policy’s responsiveness and
adequacy to adapt to new condi-
tions without delays. Social care re-
forms are long time due in Serbia and
apart from changes in legislative
area little has been done to bring
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ocTaHyBsaar. / nokpaj npomeHuTe BO
3aKoHogaBHaTa obnacT, Marnky e Ha-
NpaBeHO 3a JOHEeCyBake KOPEHUTU
MPOMEHWN BO CEKTOPUTE Ha couujan-
HaTa 3awwTuTa. ocTojat MHory npa-
LaHa, MeryToa nocTojat MHOry mar-
Ky UCTpaXyBara Ha OBaa Tema u e
AMCKyTabuUIHO Aanu OHWe Kou ce Jo-
CTarnHu ce KopucTaTt of CTpaHa Ha
HOCUTENUTE Ha OANYKN BO MnaHupa-
HETO Ha MoNMTMKaTa Ha couujanHa
3awwtuta. HocutenuTe Ha ognyku Tpe-
6a na bugat oAroBOpHM M OTHETHM 3a
auctpubyumjata Ha pacnonoXnmBnTe
pecypcu, yLiTe noeeke Kora oBue pe-
CypCuv Ce KopucTar 3a HajpaHnmBuTe
rpynu. MOHUTOPUHIOT 1 eBanyaumja-
Ta Ha BfuvjaHujaTa W NocTUrHaTuTe
Lenun ce camo anaTka 3a npoLueHka
Ha ycnexoT Ha nonuTukara. Kora ove
anartkv ce BO pef, MOXeMe Aa pas-
roBapamMe 3a BUCTUHCKaTa PyHKUMja
M 3HA4YEHETO Ha CoLMjanHUTe TpaHc-
depu v ga ro nnaHMpame HUBHOTO
nocakyBaHO MOHO BrvjaHue.

in-depth changes of social care sec-
tors. There are many questions ho-
wever there are too little research
studies on the subject and it is qu-
estionable if those available have
been used by decision makers in
planning social protection policy.
Decision makers have to be respon-
sible and accountable for the distri-
bution of available resources, es-
pecially when these resources are
used for the most vulnerable groups.
Monitoring and evaluation of im-
pacts and achieved goals is the only
tool for assessment of policy suc-
cess. When these tools are in order
we can discuss the true function and
meaning of social transfers and plan
their desired future impact.
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