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AIICTPAKT:

Bo Cp0wuja, TpaH3ummjara o co-
[{jajar3aM umaiie J1a00Ku eeKTH BO
CEKTOpOT 3a COIMjaTHa 3allTHTa, C¢ 10
90-tute, a ocoberno mo 2000 romguHa.
[IpoMeHuTE BO OBOj CEKTOP CE O] JIETH-
CJIaTMBHA U HOPMaTHBHA MIPUPOJIA, HO U
O/l MJICOJIONIKA U TapaJurMaTcKa Mpu-
pona. 1 moneka HemoBpaTHOCTA Ha Tpa-
EKTOpHjaTa Ha MPOMEHHU CE YMHH JIeKa
He Jioara TpeBUJl, HEKOU BaXKHU TEMHU
HE Ce CTaBCHU BO areHjara, na Jypu U
aKo Ce CTaBEHH, PEIICHHjaTa 32 HUB HE
owre cexoram jacHu. Of eaHa CTpaHa,
[EJIUTE KOM OMIITECTBOTO Ce OOMIyBa
Jla TH CIIENIA CO U BO PAMKHTE Ha CBOjOT
CHCTEM Ha COIMjaTHa 3aIlTHTa, CE OHNE
BO CMHCJIa Ha COIMjaJIHA BKJIYYCHOCT
Ha CBOMTE KOPHCHUIIH, CO HCTOBPEMEHO
CIpevyBamke U HaMaTyBame Ha COIH]all-
HaTa WCKJIYYEHOCT Ha HajpaHIHBHUTE
rparanu. O apyra cTpaHa, MEPKUTE CO
IIeJT 32 HETOBO HM3BpIIyBame Oea BO TO-
nemMa Mepa Hee(EeKTHBHU, WIN MOpaan
HUBHHOT HECOOJBETCH JU3ajH WU I10-
paJii HEI[ETIOCHOTO CIIPOBEIYBAIbE.

OBOj Tpyn € CTPYKTypHUpaH OKOIY
TEOpEeTCKaTa OCHOBa Ha MOTpeOHTe,
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ABSTRACT:

In Serbia, transition from socialism
has had profounding effects in the social
welfare sector, all the way during the
1990s and especially after 2000. Chang-
es in the sector have been of legislative
and normative nature, but also of ideo-
logical and paradigmatic one. And while
the irreversibility of the trajectory of
changes seems to be out of the question,
some important topics have not been
put into the agenda, and even if put,
solutions to them have not been always
straightforward. On the one hand, ob-
jectives the society tries to pursue with
and within its social welfare system, are
those in terms of social inclusion of its
beneficiaries, with simultaneous pre-
vention and reduction of social exclu-
sion of its most vulnerable citizens. On
the other hand, measures with a view to
its effectuating have been largely inef-
fective, either due to their inappropriate
design or incomplete implemenation.

This paper is structured around the
theoretical background on needs, their
interpretation and translation into social
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HUBHOTO TOJIKYBamb€ M IMPEMHUH BO CO-
nyjasHuTe mnpasa. Pedopmure Ha co-
[MjajgHaTa 3allTHTa BO HAIMOHAJICH
KOHTEKCT C€ aHAIM3UPAHU BO IICHTpaJ-
HUOT JIeNl O] OBOj Tpyd. AKIICHTOT €
CTaBEH Ha pedopMmaTa Ha OcHE(DUIIMHTE
O/ COIljaJIHATA IIOMOII, MOTOYHO Ha
COllMjaJTHaTa MOMOIII BO mapy (TIapuvHa
COIIMjaJTHa ITOMOIII), Ha KOPUCHUIIMTE Ha
Taa MOMOIIl ¥ HA M3TPAJCHUTE H3JIC3HU
crparerun. llenra e na ce ananu3upaar
MIPETHOCTUTE U HEJOCTATOIUTE HA KOH-
LENTOT 3a pehopma Ha CollHjaHaTa 3a-
IITHATA U Ja CE apTYMEHTUPA BO KOPHCT
Ha HeroBara TpaHchopMmanmja u peau-
3ajHUpame. McTpakyBameTo € TO3UIH-
OHHPAHO BO PAMKHTE Ha KBAJIUTATHBHA-
Ta aHAJUTHYKA paMKa.

Kiayunu 300poBu: comyjayiHa TIO-
Motil, pe()OpMHU, aAKTUBUPAHE, KOPUCHH-
11, 6enedunum.

BOBE]

On 1990 ronmuna, pedopmure Ha
HaI[MOHANTHATA COIMjallHA JIp)KaBa BO-
OIITO, & 0OCOOEHO HAa HEJ3MHUOT CEK-
TOp 3a COllMjajHa 3allTHUTa, Ce BO Ha-
COKa Ha TPOTPECHBHO OJIaJICUyBame
O/l COLIMjATMCTUYKHOT TIEPUO, BOOOU-
YaeHO O3HAYCH KAKO KapaKTePUCTUYCH
3a MPEKYMEPHO 3allITUTHATa yJora Ha
JpXaBata. 3aKOHOJABHUOT KOHTEKCT
Ha CHCTEMOT Ha COIMjajHa TIOMOII €
3HAYUTETHO TpaHCHOPMHUPaAH, 0COOEHO
BO CBOJjOT JIeJI KOj TH peryaupa 6enedu-
[IUUTE U YCIyTUTE, CO I J1a TH OfIpa-
3W WJICUTE Ha MellaHaTa eKOHOMHja Ha
COHI/IjaHHaTa rnmomMouni, MHAMBUAYyaJIHaTa
OAITOBOPHOCT, JCLEHTpalIH3anujata u
CPOTHHUTE BPEIHOCTH, IITO PE3YJITHpA
co TpaHcdep Ha 3HaYaeH JeJ Ha 0OBp-

rights. Social welfare reforms in the na-
tional context are analyzed in the cen-
tral part of the paper. The emphasis is
on the reform of social welfare benefits,
more precisely, social welfare benefit in
cash (novéana socijalna pomoc), bene-
ficiaries thereof and the exit strategies
designed. The objective is to analyze
advantages and disadvantages of the so-
cial welfare reform concept deployed,
and to argue in favour of its transforma-
tion and redesign. The research is po-
sitioned within the qualitive analytical
framework.

Key words: social welfare, reforms,
activation, beneficiaries, benefits.

INTRODUCTION

Since 1990, reforms of the national
welfare state in general, and especially
of its social welfare sector, have been in
the direction of progressive distantiat-
ing from the socialist period, usually de-
noted to be characterized by over-pro-
tective role of the state. The legislative
context of the social welfare system has
become substantially transformed, es-
pecially in its part regulating benefits
and services, in order to reflect the ideas
of mixed economy of welfare, individ-
ual responsibility, decentralization and
related values, resulting in the transfer
of a significant part of supporting obli-
gations to persons and their families.

The economic crisis of 2008 revealed
the persistant nature of poverty in many
groups of the society in Serbia, despite
progress made during 2002-2006. It
now seems not only that the concerns of
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CKHUTE 32 MOJAPIIKA Ha JIyT'€TO U HUBHHU-
TE€ CEMejCTBa.

Exonomckara kpu3za og 2008 ronuna
ja OTKpHW YIOpHaTa MPUPOAA HA CHPO-
ManIThjata BO MHOTY TPYIIM HA OMIITe-
ctBoTOo Bo CpbOHja, U MOKpaj HAmpeao-
KOT nocTturHar Bo Ttekot Ha 2002-2006
ronuHa. Cera ce YUHU HE caMo JieKa 3a-
TPUKEHOCTA 3a IOJITOTPAJHUTE U CTPYK-
TYpUPaHU HEETHAKBOCTU U COILMjasHa
WCKITy4Y€HOCT Ha HEKOM TPYNU Ha Ha-
CEJICHHETO € pealiHa, HO U JIeKa CHUPO-
MallTHjaTa MOBTOPHO 3amoyHa (Kako W
B0 1990-THTE) KaKO HOpMa Ha JKUBEECHE
BO OMIITECTBOTO. HaBucTHA HE € W3-
HEHAyBaYKH IITO COJIMAAPHOCTA BO
OTIITECTBOTO € CE¢ TMOTEIIKO J1a C€ Haj-
Jie, TPTyBaHa CO BPEIHOCTA HAa JIUIHUOT
MHTEpEC, T0/IeKa MTPaBaaTa v MpaBUIHO-
CTa IoYHaa Ja OuaT MPUHIIUITN OJT BTOP
pen.

Teoperckara pamka IOCTaBE€Ha BO
OBOj TpPYI € OHaa Ha IMoTpedute, MO-
TUBUpaHA OJ] HaMepara Ha aBTOPOT Ja
MOHYIM TPUCTANl KOH TeMaTa JUIICH
o1 kakBa Owio wuneornoruja. Cenak,
WH]JEKTUPAmhETO Ha HEONUOEepaTHUTE U
HEOKOH3EPBAaTUBHUTE HOPMU BO OIIIIITE-
CTBeHaTa Orjarococtojéa BO CBETOT €
pEeUrCcH YHHUBEP3aITHO CIIOMEHATO O] aB-
TOPUTE, 0COOCHO OHHE KOU CE€ KPUTUYKU
opueHTHpanu. Hamepara Ha aBTOpoT Ha
OBOj TPYI € Jla TU aHAJIM3Upa MpeTcTa-
BUTE 32 MOTPEOUTE U HUBHUTE 3HAYCHA,
0e3 1a uM nagar etTukera a npuopu. Ce-
Mak, ke OuaaT MPUCYTHU TIOUMHTE He-
onubepanu3aM U HEOKOH3EpBaTUBU3AM,
HE MOJKEIIIe JIa C€ MPECKOKHAT BO OTIH-
COT Ha CHCTEMOT Ha COIMjajiHa 3allTH-
Ta BO 3eMja Bo TpaH3uuuja. [lornasjero
3a pedopMHUTE BO COIMjaTHATA 3aIlTH-
ta B0 CpOuja, co IeHTpaiHa yinora Ha
OeHeuIMKTe 3a COLMjATHA MOMOII U

a long—lasting and structured inequali-
ties and social exclusion in some groups
of the population are realistic, but that
the poverty has started again (as in the
1990s) to be the norm of living in the
society. It is not really suprising then
that the solidarity in the society is in-
creasingly hard to be found, traded-off
with the value of self-interest, while the
justice and fairness have started to be
principles of second order.

The theoretical framework deployed
in the paper is that of needs, motivated
by the author’s intention to offer an ap-
proach to the topic deprived of ideology
whatsoever. However, the injection of
neo-liberal and neo-conservative norms
in the social welfare worldwide is al-
most universally mentioned by authors,
especially critically oriented ones. The
intention of the author of this paper is to
scrutinize the notions of needs and their
meanings, without giving them any label
a priori. Still, notions of neo-liberalism
and neo-conservativism will be present,
they could not have been skipped in the
description of a social welfare system
in the transition country. The chapter on
social welfare reforms in Serbia, with
the central role of social welfare bene-
fits and activation of beneficiaries', will
present the author’s effort to explore in
more detail uneasy combinations of el-
ements creating the redesigned system.
! Throughout the paper, the author used the term
of social welfare beneficiaries to denote only
those effectuating the right to the benefit termed
material provision (1990-2011) and social wel-
fare benefit in cash (from 2011 now on). The
mentioned is not the only, but it is the most im-
portant cash benefit, in the social welfare sector
in Serbia.
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aKTHBHpAamhEe HA KOPUCHUIMTE', K& Tu
MIPe3eHTUPA HAIlOPUTE Ha aBTOPOT Ja T'U
UCTPaKU TOJETAIIHO KOMIUIUIIUPAHUTE
KOMOMHAIIMM Ha €JIEMEHTHU KOM CO37a-
BaaT penusajHupaH cuctem. M kako mro
Toa ro kaxa [lex XejBopa: ,, ‘couujan-
HaTa AprkaBa’ “ He € CTaTU4YeH CyO0jeKT:
ce mHpU U cobupa MOJ MPUTHUCOK Ha
OKOJIHOCTHUTE, TOMECTYyBajku ce Mery
MUHUMATUCTUYKUOT, MaKCUMaIUCTUY-
KHOT TPHUHIIMI U Ha3aJ1, ToQIeKcruOnI-
HO aKO HE € MHTerpupaHa HOPMATHUBHO
1 MHCTUTYIHoHamHO (XejBopa, 2012:
2). Pehopmute BO conmjaiHaTa 3aiiTu-
Ta IPBEHCTBEHO Ke OuJaT aHaIu3upaHu
OJl aCIIeKT HAa HUBHUTE TOCIICIANIN KOH
aKTHBHpamhe HAa KOPUCHHIIUTE Ha CO-
[[{jaJIHa TTOMOIII, CO LI JIa CE€ OBO3MO-
KM aBTOPOT J1a JI0jA€ 10 KBAJTUTATHBHU
3aKJTy4JOllM 3a MJIHUTE BIIMjaHH]ja HA aK-
TUBAIIMOHUOT KOHIIETIT IITO € BOCTAHO-
BEH.

1. TEOPETCKA PAMKA:
IHOTPEBH, HO YU U
KAKBMU?

Konuenror Ha norpebure € eaeH ox
HajyHAAMEHTAIIHUTE M HAJYecTo Je-
OaTupaHUTE KOHIIENTH BO COIIMjaJTHA-
Ta TMOJHUTHKA, KOU ja ONMKPY)XyBaar Co-
[MjajiHaTa JapskaBa (1 OiarococTtojoara)
710 HAjBUCOK cTerneH. Bo ucro Bpeme, T0j
¢ Mer'y HajCIIOPHHUTE KOHIICNITH U JINTe-
patypara coapxu OpojHH JaehUHHUITIH

' Bo TpyoT, aBTOPOT IO YINOTPEOU TEPMUHOT
KOPHCHHIIM Ha COIMjaJTHA IIOMOIII 32 JIa T 03Ha-
Y CaMO OHHME KOU IO OCTBapyBajie MpaBoOTO Ha
OeHedwuIjaTa mMTO Ce HAPEKyBa MaTEPHjaTHO
obe36enyBame (1990-2011) u 6enedpunmjata 3a
comyjanHa momomr Bo rotoso (ox 2011 rogmna
Haramy). CriomMeHarara He € eIMHCTBEHATa, HO
Taa ¢ HajBaykKHaTa apuvHa OcHeduIrja, BO CeK-
TOPOT 3a colujaiHa 3amruta Bo Cpouja.

And as put it by Jack Hayward: ,,the
"welfare state’ is not a static entity: it ex-
pands and contracts under the pressure
of circumstances, shifting between the
minimalist, maximalist and back again
more flexibly if it is not integrated nor-
matively and institutionaly* (Hayward,
2012: 2). Social welfare reforms will be
primarily scrutinized from the aspect of
their consequences towards activation
of social welfare beneficiaries, with a
view to enabling the author to come to
qualitative conclusions on future im-
pacts of the activation concept in place.

THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK: NEEDS, BUT
WHOSE AND WHICH?

The concept of needs is among the
most fundamental and the most fre-
quently debated concepts in social pol-
icy, surrounding the welfare state (and
also welfare) to the highest extent. At
the same time, it is among the most
contested concepts and the literature
contains numerous definitions and clas-
sifications of needs. One of the most
compelling issues about the needs, that
will be taken into consideration here, is
that articulated within the intrinsic and
procedural approaches to needs (Lis-
ter, 2017: 180), i.e. the differentation
established between the inherent and
intepreted needs (Dean, 2010: 13-29).
While it is the truth that there are needs
inherent to human beings, both individ-
ually and collectively, it is also the truth
that needs are interpeted, mediated and
constructed, by various stakeholders in
societies, with a view to their translating
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u kimacudukanuu Ha norpedute. EnHo
O]l HAJUHTEPECHUTE Tpalliamka 3a MOTpe-
oure, Koe ke ce pasrienyBa OBJie, € OHa
IITO C€ apTUKYIUpPa BO PAMKHUTE HA BHa-
TPEIIHUTE U TMPOLEAYpPATHUTE MPUCTa-
1 KoH notpedute (Jluctep, 2017: 180),
OJIHOCHO pa3jiMKaTa BOCIIOCTaBEHA TIO-
Mery BPOJICHHTE M WHTEPIPETHPAHHUTE
notpedu (Jdun, 2010: 13-29). Uako e
BHCTHHA JIeKa IMOCTOjaT MOTpeOu CBOj-
CTBCHU 3a YOBEUYKUTE CYIITECTBA, WH-
JMBHTyaTHO U KOJIEKTUBHO, UCTO TakKa
€ ¥ BICTHHA JIeKa MOTpeOuTe ce MHTep-
MIETHPaHH, TOCPEAYBaHH i KOHCTPYHPa-
HU O] Pa3INYHH 3aCETHATH CTPAHHU BO
OIITECTBATa, CO IEJI HUBHO TPEHECY-
Bamb€ BO IMOJINTHKATA U MOTUTHKHTE. He
CHTE MOTpedn MOXKaT Aa OUIatT uiu Tpe-
0a ma Oumar 3aJ0BOJICHHU TPEKY KOOp-
JMHYpaHa BJaJWHA aKIHja, a MocTojar
KOHKYPEHTCKH apryMeHTH ,,lipe]l Ja ce
JIOHECE O/TyKa 3a Toa YUH MOTpedu 3a
mTo Tpeda Ja ce UCIOJIHAT U OJ1 KOU UH-
cturynuute’ (JIucrep, 2017: 181).
Bropuot € Bo okycoT Ha MOIUTH-
KaTa Ha MHTEpIpeTaIyja Ha moTpeduTe,
HajTIIPBO pa:«:pa60TeHa on Hencu ®pej-
3ep BO HEJ3MHUOT Pa3roBop 3a morpe-
oure o 1989 ronuna (®dpejzep, 1989:
1), co mpumapeH (GoKyc Ha JUCKYpCH-
Te 3a moTpedute (T.e. pa3roBop Ha ja-
3uKOT Ha Dpej3ep), HO UCTO Taka M HA
norpeOuTe, Kako TakBU. J[Be mparniama
Ce OJl IICHTPAITHO 3HAYCHE BO HEj3UHATA
aHamu3a: ,,EqHO e mpamamero maanu u
Kako € MOYKHO J]a C€ HanmpaBU pa3iinkKa
omery Mmoi00pUTe U MOJIOIIUTE TOIKY-
Bama Ha moTpedurte Ha myreto. [pyro-
TO € TPAIIakeTO 32 OIHOCOT MEry Io-
OapyBamara M TIpaBara Ha IOTpeOUTE
“ (Dpejzep, 1989: 1). Counjannara no-
JUTHKA CO CBOjaTa COLlMjajiHa P KaBa €
COBPILIEHO TIO3MIIMOHMpPAHA J1a TOHYIU

into politics and policies. Not all needs
can be or should be satisfied through a
coordinated Government action, and
there are competing arguments ,,before
any decision can be made as to whose
needs for what should be met and by
whom institutions* (Lister, 2017: 181).

The latter is in the focus of the pol-
itics of needs interpretation, first elabo-
rated by Nancy Fraser in her Needs Talk
of 1989 (Fraser, 1989: 1), with primary
focus on discourses about needs (i.e.
talk in Fraser’s language), but also on
needs, as such. Two issues are central
to her analysis: “one is the question of
whether and how it is possible to dis-
tinguish better from worse interpre-
tations of people’s needs. The other is
the question of the relationship between
needs claims and rights” (Fraser, 1989:
1). Social policy with its welfare state
is perfectly positioned to offer (or not)
the satisfaction of needs for which it is
to consider responsible. As a rule, its
poverty reduction policy, whose one
segment will be further taken into more
detail when the national context is in
question, is among the fields that seems
to be universally connected with wel-
fare states.

However, not only that there has
not to be a direct connection between
the needs and (forms of) Government’s
reaction, but there are also a variety of
reactions through which a need can be
satisfied (Spiker, 2013: 106). In the ap-
proach of Nancy Fraser, there are three
stages that can be observed in the inter-
pretation of needs: (1) the establishment
of the political status of needs, (2) their

45



PeBuja 3a counjanna MonnTHKa, rof. 11, 6p. 14, nekemspu 2018

(uu He) 3a/I0BONYBamE€ Ha MOTpedUTe
3a Ko Tpeda Jla ce cMeTa 3a OJITOBOPHA.
Kako mo npaBuio, Hej3uHATa MOJIUTHKA
3a HaMalyBame Ha CHpPOMAIITH]jaTa, Yu]
€/IeH CerMEeHT TIOHaTaMy Ke ce pa3pabo-
TH TIOJICTAIHO KOTra € BO Mpaliamke Ha-
LIMOHAIIHUOT KOHTEKCT, € Mel'y 00JacTH-
T€ KOM C€ YMHHU JIeKa C€ YHUBEP3aJIHO
MOBP3aHU CO COLIUjalTHUTE JIPKABHU.

MeryToa, HE camMO LITO HEMaIIe JIH-
pPEKTHA TOBP3aHOCT Mely MoTpeduTe U
(bopmute Ha) peaknuja Ha Branara,
TYKy MMa U pPa3IU4YHU PEAKIHH MPEKy
KOW MOXE Jla ce€ 3aJl0BOJM ToTpebara
(Cmajkep, 2013: 106). Bo nmpucramnot Ha
Hencu ®pejzep, nocrojar Tpu dazu kou
MOXeE J1a ce 3a0esexar MpH TOJIKyBakbe-
TO Ha otpebuTte: (1) BocmocTaByBame-
TO HA TIOJIMTUYKHUOT CTAaTyC HA TOTPeOH-
T€, (2) HUBHOTO MPAaKTUYHO TOJIKYBaH€
u (3) HuBHOTO 3a70BONICTBO (Dpej3ep,
1989: 1).

IIpBo, mocrou yiora 3a COOABETHA
WIN ,,IpaBUIHA" UACHTU(UKAIMja Ha
norpeduTe, MTO BCYIIHOCT 3HAYU I1O-
CTaBYBamk€ HAa TPUOPUTETH, KaKO pe-
3yJATaT Ha KOHKypeHIMja min 6opba mo-
Mery HOroJIEMUTE U IIOMAJIUTE MOTpedH,
3aCHOBaHU Bp3 ,,CcHJIaTa Ha OapameTo
mTO NOTpeduTe Tro MpeTrcraByBaar
(JIuctep, 2017: 181). OBa e nucro Taka
MOJINTH3AIMja Ha TOTpeOuTe, Ouacjku
JaBHHUTE MOJUTHKU MMaar 3a Lej J1a TH
pemar npoOieMuTe Kou ce aehuHupa-
HU KaKo jaBHH, IITO HE Tpeba j1a ce cMme-
Ta Ha KO OWJI0 HAYWH 32 aBTOMATCKH
mpoLuec: ,,IpodJIeMUTE KOU CE MPEAMET
Ha jaBHU IMOJUTHKH MOXE Jla ce BpaTar
BO IIpHUBAaTHA WJIM colyjanHa cdepa u
HCYE3HYBaaT O]l MOJUTHYKaTa areHja
(Knoepfel, Larrue, Varone, Hill, 2011:
26). 3a Taa 1eyq UMa JBE MAaTEKH: TUC-
Kypc 3a pemnpuBaTH3alija U IUCKypCH

practical interpretation and (3) their sat-
isfaction (Fraser, 1989: 1).

First, there is a role for a proper or
»proper* identification of needs, which
actually means setting of priorities, as
a result of a competition or a struggle
between greater and lesser needs, based
on ,,the strength of the claim which the
needs present (Lister, 2017: 181). This
is also a politicization of needs, since
public policies aim to resolve prob-
lems which are defined as public ones,
which is not to be taken in any way as
the automatic process: ,,problems that
have been the object of public policies
can return to the private or social sphere
and disappear from the political agen-
da“ (Knoepfel, Larrue, Varone, Hill,
2011: 26). There are two paths to this
end: reprivatization discourses and ex-
pert needs discourses. The first ones are
described as tending to originate from
powerful organized groups in the socie-
ty which have a ,,monopoly* over inter-
pretation of needs and can thus, among
other things, push some needs back into
the informal sphere (Lister, 2017: 182).
The meaning of the second ones seems
to be obvious and these are expert needs
discourses which translate needs into
administrative categories, such as pov-
erty, social welfare benefits, beneficiar-
ies, etc. Jonathan Bradshaw’s taxonomy
of needs, comprising of normative, felt,
expressed and comparative needs comes
to the roots of the practical interpreta-
tion of needs. Normative are needs that
are defined as such by experts, decision
makers and practioners — one can have
any need whatsoever, but if that need
does not happen to be defined as such in
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3a cTpy4yHH notpebu. IlpBute ce omm-
ITyBaaT Kako TEHJEHIMja Jla TIOTEKHY-
BaaT 0/ MOKHU OpraHu3UpaHy TPy BO
OIITECTBOTO KOU UMaar ,,MOHOIIOI* BO
OJTHOC Ha TOJKYBAaWETO HA MOTPEOUTE U
Taka, Mel'y Apyroro, Moxke Jia ce Bparar
HEKOM MoTpedu Bo HedopmasiHaTa cde-
pa (JIucrep, 2017: 182). 3nauemeTo Ha
BTOPUTE C€ YMHU JIeKa € OYUIVICIHO U
OBa Ce€ JUCKYpPCHU 3a CTPY4YHH MOTpeOu
KOM TH IpeHecyBaar MmoTpeduTe BO a-
MUHUCTPATUBHU KaTErOpuH, Kako IITO
ce cupomariTjara, Ipua0OUBKUTE OJ
colMjajiHaTa TIOMOII, KOPHUCHHIIHUTE,
utH. TakcoHOMHja Ha mMOTpedOHUTE Ha
[lonatan bpemmo, koja ce coctoum on
HOpPMATUBHH, YyBCTBYBAaHH, HW3Pa3CHU
U KOMMapaTHUBHU MOTpedu pgoafa 0
KOPEHHTE Ha MPAKTUYHOTO TOJKYBAHE
Ha notpebure. HopmaTuBHM ce moTpe-
oure koW ce AePUHUPAHU KAKO TaKBU
OJl CTpaHa Ha EKCIIEPTH, HOCUTEIH Ha
OJUTYKHU W TIPAKTUYAPU — YOBEK MOXKE J1a
nMa KakBa Omio nmorpeda, Ho aKo TaKBa-
Ta oTpeda He ce AePUHUpPa KaKo TaKBa
BO MPOIHUCHUTE, JHUIETO HE MOXE Jla TH
3agoBoniM THE moTpedu. IlouyBcTBYyBa-
HU C€ OHHUE MOTPeOu IITO Ce MEepPLUMH-
paar kako TakBu. M3pa3enu ce notpedu-
T€ KOM C€ YYBCTBYBaar U ce 00jaByBaar
JaBHO, KOTa THeE, 110 MPABUJIO, CTaHyBaar
Oapama. M xoMImapaTUBHUTE IMOTpPeOH
yKa)kyBaaT Ha MOCTOCHETO Ha pa3liny-
HU NMOTpeOU Ha pa3IUYHU TPYIIH, a CaMO
HEKOM OJI HUB OM MOXKese 1a Ouaar 3a-
noBosHU (Crajkep, 2013: 302). Toa He
JIOBEZlyBa /10 3a/I0BOJIyBam€ Ha MOTpe-
oute. Jlypu u ako mpU3HATO OJ JIpKa-
Bara Jieka Tpeba J1a ce 3a10BOJIH MOTpe-
Oara, mocTojaT OpOjHU HAUMHU 3a TOA:
,,JJaJii ToTpedara Tpeda 1a ce UCTIONHU
3a CEKOTO Ha YHHMBEp3aJHa OCHOBA WU
Tpeba J1a ce MCIOIHHU CaMo 3a OIpere-

regulations, he/she cannot satisfy them.
Felt are those needs which are perceived
as such. Expressed are needs which are
felt and declared publicly, when they, as
a rule, become demands. And compara-
tive needs point to existence of various
needs of various groups with only some
of them that could be satisfied (Spiker,
2013: 302). That brings us to the satis-
faction of needs. Even if acknowledged
by the state that a need should be sat-
isfied, there are numerous avenues for
this: ,,should the need be met for every-
one on a universal basis or should it be
met only for particular targeted groups
[...] should the need be translated into a
clear right or should it be satisfied on the
basis of professional or bureaucratic dis-
cretion® (Lister, 2017: 191). Here, based
on still another taxonomy of needs —
circumstantial, particular, common and
universal needs, Hartley Dean makes
differences between four welfare state
approaches. The first approach, derived
from circumstantial needs, result in con-
ditional welfare policies; the second,
based on particular needs, is designed to
offer targeted forms of support; the third,
with its common needs, has the prem-
ise of risk sharing and the fourth starts
from social citizenship rights since, due
to its orientation towards universal need
(Dean, 2010: 146).

As already enshrined, the needs
and the discourse of needs can be put,
among other things, into the contexts of
rights, responsibilites and duties. Needs
are not equivalent with the demand and
as advocated by Nancy Fraser, ,,justi-
fied needs claims* have to be translat-
ed into social rights and not ,,divorced
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HU [eJTHU TPy [...] mamu Tpeda aa ce
IpeHece BO jacHO MpaBo WM Tpeda na
ce 3aJI0BOJIM BP3 OCHOBA Ha MpodecHo-
HaJHa WM OUpOKpaTcKa AUCKpenuja
(JTuctep, 2017: 191). OBne, Bp3 ocHOBa
Ha yIITE eHa TAKCOHOMH]ja Ha TOTpe-
Ou - MocpeHuU, MOCEOHH, OIIITH U YHH-
Bep3anHu notpedu, Xapmm [luH npaBu
pasnuKy moMmery YeTupH MpHCTalu Ha
couujanHa apxasa. [IpBuot mpwucrarm,
KOj TTPOM3JIETyBa O] TOCPEIHU OTPEOH,
pe3yATHpa BO YCIOBHH MOJUTHKH 32 CO-
LMjajHa 3alITUTa; BTOPUOT, BP3 OCHOBA
Ha TOCeOHU MOTpedH, € AN3ajHUPaH aa
MOHYAW TENHU (OpPMH HA TOIJIPIIKA;
TPETHOT, CO CBOUTE 3aCAHUYKHU TMOTpPE-
0M, UMa IpeMHuca 3a CIOJEIyBalbe Ha
PHU3UKOT, @ YETBPTUOT 3allOYHyBa O]
COLIMjaJTHUTE TpalaHCKU IIpaBa, nopaau
HEroBaTa OpUEHTAalNja KOH YHHUBEP3aJl-
Ha notpeda (dun, 2010: 146).

Kako mro e Beke neduHUpPAHO, TO-
TpeOUTEe W JUCKYpCOT Ha NOTpeduTe
MOXeE Jia ce cTaBaT, Mely Ipyroro, BO
KOHTEKCTOT Ha IIpaBaTa, OJ;rTOBOPHOCTH-
Te U pommxHocTuTe. [loTpeOute He ce
€/IHAKBHU CO 1MoOapyBaykaTa U Kako IITO
ce 3amara Hencu ®pejsep, ,,onpanna-
HUTe Oapama 3a MoTpedu’* Mopa 1a ou-
JlaT MPEHEeCeHW BO COIMjaJIHU TpaBa, a
HE ,,pa3Be/ieHu of Oapamara 3a mpasa‘
(Dpejzep, 1989: 1). Ilpasara yecromna-
TH C€ TBP/IU JIeKa Ce MOMAJIKy IIOBP3aHU
CO CTUTMaTa W TOBEKe I'M 3ajaKHyBaar
nyrero, a moroa norpedute. Cemnak, oB-
JIe U3jaBara He 3By4H YOCIJIMBO 3a CHTE
aJIMMHUCTpAIK Ha COIIMjaJiHaTa JIpKa-
Ba, U HE CUTE CE TPIDKAT 3a CTUTMara u
nucOanaHcoT Ha MOKTa BO OMILTECTBO-
To. Hamecto ma cobupaar mBpcTH 10-
Ka3H, THE C¢ IMOBEKE I'M TEMEJIaT CBOUTE
COLIMjaJIHU CTPATEeTHH Ha TPETIOCTaB-
KHTE 32 YOBEYKaTa MOTHBAIIM]jA U OJHE-

from rights claims” (Fraser, 1989: 1).
Rights are frequently claimed to be less
connected with stigma and more em-
powering for the people, then the needs.
However, the statement here made does
not sound persuasive to all welfare state
administrations and not all of them care
about the stigma and power disbalance
in society. Instead of compiling robust
evidence, they have been increasingly
grounding their welfare strategies on
assumptions of human motivation and
behavior, which are as put it by Julian
le Grand “the key to the design of social
policy” (le Grand, 1997: 153)%. What is
increasingly overlooked or left out from
approaches is the link between rights, re-
sponsibilities and duties on the one hand
and freedom and development on the
other hand. Amartya Sen strongly took
position that a person cannot be taken
to be responsible for his/her actions in
case he/she does not have substantial
freedom and opportunities (Soupol,
2017: 101), i.e. “that freedom involves
both the processes that allow freedom of
actions and decisions, and the actual op-
portunities that people have, given their
personal and social circumstance” (Sen,
1999: 17).

2 Based on the mentioned, Julian le Grand for-
mulated his influential position of knights,
knaves and pawns (le Grand, 1997: 154).
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cyBame, kou criopen Llynujan ne I'panng
ce ,,KITy4OT Ha KPEUpPameTo Ha COoIjall-
Hata nomutuka» (Jle I'pannp, 1997:
153)%. Ona 1mTo c¢ MOBEKe ce 3aHeMa-
pyBa WIM € U30CTaBEHO O] MPUCTAINTE
€ Bpckara Mery mpaBara, OJATrOBOPHO-
CTHUTE U JODKHOCTHUTE OJI €/IHA CTpaHa U
cnobozara v pa3BojoT, Ofl Ipyra CTpaHa.
Amaptua CeH CUITHO 3a3e/ie CTaB JieKa
HEKOE JIMIIE HE MOJXKE Jla Ce CMeTa JieKa
€ O/ITOBOPHO 32 HETOBHUTE MOCTANKH BO
ClTy4aj Toa J1a HeMa CYIITHHCKA CI000-
na u moxknoctu (Soupol, 2017: 101),
OJTHOCHO ,, JIeKa cJ1000/1aTa r'i BKITy9yBa
Y TIPOIIECUTE KOM JI03BOJIYBaar ciodona
Ha JIejCTBA U OJIITYKH, KAKO ¥ HA BUCTHH-
CKUTE MOXXHOCTH IITO T UMAar JIyreTo,
CO Orvie]l Ha HUBHUTE JIMYHH U COIH]jaJl-
HU oKoJHOCTH ““ (Sen, 1999: 17).

2. PEOOPMMU HA
COIINJAJIHATA 3ALITUTA
BO CPBUJA

2.1 IIOCT-
COIIMJAJIMCTUYKHU
PE®OPMH HA
COIIMJAJIHATA P/ KABA

,,BO TIPBHTE TOJMHU HA TPaH3UIIH]ja-
Ta, mocroenie popma Ha mperojema pe-
aKIyja u o0MBamke Ha MUHATOTO, BKJTY-
YyBajKM TU M HETOBUTE BPEIHOCTH U
uHcTuTynuu. OBa, Mery Ipyroro, ce oji-
HECyBa Ha HETOBaTa COIMjaJTHA TTOJTUTH-
Ka, Koja Oelrie HeroB HajMaJIKy BEIITauKH
Y HajMaJKy mrereH norcuctem (Bajc,
1994: 168). IlapamokcamHo Wik HE, HA
WCT HauuH Npu(pakameTo Ha COLUjaIn3-

2 Bp3 ocHOBa Ha croMeHaroto, Llymujan e
I'pann ja dopmynuparie cBojata BIHjaTelTHA
MO3WIMja Ha BHUTE3W, CIyrH W BojHUnU (Jle
I'pang, 1997: 154).

2. SOCIAL WELFARE
REFORMS IN SERBIA

2.1 POST-SOCIALIST
REFORMS OF THE WELFARE
STATE

“In the first transition years, there was
a form of over-reaction to and refusal of
the past, including its values and insti-
tutions. This refers, among other things,
to its social policy, which was its least
artificial and least harmful sub-system”
(Vajs, 1994: 168). Paradoxically or not,
in the same way the acceptance of so-
cialism was dogmatized forty-five years
before the transition began, its refusal
was now dogmatized. Being d eemed
devalued and disputed, socialist values
and principles which were governing
the welfare state prior to 1990, did not
leave any room for the survival of in-
struments that would disable uncritical
adoption of market-led philosophy® in
the welfare policies. However, critical
components for the embracing of real
free-market values were missing, i.e.
necessary pre-requisites in the society
were not formed, with consequent cre-
ation of a voluntaristic and distorted
market.

Namely, in Serbia the 1990s were
characterized by extremely unfavoura-
ble trends, first of all in the political and
economic spheres, leading to extreme-
ly harsh challenges in the social sphere
(increased social inequality, dramatic

3 Here, the term of market-led philosophy is
used as a term denoting opposite trends to the-
so called paternalistic philosophy, characteristic
of the socialist period.
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MOT Oelie JOrMaTu3upaHo YeTUPUECET
Y TIET TOJIUHU TPEJ MOYETOKOT Ha TpaH-
3WIIMjaTa, HEroBOTO OIOMBAaWmE Cera
Oeme normarusupano. [Ipormacenu 3a
JIeBaJIBUPAHU U CIIOPHU, COIHjaTUCTHY-
KM BPETHOCTH U IPUHIIUIIN KOU ja pery-
nmupaa colujanHata apxkasa npea 1990
rO/IMHA, HE 0CTaBMja MPOCTOP 3a OICTa-
HOK Ha MHCTPYMEHTUTE IITO O o OHe-
BO3MOXKHJIE HEKPUTUYKOTO YCBO]YBam€
Ha ¢uao3odujara BOACHA O] Ma3apoT’
BO paMKWUTE Ha COLIMjaTHUTE MOJIUTH-
ku. MefyToa, HeocTacyBaa KpUTUYHU
KOMITOHEHTH 3a npudakame Ha BUCTUH-
CKM BPEIHOCTH Ha CIOOOAHMOT Tiasap,
OHOCHO HEOIIXOIHUTE TPEIyCIOBH BO
OIIITECTBOTO He Oea (hopMUpaHH, Kako
pe3ynTar Ha ITO Ce CO37ajie BOJTYHTa-
PUCTHYKH U AePOpMHUPAH ma3ap.
Nwmeno, Bo Cpbuja nesenecerTuTe
TOIMHN HAa MHMHATHOT BEK CE KapakTe-
pHU3Upaa co UCKIYYUTEIHO HETOBOJIHU
TPEHIOBH, IPBEHCTBEHH BO MOJIMTHYKA-
Ta U €KOHOMCKaTa cdepa, IITO 0B/
JI0 KpajHO CYpOBHU IPEIU3BUIU BO CO-
nyjanHara cdepa (3roJemMeHa couujai-
Ha HEEeIHAKBOCT, JpaMaTHuYeH Maj Ha
YKUBOTHUOT CTaHAAPA U HATJIO 3roJieMy-
Bam€ HA CHPOMAIITH]aTa, UTH.). 3aeIHO
co cocrojbata HaJaBOp OJ HAIMOHAJ-
HaTa COIMjaliHa JIp>KaBa, COLlMjajHaTa
Jp>KaBa Kako TakBa CTaHAa MHOTY He-
e(eKkTUBHA, camara CTaHa TPaH3UIUCKU
ryOUTHUK, KaKkO M apMHjaTa Ha OHHE
KoM Tpeballe 1a I MOAIPKU U 3a KOU
Tpebariie 1a ce TpruxKH. 3aToa BO OBOJ Tie-
puon Oerre MpeTcTaBeHa KOMOWHAIH]a
Ha JBOCMHCIIEHH ¥ KOHTPOBEP3HH jaB-

3 OBzme TepMuHOT (pro3oduja BomeHa Of Tia-
3apOT Ce KOPHCTH Kako TEPMHUH KOj O3HauyBa
CIPOTHBHU TPEHJIOBU HA T.H. NaTEPHATHCTHYKA
¢unosoduja, KapakTEepUCTHYHA 3a COLM]jaJIH-
CTUYKHOT IICPUOI.

drop of the living standard and sharp
increase in the poverty, etc.). Along to
the situation external to the national
welfare state, the welfare state as such
has become highly ineffective, a tran-
sition loser itself as an army of those
it was supposed to support and care
about. Therefore this period presented
a mix of ambiguous and controversial
public policies. “The socialist welfare
state was disintegrated and a grotesque
model was created as ‘an extraordinary
example of a group of different political
discourses that produced during the time
hybrids, paradoxes, tensions and incom-
patibilities’ (Clarke, 2004, quoted per
Arandarenko and Golicin, 2006: 255),
as a consequence of random and ad hoc
reforms of the system” (Perisi¢, 2016a:
650). In such way, the period of etatisme
in welfare policy (1945-1990) was fol-
lowed by the period of quasi-etatisme
(1990-2000): there were only minor
changes, if any, in the regulation of the
welfare of citizens, but the rights to ben-
efits and services in the social welfare
sector could not be effectively realized.
Unsurprisingly, this led into full revival
of an alternative path of welfare, which
became the dominant one: informal
sphere, 1.e. family support.

Still, market elements in the welfare
state, whether in their official or unof-
ficial form, were rooted in the 1990s.
But, it is the period after 2000, that they
have become institutionalized and em-
braced to the higher extent. Since then,
the trajectory of changes in the social
welfare sector has been rather harmo-
nized with that in the welfare state in
general, with the latter not to be taken
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HU TOJUTHUKHU. ,,COIMjaTucTUIKaTa Co-
LMjajHa Jp>kaBa Oellle Je3nHTerpupaHa
U Ce CO3Maje TPOTECKEH MOJENl KakKo
‘U3BOHpEJICH MPUMEp Ha Ipyra Ha pas-
JMYHYU TOJTUTUYKH AUCKYPCH KOU BO TOA
BpeMe Ipou3Benoa XHOpHIH, MapagoK-
cu, TeH3un u HeexHakBoctH (Kuapk,
2004, uutupan cnopex ApaHAApEHKO
u Tomuaun, 2006:255), kako mociueau-
1[a Ha CIy4ajHU U aJ XOK pedopMH Ha
cuctemot”  (Ilepummuk, 2016a:650).
Ha 10j HauuH, mepuoIoT Ha eTaTuszam
BO NOJMTHKATA 32 COLMjajiHA 3alITHUTa
(1945-1990) Gemre mpociieieH co MEPH-
onotT Ha kBasu-eratuszam (1990-2000):
uMalle caMo MaJld MPOMEHH, JOKOJIKY
[I0CTO€ja TAKBH, BO PETYINPABETO HA
COllMjaJIHaTa TIOMOII Ha TparaHuTe, HO
npaBata Ha OCHEQUIIMHUTE U YCIyTHTe
BO CEKTOPOT 3a COIMjaJIHA 3aIITUTa HE
MOXea e(EeKTHBHO Ja CE pean3Hupaar.
W3HeHamyBavyku, OBa JJOBEAE 10 IIETOC-
HO 32)KUBYBam€¢ Ha aJITEPHATHBEH AT
Ha COLIMjaJHa TIOMOIII, KOj CTaHa JOMH-
HaHTeH: HedopmanHa chepa, OTHOCHO
MOJJIPILIKA Off CTPaHa Ha CEMEjCTBOTO.
Cenak, na3apHUTE €JIEMEHTH BO CO-
[[MjJIaHaTa ApKaBara, 0e3 pa3iuka Jaiu
BO HUBHara oduuujanHa WX HeopH-
nyjasiHa ¢gopma, Ouie BKOPEHETH BO
1990-Tute. Ho, nypu BOo mepuonor mo
2000 roguHa THE CTaHAa MHCTUTYLIUO-
HaJIM3UPaHU U pUQATEHHU BO MTOrojeMa
Mmepa. Otrorail, TpaeKTopHjaTa Ha Ipo-
MEHH BO CEKTOPOT 3a COLMjaJIHa 3alUTH-
Ta € NPUIMYHO yCOIlIaceéHa CO OHaa BO
colLlMjaJIHaTa JIp>KaBa OMIUTO, IPU IITO
BTOpara He Tpeba ja Ouje IeTaaHo 3e-
MEHa TIPeNIBHI BO 0BOj TpyA. Tpancdop-
MaIlyjara Ha CEKTOPOT 3a COIlHjaliHa 3a-
IITHTA, KaKO IIITO € BO MOMEHTOB, Oelie
cTparenku 3amuciena Bo Ctparerujara
3a Pa3BOj Ha COIMjaJIHATA 3AIITUTA O]l

into account in this paper in detail. The
transformation of the social welfare sec-
tor as it is currently, was strategically
conceived in the Strategy of the Social
Welfare Development of 2005 with the
following objectives: (1) to design new
policies oriented towards beneficiaries,
with a view to their empowering to lead
independent and productive life; (2) to
decentralize the social welfare sector;
(3) to make the benefits more effective
and (4) to offer high quality services
(Perisi¢, 2016b: 191-192). The reforms
of the sector were approached from the
multi-level perspective. The sector has
become strongly modernized, with team
work superseded by case-work; benefits
fortified with the development of previ-
ously underdeveloped services; institu-
tions transformed and local community
emphasized; dominant position of state
as service provider cushioned by rais-
ing engagement of the civil and private
stakeholders®.

* Not all objectives will be scrutinized in the
paper, but only those related and directly con-
nected with the social welfare benefits and ben-
eficiaries thereof.
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2005 ronuHa, co cinennuse 1enu: (1) ga
ce NW3ajHUpaaT HOBU TMOJHTUKH OpPH-
SHTUPaHU KOH KOPUCHUIIUTE, CO LeN J1a
UM C€ OBO3MOXKH J]a BOAAT HE3aBUCEH U
MPOIYKTUBEH XHBOT; (2) a ce JeleH-
TpaJU3upa CEKTOPOT 3a COIMjasiHa 3a-
mtuTa; (3) na ce HampaBar OeHeduIu-
ute oedeKTUBHU U (4) Aa ce MmoHyaaT
BUCOKO KBayuTeTHU yciuyru (Ilepummk,
20166: 191-192). Ha pedopmure BO
OBOj CEKTOp MM Ce€ MpHCTaIyBalle O
MEepCreKTHBa Ha ToBeke HUBoa. Cek-
TOPOT CTaHa CHJIHO MOJCPHU3UPAH, CO
THMCKa paboTa 3aMeHeTa co pabora Ha
ciyyaj; OeHeHIIMU 3aCHIICHH CO pa3-
BOjOT Ha TNPETXOAHO HEIOBOJHO pa3-
BUEHHU YCIIyTH/CITY’)KOM; WHCTHUTYIIHA
mTo ce TpaHnchopMupaHu M HarIaceHa
JIOKaJHa 3aelHUIla; JOMHHAHTHA IIO-
3WIIMja Ha JIp>KaBara Kako JaBaresl Ha
ycinyru yOnakeHa cO 3rojieMyBambe Ha
aHra)KMaHOT Ha rpalfaHCKHUTE U MPUBAT-
HUTE 3aCErHaTH CTpaHu’.

2.2 PABOTOCIIOCOBHH
KOPUCHHUIIN HA
COIIMJAJIHU BEHE®OULINN
BO TYPBYJIEHIIMJATA HA
PE®OPMUTE

[IpenBunyBajku TH TPETCTOJHUTE
ceondaTHU OIIITECTBEHH pPedhOpPMH,
kou Oea cdareHu BO cMHcCIa Ha ,,CTPYK-
TYpHO MpHUCNIOCOOyBame W TPaH3UIIN]ja
KOH Ta3zapHa ekoHoMHuja“ (JlakukeBUK,
1991: 382), Bnanara ja npudaru IIpo-
rpamMara 3a colidjajiHa MOJIUTHKA Ha I0-
yeTokoT Ha 1990 ronuHa, nexnapupajku
ja BO Hea KOMITOHEHTaTa Ha aKTUBHA CO-

“He cure nienu ke OWIaT aHATM3UPAHU BO OBO]
TPy, TYKY CaMO OHHE KOH C€ CPOJHHU U JAUPEK-
THO TIOBp3aHU CO OeHepuIMHUTE 3a COIlMjaHa
TIOMOIII 1 HUBHUTC KOPUCHUIIHN.

2.2 ABLE-BODIED SOCIAL
WELFARE BENEFICIARIES IN
REFORM TURMOIL

Anticipating the coming overall so-
cietal reforms, which were perceived
in terms of ,structural adjustment and
transition into the market economy*
(Lakicevi¢, 1991: 382), the Government
endorsed the Social Policy Programme
at the beginning of year 1990, declaring
in it the component of an active social
policy. The latter was taken to mean
integration of social policy with eco-
nomic policy and its transformation into
a factor contributing to societal devel-
opment. Furthermore, the development
was devised in the Programme to be ,,the
only way for the realization of an active
social policy* (Program socijalne poli-
tike, 1990: 92), whose essence per the
Programme was to ,,regulate the materi-
al and social position of employed peo-
ple exclusively based on the labour and
results of their labour and not on social
welfare” (Program socijalne politike,
1990: 93). Contrary to that, the position
of unemployed and the-so called mate-
rially deprived population was regulat-
ed to be under the social welfare sector
auspice, with the emphasis on ,,provid-
ing social welfare support to redundant
labourers and also those out of an em-
ployment: children, students, persons
with disabilities, unemployed, and non-
able bodied“ (Lakicevi¢, 1991: 384).
Measures devised for the implementa-
tion of the Programme, in relation to the
activation of redundant labourers, were
devised to the highest extent in the nex-
us between companies and the national
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yjanHa MojauTuka. BTopara Tpebarue
Jla 3HauW MHTETpalyja Ha COIlMjaTHaTa
MOJIUTUKA CO EKOHOMCKara IOJUTHKA
U Hej3MHa TpaHchopManrja Bo (akrop
KOj TIPUJIOHECYBa 3a OIIITECTBEH pa3-
B0j. [lonaramy, pa3BojoT Oele IIaHu-
pan Bo [Iporpamara kako ,,elIMHCTBEH
HAaYMH 3a peaiu3alja Ha aKTHBHA
cornujanHa monmutuka“ (IIporpama Ha
comnyjaiaHa nonutuka, 1990: 92), umja
cymrTrHa BO Bpcka co [Iporpamara Ge-
mie ,,J1a ce peryimpa marepujaiHara u
coIlfjajHara Mmo3uliija Ha BpaOOTCHHUTE
JTyfe UCKIIy9uBO BP3 OCHOBA Ha TPYIOT
U pe3yJATaTuTe Off HUBHHUOT TPy, a HE
Ha comujasiHa momom (IIporpama Ha
conujamHa monuTHka, 1990: 93). Ha-
CHpOTH TOa, MO3MIMjaTa Ha HEBPabo-
TEHOTO W T.H. MaTepUjaTHO 3arpo3eHO
HaceneHue Oerie peryiaupaHa ga Ou-
Jie TI0Jl MOKPOBHUTEJICTBO HA CEKTOPOT
3a colMjajiHa 3allTUTa, CO aKIEHT Ha
,00e30e1yBame MOJAPIIKA 33 COLHUjall-
Ha MOMOII Ha pabOTHULIM KOM C€ TeX-
HOJIONIKHM BHIIOK, KAKO U OHHE KOU HE
ce BpabOOTeHHU: Jiela, CTYJACHTH , JIUIaTa
CO MOCeOHHM MOTpPeOHn, HEBpaOOTCHHTE
u HepaboTocnocoOHu nuna «(Jlakuke-
BUK, 1991: 384). Mepkute npeasuje-
HHU 3a crpoBenyBame Ha [Iporpamara,
BO BPCKa CO aKTHBHPAHETO Ha paboT-
HUIIUTE KOW C€ TEXHOJOIIKH BHIIOK,
0ea OCMHUCIIEHH J0 HajBUCOK CTEIEH
BO BpCKaTa TMoMery KOMITAaHWUTE W Ha-
[IMOHAJIHATA arcHIMja 3a BpaOOTyBame
co croute ¢wmjamu. Tue ce cocroeja
O]l Kpenpame Ha MporpaMu 3a BpadoTy-
Bab€ U OPTaHU3UpPaE Ha 00YKH 32 HUB
Cco 1en /1a ce yonaxar edekrute o He-
BpaboTeHOCTA.

IIpormacyBamero Ha IIporpamara
Oelie MpPOCIEACHO CO IMPOIVIACyBambe
Ha 3aKOHOT 3a COLMjaJiHa 3allTUTa U

employment agency with its branches.
They comprised of designing employ-
ment programmes and organizing train-
ings for them with a view to cushioning
the effects of unemployment.

The Programme proclamation was
followed by the proclamation of the
Law on Social Protection and Materi-
al Provision for Families of January
1990°, which stipulated the right to the
so-called material provision for fami-
lies (materijalno obezbedenje porodice
— MOP), a means-testing social welfare
benefit paid out to: “(1) an unemployed
person who is registered with the em-
ployment agency, in case of an able-bod-
ied person; (2) non-able bodied person;
(3) employed person, self-employed
person, person working in agriculture
or retired person* (article 4, Pravilnik o
blizim uslovima, kriterijumima i na¢inu
ostvarivanja osnovnih prava iz socijalne
zastite). An able-bodied persons were
obliged to be registered with the em-
ployment agency and comply with their
regulations (article 11, Zakon o socijal-
noj zastiti 1 materijalnom obezbedenju
porodice), the formulation to be repro-
duced in all the Laws that are to be fol-
lowed. However, apart from rather gen-
eral article on the cooperation between
social welfare institutions and organi-
zations from other sectors (without any
mentioning of an employment agency)

S This first “transition” law on social welfare
superseded the socialist law (the Law on Social
Welfare) of 1986. In Serbia, social welfare activ-
ities and legislation date back to the period prior
to Second World War, with intensive develop-
ment during socialism. For a detailed overview,
see e.g. Lakicevi¢, 1991.
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MarepHjagHo o0e30enyBame 3a ceMej-
crBara of janyapu 1990 romuna’, co
KOj ce YTBpIU NpPaBOTO Ha T.H. MaTe-
pujanHo 00e30enyBame 3a cemMejcTBara
(materijalno obezbedenje porodice —
MOP), cpencTBo 3a UCIIUTYBamkE Ha CO-
[MjajgHaTa MOMOII HCIUIaTeHa Ha: ,,(1)
HEBpabOTEeHO JIMIle KO€ € perucTpupa-
HO BO areHiyjara 3a BpabOTyBame, BO
ciydaj Ha paborocrnocobHo smie; (2)
HepaboTocnocobHo nwule; (3) Bpabote-
HO JIMIIe, CaMOBpPa0OTEHO JHIIe, JIULIE
Koe paboTH BO 3€MjO/ICIICTBO WJIU TICH-
3uoHupaHo yuue “(uneH 4, Pravilnik o
blizim uslovima, kriterijumima i nac¢inu
ostvarivanja osnovnih prava iz socijalne
zastite). PaborocricoOnuTe numa Owuie
00Bp3aHHU Ja ce perucrpupaar Bo AreH-
1yjara 3a BpabOTyBame U Ja T UCTIOJ-
HyBaaT HaBeJIeHUTe nponucu (wieH 11,
Zakon o socijalnoj zastiti i materijalnom
obezbedenju porodice), dhopmymnanujara
Koja Tpeba J1a ce pernpoayIupa Bo CUTe
3aKOHU KoM TpeOa Ja ce cienar. Mery-
TOQ, MOKPaj MPUJIUYHO OMIUTHOT 4ICH
3a copaboTkara nomery MHCTUTYLUHUTE
3a COLMjajiHa 3aIITUTa U OpraHU3aI1H-
T€ O] IPYTH CEKTOpH (0€3 CIOMEeHyBambe
Ha areHuyjara 3a BpaboTyBame), HeMa-
111e TPOMUCH Kou Ou Ousie HACOYCHH KOH
aKTUBUpame Ha pabOTOCIOCOOHUTE JIH-
11a KOPUCHUIIM Ha COLIMjajTHa MOMOIII.
Beke Bo ciaemHaTa roguHa, OJHOCHO
1991 roguna, Gerie ycBoeH 3aKOHOT 3a
colMjajHa 3allTUTa U 00e30emyBame

> OBOj IPB ,,TPAH3UILIUCKH" 3aKOH 3a COLMjaTHa
MIOMOII TO 3aMEHH COLHjAUTUCTHYKHOT 3aKOH
(3akoHOT 3a conmjanHa 3amTHTa) 0of 1986 TO-
mnHa. Bo Cpbuja, akTHBHOCTHTE 3a COIIMjaTHA
3aIITHTA ¥ 3aKOHOABCTBOTO JIATHPAAT OJf IIepH-
ozot npex Bropara cBeTcka BojHa, CO HHTCH3HU-
BEH Pa3Boj 3a BpeMe Ha COIHjaJu3MOT. 3a JieTa-
JIeH Tperien, Buaete Ha np. Jlakukesuk, 1991
TOJHHa.

there were no regulations that would be
directed towards activation of able-bod-
ied social welfare beneficiaries.

Already in the following year, i.e.
1991, the Law on Social Welfare and
Provision of Social Security to Citizens
was endorsed, to be in force for the
following twenty years, with frequent
changes, in extreme cases with a couple
of changes per year.

One of substantial changes was in the
domain of the activation of able-bodied
social welfare beneficiaries. However,
there were no normative and any other
changes with a view to the mentioned,
until the reform of 2004°, when one
of the objectives of the social welfare
system was designed to be ,,the activa-
tion of those in the condition of social
need pursuant to their capacities* (arti-
cle 4, Zakon o socijalnoj zastiti i obez-
bedivanju socijalne sigurnosti gradana).
The previously established term of the
benefit (material provision for families)
was not surpassed during the whole pe-
riod of the Law implementation, neither
by decision makers nor practitioners.

¢ Interestingly, the reforms of the sectors of the
welfare state commenced from 2001. It may look
then that the social welfare sector reforms came
late. However, amendments to the law that was
regulating social welfare were prepared already
in 2002, but enacted as late as in 2004 (Vukovi¢,
2017: 227). The reasons could be, for one, that
the Government first wanted to pay out benefits
owing to beneficiaries: there was a two-year de-
lay in their disbursement, in order to make the
programme credible again. For two, the changes
were of large-scale: they meant transition from
decentralized to centralized system regarding
the payment of the social welfare benefit, and
thus required a diligent planning.
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COollMjaJIHA CHUTYPHOCT 3a TparaHMTe,
KOj ke Oujie BO CWJIa BO CIICAHHUTE JBa-
€ceT TOAMHHU, CO YECTH IPOMEHH, BO
EKCTPEMHHU CIIydau CO HEKOJKY IpoMe-
HU TOJIMIITHO.

EnHa on CyMITHHCKUTE TPOMEHU
Oerie BO JJOMCHOT Ha aKTUBUPaWmE Ha
paboTOCTIOCOOHUTE KOPUCHHIIM Ha CO-
nyjaiHa nomomr. Cemnak, Hemalie HOp-
MaTUBHU U JPYTH MPOMEHHU BO IOTIIE
Ha CIIOMEHATHTe, 110 pedopmara of
2004 roguua®, xora eaHa o1 LEIUTE HA
CHUCTEMOT 3a COITMjajiHa 3aIllTUTa Oere
IU3ajHUpaHa Ja Ouje ,,aKTUBUPAE
Ha OHHE BO COCTOj0a Ha CoOIHjaTHa
norpeba cHopea HUBHUTE KallaluTe-
™" (uneH 4, Zakon o socijalnoj zastiti
i obezbedivanju socijalne sigurnosti
gradana). [IpeTXoqHO yTBpAEHHOT POK
Ha OeHeduuujaTa (MarepujagHO 00e-
30emyBame 3a ceMejcTBara) He Oerire
HA/JIMUHAT BO TEKOT Ha LEJIHOT MEPHOJ
Ha CIPOBENyBamke Ha 3aKOHOT, HUTY OJ1
HOCHUTEIIUTE Ha OJUTYKHUTE, HUTY OJf OHHE
KOU TO cIipoBeayBaa Bo mpakcara. Ce-
MaK, KPUTEPUYMHUTE 32 COOABETHOCT 32
KopHucTewe OeHeduimja Ouie MoOAIO-

2KCHHM _Ha MOCTCTICHU ITPOMEHU CO TCKOT
¢ MlHTepecHo € Toa ITo pe)OpPMHUTE BO CEKTO-
pHTe Ha colMjaHaTa aApskasa 3armoqnaa ox 2001
ronuHa. MokeOu ce 9nHU Jieka peopMuTe BO
CEKTOPOT 3a COIMjaJIHA 3allTHTa 33I0IHH]a.
Cermaxk, I3MCHATE HA 3aKOHOT IITO ja PEeTyIHpa-
IIe CoIlMjajTHaTa 3alTHTa Oea MOATOTBCHH Beke
B0 2002 rommHa, HO Oca moHEeceHu qypu Bo 2004
ronuHa (BykoBuk, 2017: 227). [IpuunauTe 01
MOXKeJle 1a Ommar, mpBo, Aeka Biamgara mpBo ca-
Kallle 1a T UCIUIaTH OeHe(QUITHTE IITO TH JOJ-
JKellle Ha KOPHCHHUINTE: MMaIle BETOIHIITHO
3a[I0LHyBa-¢ BO HUBHOTO paclpeelTyBame, CO
[IeJT TIOBTOPHO J1a C€ HaIpaBH IporpaMara Be-
ponoctojHa. Bropo, mpomenute 6ea oj roiemMu
pa3mepu: THE 3Ha4ea MPEMUH Of JICICHTPaU-
3WpaH BO IEHTPAIU3UPAH CHCTEM BO BPCKa CO
WCIUIaTaTa Ha COIMjaJHaTa TOMOII, W MOpaan
TOA HaJlaraa BHUMATEITHO TTAHUPAILE.

However, the eligibility criteria for the
benefit have been subjected to gradual
changes during time to finally result in
2004 with partial exclusion of able-bod-
ied beneficiaries. More precisely, the
means-testing character of the benefit
was kept, but the following wording was
put into the Law: “a person capable of
work, i.e. a family having able-bodied
members [...] can effectuate the right to
a material provision for the period of 9
months during a year” (article 10, ibid).
Such person was obliged to participate
in the schooling process, to be regis-
tered with the employment agency and
comply with their regulations’ (article
12, paragraph 2, ibid). With a view to
establishing whether a beneficiary is in
compliance with the rules, the cooper-
ation between the social welfare sector
(i.e. the Centres for Social Work, which
disburse the payment to beneficiaries)
and employment agency was envisaged
(article 64, ibid)®.

The provision effectively reduced the
number of able-bodied beneficiaries,
“even for thousands, since they could be
able to find seasonal jobs, during sum-
mer months” (Brki¢, Vidojevi¢, 2012:
69), i.e. for about 25% (Vukovi¢, 2017:
228). However, apart from one-sen-

7 This refers to the obligation of a social welfare
beneficiary to accept an offered employment, to
work at temporary and seasonal jobs, to accept
training courses, as well as to attend primary
school (article 12, paragraph 2, ibid).

8 Those whose employment ceased due to their
free will, are not entitled to the benefit, except
in cases in which two years elapsed after such
a termination of the employment or in case they
become incapable of work (article 12, paragraph
3, ibid).
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Ha BPEMETO, 32 KOHEUHO Ja pe3yiTupa-
at Bo 2004 ronuHa co €TyMHO UCKITY-
qyBamke Ha pabOTOCHOCOOHUTE JIHIIA.
[TompenusHo, KapakTepoT Ha CPEACTBO
3a TecTHpame Ha OeHeduimjara Oere
3aJip>KaH, HO BO 3aKOHOT Oellle CTaBeHO
CJIETHOBO: ,,JIUIIETO CIOCOOHO 3a pa-
00Ta, OJHOCHO CEMEJCTBOTO CO pado-
TOCTIOCOOHM WJICHOBH |[...] MOXE Ja TO
OCTBapH MPaBOTO HA MaTepHjaiHO 00e-
30emyBame 3a nepuoj oA 9 Meceuu BO
TEKOT Ha eaHa roguHa “(wien 10, ibid).
TakBoTO NUIE € TOMKHO Ja y4eCTByBa
BO IPOIECOT Ha MIKOIyBame, 1a Oujie
pErucTpupaHo BO areHIMjaTa 3a Bpabdo-
TyBambE U JIa TH TIOYUTYBa HUBHHUTE TIPO-
mcn’ (wieH 12, cras 2, ibid). Co men na
Ce YTBPIY JaJIM KOPHUCHHUKOT TH HCITOJ-
HyBa IpaBujiaTa, Oelle npeaBuaeHa co-
paboTKa momery CeKTOpOT 3a COllMjaTHa
oMo (T.e. IEHTPUTE 3a COllMjaTHa pa-
00Ta, KoM ja BpIIAT UCIIIaTaTa Ha KOPH-
CHUIIM) 1 AreHIjara 3a BpabOTyBame
(unen 64, ibid)®.

Onpenbara epekTHBHO TO HaMalu
OpojoT Ha pabOTOCTIOCOOHH KOPUCHUIIN
,»JIYPH U 32 WIjaHUIU, OUJEjKU BO JIET-
HUTE MECEIU MOXKea J1a HajAaT Ce30HCKU
paborn™ (bpkuk, BunojeBuk, 2012:
69), onHocHO 3a okony 25% (ByxkoBuK,
2017 : 228). MeryToa, moKpaj Mpomu-
COT O]l €THa PEeYEeHHMIIA 32 0OBpCKaTa Ha
pPab0TOCIOCOOHOTO JIUIE Ja Y4YeCTBY-
7 OBa ce ofHECYBa Ha 0OBpCKaTa Ha KOPUCHUK
Ha COIHMjaJHA MOMONI Ja MpudaTH MOHYICHO
BpaboTyBame, 1a paboTH Ha IPUBPEMEHH U Ce-
30HCKH paboTH, 1a mpudaka KypceBH 3a o0yKa,
KaKO 1 1ga MOCETyBa OCHOBHO YYHUIIUIITE (‘IHCH
12, craB 2, ibid).

§ Onme unenmto BpabOTyBame MPECTAHAIO MO~
paau HUBHATa cI000HA BOJja HEMaaT IMpaBo Ha
HaZIOMECTOK, OCBEH BO CJIy4dan KOora romMuHalie
JABC TOAWHU 10 MPECTAHOKOT Ha Bpa60TyBaH>e—

TO WJIM BO CITy4aj THE Jla CTaHAT HEeCITOCOOHU 3a
pabora (wren 12, cras 3, ibid).

tence regulation on the obligation of an
able-bodied person to participate in the
training offered by employment agen-
cy, which was not in any way obliged
to offer it to such person, there was no
activation strategy in the then law on so-
cial welfare. Still, it would be unfair to
say that nothing was under way in the
parallel system: the Law on Employ-
ment and Insurance in case of Unem-
ployment passed a year before, in 2003,
stipulated for the first time in Serbia ac-
tive labour market measures, orientated
either directly (such as public works) or
indirectly towards social welfare bene-
ficiaries. When the Law was changed in
2009, the active labour market measures
were changed too, however, without any
significant changes and improvement
for the social welfare beneficiaries. The
new Law recognizes the category of
vulnerable people, the so-called “unem-
ployed persons harder to be employed”
(teze zaposljiva nezaposlena lica), and
one of the governing principles of the
Law is their positive discrimination.
While the definition does not include di-
rectly social welfare beneficiaries, some
branches of the employment agency
in the country have devoted funds for
their participation on the labour market
(Perisi¢, 2016b: 156—-157).

Finally, the currently valid Law on
Social Welfare of 2011 did not introduce
reversible changes regarding the activa-
tion of able-bodied social welfare ben-
eficiaries. The benefit became renamed
into the social welfare benefit in cash,
but the means-testing character and time
limitation for able-bodied beneficiaries
are still the norm. Eligibility criteria re-
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Ba BO OoOyKaTa TOHYJEeHa O] CTpaHa Ha
Arennyjara 3a BpaboTyBame, Koja Ha
HUTY €JIeH HauuH He Ouna oOBp3aHa /1a
My ja MOHYJIM Ha TaKBOTO JIMIIE, BO TO-
TallHAOT 3aKOH 3a COIlMjaJlHAa TIOMOIII
HE TI0CTOEJIa CTpaTeruja 3a akTUBAIlH]a.
Cenak, 6u 6mino Hedep aa ce Kaxe je-
Ka BO MapaJIeIHUOT CUCTEM HHIITO HE
ce mpe3eno: 3aKOHOT 3a BpaboTyBame U
OCHUTYpYBamk€ BO CiTy4yaj Ha HeBpaboTe-
HOCT YCBOCH €/IHa TOJIMHA MPETXOHO,
Bo 2003 ronuna, 3a mpB nat Bo Cpbuja
MPEIBHUIET aKTUBHU MEPKH 3a 11a3apoT
Ha TPYAOT, OPUCHTHPAHU WU TUPEKTHO
(kaKo mTO ce jJaBHU pabOTH) WU UH/IU-
PEKTHO KOH KOPHCHHUITUTE Ha COIIMjaTHA
nomont. Kora 3akoHoT Oerie u3MEHET BO
2009 ronuHa, aKTUBHUTE MEPKH 3a Ta-
3apoT Ha TPYAOT ce MPOMEHH]ja, HO 0e3
3HAUUTENTHU TPOMEHH U TMOJ00pyBama
BO OJJHOC Ha KOPHMCHHIIUTE Ha COLIMjaI-
Hata nomoml. HoBuoT 3akoH ja mpero-
3HaBa KaTeropvjara Ha PaHJIMBH JIUIIA,
TaKaHApEYCHUTE ,,HEBPAOOTCHH JIHIIA
KOU IOTEIIKO MOXKaT Ja Hajaar Bpabo-
TyBame"“ (teZe zaposljiva nezaposlena
lica), a eneH o BOIEYKUTE MPHUHIIUIN
Ha 3aKOHOT € HHMBHA TO3UTHBHA JHC-
kpumuHanyja. Mako nedununmjara He
I'M BKJIY4YyBa JIUPEKTHO KOPHCHUIIUTE
Ha COIMjaJiHa MOMOII, HeKou (uiuja-
JM Ha areHIyjara 3a BpaOOTyBame BO
3eMjaTa MOCBETHja CPEJICTBA 32 HUBHO
ydecTBO Ha maszapot Ha Tpynot (Ilepu-
mwuk, 20166: 156-157).

Ha xpaj, BO MOMEHTOB Ba)KE€UKHOT
3akoH 3a conujanHa 3amrtuta ox 2011
TOIMHA HE BOBEJE PEBEP3UOWIHH TIPO-
MEHH BO BpCKa CO aKTHBHPAWmHETO Ha
paboTOCIIOCOOHUTE KOPUCHUIIM HA CO-
nujanaa nomonl. benedunmjara Gerre
MperMeHyBaHa BO COLIMjaTHa IIOMOIII BO
TOTOBO, HO KapaKTEepPOT 3a TECTUPAE

lating to able-bodied beneficiaries are
those denoted as the so-called special
criteria, with all of them being repro-
duced from the previously valid Law’
and a new one added'.

The Law of 2011 made one step fur-
ther: under the title Responsibility for
the Satisfaction of Own Life Needs, it
introduced the following statement:
“every person is obliged to satisfy their
own needs and the needs of their fam-
ilies” (article 80, Zakon o socijalnoj
zastiti) and especially able-bodied per-
sons (article 80, ibid). Centres for So-
cial Work (CSWs) have become author-
ized to conclude an agreement with an
able-bodied social welfare beneficiary,
in terms of an “individual activation
plan” which is to detail activities and
duties of the beneficiary, with the poten-
tial of disbursing a reduced amount of
the benefit and its further discontinuing
“in case of an unjustified non-compli-
ance with obligations from the agree-
ment” (article 80, ibid).

The Regulation of the Measures of
Social Inclusion of Beneficiaries of So-
cial Welfare Benefit in Cash, a text of
about 1,300 words, followed in 2014
with a list of activation measures to
be: formal education, informal educa-
tion, employment, medical treatment
and volunteering, i.e. work in the lo-

 The rules mentioned in footnote 6 were not
modified at all, while the rules mentioned in
footnote 7 have become modified in the part
regulating that one year should elapse after a
termination of the employment, with a view to
becoming eligible (article 83, paragraph 3, ibid).
10 This refers to lone parents, prevented from
work, due to taking care of their disabled child
(article 83, paragraph 4, ibid).
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Ha CpeJICTBaTa M OTPAHHYYBAKHETO HA
BpPEMETO 32 JINIaTa KOU ce COCOOHU J1a
paboTtar c¢ yumre mpercTaByBaaT HOp-
Ma. Kpurepuymure 3a mogoOHOCT Kou
ce OoJHecyBaaT Ha pabOTOCIOCOOHHTE
KOPUCHHUIIA CE OHHE KOM C€ O3HAYCHU
Kako T.H. TIOCEOHH KPUTEPUYMH, TPHU
IITO CUTE C€ PENPOAYIIMPAHH O] TPET-
XOJHO Ba)KCYKUOT 3aKOH’ U JIONAJICH €
HOB KpuTepuym '°.

3akoHotr ox 2011 roguHa HampaBu
€lICH YEKOp TMOHATaMy: IOJ| HACJIOBOT
,, OArOBOPHOCT 3a 3a/10BOJIYBAaH-ETO HA
COTICTBEHUTE >KHBOTHU TOTpedu“, ce
BOBEJIC CIIe/IHABA M3jaBa: ,,CEKOE JIHIIE
€ JIOJDKHO Jia TH 3a7I0BOJIM COIICTBEHHU-
T€ TIOTPEeOH M TOTPeOHUTE HA CBOETO Ce-
MmejctBo* (wien 80, Zakon o socijalnoj
zastitl), a 0ocobeHo paboTOCIIOCOOHHTE
nuna (wien 80, ibid). Llentpure 3a co-
nujanna padora (LICP) cranane osna-
CTCHHU Jla CKIIydyBaaT JIOTOBOp CO pa-
00TOCTIOCOOCH KOPUCHUK Ha COIMjaJTHA
MOMOIII, BO CMHUCJIA Ha ,,WHJIUBU/yaJICH
IUTaH 3a aKTHBaLWja“, Koj Tpeba 1a ru
JeTalu3upa aKTUBHOCTUTE U JOJDKHO-
CTUTE Ha KOPHCHHUKOT, CO MOXKHOCT 32
UCIUIaTa Ha HaMaJjeHa BHCHHATA HA Ha-
JIOMECTOKOT M HETOBO ITOHATaMOIITHO
MIPEKUHYBAHkE ,,B0 CIIy4aj HA HEOIPAaB-
JTAHO HETIOYMTYBamke Ha OOBPCKHUTE OJI
noroBopot* (wieH 80, ibid).

PerynupameTo Ha MepkuTe 3a CO-
[{jajHa BKIYyYEHOCT HA KOPUCHUIIH-

? [IpaBunara HaBeAEHU BO (hyCHOTATA 6 BOOIIIITO
He Oea MEHyYBaHH, JJOJIeKa IPaBUiIaTa HaBeJCHH
BO (hycHOTaTa 7 Oea U3MEHETH BO AEJIOT CO KOj
ce peryympa jieka eJ{Ha rojuHa tpeda ja ucreue
[0 TIPECTAaHOKOT Ha BPabOTYBAamETO, CO L
JIMIIETO J1a CTaHe coonBeTHO (dineH 83 craB 3,
ibid).

10°OBa ce omHecyBa Ha CaMOXpaHH POJUTEIIH,
CIIpedeHH o1 paboTa, 3apay rprrKa 3a HUBHOTO
nete co moceOHu morpebu (wien 83, cras 4,

ibid).

cal community. The stakeholders have
been defined to be numerous, with the
CSW as the primary one and services
/ institutions from the fields of educa-
tion, employment, health care and local
communities as their counterparts. The
list of counterparts is claimed not to be
exclusive, and to potentially include
all organizations that could be evalu-
ated as contributors to social inclusion
of beneficiaries. Cooperation protocols
between the stakeholders have been in-
troduced as instruments of implementa-
tion. Sectoral organizations are designed
to perform activities which are rather
common for all of them (such as record-
ing of a beneficiary based on a referral
from the CSW, reporting to the CSW on
the beneficiary, communicating with the
CSW, etc) or specific, depending on the
activation measure in question. For ex-
ample, employment agency is in charge
of including a social welfare beneficiary
into active labour market measures, and
local community is in charge of organ-
izing “volunteer work, public works,
employment, and acts with a view to
permanently or temporary solve their
housing problems”. On the other hand,
the CSW concludes an agreement with a
beneficiary, refers him/her to an organi-
zation, communicates with him/her and
monitors the planned activities (articles
2-10, Uredba).

The Regulation has been strongly
opposed by the civil sector organiza-
tions, which have been continuously
disturbing the Government from putting
into full force its strategy of activation,
with the argumentaion in favour of re-
specting rights of social welfare bene-
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T€ Ha COIMjajHA MOMOII BO TOTOBO,
TekcT o okoiy 1.300 300pa, crienere
BO 2014 roguHa co auCTa HA MEPKH 32
aKTUBUpame Kou Tpeba na oumar: dop-
MaJIHO oOpa3oBaHHe, HEPOpMaIHO 00-
pa3oBaHue, BpabOTyBame, JICKyBambe
U BOJIOHTHpamE, T.€. paboTa BO JIOKaJ-
HaTa 3aeHMLA. 3aCerHaTUTE CTPAHU Ce
neduaupann kako 6pojuu, co LICP kako
NpUMapHU ¥ YCIIyTUTES/MHCTUTYIIHHTE
on obracta Ha oOpa3oBaHHETO, BPaOO-
TYBamETO, 3J[PABCTBEHATa 3allTUTA H
JIOKaJHUTE 3aCAHHUIM KaK0 HHUBHHU CO-
onBeTHU maptHepu. Ce TBpIU JeKa JIu-
cTara Ha MapTHEPU HE € UCKIydyBauka
U MOTEHIMjaJTHO TH BKJIY4YyBa CHUTE Op-
TaHW3aIMU KOU MOXKE JIa C€ OI[CHAT KaKo
NPUOHECYBAUU 33 COLMJATHO BKIYYY-
Bam¢ Ha KOpUCcHUIUTE. [IpoTokonuTe 3a
copaboTKa TIOMery 3acerHaTUTEe CTpa-
HHU CE€ BOBEJCHU KaKO MHCTPYMEHTH 3a
cnpoBenyBame. CEKTOPCKUTE OpraHu-
3alliM € OIPEENICHO Jla BPIIAT aKTHB-
HOCTH KOH C€ NMPHIINYHO BOOOWYACHH 32
CUTE HUB (KaKO IITO CE€ €BUICHTUPAHE
Ha KOPHCHHUK Bp3 OCHOBAa Ha ymar oI
LCP, uzBectyBame a0 LICP 3a xopwu-
CHUKOT, koMyHulupamwe co LICP uth.)
WIA CHeNU(pUYHU, BO 3aBUCHOCT O]
aKTHBAIlMOHATa MEpKa 3a Koja CTaHyBa
300p. Ha mpumep, AreHmmjara 3a Bpa-
00TyBame € OITOBOpPHA 33 BKIyUyBame
Ha KOPHCHUK Ha COIMjaJIHA ITOMOII BO
aKTUBHH MEPKH Ha Ta3apoT Ha TPYIOT,
a JIOKaJTHaTa 3ae/lHUIla € 3a/I0JDKEHA 3a
OpraHu3Mpame Ha ,,BOJIOHTEPCKa Pado-
Ta, jaBHU pabOTH, BpaOOTyBame M J¢j-
CTBa CO IEJI TPAjHO WM NPHUBPEMEHO
pelaBambe Ha HUBHUTE CTAHOEHU MpO-
omemu “. On npyra crpana, LICP ckiy-
9yBa JOTOBOP CO KOPHCHUK, TO yIaTyBa
BO HEKOja OpraHM3aluja, KOMYHHUIHpa
CO HEro W T'M CJIeJH TUTAHUPAHUTE aK-
TuBHOCTH (wieHoBu 2-10, Uredba).

ficiaries. Their primary, but not exclu-
sive argument against the Regulation,
is the sanctioning of those beneficiaries
who would not accept to work. One of
the national Union leaders blamed the
Government for their alleged intention
to record the social welfare beneficiar-
ies as employed persons, with a view
to artificially boosting the country’s
economic activities. Serious allegations
came from an organization claiming
that the labour conceived in the Regu-
lation can be described actually as the
forced one, which would bring Serbia
in breach with international norms it
signed". Concerned by high potential
for discrimination of social welfare
beneficiaries, a group of 57 civil sector
organizations commenced a procedure
for the evaluation of the legality of the
Regulation in front of the Constitution
Court of Serbia'?. Actually, the main
point of disagreement between the civil
sector and the Government was the al-
legation of the so-called forced labour
and ,,volunteer work, i.e. work in the lo-
cal community* (article 2, Uredba) re-
spectively. While the first ones claimed
that the beneficiaries cannot be forced
to any work in exchange for the bene-
fit, the latter ones claimed that there is
a legal background for that, due to the
fact ,,that every person has the right and
obligation to participate in such activi-
ties that enable them to overcome their

" https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html

12 https://www.womenngo.org.rs/vesti/368-in-
icijativa-za-ocenu-ustavnosti-uredbe-o-mer-
ama-socijalne-ukljucenosti-korisnika-nov-
cane-socijalne-pomoci
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OBoj mpomnuc Oerie CUITHO OCHOpPY-
BaH OJ1 OPraHU3alUUTEe HA TParaHCKUOT
CEKTOp, KOM KOHTUHYHPAHO ja MOMpeyy-
Baa Bnamara op 1IeI0OCHOTO cTaBame BO
CHUJIa Ha CBOjaTa CTparervja 3a akTUBH-
pame, co apryMeHTaIija BO KOPUCT Ha
MOYUTYBAETO HA MpaBaTa Ha KOPUCHU-
IIUTE Ha coIWjajgHa romoml. HuBHUOT
MpUMapeH, HO HE W EIUHCTBEH apry-
MEHT IIPOTHUB OBOj MPOITUC, € CAHKIIUO-
HUpamke Ha OHWE KOPUCHUIIA KOU HE OH
npudaruie na padorar. Enen on Hamu-
OHAJTHHUTE JIUACPU HA CUHIUKATOT ja 00-
BUHM Biamara 3a HMBHATa HaBOJHA Ha-
Mepa Ja TH €BHJICHTHpPA KOPUCHUIIUTE
Ha COIMjaJIHA TOMOII KaKO BpaOOTECHH
JIUIA, CO IEN BEIITAYKO 3rOJIeMYBarhe
Ha €KOHOMCKHTE aKTUBHOCTH Ha 3eMja-
Ta. Cepruo3Hu HaBOJIU MOTEKHYBAaT O]l
opraHuszaiyja Koja TBpJEIIE JeKa TPy-
JIOT 3aMHCIIEH BO OBOj IIPOITUC MOXE J1a
C€ OMMWILE BCYIIHOCT KakO MPHUHYJCH,
mTo ke ja goeene CpOuja 10 MpeKpiry-
Bamb€ Ha MEI'YHAPOJIHUTE HOPMHU IITO TH
nornumana'. 3arprwkeHa oj rojiemara
MOKHOCT 32 TUCKpUMUHAIIM]a Ha KOPH-
CHUIINTE Ha COLIMjaliHa TOMOII, Tpymna
o1 57 rpafaHCKu OpraHU3allK 3all04yHa
MOCTAarnKa 3a OIEHyBamke Ha 3aKOHHUTO-
CTa Ha MPOIMHUCOT Mpea YCTaBHUOT CYI
Ha CpOuja'?. BeyniHocT, riaBHata T04-
Ka Ha HECOIacyBame Mery rparaHCKu-
oT cexTop U Bnamara Gea HaBoguTe 3a
TakaHapedeHara TpUHYIHA pabdoTa H
,,BOJIOHTEpPCKa paboTa, OMHOCHO pado-
Ta BO JIOKaJHATa 3aeIHULa» " (WieH 2,
Uredba), coomsetno. Jloneka mpBHTE

PUCHUIIMTE HE MOXKAT Ja
1 https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html
12 https://www.womenngo.org.rs/vesti/368-
inicijativa-za-ocenu-ustavnosti-uredbe-o-
merama-socijalne-ukljucenosti-korisnika-
novcane-socijalne-pomoci

unfavourable social situation, i.e. to in
measures providing their social inclu-
sion“ (Uredba, 2014: 7).

However, it neither urged the Gov-
ernment to make a debate in the society
nor prevented it from putting the Reg-
ulation into force. Evidence gathered
seems to be extremely modest. On the
one hand, centralized official data are
not possible to be obtained. It would be
important to know the number of the so-
cial welfare beneficiaries in Serbia with
whom CSWs concluded agreements;
the sectors to which they were referred
to; the activities they were performing;
and most importantly, the outcomes of
the measures. Currently, no data can
be found in yearly publications on the
work of CSWs released by the Republic
Office for Social Welfare and the author
of the paper is not aware of any official
reports on the topic after 2014. An in-
direct confirmation for the mentioned
could be found in the statement of the
Minister in charge of social welfare,
who announced at the end of 2016 the
endorsement of a new Law'? which is to
“introduce work activation for people in
the condition of social need for the sake
of changing their position on the basis
of their work”“. On the other hand, the
Regulation seems to be actually selec-
tively implemented — some CSWs in the
country did conclude and some did not
conclude activation agreements. The
Belgrade CSW, being the one with the
leading position in the country, conclud-
ed only 21 agreements with beneficiar-

13 Still, a new Law has not been introduced.
1 https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html
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Oujar NpUHYyJICHU HA KakBa OUJI0 pabo-
Ta BO 3aMeHa 3a OeHeduIjaTa, BTOPUTE
TBpJIea JieKa MOCTOM MpaBHA OCHOBA 32
TOa, IOpaau (GaKToT JeKa ,,CceKoe JIHIIe
¥Ma MpaBo U OOBpCKa J1a y4eCTBYBa BO
TaKBH aKTUBHOCTHTE KO My OBO3MOXKY-
Baar Jia ja HaJIMMHE CBOjaTa HEIIOBOJIHA
colpjaiiHa CcocToj0a, OMHOCHO Ja THU
npe3eMe MEPKHUTE 3a HETOBO COIIHjaTHO
BkiyuyBame* (Uredba, 2014: 7).
MeryToa, Taa HUTY ja npucwiu Bia-
Jara Ja crposene jaedara BO OIIITe-
CTBOTO, HUTY ja CIpPEYH Ja To CTaBU
MpONKCcoT Bo cuia. Jlobuenure nokazu
ce YMHM JeKa ce KpajHo ckpomHH. On
€IHa CTpaHa, HE MOXeE Ja ce Jaobujar
HEHTpaIU3UPaHu O(UIUjaTHU TTOJIATO-
uu. bu 6uno BaxkHO 1a ce 3Hae OpojoT
Ha KOPHCHHUIIM Ha COLHWjaJIHA ITOMOII
Bo CpoOwuja co xou LICP ckmyuune no-
TOBOPH; CEKTOpUTE 10 KOM THE Ouiie
yIaTeHHU; aKTUBHOCTUTE IITO T'U BIIIE-
JIe; ¥ ITO € HajBaXXHO, PE3yNITaTHTE O]
MepkuTe. Bo MOMEHTOB, HE MOXe Ja ce
HajJ1aT MOAATOIY BO TOAUIITHUTE ITyOIIH-
Kauuu 3a paborara Ha I[CP o0jaBenu
ol cTpaHa Ha PermyOmmdkuoT 3aBox 3a
COLIMjaJTHU pabOTH U aBTOPOT Ha TPYAOT
HE € 3all03HaeH CO KaKkoB Omi10 ouirmja-
JIeH u3BelTa) Ha Taa TeMa 1o 2014 ro-
nvHa. MHaMpeKTHa MoTBpa 3a HaBee-
HOTO MO J1a ce Je(huHupa BO U3jaBara
Ha MUHHUCTEPOT 3310JDKEH 3a COLIMjaTHa
3amTuTa, Koj Ha Kpajor ox 2016 romau-
Ha ro 00jaBu 0JJ00PYBAKHETO HA HOBUOT
3akoH'’ mTO Tpeba 1a ,, BoBeae padboT-
Ha aKTHBaIMja Ha Jyfe BO cocToj0a Ha
colyjaiHa moTpeda 3apaau MpoMeHa Ha
HUBHATa TO3UIMja BP3 OCHOBA HA HHB-
Hara pabora”®. On apyra crpaHa, ce

13 Cé yuire He € BOBe/IEH HOB 3aKOH.
' https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html

ies (with a view to their volunteering)
during the first two years of the imple-
mentation of the Regulation. Out of that
number, one person obtained perma-
nent employment and others were vol-
unteering in the activities of collecting
garbage and performing administrative
support, all with the public company in
charge of garbage collecting'.

Finally, for the illustrative purpos-
es, data on the numbers of the poor and
social welfare beneficiaries, as well as
benefit amounts will be presented, for
the period after the Regulation enact-
ment. According to last available data,
at risk of poverty rate stands at 24.5%,
which means that app. 1.8 million of
Serbia’s population is affected by it (Re-
publicki zavod za statistiku, World Bank
Group, 2016: 6). In 2015 and 2016 the
number of social welfare beneficiaries
accounted for 252,035 and 255,101,
respectively. Out of the numbers, the
shares of able-bodied and non-able bod-
ied were almost identical (Zavod za so-
cijalnu zastitu, 2016: 19, 2017: 16). The
Minister in charge reported that 43,249
social welfare beneficiaries claimed to
be willing to be included in the activa-
tion measures'®. The amount of the so-
cial welfare benefit is low, even below
the poverty line. It accounted for app.
EUR 70", amounting thus to 37% and
15 https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html
16 https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html
Still, there was no mentioning of the approach
deployed to calculate the number.

17 Tt accounted for RSD 7,898, 7,946 and 8,168
in November 2015, December 2016 and Sep-
tember 2017, respectively https:/www.minrzs.
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YHHU JIeKa IPOMHUCOT BCYIIHOCT CEJIEK-
TUBHO ce crpoBenyBa - Hekou L[CP Bo
3eMjaTa CKIlyuHja, a HEKOU He CKIIydHja
JIOTOBOPHM 3a akTUBanuja. bearpaackuor
LICP, xako 1ieHTap co BoAeyKa MO3UIINja
BO 3€MjaTa, BO TEKOT Ha MPBUTE JBE T'0-
JUHH O] CIIPOBEIYBAKHETO HA OBOJ MPO-
MUC CKJIy4u camo 21 JoroBop co Kopu-
CHUIIM (CO IIe7T HUBHO BOJIOHTHPAMHE).
On t0j 6poj exHo JuIe 700U MTOCTOjaHO
BpabOTyBame, a JIpyru BOJOHTHUPAAT BO
AKTUBHOCTHTE 3a COOMpame OTHaj u
BpILCHE aIMUHUCTPATUBHA MOAPIIIKA,
CHTE BO jaBHOTO NpETHpHjaTHe 3a10JI-
’KEHO 3a coOuparme Ha yopeTo’.
KoneuHo, 3a WIyCTpaTHBHH LIEJH,
ke Oujar Npe3eHTUpaHW NOAATOLH 3a
OpojoT Ha CHUPOMAIIHUTE M KOPHCHH-
[IUTE Ha COIMjajHa TIOMOII, Kako U H3-
HOCUTEe Ha OeHepUIUHU, 32 TEPUOIOT
Mo JOHECyBameTo Ha mporucot. Cro-
pel MOCIEAHUTE JOCTAlHHU TOAATOIH,
CTarkaTa Ha PU3MKOT OJ] CUpOMAIITH]a
n3HecyBa 24,5%, mToO 3HaUM JieKa mpo-
ommkHO 1,8 MUJIMOHHM 0Nl CPIICKOTO
Hacenenue ce 3arposeHu (Republicki
zavod za statistiku, I'pynamnuja na Cset-
cka Oanka, 2016: 6). Bo 2015 u 2016
roguHa OpojoT HAa KOPUCHHIIM Ha CO-
IMjajiHa Tomomn u3Hecysame 252.035
n 255.101, coomBerno. Ox OpoeBuTe,
yIeauTe Ha paboTOCIOCOOHHWTE W He-
paboTocrnocoOHUTEe JUIa Oea pedrcu
uneHTnyHu (Zavod za socijalnu zastitu,
2016: 19, 2017: 16). OIroBOpHUOT MU-
HuUcTep TBpAele aeka 43.249 kopucHu-
II1 Ha COIMjaJHa TOMOII TBPJAT JieKa
Ce TIOATOTBEHM J1a OMIaT BKIYYECHH BO
MEpKUTE 3a aKkTHBUpame'’. Bucunara

15 https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html

16 https://www.paragraf.rs/dnevne-
vesti/110417/110417-vest10.html Cemax,

17% of the minimal and average salary,
respectively.

2.3. MEANINGS AND
REPERCUSSIONS OF THE
ACTIVATION CONCEPT

Some concerns around the activation
concept in place can be summarized to
be such as follows.

(1) As already enshrined, definitions
of the social welfare system have been
changed from one national law to an-
other. However, apart from the chang-
es, there have been a lot of rephrasing
and preformulating as well as introduc-
ing modernized and acceptable terms
(among other things, due to the harmo-
nization of the national legislation with
the acquis communautaire). This can
show the intention of Governments not
only to keep the social welfare system
the last resort but as minor as possible
from the point of view of funds devot-
ed to it. Still, it does not mean that the
funds in use cannot be deployed in dif-
ferent ways and thus create different
outcomes for the beneficiaries, for the
system and the communities. To get
back to the point, that said for the defi-
nitions of the social welfare sector, can
also be said for its objectives — it is en-
abling beneficiaries to live independent
lifes as conceived in the Law of 1991,
compared to enabling their social inclu-
sion as conceived in the Law of 2011.
However, the decisive change was made
from the point of view of mechanisms
for the realization of objectives of the
social welfare system.

gov.rs/lat/visine-socijalnih-davanja-8007.html
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Ha COIMjaJiHaTa MMOMOII € HHUCKa, AypU
U MOJ JHMHHMjaTa Ha cupomaiurtyja. Taa
u3HecyBame mnpubmmkHo 70 espal’,
ITO 3Hauyu jAeka uzHecysa 37% u 17%
01 MUHMMAJTHaTa M MPOCEYHaTa IUIara,
COOZIBETHO.

2.3. 3HAYEIHLA U
PENEPKYCHUM HA
KOHIENTOT 3A
AKTHUBHUPAILE

OnpeneHu mpoOIeMU OKOTY KOHIICTI-
TOT 332 aKTHBHPAHE MOXKE JIa C€ CyMUpPa-
aT Kako IIITO CJIEAYBa.

(1) Kako Beke 3amnBpcteHu, aedu-
HUIIMUTE HA CUCTEMOT Ha COIHjaHa
3alITHTa MPEMHUHAA Ol €eH HaIlMOHa-
JIeH 3aKOH BO Jpyr. MeryToa, MOKpaj
MIPOMEHUTE, UMaIlle ¥ MHOTY Tapadpa-
3upame U npedopMynmpame, Kako U
BOBE/[yBam¢ HA MOJICPHU3UPAHU U MIPH-
¢darmBu ycnoBu (Mery ApyroTo, Mo-
panu ycornacyBambe Ha HAIlMOHATHOTO
3aKOHOJIAaBCTBO CO 3aKOHOJABCTBOTO HA
EVY- acquis communautaire). OBa Mmoxe
Jla ja TIOKa)ke Hamepara Ha BIIQJIUTE HE
camMo Ja ro 3aJpKaT CHCTEMOT 3a CO-
L[{jaJIHa 3alITUTa KaKO KpajHa OMIMja,
TYKY 1 J1a OUie KOJIKY IITO € MOYKHO I10-
MaJl O] aCIIEKT Ha CPEJICTBATA IOCBETE-
HU Ha Hero. Cemnak, Toa HE 3Hauu JieKa
Cpe/cTBara IITO Ce KOPUCTAT HE MOXKAT
Jna Oujar pacropelieHd Ha pPa3InyHU
HAYMHHM U CO TOA JIa CO3/aaT Pa3InyHA
pe3yiTaTi 3a KOPUCHHIIUTE, 32 CHCTeE-
MOT ¥ 32 3aeJHHUIIUTE. 3a Ja ce BpaTHMe

HEeMallle CIIOMEHYBambe Ha MPHUCTANOT KOPUCTEH
3a IIpecMeTyBamke Ha OpOjoT.

17 Usnecysarre 7.898, 7.946 u 8.168 muHapw,
Bo HoemBpH 2015 romuna, nekemBpu 2016 ro-
nuHa u centeMmBpu 2017 roamHa, COOMBETHO
https://www.minrzs.gov.rs/lat/visine-socijalnih-
davanja-8007.html

(2) There seems that the mechanism
of activation has had a continuum, from
the point of view of legal rules — its con-
tinuity was in terms of its presence in
the laws regulating social welfare. Fur-
thermore, as demonstrated by eligibility
criteria of 1991 and further, this mech-
anism was stagnant, and not gradually
developed. Its stagnation was in con-
nection with the absence of implemen-
tation rules.

(3) The implementation was ruled
as late as in October 2014, only four
years ago. It means that the activation
(concept) did not actually previously
exist, despite either direct or indirect
referencing to it in the laws. However,
from 2004, able-bodied social welfare
beneficiaries were taken-off from ben-
efits for 3 months per year, regardless
they can or cannot find an employment.
The ten-year vacuum had to be fulfilled
somehow, and it could be reasonably
concluded from the living experiences
of beneficiaries that the activation was
substantially the one that was forced up-
on them, a kind of self-activation, with-
out any kind of support from the social
welfare system. This cannot call any-
thing else but the notions of voluntaris-
tic and ad-hoc practices towards those
who are among the most vulnerable in
the society.

(4) The main challenge seems to be
the one regarding the incomplete and
even unsuitable concept of the activa-
tion. The opportunities for employment
in Serbia have been generally scarce and
there are no basic economic pre-requisi-
ties based on which one could expect the
employment of people with low qualifi-
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Ha MOeHTaTa, KayKaHOTO 3a JeUHUIIH-
T€ 3HA CEKTOPOT 3a COIMjaIHa 3aIITUTA,
MOJKE J1a C€ Ka)Ke U 3a HErOBUTE LENH -
TOj UM OBO3MOKYBa Ha KOPHUCHHIIUTE J1a
JKUBEAT HE3aBUCHH KUBOTH, KaKO IIITO ©
3aMUCJICHO BO 3akoHOT o1 1991 roguna,
BO cropenda CO OBO3MOXYBAambETO Ha
HUBHATa COIMjaJIHA BKJIYYCHOCT, KaKO
LITO € 3aMUCJeH0 Bo 3akoHOT ox 2011
ronrHa. MerfyToa, o1 IIefHa TOYKa Ha
MEXaHU3MHTE 3a peanu3alyja Ha [eJu-
T€ Ha CHCTEMOT Ha COIMjaJIHa 3alITUTA
Oellie HalpaBeHa pelINTeTHA POMEHA.

(2) Ce uuMHM neka MEXaHU3MOT Ha
aKTUBAIMja UMa KOHTHHYYM O]l TJIe/lHa
TOYKA Ha 3aKOHCKHUTE TMpaBWJIa - HETo-
BUOT KOHTHHYHUTET Oellle BO OJHOC Ha
HEroBOTO MPHUCYCTBO BO 3aKOHUTE KOU
ja perynupaar colyjajHaTa 3allTHTa.
[lonaramy, Kako IITO MOKa)kaa KpUTe-
puymuTe 3a nogooHoct ox 1991 romau-
Ha U TIOHaTaMy, OBOj] MEXaHH3aM Oerre
CTarHaHTeH M HE Ce€ pa3BHBallle IOCTe-
neHo. Heroeara crarnammja Oemie BO
BpPCKa CO OTCYCTBOTO Ha IpaBHWja 3a
CTIPOBETyBabE.

(3) CnpoBenyBameTo Oeriie 0CTaBeHO
nypu 3a okromBpu 2014 roauHa, npen
camMo 4eTHpH roauHu. Toa 3HA4YM JeKa
aKTUBUPAKETO (KOHLENTOT) BCYIIHOCT
HE TIOCTOENO MPETXOAHO, M TIOKPaj Toa
IITO TUPEKTHO WU WHAMPEKTHO CE MO-
BHUKYBaJO Ha HEero Bo 3akoHute. Cermnax,
oz 2004 ronuHa, Ha pabOTOCIIOCOOHUTE
KOPUCHUIIM HA COIMjaJIHA TOMOII UM
Oea omzemenu OeHeduuuTe 3 Mecenu
TONUIIHO, 6e3 Oomien Aamu MOXaT WU
HE MOXKaT J1a Hajaar BpadoryBame. [le-
CETrOUIIHUOT BaKyyM Mopalie Ja ce
WCIIOJTHU HEKAKO U O]l 3KUBOTHHUTE UCKY-
CTBa Ha KOPUCHUIIUTE MOXKEIE pa3yM-
HO JIa Cce 3aKJyud JIeKa aKTHUBHPAHETO
€ 3HAYMTEJIHO OHA LITO UM Oellle HaMeT-

cations, among them, able-bodied social
welfare beneficiaries who are extreme-
ly vulnerable “category” on the labour
market. Their chances of getting a pro-
ductive employment in the private sec-
tor are very thin. They seem to be thin
in the public sector as well — within the
package of austerity measures, there has
been a prohibition by the Government
to new employments in the public sec-
tor for the last four years. Not only that
the funds devoted to active labour mar-
ket measures are as low as 0.15% of the
GDP, but the comparative studies evi-
dence of extremely law impact of public
works to employment of social welfare
beneficiaries (Perisi¢, 2016b: 154). This
is to say that the supporting institutions
and instruments for the activation have
been clearly missing from the social
welfare sector and the system(s) that are
supposed to be related with it.

(5) The expansion of the activation
concept of 2014 coinceded with pro-
gressively widening austerity measures
and the Government’s claims on the ne-
cessity to cut all costs. This is surprising,
regarding the fact that the expenditures
for social welfare sector in Serbia are
rather low in comparative perspective.
Furthermore, the World Bank urged the
Government to expand its coverage,
however there were no activities in that
direction, quite the opposite. Two things
seem important: the social welfare sec-
tor, with already modest funding, would
be subjected to a structured policy of
austerity and it is not acceptable to de-
sign and redesign the activation concept
having in mind primarily (and possibly
even only) costs saving.
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HAaTO, €/IeH BHUJ HAa CAMOAKTHBHpPAME,
0e3 KakBa OMJIO IOAJIPIIIKA O/l CHCTEMOT
Ha conujanHa 3amTura. OBa HE MOXe
Jla ce Hapeuye HUILTO JIPyro OCBEH MOM-
MU 32 BOJIOHTEPCKH U aJI-XOK MPAKTUKU
KOH OHHE KOM ce Mel'y HajpaHJIUBUTE BO
OIIITECTBOTO.

(4) I'maBHMOT NpEAU3BUK CE YWHU
JIeKa € OHOJj LITO ce OJHEeCyBa Ha Helle-
JIOCHHOT, Ma JypUd U HECOOJBETEH KOH-
LenT Ha akTuBanyjara. MoxHOCTHUTE
3a BpaboTyBame Bo CpOuja TeHepasHo
Ce PETKH M HEMa OCHOBHH €KOHOMCKH
MIPEIYCIIOBH BpP3 OCHOBA Ha KOM MOXKeE
Jla ce O4eKyBa BpaOOTyBame Ha JIMIA
CO HHCKH KBaJM(HUKALWU, MEI'y KOH U
paboTOCIIOCOOHN KOPUCHUIIM Ha CO-
[[{jaJIHA TIOMOII KOU CE€ MCKIIyYUTEITHO
paHJIMBH ,,KaTErOpUH' Ha Ma3apoT Ha
TpyAoT. HUBHUTE 1IaHCH 3a IPOLyKTHUB-
HO BpaOOTyBam€ BO IPUBATHUOT CEKTOP
ce MHory Manu. Ce YMHM JI€Ka TUE Ce
MaJIKy U BO jJaBHHOT CEKTOpP - BO paM-
KUTE Ha MaKeTOT MEPKU Ha IITENeHE,
Brnagara nma 3abpana 3a HOBU BpaOoOTy-
Barba BO JaBHUOT CEKTOP BO IMOCIIETHU-
Te yeTupu roguHu. He camo mto cpen-
CTBaTa MOCBETEHU Ha AKTUBHUTE MEPKU
Ha 1a3apoT Ha TpyaoT ce HUCKH - 0,15%
on B/II, HO xoMmapaTUBHHUTE CTYAUH
MOKa)XyBaaT J0Ka3 3a MCKIYYUTETHO
HUCKO BJIMjaHUE Ha jaBHUTE pabOTH BP3
BpabOTYBal€TO Ha KOPUCHHUILIUTE Ha
conujainHa nomomn (Ilepumuk, 2016b:
154). OBa 3HauM Jeka MHCTUTYLIMUTE
3a MOJIPIIKA U WHCTPYMEHTHTE 32 aK-
TUBAIMja € JaCHO JeKa HEeIOCTHraar BO
CEKTOPOT 3a COIMjajiHa 3aIITUTa U CHU-
CTEMOT/-UTe Ko Tpeba aa Oumar mosp-
3aHU CO HETO.

(5) IlpomupyBameTo Ha aKTUBAIH-
oHuot koHuent oxa 2014 ronuna ce co-
BIIAJIHA CO MOCTENEHOTO MPOLIUPYBAE

(6) The activation should not be in-
terpreted in a narrow way, as it was the
case in Serbia in its Regulation of 2014.
The Regulation follows the line which
»views benefit recipients as inherently
deficient and in need of intervention to
become ‘active’ (Wright, 2018: 236).
Its disadvantages seem to be numer-
ous. Along with those of its features,
already mentioned to be contested by
the civil sector organizations, there are
also a couple of additional ones. On the
one hand, the able-bodied social wel-
fare beneficiaries have been effectively
translated into clients on the market,
among other things, by contracting with
them and by giving them thus false op-
portunities of choice. However, due to
vulnerability and extreme power short-
age, they are factually deprived of free-
dom of making choices. On the other
hand, the absence of user-perspective
in the Regulation is a striking develop-
ment. Contrary to the intention of acti-
vation, the concept deployed is quite the
opposite: beneficiaries are made passive
— the notions of work and of activation
are such as seen by the Government,
and not the beneficiaries.

(7) Practitioners in the social welfare
sector (i.e. the street-level bureaucracy),
overburden with workload but under-
paid, with their case-work approach
(vodenje slucaja), deployed as of the
2000s, seem to be infused with individ-
ualistic interpretation of risks and chal-
lenges beneficiaries of social welfare
benefits have been confronting with. It
could be that the case-work approach
make professionals insufficiently aware
of societal roots of the poverty, power
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Ha MEpPKHTE 3a IUTEICHE U TBPICHATa
Ha Bragara 3a morpebara ox Hamany-
Bame Ha cute Tpomonu. OBa € u3HeHa-
JyBauKH{, BO BpCcKa co (paKkToT JieKa pac-
XOJUTE 3a colujajieH cekrtop Bo Cpouja
ce NMPWIMYHO HUCKH BO KOMIIapaTWBHA
nepcrektuBa. lMcro Taka, CBerckara
Oanka mobapa ox Briamara ga ro mpo-
MIMPH HEj3MHOTO NMOKpPHUBAmkE, MeryToa
HeMalle aKTUBHOCTH BO Taa HACOKa,
TYKy COCeMa CIIPOTHBHO Ha Toa. J[Be
paboTH M3rIesaaT BaKHHU: CEKTOPOT 3a
collMjajiHa 3alllTUTa, BEKE CO CKPOMHO
(¢buHaHCUpawe, ke Ouae MOUIOKEH Ha
CTPYKTypUpaHa TOJIUTHKA Ha IITEICHE
1 He e mpudaTIuBO J1a ce Iu3ajHupa
U peau3ajHupa KOHIENTOT 32 aKTHBH-
pame, IMajKH TO TPeIBUJ TPBEHCTBEHO
(a MOXeOHU TypH ¥ CaMo) ITEACHETO Ha
TPOLIOIHTE.

(6) AxrtuBamujara He Tpeba ma ce
TOJKYBa Ha TECEH HAYMH, KaKO ILITO
6emre ciydajor co Cpbuja BO HEJ3MHU-
ot nponuc ox 2014 roguna. OBoj npo-
IIUC ja Ccllefn JMHMjaTa Koja ,,Iliela Ha
npuMarenuTe Ha OeHe(PHUINU KaKo WH-
XEPEeHTHO JAe(UIMTAPHU M KOM HMMaar
notpeda o] MHTEpBEeHIIMja 3a Jla CTaHaT
‘aktuBHU (PajT, 2018: 236). Henocra-
TOIMTE CE YNHHU JeKa ce OpOjHHU. 3aeTHO
CO OHHME Ha HETOBHTE KaPAKTEPUCTHKH,
KOM BEKe Ce CIIOMEHa Jieka 0ea ocropy-
BaHM O] CTpaHa Ha OpTaHU3aIlMHUTE Ha
rparaHCKHUOT CEKTOp, UCTO Taka MMa U
HEKOJIKY JoronHuTenHr. O enHa cTpa-
Ha, pabOTOCTIOCOOHUTE KOPHUCHHIIM Ha
collMjaliHa TOMOII ce e(UKaCHO Tpe-
HECEHHM BO KJIMEHTH Ha Ia3apoT, Mery
JPYTOTO, MPEKY CKIY4YyBame JOTOBOPU
CO HMB U /IaBajKU UM HA TOj HAUYUH JIaX-
HU MOXXHOCTH 3a u360p. Cemnak, 3apaau
PaHIUBOCTAa U EKCTPEMHHOT HEIOCTHUT
Ha MOK, THe (PaKTHUKU C€ JIUIICHU OJ

disbalances, etc., at the general level.
Their technocratic focus on eligibility
criteria, caused by the pressure from
the Government to decrease the funds
for the social welfare benefits, has been
disabling them from taking an advocacy
role on behalf of the beneficiaries. Not
only that, but practitioners have been
claiming that there are a lot of abuses
on the part of benefeciaries, while the
Government reports that about 50%
of all social transfers (and not only of
social welfare benefits) are granted to
those who are not officially poor (Vlada
Republike Srbije, 2011: 96).

(8) The discourse of social rights
seems to be vanishing from the national
welfare sector in general to be supersed-
ed by the discourse of duties, respon-
sibilities and obligations. This is not
surprising — the Regulation detaches so-
cial rights from the citizens, so that the
Government cannot be held responsi-
ble for the creation of opportunities for
their implementation. The observations
of similar developments in the compar-
ative perspective could be found in the
following passage: ,,the welfare recipi-
ents are being activated but the institu-
tions that actually give rise to exclusion
are left untouched [...] in many areas
where the authorities are keen to acti-
vate citizens, citizens would rather see
the authorities activated* (Geldof, 1999:
20).

(9) A preferable concept of activation
to be deployed in Serbia is clearly lack-
ing and it cannot be scrutinized without
taking into account overall political,
economic and social situation. Here,
however, only a couple of concerns
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cnoboma Ha m3bop. On apyra cTpaHa,
OTCYCTBOTO Ha KOPHUCHHYKA MEpPCIEeK-
THBA BO OBOj MPONHKC € 3a4ydyBauku
pa3Boj. CipoTHBHO Ha HaMepara 3a aK-
THBaIIMja, KOHIETITOT KOj C€ KOPHUCTH €
coceMa CIPOTHBEH: KOPHUCHHIIUTE Ce€
[paBaT MAacUBHU - MMOMMHTE 3a paboTa
Y aKTHBHPAWmE CE TAKBU KAKBH IITO TH
miena Biianara, a He KOpUCHUIUTE.

(7) Ilpaktuyapure BO CEKTOPOT 3a
collMjaHa 3amThTa (T.e. OUpOoKpaTHjara
Ha HUBO Ha yJUIIA), IPEONTOBAPEHU CO
obemoT Ha paboTa, HO HEIOBOJHO TUIA-
TEHH, CO HUBHHUOT IpHUCTal Ha padora
Ha ciy4aj (vodenje slucaja), BpaboTeHu
oa 2000-TuTe, ce YMHM JieKa c€ IOJHHU
CO MHJIMBUIYaTUCTHYKO TOJIKYBamE€ Ha
PU3ULMTE U NPEAU3BHUIM CO KO CE€ CO-
0YyBaaT KOPUCHUIIUTE HA COIMjaTHUTE
oeHepunuu. MokeOH TPHUCTAOT Ha
paboTa Ha clly4aj T MpaBH MPodecro-
HAJIIIUTE HEJOBOJIHO CBECHU 3a OIIIITE-
CTBCHHUTE KOPEHHM Ha CHPOMAIITH]ara,
HEeTHAKBOCTHTE HAa MOKTa W CIHMYHO,
Ha OMIITO HUBO. HUBHHMOT TEXHOKpAT-
CKH (OKYC Ha KPUTEPHUYMHTE 3a 110100~
HOCT, TIPEIU3BUKAH OJ MPUTUCOKOT OJI
Brnanara 3a HamairyBame Ha cpelcTBara
3a COIMjaJTHA TIOMOIII, TH OHEBO3MOXKY-
Ba JIa Mpe3eMar 3acTallHu4Ka yjaora BO
MojI3a Ha KOPHUCHUIIMTE HAa COLMWjaTHU
6enepunu. He camo T0a, TyKy mpak-
THYapHUTE TBPJAT JE€Ka MMa MHOTY 3J10-
yrnoTpedu o CTpaHa Ha KOPHCHUIUTE,
nozneka Brianara n3BectyBa jeka OKOIy
50% on cure conujanHu TpaHchepu (a
HE caMO Ha COLMjaJIHA [OMOII) UM ce
JI0/ieTyBaaT Ha OHHE KOM He ce Oo]u-
nujanHo cupomainnu (Vlada Republike
Srbije, 2011: 96).

(8) Ce umHM Jneka JMCKYpCOT Ha
COIIMjaJIHUTE TpaBa HMCYE3HyBa OJ Ha-
[IUOHATHAOT CEKTOP Ha COIlMjaliHa 3a-

will be shared. During the transition
years notions of solidarity have become
changed, disconnected from the belong-
ing to the community, and transferred
into the sphere of individual morale and
individual responsibility. Individuals
value and score the needs of others, ac-
cording to their individual morale, influ-
enced by their personal situation. It has
become rather hard to call for solidarity
between those who pay contributions
and taxes with those who are able-bod-
1ed, but does not work, and thus do not
contribute. In such context, it seems that
only non-able bodied are ruled out of
public judgments, which brings us back
to stigmatizing differentiation between
those who are justifiably and those who
are unjustifiably poor. It seems use-
ful therefore to advocate in the public
that the social welfare benefits are not
someone’s choice, but the necessity. It
could be that the activation concept was
passed since it did not affect any of in-
fluential social groups. For the reason
of the lack of any of the powers on the
side of social welfare beneficiaries, the
Government was in the position to be
the ,,genuine* interpreter of their needs.
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IITHTA BOOMINTO, 3a J1a OUae 3aMEeHET
CO JIUCKYpPCOT Ha JOJDKHOCTHUTE, OATO-
BOpHOCTUTE U 00BpckuTe. OBa HE € U3-
HEHAJyBauKH - MPOMHUCOT TU OJBOjyBa
COIIMjaJIHUTE TIpaBa oJ] TparaHuTe, Taka
mro Bnanara He Moxe aa Ouae oaro-
BOpHA 32 CO3/1aBak-ETO HA MOYKHOCTH 32
HUBHO crpoBenyBame. HaOspymyBama-
Ta 3a CJIMYHU HACTAHU BO KOMIIApaTHB-
HaTa TepCIeKTHBa MOXKE Jia Ce Hajaar
BO CJICJIHHOB TAcyC: ,,IpUMaTeInTe Ha
COIMjajTHa TIOMOII C€ aKTUBHUPAAT, HO
WHCTUTYIIUUTE KOM BCYIIHOCT IPEIH3-
BHKYyBaaT WCKJIy4YyBambe OCTaHyBaar
HEJIOTPEHH [...] BO MHOTY 00JIacTH Ka-
Jie BIACTUTE CakaaT Jja TM aKTHBHpaar
rpafanure, rpafaHuTe NoBeke Ou caka-
ne ga ru akruBupaar Biuactute® (I'en-
no¢, 1999: 20).

(9) JacHo e meka HemocTacyBa TO-
no0ap KOHIENT 3a aKTHBAlFja IITO
Tpeba na ce mpumeru Bo CpoOuja u T0j
HE MOXKE Jla ce Mpoy4H Oe3 z1a ce 3eme
TIPEIBHUI IIEJTOKYITHATA TTOJINTHYKA, €KO-
HOMCKA W COIMjaTHa cUTyaruja. Mery-
TOA, TyKa K€ Ce CIOJIeNIaT CaMO HEKOJIKY
npobiemMu. Bo TekoT Ha TpaH3WIWjarTa,
UJCUTE 32 CONUAAPHOCT Oea MpoMeHe-
TH, WCKIyYEHU OJI TPHUIATHOCTA KOH
3ae[HUIIATa W TIpEHeCeHH BO cepara
Ha WHIWBHyaJTHHOT MOpaJ Y WHIMBH-
IOyanHata oaroBopHoct. IloenuHimre
T'Y BpeIHYyBaaT M T'Ml MPOIICHYBAaar Mo-
TpeOUTe Ha JAPYTHTE, CIOPEIl HUBHUOT
WHIVBUAYAJICH MOpaj, IO BIIHjaHUC
HAa HHMBHATa JIMYHA CUTyanuja. Temrko
€ Jla ce TIOBHKa Ha COJIMAAPHOCT Mery
OHHE KOH IIJIaKaar MPHUI0OHECH U TAHOIIN
Y OHHUE KOM ce paboTOCIOCOOHHU, HO HE
paborar, a co Toa U HEe MPUIOHECYBaaT.
Bo BakoB KOHTEKCT, C€ YUHH JIeKa CaMO
HEPaObOTOCMIOCOOHUTE C€ HCKITydyBaar
O/l JABHUTE OJUTYKH, IITO HE Bpaka KOH
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CTUTMATH3UPAE Ha TIPABEHETO PA3JIH-
Ka IoMery OHHE KOM CE ONpaBIaHO CH-
POMAITHU M OHUE KOW CE€ HEOIPABIAHO
CUpPOMAIIIHU. 3aT0a C€ YNHU KOPHUCHO J1a
Cce 3acTamyBa BO jJaBHOCTa JIeKa TPHUJI0-
OMBKHTE O] COIlMjajiHaTa TIOMOII HE Ce
1300p Ha HEKOTO, TYKY C€ HEOIXOHOCT.
bu Moxkeno ma ce mpeTnocTaBu JieKa
KOHIIENITOT 32 aKTUBAIMja OWI IOHECCH
OuiejKy He BIIMjaell Ha HEKOja O] BIIHja-
TEJIHUTE OMINTeCTBeHU rpynu. [lopaau
HEIOCTAaTOKOT Ha HEKOE O]l OBJACTY-
Bamara Ha KOPUCHHIIUTE HA COLMjaJTHA
oMo, Biamara Gerre Bo mo3uimja ia
Oupe ,,BUCTHHCKH  TOJIKYBa4d Ha HUBHU-
Te OTpeOHu.

3AKJIYYOK

TeopeTckara mpumagHOCT, a 0cO0e-
HO TIOJIMTHKATa Ha MHTEpIpeTanuja Ha
notpedute Ha dpejzep, ce KOPUCHU 3a
Jla Ce yKaKe Ha 3HAUYCHHETO Ha OJIPEICHU
CllyuyBamba BO peopMHUTE 3a COLHjall-
Hata 3amruta Bo CpOuja, BO BpcKa co
pasmieayBaHaTa TeMa: IJIACOBUTE Ha
CHpOMAIITHUTE He Oea CITyITHATH 3a Bpe-
Me Ha pedopMHTE U HA MOTpedUTEe Ha
KOPUCHHUIIUTE HAa COIMjaJIHA TIOMOII HE
uM Oerlre J1ajie KakoB OMJIO TIPUOPHTET;
Bnanara nmaiiie TOMUHAHTHA YJIOTa BO
HUBHOTO TOJIKYBarh€; KOPUCHHULIUTE Ha
COIIMjaTHa IMOMOIII TIPBO Oea BpaTeHH! BO
HedopmanHara cdepa, 10 IITO cieere
CaHKIIMOHUPAE OTKAKO Oea TOHEeCEeHU
nponucute. Kako mro ce TBpa# BO OBO]
TPYH, C€ YMHHU J€Ka CEralHUOT KOH-
LENT He T'M 3eMa MpenBUJ NoTpeduTe
Ha pabOTOCIIOCOOHUTE JINIIA 32 AKTHBH-
pame. HamecTo Toa, ru 3eMa mpeaBu
norpedute Ha Brnanara 3a mreaemero.
OBa m3mIena Kako JOrMYHa MOCIIeANIa
Ol IPUOOT O] BPBOT HAJIOTY KOH JTN3aj-
HOT Ha OBOj KOHIICTIT.

CONCLUSION

The theoretical background and espe-
cially Fraser’s politics of needs interpre-
tation are usefull to point to meanings of
certain developments in social welfare
reforms in Serbia, regarding the top-
ic scrutinized: voices of the poor were
not heard during reforms and the needs
of social welfare beneficiaries were not
given any priority; the Government has
had the dominant role in their interpre-
tation; the social welfare beneficiaries
were first pushed back into the infor-
mal sphere, followed by the sanctioning
once the regulations were enacted. As it
is argued in the paper, the current con-
cept does not seem to take into account
the needs of able-bodied beneficiaries
for the activation. It rather takes into ac-
count the needs of the Government for
the savings. This seems like a logical
consequence of a top-down approach to
this concept design.

The most striking development
seems to be increasingly weaker trans-
lation of needs into rights and vanishing
of the human rights perspective. ,,The
range of human needs that are given the
status of a social right is a central defini-
tional issue with regard to the identifica-
tion of welfare-state regimes* (Esping
Andersen, 1998: 80). Without elaborat-
ing the issue of regimes into more detail,
the changes in the social welfare legis-
lation, especially in its part regarding
social welfare benefits for able-bodied,
seems to create formal insecurity to its
recipients.
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W3rnena nexa HajBIEUATIUBUOT pa3-
BOj € c¢ mocial NMpeMHH Ha NoTpeduTe
BO MpaBa U HCYE3HYBamE Ha MEPCIEK-
THBaTa Ha YOBEKOBHTE Mpasa. ,,OTnceror
Ha YOBEKOBUTE MOTPEOU HA KOU UM Ce
JlaBa CTaTyCOT Ha COIMjaJIHO TPaBO €
HEHTPAITHO JeHUHHUIIUCKO TPAIIakhe BO
BpCKa CO WJIeHTH(HKAIMjaTa HA PEXKH-
MHUTE Ha couujasiHa napxkasa“ (EcnuHr
Annepcen, 1998: 80). bes moxeranHo
pa3paboTyBame Ha IMpalIameTo 3a pe-
KUMHTE, U3MCHUTE BO 3aKOHO/IAaBCTBO-
TO 3a COIlMjaliHa 3aIlITUTa, 0OCOOEHO BO
JIEIOT BO OAHOC Ha OeHedummuTe O
colyjajmHara Iomoul 3a paboTocmo-
COOHHMTE JIHIIa, CE YNHH JIeKa CO3/aBaar
(dbopmaHa HECUTYPHOCT 3a CBOWTE KO-
PUCHHUIIH.

AxTuBanMjaTa Kako TakBa Tpeda
CHJTHO J1a C€ MOJIP>KU Topaau OpojHU
npuyrHA. Cenak, CeranHuoT KOHIIETIT
Tpeba ja Oujie MeT0CHO Peau3ajHupaH.
EnHo on HajBaXXHUTE mMpaliama IITO
Tpeba /1a ce 3eMe MpeaBU € Heromara
3aBUCHOCT O] HAIIMOHAJTHUOT KOHTEKCT.
JlueMuTe KOUW TO OMNKPY)KyBaar KOH-
LENTOT 32 aKTHBHPAHkE CE MHOTYOpOj-
HU, HO MapaJoKCaJHO € IITO OBOj KOH-
LENT IITO Ce MPUMEHYBa € 3eMEH KaKo
HEOCIIOPEH M PETKO 3a HEro Ce JIUCKY-
tupa Bo CpOuja.

Kako mto pekoBMe, MpOMUCUTE 3a
aKTHBHpamhE Ha pabOTOCIOCOOHUTE KO-
PUCHHUIIM CE€ TPETOYEHU BO OOBpCKara
Ha KOPUCHHUIIUTE Ja HajaaT BpadoTy-
Bamke, BO KOMOMHAIM]ja CO HEU30EKHO
MPEKUHYBalkhe Ha COIMjaTHUTE OcHe-
bunuM BO OIpeneH BPEMEHCKH TepH-
on. Cemak, MpUAPYKHUTEC HWHCTUTYIIH-
OHAJIHU IPOMEHM C€ YIITE CE€ BO TEK,
OHOCHO HEKOM OCHOBHH MPEIYCIOBU
HE ce mpuMeHyBaar. J{pyr ¢akrop koj ja
MOTKOITyBa YIIpaByBaYKaTa JOKTPHHA BO

The activation as such should be
strongly advocated, for numerous rea-
sons. However, the current concept
should be thoroughly redesigned. One
of the most important issues to be tak-
en into account is its dependency on the
national context. Dilemmas surrounding
the activation concept are numerous but
paradoxically the one in place is taken
as uncontestable and rarely discussed in
Serbia.

As mentioned, the regulations on the
activation of able—bodied beneficiaries
have been translated into the obliga-
tion of beneficiaries to find an employ-
ment, in combination with unavoidable
cutting them off of the social welfare
benefits during certain period of time.
However, the supporting institutional
changes have been still under way, i.e.
some of the basic prerequisites have
not been put into place. Another factor
undermining the governing doctrine at
large in the social welfare sector is the
mismatch between the designed activa-
tion approach and the capacities of the
national economy of ,,absorb* those to
be activated.

The suggested trajectory of changes
in the future would be to make the em-
powering of social welfare beneficiaries
the governing norm. The reciprocity
should be seen as beneficial, but that be-
tween equal parties. Social welfare ben-
eficiaries cannot be held as such prior to
implementing solid empowering strate-
gies. With a view to that, the condition-
ality is already present in the Law and
should not be further expanded. Instead
of sanctions, incentives could be de-
ployed, with increased funds devoted to
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CEKTOpOT 3a COIIMjaJIHa 3aIlTUTA € He-
COTIaCYBamETO TIOMEry TM3ajHUPAHUOT
MpHUCTAll 32 aKTHBUPAWkE M KarauTe-
TUTE HA HallMOHAIIHATa E€KOHOMHja 3a
»aTrcopOupame* Ha OHHME MTO Tpeba J1a
Ce aKTUBUPAAT.

[Ipennoxenara TpaekTopuja Ha MPo-
MEHH BO WJIHWHA Ou Owsa 1a ce Harpa-
BU 3ajaKHYBAamhETO HA KOPUCHUIIUTE Ha
coIMjajiHa TIOMOII Ja Oujae HopMa Ha
Bnapara. PenunpornureToTr Tpeba na ce
CMeTa 3a KOPHCEH, HO TOj Mely ellHaK-
BU cTpanu. KopucHuuure Ha conyjanHa
MOMOIII HE MOXE Ja Ce CMEeTaar Kako
TaKBH IIPEJI J1a Ce CIPOBENAT COJIUTHU-
T CTpaTeruu 3a 3ajakHyBame. Co oren
Ha TOa, YCJIOBEHOCTA BEKe € MPUCYTHA
BO 3aKOHOT W He Tpeba moHaTamy Jia ce
npomupyBa. Hamecto CaHKIUHM, MOXe
Jla ce KOPHUCTAT MHHUIIM]aTUBHU, CO 3ToJe-
MEHHU CpE/ICTBA MMOCBETEHU Ha AKTHBU-
pame. OHa mITO U3ITIeNna JIeKa € UCKITY-
YUTEITHO Ba)XKHO € J1a C€ pa3BHjar I0Ka3u
CO IIeJI JIa c€ HampaBar MOo3paBy HACO-
KM 3a MMOJINTUKATA.

activation. What seems to be extremely
important is to develop evidence for the
purpose of having more sound policy
directions.

Benemxka:

TekcTOT ce 3acCHOBa Ha TPYJOT Ha aBTOPKATa co
HaclioB "AKTHBaNWja Ha KOPHCHUIIUTE HA CO-
[{jalHa 3aIITHTa BO CHCTEMOT Ha COIIHjajHa
3amTuTa", n3nokeH Bo 2017 roxmHa Ha I'ompmm-
HaTa KoH(pepeHHja Ha CprickaTa acouujarija
3a MOJIMTUYKY HAYKH.

Endnote:

* The paper is based on the author's work
"Activation of Social Welfare Beneficiaries in
the Social Welfare System" presented at 2017
Annual Conference of the Serbian Political

Science Association.
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