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COUUJANTHUTE TPAHCOPEPU
BO BPEME HA
EKOHOMCKUW NPOBJIEMU:
NMPUMEPOT HA BYTAPUJA

BojaH 3axapues,

NHCTUTYT OTBOPEHO OMLITECTBO
Bo Cocpuja, byrapwja,
NpOrpamcKkm OUpeKTop

Pe3ume

Ogaa crtatuja Hyau nperneg Ha
TOa Kako CUCTEMOT Ha couujanHute
TpaHcdepn Bo byrapuja ogrosopun
Ha MaKpOEKOHOMCKMTE LLOKOBM Mpe-
AN3BUKaHW of rnobanHaTa ekKoHoMCKa
kpu3a. Pa3rnegaHu ce HEKONKy KaHa-
N1 3a TpaHcdep Ha LLOKOBUTE, CO OC-
BPT Ha KOHKPETHOTO BrujaHWe Bp3 poM-
cKata u TypckaTa nonynauua, kov ce
nocebHo paHnuBea kateropuja. OCHOB-
HUTE NO4ATOLM KON Ce UCKOPUCTEHU
npousneryeaar of naHen aHkeTaTa 3a
MOHUTOPUHI Ha Kpu3aTta, opraHmampa-
Ha BO TPW HaBpaTu 1 cnpoBegeHa o
Ceertckara 6aHka 1 IHCTUTYTOT OTBO-
peHo onwTecTso Bo Codmja, HO, UCTO
Taka, ce KOpUCTEHW 1 ApYyr nogaToLm
0 HEKOnKy ucnutyeawa Ha Haumo-
HaNHWOT MHCTUTYT 3a CTaTUCTUKA.

Ynorarta Ha couujanHuTe TpaHc-
¢hepu Tpeba ga ce pasrnega Bo no-
LUMPOK NOMUTUYKM KOHTEKCT, buaejku

SOCIAL TRANSFERS
IN TIMES OF
ECONOMIC DISTRESS:
THE EXAMPLE OF BULGARIA

Boyan Zahariev,
Program director

at Open Society Institute
Sofia, Bulgaria

Abstract

The article looks at how the sys-
tem of social transfers in Bulgaria
responded to the macroeconomic
shocks coming from the global eco-
nomic crisis. Several channels for
the transfer of shocks are discus-
sed looking at the specific impact on
the Roma and Turkish populations,
which are particularly vulnerable.
The main data used come from three
waves of a panel crisis monitoring
survey carried out by the World Bank
and the Open Society Institute — Sofia
but other sources such as data from
several surveys of the National Sta-
tistic Institute are used as well.

The role of social transfers needs
to be examined in a broader policy
context, as the response of the sys-
tem can only be understood at the
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OIrOBOPOT Ha CUCTEMOT MOXe a ce
pa3bepe equHCTBEHO BO paMKu Ha
nofgonruTe TpeHAoBM BO 0bnuKyBa-
HETO N NPEKPOjyBaHETO Ha CUCTe-
MOT Ha couujanHu TpaHcdepn, KoH
MOMOLL BO 3aMeHa 3a paboTta 1 nHTe-
pakuujata Ha 0BOj CUCTEM CO OCTaHa-
TUTE NOSNUTUKM KOW Ce KMYYHU 3a Ha-
ManyBake Ha CoLmjanHnTe passnmvkm,
KaKo LUTO Ce AaHo4YHaTa U nonuTuKa-
Ta Ha BpaboTyBake, Kako 1 peryna-
TUBWTE Ha Na3apoT Ha TPyaoT.

mobanHata ekoHOMCKa Kpu3a
GeLue kako cTpec-TecT 3a cnabocTute
BO MONUTKKMTE Ha coumjanHaTa Koxe-
3uja 1 nocebHO BO AenoT Ha coumjan-
HUTE TpaHcepK. MaBHNOT 3aKMy4OK
e [ieKa BnujaHWeTo Ha penaTtuBHaTa
cupomaluTuja Bo byrapuja 6ewe yme-
peH, CropeaeHo Co MefyHapoaHuUTe
OKOIHOCTW, Npeg ceé 3apagy neHsuc-
KMOT c1cTem, CO Man yaen v of apy-
rmTe coumjanHu TpaHcgepu. Cranka-
Ta Ha nuuara co p13uK of cupomalu-
Tja oypy ¥ HE3HAYMTENHO Ce HaMa-
11, HO OBa He Oelle pe3ynTar Ha He-
KakBW peanHun nogobpysara, TyKy Ha
(hakToT WTO 0BOj MHAMKATOP He ja
NpuKaxyBa peanHo cupomaluTumjata
BO BpeMe Ha peuecyja. Bo gonropyHa
CMUCINa, CErallHMOT CUCTEM Ha CoLy-
janHu TpaHcdepy Bo Byrapuja He Hyam
HUKaKBW MHCTPYMEHTU 3a COOABETEH
OIrOBOP Ha cvpomaluTujata u couu-
janHaTa UCKMy4YeHOCT.

WNanesot Ha byrapuja og eKoHOM-
cKaTta Kpusa ce nokaxa Jeka e Ha
MoAONr POK 0f OHOj LUTO BMno KOoj ro
04eKyBasn Ha noveTokoT. byrapuja, 3a

background of the longer trends in
the shaping and reshaping of the
system of social transfers towards
a workfare approach and the inter-
action of this system with other poli-
cies, which are key to lowering social
disparities such as taxation, employ-
ment policy and the labour market
regulation.

The global economic crisis work-
ed as a stress test for the weaknes-
ses in social cohesion policies and
the social transfers in particular. The
main conclusion is that its impact on
relative poverty in Bulgaria was mo-
derate in international comparison
due mainly to the pension system
and with very little contribution from
other social transfers. The at-risk-
of-poverty rate even somewhat de-
creased but this was not due to any
real improvement but to the fact that
this indicator is not very good for
capturing poverty in times of reces-
sion. On the long run however the
current system of social transfers in
Bulgaria does not offer any instru-
ments to adequately address poverty
and social exclusion.

Bulgaria’s exit from the econo-
mic crisis proved to be longer than
anyone could expect at the begin-
ning. Bulgaria, unlike many of the EU
countries, was following a policy of
pre-emptive austerity. Dismantling
parts of the social protection system
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pa3nunka of MHory 3emju Ha EBpon-
ckaTa YHuja, cnegena nonutuka Ha
NMPEBEHTMBHO WTedewe. HanywrTa-
HETO Ha JeNoBW Of CUCTEMOT Ha CO-
umjanHa 3awTtuta buno egHa og cpa-
TermuTe 3a uanes of kpusarta. O.a,
MOXebu, He e BUCTUHCKMOT nart 3a goa-
kare YeKop co Bogedkute EY 3emju-
YNEeHKN of rmefHa Tovka Ha KBanwu-
TETOT Ha XMBOT.

Kny4yHu 36o0poBu: coumjanHu
TpaHcdepn, EKOHOMCKa Kpusa, pom-
CKa 1 Typcka nonynauuja, penatms-
Ha cupomauTuja.

CerawHuoT cuctem

Ha couujanHu 6eHecmumm
Bo byrapwmja

— u3rnepn n o6nuKyBame

MNonuTtkaTta Ha coumjanHu TpaH-
ctpepm Bo byrapuja npeTtpne MHory u3-
MeHu Bo uamuHatute 20 rogmHu. MNpea
1989 roguHa, byrapuja umaiue mHory
LIEHTpanuanpaH 1 natepHanmcTUYKn
CUCTEM Ha couMjarnHa 3aLTuTa, Heco-
O[BETEH CO YCMOBUTE Ha nasapHata
ekoHomuja (LLonos: 2012).

MNpen BoBeAyBakwe Ha CerallHu-
OT CUCTEM, NONMTMKaTa NpeTpre MHo-
ry U3SMEHU BO YK TeK Mopalle aa ce
paspeLuat MHOry BaXKHU Aunemu no-
Bp3aHu co unosogujata Ha coum-
janHute 6eHeduLmL.

1. Kom kputepuymum ce notpebHm 3a
AoaenyBakse coumjanHn 6eHedmumn?

was part of the strategy to exit from
the crisis. This may not be the right
way to catch up with the leading EU
countries in terms of the quality of life.

Keywords: social transfers, eco-
nomic crisis, Roma and Turkish popu-
lation, relative poverty.

The current system

of social benefits in Bulgaria
— how it looks like

and how it took shape

The policy of social transfers in
Bulgaria has gone through many
changes over the last 20 years. Be-
fore 1989 Bulgaria had a very cen-
tralized and paternalistic system of
social support, which was unsuited
for market economy conditions
(Shopov: 2012).

Before the existing system took
shape it went through many changes
in the course of which important
dilemmas concerning the philoso-
phy of social benefits had to be re-
solved.

1. What should be the criteria
for giving social benefits?
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2. Kaken Bugosu couujantu Ge-
Heduumn Tpeba ga nva?

3. Kako ga ce ytBpamM U3HOCOT M
Kako UCTUOT fa ce ycornacysa?

4. Koj Tpeba ga ynpasyBa co Jo-
[lenyBakEeTO Ha coumnjanHuTe beHe-
dpuummn?

ByrapcknoT cuctem Ha coupjanHa
3aLLTMTa HMKOraLL He ro KOPUCTEN KOH-
LlenToT Ha goMaknHcTBo. Of noyeTo-
KOT Ha 90-TuTe roanHn o MUHATUOT
BeK, Co ynotpeba Ha TeCTOT Ha OCHOB-
HW CpeacCTBa, Cce 3eMaaT noeauHum u
[AOMaKNHCTBA 3a AebuHmpar-e Ha Toa
KOj MOXe fja buae KOPUCHUK Ha cucTe-
MOT Ha couujanHa 3awtuTa.

Mpeute gecduHMLMKM 3a LenTa Ha
CUCTEMOT Ha couujanHa 3awTtuTa, co
HEKOINKY M3MEHW, BO OCHOBA BakaT [0
feHec. CerawHata perynaTva 3a co-
UmjanHaTa sawTuTa r geduHunpa nu-
Lata co NpaBo Ha coumjanHun GeHe-
dvumm, Kako: ,6yrapcku rparaHu, oo-
MaKWHCTBA M HUBHW YNEHOBW KOM 3a-
pagw: 30paBCTBEHM, BO3PACHU U CO-
LiMjaniHn OKOMTHOCTW U APYTY NPUYMHA
BOH HMBHA KOHTPOma, He Ce BO MOX-
HOCT [1a r'vi 3a,0BONaT OCHOBHUTE XW-
BOTHW NOTPebu CO COMNCTBEH TPYA U
NPVXOAWN Of, UMOT, UNK CO nogapLuKa
Of} OHME KoM Ce 3aKOHCKM 0OBp3aHn Aa
obes3benyBaar TakBa noggpLuka“ (3a-
KOH 3a coupjarnHa 3awTuTa, YneH 2(3)).

Of cammoT NOYETOK Ha HOBWOT CU-
CTeM Ha couujanHa sawTura ce gedu-
HUpaHM Tpu BMAa Ha GeHedpumumn:
MeCeYHu coumjanim beHedomumn, opy-
I noBpemMeHn 6eHebLMN M HAMEHCKN
HaOMECTOL, Of KON HajBaXKEH € Ha-

2. What kinds of social benefits
should be given?

3. How to determine and update
the amount?

4. Who should manage the de-
livery of social benefits?

The Bulgarian system of social
protection never used the concept
of household. Since the beginning
of the 90-ties of last century individ-
uals and families have been used
to define who should be the benefi-
ciaries of the social protection sys-
tem and set the core means tests.

The first definitions of the aim of
the social protection system have
essentially survived until today with
few modifications. The current so-
cial protection legislation defines
those who are entitled to receiving
social benefits as ‘Bulgarian citizen,
families and cohabiting persons,
who due to health, age, social cir-
cumstances and other reasons be-
yond their control, are unable to pro-
vide for their own basic living neces-
sities either with their labour or income
from property or with support from
those who by law are obliged to ex-
tend such support’ (Social Protec-
tion Act, art. 2(3)).

Since the very beginning of the
new social protection system three
types of benefits were defined —
monthly social benefits other occa-
sional benefits and targeted allo-
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[IOMECTOKOT 3a rpeetse Koj € A0CTaneH
BO rpejHara cesoHa v NpoJosikysa aa
urpa KrnyyHa ynora Bo GyrapckvoT cu-
CTeM Ha coumjanHa sawTuta. Nocnea-
HWOT KIyYeH J0AATOK, KOj € eauHCTBE-
HWOT CO JOCTa LUMPOK 06eM, e AETCKN-
OT godaTtok. Bo MOMeHTOB, cuctemoT
Ha couMjanHa 3aLuTuTa npasm pasnuka
nomery 100ATOKOT 3a ofrneayBare Ha
aete 0o 1 rognHa, Koj € 3HaunTenHo
MOBWCOK, ¥ [IOAATOKOT 3a oArneayBa-
e geua go 18 nnm 20-roguiiHa Bo3-
pacT OOKOSIKY Mo NPOLOIMKMIE CBOETO
0bpasoBaHve BO CPeaHO yumnnuLuTe.

Ha noyetokoT Ha 90-TuTe roguHn
04 MUHaTWUOT BeK Mmarno obuam 3a
rapaHTMpare Ha coumjanHuTe TpaH-
cchepu, CO HUBHO u3egHadvyBare COo
MWHUManHata nnata. Ho, oBaa nae-
ja buna 6pry HanywTeHa n oTTorawl
BUCMHATa Ha couujanHute beHedu-
LiMM BO Npakca ce yTBpayBa o4 Bna-
[aTa cekoja rogunHa.

Bo ogHoc Ha MexaHusmuTe 3a o-
[enyeare Ha couujanHute beHedu-
UMK, uctute ce guctpubympaat og
CTpaHa Ha AeLeHTpanuanpaHn eau-
HULM Ha LeHTpanHaTa Bnaga — ynpa-
BWUTE 3a coumjanHa nomoLl rnpu AreH-
umjaTta 3a couujanHa nomoLl, co Koja
pakoBoay MUHUCTEPCTBOTO 3a Tpy4 U
couujanHa nonutuka. Mimano kycu ne-
puoaum Kora coumjanHunTte 6eHedunmm
Ovne meHauvpaHy og ONWTUHUTE, HO
cucTemoT Bpry ce Bpatui KoH, BO Toa
BpPEME, LEHTpanManpaHnuTe MexaHns-
MW Ha JopenyBake, Kou ce LBPCTO
BTEMerNeHn BO Tpaguumjata. Kako n
[a e, Bo byrapvja onwtnHuTe ce MHo-

wances, the most important of which
is the heating allowance, which is
given in the cold season and conti-
nues to play a key role in the Bulga-
rian system of social protection. The
last key benefit, which is the only one
with a rather large scope are the child
benefits. Currently the social pro-
tection system distinguishes between
benefits for raising children up to 1
year, which are significantly higher
and benefits for raising children up
to 18 year or up to 20 twenty years if
they continue their education in se-
condary school.

At the beginning of the 90-ties of
last century there have been at-
tempts to guarantee social transfers
by lining them to the minimum sa-
lary. This idea was dropped quickly
and the size of social benefits since
then is in practice determined by the
government each year.

As far as the delivery mechanism
is concerned social benefits are di-
stributed by deconcentrated units
of the central government — the so-
cial assistance directorates of the
Social Assistance Agency under the
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy.
There have been short periods in
which social benefits were mana-
ged by the municipalities, but the
system quickly returned to the cen-
tralized mechanisms of delivery,
which are firmly grounded on tradi-
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ry 3aBUCHU of cybBeHUuuUTe of LeH-
TpanHata Bnapga, nocebHo kora cra-
HyBa 300p 3a, TakaHapeyeHuTe, Aene-
rMpaHu ycnyrm kom ce ucnopadysaar
Ha OMNLTUHCKO HUBO, HO Ce (PUHaHCK-
paHu oA ueHTpanHara Bnaga, obuyHo
BP3 OCHOBa Ha CTaHAapauTe Mo rnaea
Ha >uTen. Camo HeKosKy of Hajrone-
MUTE OMLUTUHW MOXaT Aja C1 Ao3Bonar
[l0faBake Ha 3Ha4UTeNHU PoHO0BM
Of COMCTBEHMTE MPUXOAM KaKo Noa-
ApLUKa Ha ycryruTe 1 yHKLMUTE KOm
TVe M cMeTaar 3a NPUOPUTETHM.
YOenoT Ha, TakaHapeyeHuTe, na-
CUBHMW MEpPKM Ha NasapoT Ha TPYAoT,
CNopeaeHo BO EBPONCKN paMKu, BO
Byrapuja e MHory HM30K (LlaHos: 2008,
99). OBoj npuctan Moxe Aa nNpous-
neryea of Hepasbupar-eTo Aeka npeq,
[a ce ,akTuBupa“ oapedeHo nuue,
Toa Tpeba NpBO Aa rv 3a40BOMM Con-
CTBEHWTE OCHOBHU NOTpedu. Huckmnot
yOen Ha nacuMBHU MEPKW Ha nasapoT
Ha TPyZOT 3Ha4M aeka nuuara Tpeba
fa nobusaar LWTO € MOXHO nomManu
TpaHcdepun. CocTojbaTa BO koja 3a-
naraat paHnvBuTeE Nnnua He ce cMeTa
3a CTPYKTYpeH npobnem, TyKy 3a HuB-
Ha COMNCTBEHa BMHA, LUTO ja onpaeay-
Ba unosoujata Ha nogapLuka Bo
3amMeHa 3a paboTa Kako akTuBauuja.
BepyBateTo npomMoBMpaHo co
JlncaboHckata cTpartervja — geka co-
LmjanHara uHKnysmuja u eKOHOMCKUOT
pa3Boj ce 3ajakHyBaaT MerycebHo,
HUKoraw He 3axwuBea Bo byrapwja u
MOXe [a ce CMeTa 3a cocema 3abopa-
BeHO. BcywHoCT, Toa 1 HUKoraw He
6UnNo CyWwTUHCKM Aen Ha BOOGMMKy-

tion. Municipalities in Bulgaria are
very dependent on subsidies from
the central government, especially
the so called delegated services,
which are delivered at municipal
level but funded by the central go-
vernment usually based on per ca-
pita standards. The biggest munici-
palities which are only few in num-
ber can afford to add substantial
funds from their own revenues to
support services and functions they
consider a priority.

The share of the so-called pas-
sive measures on the labour market
in Bulgaria is also very low compa-
red to the European (LlaHoB: 2008,
99). This approach can also be tra-
ced to the lack of understanding that
before a person gets ,active“ she/he
needs to have her/his basic needs
addressed. The low share of passive
measures on the labour market
means that persons should get as
little transfers as possible. The situ-
ation in which vulnerable persons
end up is not perceived as a struc-
tural problem but as their own guilt,
which provides the justification for a
workfare philosophy of activation.

The belief promoted in the Lis-
bon strategy — that social inclusion
and economic development rein-
force each other never took real
ground in Bulgaria and can now be
considered completely forgotten. It
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BaH-€TO Ha couujanHaTta 3awTtuTa Bo
Byrapuwja u HejsMHWUTE MONUTUKM Ha
coumjanHa nHknysuja. KnyyHuort ctas
Ha GyrapckaTta nonuTuyka enuta ce
0fipa3u Bp3 pehopmmTe CrpoBeaEHM
o[} BnaguTe kou Joarane of pasnu-
YHW CTPaHM Ha NONMUTUYKNOT CnekTap,
a Toa e jeka couujanHara nHknysuja
€ NyKCy3Ha aKTMBHOCT KOja MOXe Aa
Cu ja gossonar, rmasHo, ,6oratute”
3emju. MaBHUTE OBUraTeny Ha eko-
HOMCKMOT pa3BOj Ce HUCKUTE JaHoLU
1 HUCKUTE jaBHWN pacxoau.

Bo oBoj nperneq ke ce ocspHam,
rMaBHO, Ha OCHOBHaTa anartka 3a ra-
paHTMpake Ha MUHUMAanHUTE NpUXo-
A Bo Byrapckata nonuTuka Ha co-
UujanHa sawTuTa: MecevyHuTe coum-
janHn 6eHednuMKn, HAOOMECTOKOT 3a
rpeere 1 getckute gogatoun. Osue
TPW BUAa coumjanHm TpaHcdepm npe-
TCTaByBaarT jagpo Ha BGyrapckuot cu-
CTEM Ha coumjanHa sawtura.

3a pasnuka og octaHaTuTe couu-
janHu TpaHcdepu, roneMmnHara u obe-
MOT Ha MeH3nuTe ce 3Ha4ajHu og mMa-
KPOEKOHOMCKa rneaHa To4ka 1 urpa-
aT BaXxHa yrora BO HamaryBaHEeTO
Ha cupomaluTmjaTa. 3rorieMyBaHeTo
Ha neH3unTe o cpeamnHata Ha 2009
rod. € eguHcTBeHaTa 6e3begHocHa
Mpexa 3a MHory Byrapcku JoMaKuH-
CTBa, KOW YECTO He MM CoYMHyBaat
camo NeH3noHepwu, momarajku um aa
He 3anagHarT BO ywTe noanaboka cu-
pomaluTnja 3apagu BIiMjaHMETO Ha
rnobanHarta ekoHoMcka kpusa. [py-
rmMTe couujanHu TpaHcdepu nmaat
MapruHanHa yrnora kako 6e3benHo-

actually never became an essential
part of the making of Bulgarian so-
cial protection and social inclusion
policies. The key belief shared by the
Bulgaria political elite reflected in
the reforms carried out by a range of
governments from different parts of
the political spectrum, is that social
inclusion is a luxurious activity, which
can be afforded mainly by ,rich”
countries. The main drivers of eco-
nomic development are low taxes
and low public expenditures.

In this overview | will focus mainly
on the basic GMI tool in Bulgarian
social protection policy — the monthly
social benefits, the heating allow-
ance and the child benefits. These
three types of social transfers rep-
resent the core of the Bulgarian so-
cial protection system.

Unlike other social transfers the
size and scope of pensions is signif-
icant from a macroeconomic point of
view and they play a much more im-
portant role in poverty reduction. An
increase in pensions in the middle of
2009 has been the only safety net
for many Bulgarian households not
necessarily composed of pensioners
alone, against falling into even deeper
poverty due to the impact of the glo-
bal economic crisis. Other social
transfers have played a marginal
role as safety net, which can be ex-
plained by the philosophy of the Bul-
garian social protection system.
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CHa Mpexa, LUTO MoXe fa ce 0bjacHm
co unosodujata Ha ByrapckunoT cu-
CTEM Ha coumjanHa sawtura.
MNpncTanoT KOH NeH3nmTe 1 ocTa-
HaTUTe coumjarnHm TpaHcdepun 3a4um-
TENHo ce pasnukysa. lNeHsuute ce
TpeTupaar Kako ,3acny>xeH" Npuxoa.
CerawHnTe NeH3MoHepu ynnakane
NPWAOHECK BO TEKOT HA HUBHMWOT pa-
6oTeH Bek 1 3aToa ,3acnyxyBaat” aa
pobueaat cooaBeTHN neH3un. OnwTe-
CTBOTO He € BO COCTOj0a LienocHo Aa
06e36ean cooaBETHM NEH3UM 3apaau
€KOHOMCKUTE TypOyneHuum n MHory
HEenoBOMHNUTE AeMorpaddCkm TpeHao-
BU, HO 6K Tpebano. Cutyauujata co
nvuarta Kov npuMaart m3gplika Bp3
Apyra ocHoBa € cocemMa pasfuyHa.
OcBeH neHaunTe, cMTe BUAOBU Ha CO-
LmjanHu TpaHcgepy ce CMeTaar Kako
HELTO LITO Ce AaBa He3acCnyXeHo.
3Hauyu, cocema e NnerMTMMHO ga ce
[laBa OHOJIKy KoMKy WTo Bnagarta cve-
Ta [ieka e COOABETHO, TYKYy CaMO OHOI-
Ky KOJIKy OCTaHaro OTKaKo ke ce uU3Bp-
LaT Apyrute pacxoam Kov umaart no-
ronem npuoputet. OBaa dunosodu-
ja ognnyHo rm onuwyea n objacHyBa
nogaTouuTe 3a rofieMmMHara Ha coum-
janHuTe TpaHcdepu Bo byrapuja Bo
nocrnegHute 15 roguHu.
Hedvnnupjata 3a MuHumanHuom
3aeapaHmupaH npuxod (M3I1) Bo by-
rapuja e fageHa Bo 3aKOHOT 3a Coum-
janHa sawtuta Ha byrapuja, cnopen
koja cTaHyBa 360p 3a ,,3aKOHCKW YTBp-
[1€H U3HOC KOj Ce KOPUCTM Kako OCHOBa
3a feuHmpare Ha coumjanHara no-
MOLLI, CO LieN rapaHTupaHe Ha npuxo-

Approaches to pensions and
other social transfers have differed
significantly. Pensions were treated
as a ,deserved® income. The current
pensioners have made their contri-
butions through their working life so
they ,deserve” to receive adequate
pensions. Though the society is un-
able to fully provide for adequate
pensions due to the economic tur-
bulences and very unfavourable de-
mographic trends, it ought to. The
situation with people receiving in-
come support is completely differ-
ent. All kinds of social transfers
beyond pensions are considered
as something which is given but not
deserved. So it is perfectly legitima-
te to give only as much as the cur-
rent government considers appro-
priate; only as much as it is left on
the balance after considering most
other expenditures, which have high-
er priority. This philosophy describes
and explains very well the data on
the size of social transfers in Bulga-
ria in the last 15 years.

The current Bulgarian definition
of the Guaranteed Minimum Income
is provided in the Social Assistance
Law, which says that it is a ,legally
defined amount used as a basis for
defining social assistance with the
aim of guaranteeing a minimum in-
come to meet the basic living needs
of people according to their age, fa-
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[MTe 3a 3a00BOryBaH-€ Ha OCHOBHU-
Te XWBOTHM NOTpebu Ha nuuara, co-
O[BETHO Ha HMBHATA: BO3PACT, CEME)-
Ha, 30paBCTBEHA M UMOTHa cocCTojba
(3akoH 3a couujanHa 3awTuUTa 04
2012, ctaB 1.10 og dononHuTenHute
onpenodu). MeceyHnoT usHocC Ha 3aza-
paHmupaHuom MuHUMarneH npuxoo e
yTBpaeH og Bnagata m cnyxu kako
OCHOBa 3a AehuHMpare Ha N3HOCOT
Ha cuTe coumjanHm 6eHedurumm (3a-
KOH 3a couujanHa sawTuta og 2012,
yrieH 12(3)). 3Haum, He e NoBp3aH Cco
ohmumjanHaTta fnmHWja Ha cMpomall-
Tuja, nako Bnagara moxe fa ro seme
NpeaBva NparoT Ha cpoMaLUTuhja Kora
ro geduHupa nctmnot. Bo npakca 10j
peTko ce MeHyBa. Brnaparta, Ha 1 ja-
Hyapw 2009 rog,., ro U3MeHN MecevHu-
oT usHoc Ha M3I1 n ro ytBpan Ha 65
ne.a (okony 33€). MNMpeTtxogHo, M3IT
He Belle U3MeEHeT of cpeauHaTa Ha
2005 rog. n nsHecysalue 55 nesa.

TakaHapeyeHaTa pasnuka og Mu-
HUManHWoT npuxop npetctasyea M3l
MOMHOXEH CO oApeaeH KoeULNEHT.
KoedmumeHTHTE Ce pasnunkyeaar 3a
pas3nnyHM nuua n gomakvHcTea. Jin-
LIETO OCTBapyBa NpaBo Ha coumjanHa
MOMOLL JOKONKY NPUXOQ0T Ha Hero-
BOTO CEME|CTBO 3a NPETXOAHUNOT Me-
cey, 6un NoHM30K of pasnukata og
MUHUMArHUOT NpuxoAd. [Jokonky Toa
€ Cryyaj, 1ueTo ja Nnpuma pasnvkara
kako 6eHeduupja.

Tabenarta HaBefeHa nogony co-
LpXKn KoebUUMeHTM 3a NpecMeTyBa-
H€e Ha pasnukarta of MUHUMArHUOT
npuxoa.

mily situation, health and wealth (So-
cial Assistance Act: 2012, para 1.10
of the Supplementary provisions). The
monthly amount of the Guaranteed
Minimum Income is defined by the
government and serves as a basis
for defining the amount of all social
benefits (Social Assistance Act: 2012,
art 12(3)). Therefore, it is not linked
to the official poverty line, although
the government may consider the
poverty threshold when defining the
GMIL. In practice, the GMI is rarely
changed. The government approved
an updated monthly amount of the
Guaranteed Minimum Income (GMI)
as of 1 January 2009, which was 65
BGN (around 33 euro). Before that,
the guaranteed minimum income had
remained unchanged at 55 BGN
since the middle of 2005.

The so-called differentiated mi-
nimum income is the GMI multipli-
ed by certain coefficient. Coefficients
are different for different persons
and families. The person entitled to
a benefit receives it if the income of
his/her family for the previous month
is lower than the differentiated mini-
mum income. If this is the case the
person receives the difference as a
benefit.

The current table with coeffici-
ents fo the calculation of the differ-
entiated minimum income is given
below.
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Tabena 1. Paznuka o MMHUMaNHWOT
npuxon KOPUCTEHA BO TECTOT Ha Npuxon

MOT Ha coumjanHa 3awTuta Bo byrapuja.

Bua Ha cemejcTBO

Type of family

Jluue noctapo o 75 roauHm Koe xuBee camo
Person over 75 living alone

Koedmument

165,

o

0

Pasnuka og

Differentiated minimum

MUHUMATHUOT NPUXoZ,
income

—
o
~
N
()]

KoedhuumeHt 3a
Hafl0OMeCTOK 3a rpeete
Coefficient for

heating allowance

288,

o
o

Table 1. The differentiated minimum
income used in the means tests for

3a pa3nuyHUTE rpynu nopgapxanHu og cucte-  the various groups supported by

the social protection system in Bulgaria.

HapomecTok 3a rpeetse
32 npuxoau Ao

Heating allowance

for income up to

187,20

Jlnue noctapo og 65 roanHu Koe xwuBee camo
Person over 65 living alone

140,00

91,00

274,80

178,62

JInue nocrapo op 65 roguHy (Hag 70 rop.) Koe xvBee camo
Person over 65 (over 70 for the heating allowance)

100,00

65,00

183,60

119,34

3a obata napTHepa Kow xuBeat 3aefHo
For each of the partners living togerther

66,00

42,90

144,00

93,60

3a nuLie Koe XuBee Co ApYro N1Le K Co CeMejcTBO
For a person living with another person or a family

66,00

42,90

201,60

131,04

JInue Ha Bo3pacT 4o 65 roauHu koe xueee camo
Person up to 65 living alone

73,00

47,45

210,00

136,50

JInue co HamaneHa pabotocnoco6HocT of 50% v Hag 50%
Person with an impaired work ability of 50% or more than 50%

100,00

65,00

183,60

119,34

Jluue co HamaneHa cnocobHocT 3a pabota og 50%
unv Hag 50% Kkoe xuBee camo

Person with an impaired work ability of 50%
or more than 50% living alone

100,00

65,00

249,6

162,24

Jluue co HamaneHa cnocobHocT 3a pabota og 70%
unu Hag 70%

Person an impaired work ability of 70% or more than 70%

125,00

81,25

2232

145,08

JInue co HamaneHa cnocoBHocT 3a pabota o 90%
nnv Hag 90%

Person with an impaired work ability of 90% or more than 90%

125,00

81,25

2748

178,62

[ete go 16 roguHn nnm go 20 roauHN ako OAYW BO YYMAULLTE
Child up to 16 years, up to 20 years if it goes to school

91,00

59,15

157,2

102,18

[eTe og 7 0o 16 rogvHM ako He 0Ly BO yunnmLITe
Child up to 16 years, up to 20 years if it goes to school

20,00

13,00

157,2

102,18

CamoxpaH poauTen Ha aete/aeua 40 3 roauHu
(zo 18 roguHY 3a HaLOMECTOT 3a rpeerse)

Parent looking alone after a child/children up to 3-years
(up to 18 years for the heating allowance)

120,00

78,00

249,6

162,24

CamoxpaH poguTen Ha fete/aela go 16 rogunn

(B0 20 roguHM ako AeTETO OAM BO yYMnMLLTE)

Parent looking alone after a child/children up to 16 years
(up to 20 years if the child goes to school)

100,00

65,00

2496

162,24

3a 6pemeHm xeHu 45 fieHa nper nopoayBakbeTo

11 32 poANTEN Koj oArNeayBa AeTe NoMarno of 3 roavHM
For pregnant women 45 days before birth and for a parent
looking after a child less than 3-years old

100,00

65,00

183,6

119,34
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BojaH 3axapues

Boyan Zahariev

OcBeH TECTOT 32 OCHOBHW NPUXO0-
[N, KaHouaaTuTe 3a coumjanHa nomoLw
MopaaT Aa i UCMOonHaT 1 CrieaHnBe
KPUTEPUYMU:

- [la umaaT camo eaHo xuBeanu-
LUTe He noronemo oA efgHa coba 3a
€[IHO Nnu1Le; ABe cobu 3a JOMaKMHCTBO
o4 ABa Wnn Tpu YneHa; Tpu cobu 3a
YETUPUYNEHO AOMAKMHCTBO; 3a YETUPK
NN NOBeKeYNeHO JOMAaKNUHCTBO, Xu-
BeanuLITeTO He CMee [a e NoronemMo
04 YeTupun cobu; 3a cekoe nuue Koe
XvBee BO JOMaKMHCTBO - efHa coba;

- He cmee nuuata ga bugar peru-
CTPUPaHM Kako TProBUM-NOeaVHLN 1
HEe CMee [ja noceayBaar Kanutan unm
npeTnpujatue;

- Jlnuata He cmeaT ga umaart no-
GapyBara, BMOroBU MM akuum BO
6aHka BO BKynHa BpeaHOCT Koja Haa-
muHyBa 500 neBa 3a ceKoj YneH Ha
CEeMejCTBOTO, CO UCKIY4OK Ha Bnaau-
HM 0BBP3HNLM UMK aKLMK Of, KOMekK-
TUBHaTa npvBaTM3aumja;

- He cmee ga nocepgysaat 6uno
KakoB OBWXXEH WUNW HEeOABWMXXEH UMOT
koj 61 6un n3Bop Ha NpUXoA, Co uc-
KIy4OK Ha COMNCTBEHOCT 3a fnYHa ce-
kojoHeBHa ynoTpeba 3a nuueTo unm
CEMEjCTBOTO;

- He cmee ga uma gorosop 3a 13-
APLUKA UMK Hera BO 3aMeHa 3a TpaHc-
dep Ha umoT. OBOj KPUTEPUYM HE Ce
NpYMeHyBa BO Crny4vau Kora Herata ja
npyxaat: CTygeHTn, HeBpaboTeHn,
nvua co MHBanMauTeT UNn Nnua Hag
pabotocnocobHaTa Bo3pacT.

Ha couujanHarta sawTuTa BO by-
rapuja otnara noman gen og b cno-
PedeHOo CO eBPOMCKMNOT NPOCEK.

Along with passing the means
test the applicants for social benefits
and their families must also meet
the following criteria:

- The housing they dwell in must
be the only one they possess and
must not exceed one room per per-
son; two rooms for a two or three
member household; three rooms for
a four member household; for four
member household or more the
housing must not exceed 4 rooms;
one room for each member living
with the family.

- They should not be registered
as sole traders and should not own
any company capital;

- They should not possess tak-
ings, bank deposits or shares with
a total value exceeding 500 leva
per each family member with the
exception of government bonds or
shares from mass privatization;

- They should not possess any
movable or immovable property
which can be a source of income
with the exception of the property
used by the person or the family;

- They should not be party to a
sustenance or care contract in ex-
change for property transfer; this
criteria does not apply in cases when
the caregivers are students, unem-
ployed, above working age or peo-
ple with disabilities;

Social protection receipts in Bul-
garia account for a small share of the
GDP compared to the EU averages.
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pacdukoH 1. Yaen Ha coumjanHaTa

nomou Bo BKynHuot BT

Chart 1. Social Protection Receipts
share in the GDP
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Chart 2. Real GMI growth in Bulgaria
1998-2011
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Ako ro nornegHeme pearnHUOT
pact Ha M3I1 og 1998 rognHa, moxe
[a yBuaumMe feka Toj, NpakTU4Ho, BO-
onwTo 1 He nopacHan. locTojaHo
donykTynpa oKony UCTUOT OCHOBEH W3-
Hoc. ['oguHMTe Kora McTnoT Benexen
nopacr, Ha pacnKOHOT jacHO ce BUa-
NBK KaKO CKOKOBM.

Toj octaHan Ha 30 neBa, Unn oko-
ny 2€, co ueHute o 2008 roag. Osa
objacHyBa 30WTO BO MOMEHTOB by-
rapuvja ro Ma HajHUCKMOT U3HOC Ha
couujanHu TpaHcepm BO 0QHOC Ha
CTaHOapOoT Ha NOTpoLLyBayKaTa MOK.
padmnkoHOT AafeH nogony ro noka-
XyBa ob6emoT Ha Byrapckute coumja-
NMHW TpaHcdepu cnopeseHo co ocTa-
HaTWUTe JBe HajcMpoMaLLHM 3eMju Ha
EY — PomaHuja u JlaTsuja.

pachukoH 3. CouujanHute TpaHchepu
BO OQHOC Ha cTaHAapAoT

Ha noTpolyBaykaTa Mok Bo Byrapuja,
NaTtBuja n Pomanuja (2005-2010)

We see here that the real GMI
has practically not shown any growth
since 1998. It has continually fluctu-
ated around the same basic amount.
The years of growth can be clearly
seen on the chart as peaks.

The real GMI stayed at the level
of 30 leva or about 2 euros in 2008
prices. This explains why currently
Bulgaria has the lowest amount of
social transfers in PPS. The chart
below shows the size of Bulgarian
social transfers compared to the
other two poorest EU countries —
Romania and Latvia.

Chart 3. Social transfers measured in
PPS in Bulgaria, Latvia and Romania
(2005-2010)
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PecTpukTMBHUTE TECTOBM 3a OC-
HOBHUTE NPUXOAM N OOMOSNHUTENHW-
Te YCNOBW 3a CTEKHYBaH-€ NpaBo Ha
couujanHa NOMOLU ce rnaBHaTta npw-
YMHa 32 MHOTY HUCKaTa NMOKPUEHOCT
CO MeceyHa couujanHa noMoLL 1 Ha-
[IOMECTOKOT 3a rpeetse B0 byrapuja.
AKO ce nornegHat AONOMNHUTENHUTE
YCroBM, He e TeLKo Aa ce pasbepe
30LUTO HUBHOTO KOPUCTEHE BOAM KOH
NCKIyYyBaH€ 0f CUCTEMOT Ha COLU-
janHuTe TpaHcdepu Ha MHOry AoMa-
KMHCTBA Ha Kou um Tpeba nomoLu.
OcBeH LWITO ce npeyka 3a couujanHa-
Ta VHKNy3uja, TMe HemaaT MHOTY CMU-
Cra HUTY 0f eKOHOMCKaA [neaHa Tou-
ka. Moxe Oa ce yBuav oeka 3a CTeKHY-
Bak-€ CO NPaBOTO Ha couujanHmn 6eHe-
dvumm, egHo nuue He cMee aa buge
perncTpmpaHo Kako Tprosew-noeau-
Hew,. [oBekeTo og MMKpOOU3HUCKTE
BO byrapuja ce permctpmpanu Kako
TproBumn-noeanHun. Ha npumep, Toa
MOXe Aa buge COncTBEHWK Ha mMan
AykaH. MpuxoamTe Ha MHOTY TProBLm
-noeanHUM co Manu GU3HUCK MOXe-
6u ce Bnmcky 4o NUHMjaTa Ha cupo-
maliTunja Lypy 1 BO BPEMETO Ha eKo-
HOMCKW npocnepuTeT. 3a Bpeme Ha
peuecwujata, manute BGU3HUCK UCKY-
cuja ronemm noTeLKoTnK, na Mopaa
AypV 1 Aa ce 3aTBopaat. Bo Taksm
OKONHOCTK, ByrapckaTa perynarusa
6apa TproBeLoT-NoeanHEL, Aa rv CHo-
CM CMTe TPOLLOLIM 3a 3racHyBah-€ Ha
permctpauunjata Ha upmara, npeg
fa nobue 6uno kakesa nomouu. MNMoagou-
Ha, [LOKOSIKY Ce NojaBy HOBA LUaHca 3a
OTMOYHYBak-€e Ha BU3HMC, NNLETO Nak

Restrictive means tests and re-
strictive additional conditions to be-
come entitled to social benefits are
the main reason for the very low co-
verage of the monthly social bene-
fits and the heating allowances in
Bulgaria. Looking at the additional
conditions it is not difficult to under-
stand why their use leads to the ex-
clusion of many needy households
from the system of social transfers.
Apart from acting as an impediment
to social inclusion they do not make
much sense from an economic point
of view either. We see that in order
to be entitled to social benefits a per-
son should not be registered as a
sole trader (or one-man business).
The majority of micro businesses in
Bulgaria are registered as sole tra-
ders, such as example an owner of
a small shop, for example. Many sole
traders having small businesses may
live with incomes close to the pover-
ty line even in times of economic
prosperity. During the recession such
small businesses experienced se-
vere difficulties or even had to close
down. In such circumstances the
Bulgarian regulation requtrader to
incur all the costs for cancelling the
registration before getting any sup-
port. Later, in case the person wishes
to start a new business he has to
bear the costs — administrative fees
and time loss — for a new registration.
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Tpeba ga r nnaka cute TPOLLOLM -
aOMVHUCTPATUMBHU TPOLLIOLUMW, M3ry-
6eHo Bpeme, 3a HOBa pervcTpaumja.

Opyr npumep 3a HenoTpebHO pe-
TPUKTVUBHW YCIIOBM € NoceayBakeTO
Ha ABVDKEH UMW HEABWXEH UMOT, OC-
BEH JOKOMKY He e 3a NMM4Ha ynoTpe-
6a. [lomaknHcTBaTa kov noceayBaat
Kyka co noBeke cobu 0TKOnKy 6pojoTt
YTBPAEH CO 3aKOH, HEMaaT npaeo Ha
coumjanHu 6eHedumummn. Ce npetno-
CTaByBa [AeKa AOMNOSTHUTENHUOT Npo-
cTop MOXe Aa buae n3Bop Ha npw-
XOA, U Ce 0CTaBa Ha coLunjanHuoT pa-
6OTHWK 4a HanpaBy UCKITy4YOK AOKOS-
Ky YTBPAM AeKa Toa He e cryyaj. Ho,
Hema npaswvna Bp3 KOW TakBaTa oa-
fyka MOXe Ja ce 3aCHOBa M OCTaHy-
Ba Ha TOA@ Kako My € HanoXeHo Ha
coumjanHmoT paboTHUK Aa pearvpa,
BO 3aBMCHOCT 07 TOa Aanv uMa cpeg-
CTBa Ha pacnonarake uUnu Hema.
Cnopeg oBve ycrnosu, BO ,fIMLIETO 04
ynuua“ 3akoHogaBeuoT OuurnegHo
rmega 6orat 4YoBeK CO rofieM UMOT,
KOj ro M13mamyBa CUCTEMOT 1 JobvBa
coumjanHa nomow. Bo npakca, osue
npaBswna MHOry noBeke ce BO Npuor
Ha UCKNy4yBake Ha CUPOMALLHUTE
JOMaKMHCTBA KOW K1BeaT BO Cemncka
Kyka co 4 cobu, koja He Moxe aa ce
npogage wnu nsHajMyBa, BO CNy4aj
aKo CcouMjanHmnoT paboTHKK 3aKyym
[leKa nctata Moxe a ce UCKOPUCTM
3a CTeKHyBa€e Ha npuxoau. Tyka Tpe-
6a ga HanomeHeme feka MMOTOT
Kako ycrnoB He Oelle NMpuUCyTeH Ha
MOYETOKOT Ha AeBedeceTTuTe rogumn
04 MUHATUOT BEK.

Another example of unneces-
sarily restrictive conditions is the
ownership of movable or immovable
property except the one for personal
use. Families owning a house with a
number of rooms exceeding the one
specified by law are not entitled to
social benefits. It is assumed that the
additional space can be a source of
income and it is up to the social wor-
kers to make an exemption if they
find out that this is not the case. But
there are no rules on which such de-
cision should be based and it is a
matter of how social workers are in-
structed to act depending on whether
there are money available or not.
When looking at such conditions
the legislator and the ‘person from
the street’ apparently see a wealthy
person with a lot of property cheat-
ing the system and getting social
benefits. In practice these rule are
much more effective in excluding a
poor family with a 4 room rural house
which is unsellable and not rentab-
le, if social workers decide that it
can be used to generate income.
We should note here that these pro-
perty terms did not apply in the be-
ginning of the nineties.

The second very important rea-
son for the low number of benefici-
aries is the negative public senti-
ment towards some minority groups,
which are among the main users of
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Bropara 3HavajHa npuynHa 3a ma-
nvot 6poj Nnpumatenu Ha couunjanHa
MOMOLL € CTUrMaTa co3fageHa of He-
raTUBHOTO YYBCTBO Ha jaBHOCTa KOH
HEKOW MasLMHCKN rpynu Kou ce Haj-
4eCcTUTe KIIMEHTN Ha CUCTEMOT Ha Co-
umjanHu 6eHeduumnm. OBa He n3He-
HadyBa UMajkv ro npeasua cesKyn-
HWOT KOHTEKCT BO KOj Ce oaBuBaat
jaBHUTE OWNCKYCUM U TOHOT Ha KOMEH-
TapuTe Ha KIy4YHUTE BMCOKOpaAHIu-
paHU BMaanMHU OYHKLUMOHEPU U OHWE
KOW v Hocat ognykute. [lypu n 0BOj
HeraTuBeH TOH GeLue TUNMYeH 3a cute
Brnagn Bo byrapuja, He3aBUCHO of
nonuTuykata npunagHocT. [MocebHo
ce cturmaTumampanu Pomute kom npu-
maaT couujanHa nomoul. MonuTtny-
KaTa peTopuka BO OJHOC Ha couu-
janHaTta nomoLu BKny4vyBalle KBasnu-
dmkaumm kako ,npodecuja Ha couu-
janHo HenpwvBunermpaHuTe” Koja ja
nsmmncnu, unu 6apem LMPOoKo ja pac-
MPOCTPaHu, NOPaHELLHNOT coumjanu-
cTunykm npemmep. Co oBa ce Mnnu-
Lmpa [ieKka Hekou (Mp3nuBm) nyre xu-
BeaT camo of couujanHa nomoLL unu
ro npudpatune oBa Kako ,npodecu-
ja“. CeraluHMOT MUHMCTEp 3a TPy, (04
KpajoT Ha 2012 rog.) BO AeCHO-LEeH-
Tpuctuykata Bnaga, Koj npeTxoaHo
6un rpagoHavanHWK Ha rpag of
cpefHa roremviHa U CUHAMKanWCT, BO
HEKOIKY HaBpaTu ro NoKpeHyBan mu-
TOT 3a 6oratute nyre, NOCEBGHO CO ak-
LeHT Ha 6oraTute Pomu, kou ro nap-
Kupaat mepuLenecoT npes rnokanHa-
Ta KaHuernapuja 3a couujanHa no-
MOLLI, CO 3MaTHW CUHLIMPW MOA KOLLY-

social benefits. This is not surpris-
ing bearing in mind the overall con-
text in which public discussions take
place and the tone of the comments
made by key decision makers and
high ranking government officials.
Moreover this negative tone was
typical for all kinds of governments
in Bulgaria independent of their po-
litical affiliation. Especially stigma-
tized are the Roma receiving social
benefits. The policy vernacular rela-
ted to social benefits includes terms
such as ,the profession of being so-
cially disadvantaged” coined by or
at least widely popularized by the
previous socialist Prime Minister.
This implies that some (lazy) people
are living on social benefits alone
and have turned this into a ,profes-
sion®. The current Minister of Labour
(at the end of 2012) in a right cen-
trist government, who use to be a
mayor of a mid-sized city and a trade
unionist, on several occasions has
launched the myth about rich people,
implying especially rich Roma, who
wear golden chains under their
shirts’ and pull over their Mercedes
in front of the social assistance agen-
cy local office, to collect their social
benefits. Lately he was in the focus
of enormous media interest by re-
ferring to Roma who drink away the
child benefits they receive (Mnage-
HoB: 2012)2. These examples are
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nuTe,' 3a fa ja nogurHaT ceojata co-
umjanHa nomow. HeogamHa, ucto
Taka, TOj Npean3BMKa OrpoMeH Me-
LANYMCKM nHTepec 36opyBajku 3a Po-
MWUTe Jeka ro ,Mcnmeaat” CBojoT AeT-
cku gopatok (MnageHos: 2012 roga. ).
OBue npumMepun He ce Nomarky Bax-
HW 3a fa ce pa3bepe KOHTEKCTOT BO
KOj ce hopmupa nonuMTukaTa Ha co-
LMjanHa 3awTuTa, BO OQHOC Ha Tex-
HWYKUTE nogaToumn of TECTOT 3a Oc-
HOBHMW CpeaCTBa, ronieMmnHaTa Ha be-
HeduLUMUTE N MEXaHU3MWUTE Ha JO-
Aenyeatre.

N nokpaj npegpacyguTte fOeka
mHory Pomu gobvisaat ronema couu-
janHa nomowl, peanHocTa e MHory
nonHakea. Bo byrapuja, mHory man-
Ky of PomuTe npumMaart coumjanHa no-
Mol - okony 15% (Hentschel: 2011).
Pomu, KopucHUUM Ha couujanHa no-
MOLU, BCYLLHOCT, CE€ MHOry noMarsnky
0[1 OHUe Kou He ja JobuBaar, nako ce
CMpoMallHK, MeryToa He M Ucnos-
HyBaaT KpUTepuymuTe 3apagun pec-
TPVKTUBHMOT TECT 32 OCHOBHUTE NpU-
X0OM 1 CTUrmMaTa LUTO UM OHEBO3MO-
XXyBa npucTan o couujanHa nomoL,
MW 3apagu HeQOCTUr Ha MHopMa-
LMK 32 MOXHOCTUTE 1 NpaBunara Bo
counjanHnot cuctem. CouujanHurte
6eHedumunm, BCYLIHOCT, ce Hajcna-

' Bo 04nTe Ha jaBHOCTa 0BOj CUMBOSNYEH
aTpubyT anyampa Ha Toa fieka KOHKPETHUTE
nvua, Moxedu, Mmaat KpUMMHanHa no3aguHa.

2 Osa e camo ejHa cTaTuja nomery
[eceTnuuTe MaTtepmjanu of oncexHara
MeAnyMCKa NOKPUEHOCT.

important to understand the context
in which social protection policy is
shaped, the technical information
on means tests, the size of the ben-
efits and the delivery mechanisms.

Despite the wide spread preju-
dice that many Roma receive sub-
stantial social benefits the reality is
quite different. Very few Roma get
social benefits — about 15% in Bul-
garia (Hentschel: 2011). The number
of Roma receiving social benefits is
actually much lower than those who
don’t. Although they are poor, they
fail to qualify due to the over restric-
tive terms, tests, stigma, or lack of
information on the opportunities and
regulations of the social system.
Social benefits are actually the
weakest and most neglected part of
Roma integration policies. As inco-
me support policies cannot be tar-
geted under EU funded program-
mes, this policy area remains the
most neglected one and the main
social transfers have a marginal im-
pact on poverty among the Roma
as well.

Some researchers believe that
this unfair system has been em-

' In the eyes of the public this symbolic
attribute implies that the mentioned people
may have a criminal background.

2 This is only one example out of dozens
of articles from an extensive media
coverage.

27



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

61oT 1 Haj3anocTaBeHWOT Aen of no-
nUTUKaTa Ha uHTerpaumjata Ha Po-
muTe. Co orneq Ha Toa LWTO NonuTK-
KUTe 3a nogapLuKa Ha NpuxoanTe He
ce nomery uenuTte Ha (pmHaHcupaHu-
Te nporpamu Ha EY, oBaa nonutnyka
obnacT octaHyBa Haj3anoctaBeHa u
rnaBHUTE coumjarniHm TpaHcdepn, UCTO
Taka, uMaaTt MapruHanHo BnujaHue
BP3 cupomMaluTujata nomery Pomute.
Hekon nctpaxysauv BepyBaar ge-
Ka OBOj HEMpaBeaeH CUCTEM € BTeMe-
NEH BO MHCTUTYLMOHAaNHaTa CTpyKTypa
Ha [JOHeCyBaHeTO OAryKu MnoBp3aHa
CO couujanHara sawTtuta. Bo byrapu-
ja, MmuHucTepcTBOTO 3a (bUHaHCUM €
MHOTIY MOKHa yCTaHOBa Koja, BCYLLHOCT,
4eCTO ro “Ma NnocneaHNoT 360p BO 06-
NUKYBaH-ETO Ha NOMUTUKUATE BO OOHOC
Ha gpyr1te MuHucTepcTea. OapxyBa-
HETO HAa MUHUMASTHUTE NpUXoau nog
MparoT Ha cypomaluTvja M gaea Ha
Briagara anatka oa ce nputucHar Ko-
pucHUUUTE Aa npudpakaat pabota noa
3akaHa 3a rybere Ha NpaBoTo Ha Co-
umjanHa nomoLw. (Xensskosa: 2011).

BnujaHueTto Ha rmobanHaTa
€KOHOMCKa Kpu3a

Bp3 NnMuiaTa kom npumaar
couujanHa nomow

Bo Byrapuja, rmobanHarta ekoHoMm-
CKa Kpu3a 3anoyHa [a ce YyBCTByBa
Bo 2008 rog., HO BO TOa BpeMe Marsiky-
MVHa Oo4eKyBaa [eka Taa ke uma ce-
pno3Ho BnunjaHue. CocTojbata ce us-
MeHu gpamarunyHo Bo 2009 rog. kora

bedded in the institutional structure
of decision making related to social
protection. In Bulgaria the Ministry of
Finance is a very powerful institution,
which actually often decides on the
shaping of policies on behalf of line
ministries. Keeping the minimum in-
come below the poverty threshold
enables the government to put pres-
sure on beneficiaries to accept jobs
under the threat of withdrawing sup-
port (Kensiskoea: 2011).

The impact of the global
economic crisis on people
receiving social benefits

The effects of the global econo-
mic crisis emerged in Bulgaria in
2008 though only few at that time
thought that it would have a serious
impact. The situation changed dra-
matically in 2009 when the new Go-
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Byrapwvja, ucto Taka, ,obu HoBa Bna-
[a Nno napriameHTapHuTe n3bopu BO
cpeavHata Ha Taa rogmHa. OcHoBHa-
Ta cTparteruvja 3a cnpayBaHbe CO Kpu-
3arta Koja Toralu ce ytBpau, bea mep-
KUTE Ha LiTeaeHe 3apagM 3awTuTa
Ha jaBHWOT ByLIET KOj Ce HaManyBa BO
oaHoc Ha aeduumntnte. Cekako geka
oBaa nonuTuka elle BoobnMyeHa og
TPU pasnuyHn hakTopu: nnargop-
MaTa Ha JeCHo-LeHTpucThYKaTa Bna-
[a, HeonubepanHaTta wgeonoruja,
npomoBupaHa Bo byrapwja of ctpa-
Ha Ha BNWjaTeNHN NCTPaXKyBaYKN LIEH-
TPWU N cekaBakaTa Ha XunepuHdna-
umnjata og 1996-1997 roa. koja ce ywte
BrieBa CTpaB 3apajyu eKCNaH3UBHUTE
BNaauHM NOMUTUKN.

MNMogaTtounTe 3a BNWjaHWETO Ha
eKOHOMCKaTa Kpu3a Ha KOpUCHULmUTE
Ha pasnnyHUTE BUOOBK MOMOLL KOW
ro NoMuHane TecToT Ha NPUXOAU 1C-
KOPWCTEHM BO OBOj Aien, Aoara of na-
Hen aHkeTaTa Ha [OMaKkuHCTBaTa
cnpoeefeHa o Ceetckata 6aHka u
WHCTUTYTOT OTBOPEHO OMLUTECTBO BO
Coduja (Tesliuc: 2011). AHkeTaTa e
cnpoBeeHa BO TPU HaBpaTu: npeata
BO dpeBpyapu 2010, BTOpaTta BO OK-
TomBpu 2010 n TpeTarta Bo heBpy-
apv 2011 rog. MNaHenoT ce 3acHoOBa-
e Bp3 cTpatuduumpaH npumepok
Ha OOMaKWHCTBA, Penpe3eHTaTUBHN
Ha HauMOHaNHO HMBO. AHKeTaTa o4
despyapu 2010 ondpatn 2.680 go-
MaKWHCTBa, co 7.752 nuua. AHkeTaTta
og oktomepu 2010 ondpatn 2.295 go-
MaKMHCTBA, co 6.225 nuua. AHkeTa-

vernment came to power following
the parliamentary elections in the
middle of the year. The main strategy
against the crisis was based on aus-
terity measures designed to protect
the declining public budget against
deficits. This policy course was sha-
ped by three different factors: the
platform of the right centrist govern-
ment, the neo-liberal ideology pro-
moted in Bulgaria by influential think
-tanks and the memories of hyper-
inflation in 1996-1997 which still sus-
tain a strong fear of expansionary
government policies.

The data on the impact of the
economic crisis of recipients of dif-
ferent types of means tested bene-
fits used in this section come from
a panel household survey carried
out by the World Bank and the Open
Society Institute — Sofia (Tesliuc:
2011). The survey had three waves
— the first survey was carried out in
February 2010, the second —in Octo-
ber 2010 and the third — in February
2011. The panel was based on a
stratified sample of households, rep-
resentative at national level. The sur-
vey from February 2010 covered
2680 households with 7752 people.
The survey from October 2010 cov-
ered 2295 households with 6225
people. The survey from February
2011 covered 2625 households with
7258 people.
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Ta of cbespyapu 2011 ondpaTtn 2.625
AOMaKMHCTBA, co 7.258 nuua.

EkoHoMckaTa Kpu3a 3ajakHaTa og
HEeQOCTaTOKOT Ha amMOopTU3aLMOHU
MONUTUKN CUITHO BNMjae BP3 HEKOIKY
paHnuem rpynu. Tyka ce BKyYeHu
HeBpaboTeHNTe N MapruHanuanpa-
HUTE, ETHUYKMUTE ManuuHCTBa, JOMa-
KMHCTBAaTa Co Tpu UNn noseke geua.
lNeH3noHepWTe, KOM Ha NMOYETOKOT Ha
eKOHoMcKaTa Kpu3a bune nog noma-
o BNujaHve Ha KpusaTta, 3apagu 3Ha-
YUTENHOTO 3rofieMyBake Ha NeH3u-
ute 8o 2009 rog. n HUCKaTa MHna-
umja Bo 2010 roa., nogouHa 6ea noa
Cepuo3HO BnujaHne buaejkn neHau-
nte 6ea 3amp3HaTV TpU roauHu, oo-
[ieka LeHUTe 3anoyHaa ga pactar
3apagu rnobanHute akTopu.

Of NO4YeToKOT Ha eKkoHoMcKaTa
Kpu3a, neH3uckara nonmnTuka e cra-
BEHa Ha MaHyereH ynpasyBau. [peT-
XOAHO, 4OCTa MpaBuna 3a MHAeKca-
Lvja Ha neH3uuTe bune yknHatm 6e3
APYrM HOBU Oa [0jaaT Ha HMBHOTO
MecCTO.

MaHyenHo ynpaByBare e NpoLec
Ha [JOHECYBaH-€ ANCKPELMOHN O y-
M Ha CEeKoj YeKkop, CO LUTO CUCTEMOT
CTaHyBa NoMarsiky NpeaBuanmvB 3a Ko-
pucHuumTe. Jlornkarta 3a HanywrTa-
H€ Ha NpaBwuaTa e geka onwTecT-
BOTO Tpeba aa oaaenysa 3a OHWE Kou
nmaaT notpeba OHOMKY KOSKY LUTO
MOXe BO MOMEHTOB Aa ,,c1 A03Bonn".
He Tpeba na ce BeTyBa Bp3 OCHOBa
Ha Buno kakeu genHMLMM Ha COOL-
BeTHocTa Ha M3I1. Kako wTo e npeT-

The economic crisis coupled with
a lack of cushioning policies affected
strongly several vulnerable groups.
These include the unemployed and
discouraged, ethnic minorities, ho-
useholds with three or more children.
Pensioners, who were less affec- ted
at the beginning of the economic cri-
sis due to a substantial pension in-
crease in 2009 and low inflation in
2010, later were seriously affected
as pensions are frozen for three ye-
ars, while prices have started to rise
due to global factors.

Since the start of the economic
crisis, pension policy has been switc-
hed to a manual steering. Previous-
ly existing rules for the indexation of
pensions were cancelled without any
new coming at their place.

Manual steering is the process
of taking discretionary decisions at
every step, which makes the system
less predictable for the beneficiar-
ies. The logic behind the dismantling
of rules is that society should trans-
fer to the needy only what it can cur-
rently ,afford“. There should be no
promise based on any definition of
the adequacy of the GMI. As noted
before this approach is not a specific
product of the crisis, it is typical for
the management of social benefits
from the very beginning of the eco-
nomic transition but until 2009 pen-
sions were treated differently.
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XOOHO CMOMeHaTo, OBOj NpucTan He
€ KOHKpETeH Npon3Boz, Ha kpusara u
€ KapaKTepUCTUYEH 3a ynpaByBak-e-
TO co couujanHuTe 6eHedmumnn og
CaMMOT MO4YETOK Ha eKoHOoMcKaTa
TpaH3uuuja, Ho go 2009 rog. neHan-
UTe MMaa NOMHAKOB TPETMaH.

Bo 2012 roguHa, Bnapgara Haja-
BW HOBO MPaBUIIO 3a KOMMEH3MpaHe
Ha NEH3UNTE Kako pesynTaTt Ha WH-
dnaumjata n beLue BKIy4YeHo BO Ap-
XaBHWOT ByLIET 3a crefHaTa rogmHa.
WNako oBa e gecnHUTMBHO Nogobpo
04 HeEMak-€e HUKaKBW npasuna, Hero-
BaTa NpMMeHa, BepOojaTHo, Ke ja Hama-
NN 3aMeHcKaTa cTanka Ha neHsaumTe
CnopeaeHo co NpMXoamnTe Npeq neHx-
31OHMpParEeTO. MNpaBMNoOTO NPUMEHY-
BaHo npeg 2009 rog. mmano noambéu-

pachukoH 4. CTankaTa Ha pU3MK opf,
cupomaluTtuja Bo byrapuja kaj nuuara
co 65 n noBeke roguHu

In 2012 a new inflation compe-
nsation rule for pensions was an-
nounced by the government and
included in the state budget for next
year. Though this is definitely better
than having no rule at all, its appli-
cation will likely decrease the re-
placement ratio of pensions com-
pared to pre-retirement incomes.
The rule applied before 2009 had
the more ambitious target to at least
keep this ratio unchanged. Apart
from the long awaited increase of
pensions other benefits were not
increased in the last years and the
current plan is that they will not be
increased in foreseeable future.

The effect from the increase of
the pensions in the middle of 2009
Chart 4. At-risk-of-poverty rate

in Bulgaria among people aged
65 and more
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LMo3Ha uen 6apem [a ro o4pxu oBoj
coogHoc HernpomeHeT. OcBeH 4oNro
OYEKYBaAHOTO 3rofieMyBak€ Ha MeH-
3umTe, ocTaHaTuTe beHedmLMM He ce
3rofieMeHu BO NOCneaHNTE roanHn 1
ceralH1OT NfaH e Aeka Bo gornea-
Ha MOHVWHa Hema Ja ce 3rofiemyBaar.
EekToT of 3ronemyBareTo Ha
neHa3unnTe Bo cpeauHata Ha 2009 rog.
€ jacHO BMAMMB BO mogatouuTe 3a
CTankute Ha pu3uK og cupomMaluTmja
Kaj nuuaTa co 65 rognHu 1 noeeke.
EdekToT of 3ronemysBareTo Ha
neH3unTe Gelle penaTMBHO KpaTKopo-
yeH 1 Beke ncyesHa o 2011 rog. Ce-
ralwHVoT nnaH Ha Brnagara (of kpajot
Ha 2012) e 3a 3ronemyBaH-€ Ha NeH3u-
uTe 3a npoceyvHo 9,4% oa cpeanHata
Ha 2013. Bo mefyBpeme, Moxe da ce
0YeKyBa CTarnkarta Ha cupomMalLThja Kaj
nocrapuTe, Koja 1 oHaka belue nosu-
coka BO crnopefba co oHaa kaj pabort-
HaTa nonynaumja, 4a ce 3ronemm nos-
TopHO BO 2012 roa. nako cé yuite He
ce [JocTanHy odmumjaniy NogaToum.
padmKOHOT KOj crieam ro npuka-
KyBa NPOLEHTOT Ha JOMaKMHCTBA KOM
rM npumaar cute 4 Buaa 6eHedmumm
1 MPOCEYHNOT M3HOC MO AOMAKMHCTBO.
3Haeme geka Hema NpoOMeHM BO pe-
rynatmeaTa 3a couujanHara 3awTu-
Ta, HO NpakTukaTta Ha AreHuumjaTa 3a
coumjanHa 3alTuTa MoXelle Aa Ha-
npaBu pasnuka, BKNy4YUTENHO Aen o4
yCroBuTE NOBP3aHN CO OABOjyBakbe-
TO Ha couwmjanHun beHedumunm kom ce
noTnmpaaTt v Bp3 LUCKPELMOHWOT
cyq Ha coumjanHuoT paboTHuk. Cute
yeTmpn 6eHedULMN: OETCKUOT OoAa-

can be clearly seen in the data for
the at-risk-of-poverty rates among
the people aged 65 and more.

The effect of the pension incre-
ase was relatively short-term and
disappeared already in 2011. The
current plan of the government (at
the end of 2012) is to increase pen-
sions by an average of 9.4% as of
mid 2013. Meanwhile we can expect
for poverty rates among the elderly,
which were higher than for the work-
ing age population, to have risen
again in 2012 although there is no
available data yet.

The chart below shows the per-
centage of households receiving
each of the 4 types of benefits and
the average amount per household.
We know that there have been no
changes in the social protection le-
gislation but the practice of the So-
cial Assistance Agency could have
made a difference as well as part of
the conditions related to the alloca-
tion of social benefits rely on the dis-
cretionary judgement of social wor-
kers. All four benefits - child bene-
fits for children up to 18 years, child
benefits for children up to 1 year,
monthly social benefits and heating
allowances — did not incur significant
change during the observed 1 year
period.
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pacbukoH 5. NMogaToum 3acHoBaHM Bp3
TecToT 3a npuxoau Bo byrapuja
(2010-2011)

Chart 5. Means tested benefits
in Bulgaria (2010-2011)
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M3s0p: AHKema 3a MOHUMOPUH2 Ha Kpu3ama
(Ceemcka baHka u lHcmumymom omeopeHo
onnwmecmeso — Cogpuja)

TOK 3a geua Ao 18 roq., AETCKMOT A0-
[laToK 3a Aeua Ao 1 roguHa, MeceyHa-
Ta couujanHa nomoLl U HaaoOMeCTOT
3a rpeetbe, He npeTprea HYKakea 3Ha-
yuTernHa NPOMeHa BO TEKOT Ha Hab-
rbyQyBaHWOT eQHOroAMULLIEH NepUO.

MeceuyHuTe geTcku gogaToum Bo
npocek rm gobmea cekoe NeTTo Aoma-
KWMHCTBO, HO NPOCEYHMOT U3HOC € MHO-
ry man: okony 25-27€. Mece4yHata
coumjanHa nomoLu ond)aka MHory marn
CO0AHOC AOMaKMHCTBA — NoOMarKy of
3%. HagomecTokoT 3a rpeewse nma
Marnky rnoroniema nokpveHocT (8o 4%

Source: Crisis Monitoring Survey
(World Bank and Open Society Institute - Sofia)

The monthly child benefits cover
every 5" household but the avera-
ge amount is very small — the equi-
valent of 27-27 euro. Monthly social
benefits cover a very small propor-
tion of households — less than 3%.
Heating allowances have a slightly
larger coverage (up to 4% of all
households) due to the higher thres-
holds for the means tests. The ave-
rage amount is also very small — the
equivalent of 110 euro for the whole
heating season.
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0o OOMaKuMHCTBaTa) O4eKyBaHO 3a-
pagy NOBUCOKMOT Npar Ha TeCToT 3a
npuxoaun. MpocevyHnoT nU3HocC, UCTo
Taka, € MHory man — okorny 110€ 3a ue-
nara rpejHa ce3oHa.

Bo ogHoc Ha HAMeHCKOTO kopuc-
Teme, CoumjanHMTe HaaoMeCTOLM BO
Byrapuwja umaat penatneHo [ob6pu
nepgopmaHcn. Mece4YHnoT OeTCKu
[00aTOK OOCTUIHamM 3Ha4YMTeneH ma-
HOC BO BTOpaTa W TpeTaTa neTTuHa,
aypu n 0o 15% Bo yetsptata. OBa,
BEpOjaTHO, € NpuYnHaTa 30LTO OBOj
BMA NMOMOLL, 3a pa3nuka of ocTaHa-
TUTE, Y)KMBA PENaTUBHO LUMPOKA NoA-
ApLUKa of cpeAHaTa Knaca, a 3amp-
3HyBaH€eTO Ha b6eHedmuunTe reHe-
pupa npotecTu®.

'pachmkoH 6. MeceuHun geTcku gogaToum
Bo byrapuja 3a geua go 18 roauHu
(2010-2011)

In terms of targeting, social ben-
efits in Bulgaria perform quite well.
Monthly child benefits reach a signif-
icant portion of the 2 and 3" quintile
and even 15% of the 4" quintile. This
is probably the reason why this type
of benefit, unlike other social bene-
fits, enjoys a relatively wider support
from the middle class and any freez-
ing of benefits generates protests?.

The targeting of monthly social
benefits cannot be assessed prop-
erly due to small share of recipients.
But they follow a similar pattern to
the one relevant to heating allow-
ances, which are very well targeted

Chart 6. Monthly child benefits
in Bulgaria for children up to 18 years
(2010-2011)
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3 http://bnt.bg/bg/news/view/90420/protest_
na_majki_za_detskite_nadbavki

Source: Crisis Monitoring Survey
(World Bank and Open Society Institute - Sofia)

3 http://bnt.bg/bg/news/view/90420/protest_
na_majki_za_detskite_nadbavki
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TapreTupareTo Ha MECEYHUTE CO-
umjanHu 6eHeduLMM HE MOXe COOA-
BETHO [a Ce OLeHM ypu 1 BP3 OCHOBA
Ha MHOry rornem npuMepok, 3apagu
ManuoT yaen Ha KopucHuum. Ho, Tve
criegar CnvyHa Wwema co oHaa Bua-
NVBa Kaj HaJoMeCToUMTe 3a rpeekse,
KoM ce MHOry Ao6po TapreTupaHu 3a
nomMarawe Ha cupomatuHute. lloro-
nemMvoT Aien of HaAOMECTOLUTE € KOH-
LLeHTpUpaH BO MOHWUCKMTE OBe NeT-
TWUHW, CO CaMO HEKOMKY HagoMeCTOLM
Kou fOCTUrHyBaaT fo 3-tata v 4-tata
NETTMHA Ha NPUXOaMW.

Op oBa MoXe [a ce 3aKnyyum feka
TapreTypark-EeTo He € 3HaYUTENeH npo-
Brem Ha ByrapckvoT cucTem Ha coum-

MpacdmkoH 7. HagomecT 3a rpeewe

in terms of addressing poverty. The
bulk of allowances are concentra-
ted in the lowest two quintiles with
just few allowances reaching the 3™
and 4™ income quintiles.

We can conclude that targeting
is not a significant problem of the
Bulgarian system of social benefits,
so there is relatively small room for
increasing the efficiency based on
the further improvement of target-
ing. On the other hand there is a clear
need for a wider coverage. At-risk-
of-poverty rates calculated on the

Chart 7. Heating allowance in Bulgaria
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IpachukoH 8. CTankute Ha pu3nk oA Chart 8. At-risk-of-poverty rates
cupomaluTuja Bo Byrapuja: npsa ver- in Bulgaria: first quarter of 2010,
BpTUHa on 2010, nocneana YeTBPTMHA last quarter of 2010, and first quarter
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pachukoH 9. MpoueHT Ha AOMAKMHCTBA  Chart 9. Percentage of households
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janHa sawTtuTa 1, oTTyKa, MMa gocrta
Marn NpocTop 3a 3rofieMyBaHe Ha He-
roeata eukacHOCT BpP3 OCHOBa Ha
HaTaMOLLUHOTO NofobpyBaHe Ha Tap-
reTupareTo. O Apyra cTpaHa, uma
jacHa notpeba 3a MOLUMPOKO MOKPU-
Barwe. CTankute Ha puUsuK of Cupo-
MalUTUhja NpecMeTaHn Bp3 OCHOBA Ha
AHKeTaTa 3a MOHWUTOPWHI Ha KpusaTa
CO kopuctere Ha Eypocrtar metogo-
norvjata, ce focta BUCOKN — Hag 20%.

OBa nokaxyBa feka Mopa Aa noc-
TOM OrpOMHa HepeanuanpaHa noTpe-
6a 3a coupmjanHu TpaHcdepw. MNogato-
LUMTe of aHKeTaTa CnpoBedeHa BO
despyapu 2011 nokaxysaaT [ieka e
e[iHaKoB BpOjoT Ha OHMe Kou ce oadu-
€HM 3a MeceYHu coumjanHn beHedum-
LIMK, KaKO 1 OHME Ha Kou M Bune opgo-
6peHn. OHne Kou He ce npujasune,
Mako cmeTane geka um e notpebHa
nomouy, 6une noseke Ha 6poj. [Mas-
HUTE NPUYMHK Ja He annuuupaar oune
nocenyBaHE€TO Ha NOronemM MMor, 6u-
pOKpaTCKMTE NpoLIEaypY NOBP3aHM CO
MPOLIECOT Ha annukauumja n cturmara.

AnTepHaTUBHU MpeXK

Ha couujanHo ocurypyBame
- MOXaT Nv Aa rv 3ameHar
couumjanHute 6eHedpmumnn?

MNopagn HecoogBeTHOCTa Ha Mo-
NATUKUTE Ha coumjarniHa 3alutuTa, apy-
M CEKTOPW Ha jaBHUTE YCIyrn, Cakajku
UK He, 3ano4vHare aa ja urpaart yno-
rata Ha cyporaT CUCTeM Ha coumjanHa

basis of the Crisis Monitoring Sur-
vey using the Eurostat methodology
are quite high — above 20%.

This suggests that there must
be a large need for social transfers.
The data of the February 2011 sur-
vey shows that the number of those
who were denied monthly social be-
nefits was the same as the number
of those that got the benefits. The
number of those that abstained
from applying though they needed
support was many times higher. The
main reasons for abstaining were
the possession of too much prop-
erty, the red tape related to the pro-
cess of application and stigma.

Alternative social safety nets
— can they do the job
of social benefits?

Due to the inadequacy of social
protection policies other public ser-
vice sectors have started to play,
voluntarily or involuntarily, the role
of a surrogate social protection sys-
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3awwTuta. Ha npumep, moxe fa ce 3a-
roBapa [eka U3BeceH nepuog NHea-
NMOCKMTE MeH3Uu ja urpane ynorarta
Ha CMCTEeM Ha coumjanHa 3awTuTa. 3a
BPEMe Ha eKOHOMCKaTa kpusa, 6pojoT
Ha 6eHedMLMM 33 MHBANMUAN3NPaHUTE
nunua Bpry nopacHa UCTO Taka 3apagu
dhakToT Aeka 3acerHaTtuTe nyre 6e3 Hu-
KaKOB PELOBEH M3BOP HA MPUXOAN MO-
pane aa 6apaat 6apem HekakBa nog-
Apika og cuctemot. Co ornes Ha Toa
LUTO 0000pYBaH-ETO HA UHBANMUACKUTE
MEH3UM e Cropes MUCNEHETO Ha cne-
LmMjanHa MeguumHcka Komucuja, oBaa
MPOMEHa € CKIoHa KOH Kopynuuja.
BepgHalu LUTOM e KoHcTaTupaH nopact,
Bnagarta npesemana mepku 3a enu-
MUHaUwmja Ha nyreTo of 0BOj CUCTEM,
nomery ApyroTo, 1 Npeky KnacuyeH
CET Ha anaTku. 3anoyHyBa Co OTKpU-
Bak-€ U NPE3EHTVPakLe Npeq Meany-
MUWTE Ha HEKOMKY CIyyau Ha J1axupa-
He“, BO Kou nuue gobrea noTepaa 3a
WHBaNMAUTET NPeKy KopymnmpaHa uH-
Tepakupja co CUCTEMOT Ha creuujan-
HUTE NEeKapCKy KoMucum. ApryMmeHTa-
uujata ogu noHaramy cO NpuKaxy-
Bak€ Ha OBWME NPUMEPU Kako ceon-
dhaTeH 1 cucTeMaTcku HauuH 3a npa-
3HEeH€e Ha jaBHUTE POHA0BK" U CO BO-
BedyBaHe MEPKM CO Kou Ou ce KasHu-
ne [OKTOpUTE KOW m3gane naxHu
noTBPAM, KOV MOAOLHA YCMNELLIHO ce
ocrnopyBaar Ha cyq,.

lMoHekoraLl couujarnHmoT KanuTan
ce CMeTa 3a antepHaTuBa Ha couu-

tem. For example it can be argued
that for some time disability pen-
sions have played the role of the
social protection system. During the
economic crisis the number of disa-
bility benefits rose quickly also due
to the fact that desperate people
without any regular source of income
had to look for any public support.
As this benefit requires decision
from a special medical commission,
it became prone to corruption. As
soon as this increase was detected
by the government, it took meas-
ures to expel people out of this sys-
tem with some traditional tools. It
starts by exposing to the media a
couple of cases of ,cheating” where
somebody receives a document for
disability by bribing the special me-
dical commissions. It continues by
claiming that this is a case of exten-
sive and systematic ,public funds
lifting“ and introduces measures to
punish doctors who have issued a
disability document which is later
on successfully challenged in the
court.

Sometimes social capital is con-
sidered as an alternative to social
protection policies. Social capital no
doubt is a very broad term, which
does not have a single definition or
interpretation. In the context of the
current discussion however | am in-
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janHata 3awTuta. CouujaneH kanu-
Tarn HECOMHEHO € MHOrY OMnLIT TEPMUH
KOj HemMa eanHCTBeHa geduHuumja
MW TOnKyBame. Bo KOHTEKCT Ha Te-
KOBHaTa AMCKycuja, cenak He uHTepe-
cupaar caMo OHUWe acnekTu Ha couu-
janHMoT KanuTan Kou Moxar ga cny-
XaT Kako antepHaTuBa Ha jaBHUTE
couujanHn TpaHcgepu, T.e. oBa ce
dopMun Ha nopgpLuKka Ha NPUXOAM,
KaKo LUTO ce KpaTkopoyHuTe (becka-
MaTHW) No3ajMuLM of npwjaTenu, poa-
HUHW UM NO3HAjHULW, Npedbpnakse Ha
cpeactBa. CoumjanHute mMpexu ce
CTeCHyBaar ¥ coLmjanHuTe BpCKy cra-
6eaT nog npuTucok. Tue aypu u ce
CcTpemart cocema fa ce pacrnagHart BO
BpPeMe Ha ronemMm TelwkotTun. Bo Tak-
B OKOIHOCTW, UCTO TakKa, jaBHUTE CO-
LmjanHu TpaHcdgepu ocTaHyBaar Kako
eMHCTBEHaTa MOXHa anTtepHaTuea.

TpaHcthepuTe nomery JOMakuH-
cTBaTa, Kou ce efleH o NpakTUyHUTe
acnekTn Ha coumjanHUOT KanuTtan,
MCTO Taka, MOXe Ja ce cMmeTaarT 3a
anTtepHaTuBa Ha jaBHUTE coLujanHu
TpaHcepun. [Jo3HaknTe o4 CTpaH-
CTBO KOW, UCTO Taka, Breryeaar BO Ka-
Teropujata Ha TpaHcdepu nomery
[IOMaKMHCTBaTa, ce CMeTa [eka ce o[
npumMapHa BaXHOCT BO 3eMjute Co
BWCOK CTEMEH Ha MMrpaLmja, Kako LUTO
e byrapuja koja uma ronema auja-
cnopa.

MNogatouute o AHKemama 3a Mo-
HUMOPUHe Ha Kpu3ama nokaxysaaT
[leKka [I03HaKuTe ce NOoLWOo Tapretupa-
HW BO Mornes Ha HUBHUOT NPUOOHEC
3a HamanyBake Ha cupomaluTujaTa.

terested only in those aspects of
social capital that can serve as an
alternative to public social transfers,
i.e. these are forms of income sup-
port such as temporary (interest-
free) lending from friends, relatives
or acquaintances, remittances. So-
cial networks tend to shrink and so-
cial ties become weaker when under
pressure. They even tend to fully di-
sintegrate in times of severe hard-
ship. In such circumstances public
social transfers remain the only wor-
king alternative.

Transfers between households,
which are one of the practical as-
pects of social capital can also be
considered as an alternative to pub-
lic social transfers. Remittances from
abroad also fall into the category of
interhousehold transfers and are
thought to be of primary importance
in emigrant countries like Bulgaria
with a large diaspora.

Data from the Crisis Monitoring
Survey however show that remit-
tances are poorly targeted in terms
of their contribution to reducing po-
verty. Remittances tend to be part
of the income of more affluent ho-
useholds not the poorest. In general
among households who receive re-
mittances the rule is that those who
have higher incomes from other so-
urces also get higher remittances.
The conclusion is that whatever
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Tuwe ocTtaHyBaaT fa 6ugat gen of
npuxoauTe Ha NOMMOTHUTE JOMAKMH-
CTBa, a He Ha HajcupomaluHuTe. le-
HeparHo KaxaHo, kaj JoMakmHcTBaTa
KOV NpUMaaTt CPeACTBa Of CTPAHCTBO,
NpaBuMOTO € AeKa OHME KOU Mmaat
MOBMCOKM NMPUXOAMN 0f APYTv N3BOPM,
MCTO Taka, npumaart NoBUCOKU [O-
3HaKuW. 3aKny4oKOT € eKa KakBu 1 Aa
HajaemMe No3nTUBHU MakpOEeKOHOM-
CKW eheKTN NOBP3aHM CO MPUIIMBOT Of,
CTpaHCKUTEe LO3HAKN Ha EKOHOMM|aTa,
TELLKO Ke NpoHajaeme 6uno Kakos no-
3UTMBEH epeKT Ha penaTuBHaTa cu-
pomalutuja. YoenoT Ha JOMaKkuHCTBa-
Ta Kou npumMune TpaHcgepu Bo by-
rapuja e nomery 15% v 20% v 3Hauwn-
TEMHO Ce pasnuKyBa 3a pasnuyHuTe
€THUYKM rpynn. [lo3HakuTe rv yaBojy-
BaaT Unv aypw u ri aronemysaar no-
CTOjHUTE coumjanHu HEeQHAKBOCTMW.

3aknyyoum

MMocTojHMOT cuctemM Ha couujan-
HW TpaHcdepu Bo byrapuja ce noja-
BW Ha noveTokoT Ha 90-Te roguHu oA
MWHaTWOT BEK, KaKO pe3ynTaT Ha KOM-
MAEKCeH NONMUTUYKN NPOLIEC, BO TEKOT
Ha KOj Ce npaBene cTpaTeLLkn nsbopu
nomery pasnuyHun antepHaTnen. du-
nosocpunjata Ha nogapLuka BoO 3ame-
Ha 3a paboTa, 3a Leno Bpeme 4OMU-
HMpara BO Ofy4yBaH-ETO W, KaKo pe-
3ynTarT Ha Toa, CMTEe CoLMjanHm TpaHc-
depn, OCBEH NeH3MuTe, ocTaHane
MHOrY HUCKM M umarne MHOry masno

positive macroeconomic effects we
may find related to the inflow of re-
mittances to the economy, we will
hardly find any positive effect on
relative poverty. The share of house-
holds who receive transfers in Bul-
garia is between 15% and 20% and
is significantly different for the dif-
ferent ethnic groups. Remittances
reproduce of even increase existing
social disparities.

Conclusions

The current system of social trans-
fers in Bulgaria emerged in the early
90-ties of last century as a result of
a complex policy process to make
strategic choices among different
alternatives. Workfare philosophy
dominated most of the time the de-
cision making as a result of which all
social transfers except pensions re-
mained very small and had little im-
pact on poverty reduction. The main
social benefits for vulnerable per-
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BNjaHvWe BpP3 HaMarnyBaweTO Ha Cu-
poMawiTujata. [naBHUTE couujanHu
6eHemumKn 3a paHnMBUTE nnua U
AOMaKkuHCTBaTa umarne MHory mana
MOKPUEHOCT, CO UCKIY4OK Ha Mecey-
HWTe gogatoum 3a gerte, Kowu, UCTO
Taka, ce 3acHoBaaT Bp3 TECTOT Ha
npuxoguTe, HO CO MHOTY BUCOK Npar.
Bo TekoT Ha ekoHOMCKaTa Kpuaa,
Oyrapckute LWEemMU Ha MUHMMarHK
NPWXOAN OCTaHaa HECOOABETHM U1 MO-
Kpaj eKCNaH3UBHOTO 3rofieMyBar-e 0/
no4eTokoT Ha 2009, wTo belle Ha-
npaBeHO NOYHYBajKN O MHOTY HUCKa
OCHOBa 1 noHaTamy 6e3 HVMKakBa npo-
MEHa BO TEKOT Ha [ONT BPEMEHCKM
nepuod. EQUHCTBEHOTO 3ronemMyBsa-
He e o no4eTtokoT Ha 2009 roa., koe
ja poBege ocHoBHata M3I1 oo manky
Hapf 30€ n Ha HuBoTO oA, 1998 roa. BO
pearnHu ycrnosu. Ha Toj HauuH, cute
TpaHcdepn, OCBEH NEH3UNTE, OCTa-
Haa CO He3HauuTenHo BrnjaHue Bp3
HamarnyBaweTO Ha cupomaluTujara.
3ronemyBaH-ETO Ha NEH3UUTe Crpo-
BeJEHO, UCTO Taka, BO NpBaTa noro-
BMHa Ha 2009 rog., Gelle eanHcTBE-
HWOT BaxeH (hakTop Koj 0be3beau
3alTuTa Ha NpUXoauTe Ha HEKOW [0-
MaKWHCTBA 3a criefHara roguHa.

MNMogatounTte 3a npuxoguTe Ha
AoMaKnHcTBaTa BO TekoT Ha 2010 n
2011 rog., ucTo Taka nokaxysaaT
[leka cé ywTe nma ronema norpeba
3a coumjanHa noMoLL, Koja He e 3ag0-
BoreHa. bpojoT Ha oabueHuTe Kak-
AVOATW 3a MeceyHa coumjarnHa no-
MOLL U HAaJOMECTOK 3a rpeete e ro-

sons and families had a very nar-
row coverage with the exception of
the monthly child benefits, which
were also based on a means test
but with a very high threshold.

During the economic crisis Bul-
garian minimum income schemes
remained inadequate despite the
expansionary increase in the begin-
ning of 2009. It started from a very
small base and was not changed for
a long period afterwards. The one-
time increase in the beginning of
2009 brought the basic GMI to little
over 30 euro and to the level of 1998
in real terms. All transfers apart from
pensions therefore had insignificant
impact on poverty reduction. An in-
crease in pensions in the first half of
2009 was the only important factor,
which protected some household in-
comes for the next year.

Data on household incomes du-
ring 2010 and 2011 also show that
there is a large uncovered need for
support. Denials of monthly social
benefits and heating allowances are
as many as approvals. The number
of families who did not apply at all
for various reasons is several times
higher. Public social transfers have
no real alternative either by using
as counterbalance other public ser-
vices or by mobilizing social capital
in the form of remittances and other
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nem Korky n 6pojot Ha ogobpeHuTe.
BpojoT Ha foMaKkMHCTBa KoM BOOMLUTO
M He annuumpane og pasHu NpUYMHU
€ HeKomnky naTu noronem. JaBHute
couujanHn TpaHcdepu Hemaar pe-
anHa anTepHaTMBa Aanu npeky Kopu-
CTenE, Kako KOHTpaTexa Ha ocTaHa-
TUTE jaBHW YCNyrn, UK Npeky Mobu-
nm3vpare Ha CouMjanHmoT KanuTan
BO hopma Ha [O3HaKM U OCTaHaTu
npuBaTHU TpaHcdepu nomery goma-
kuHcTBaTa. OTTamy, OHWe Kou oTna-
faaT of CUCTEMOT Ha coLujanHa 3aLl-
TUTa, 0BMYHO Ce coovyBaaT CO eKc-
TPEMHa CrpoMaLLThja U NINLLIEHOCT.
Bo byrapwja, nonuTukute Ha co-
umjanHa vHknyauja He 6ea Ha BpBOT
Ha areHgara gypwv v npeg no4eTokoT
Ha eKOHOMCKaTa Kpu3a, HO NMOYHyBaj-
n og 2009 roa., TMe BMANMBO ce Nin-
MUTUPaHWU Ha NOMIUTMKA HA OCTAaTOK.
MNocTojHaTa perynatuea Koja, rnas-
HO, Ce 0HecyBa Ha MHAEKCUPaHETO
Ha neHsuuTe, Helle 3ameHeTa Co anc-
KpeLMOoHM Npaga, Ui noseke co CKo-
pO aBTOMATCKM OArOBOP Ha EKOHOM-
CKuTe TekoBu 6e3 3alTUTHU TaMno-
HW KOW B1 T amopTU3npane cMpoma-
LUHUTE AOMaKMHCTBA Of LLOKOBMW.

private transfers between house-
holds. So those who fall out of the
social protection system usually face
extreme poverty and deprivation.
In Bulgaria social inclusion poli-
cies were not on the top of the agen-
da even before the start of the eco-
nomic crisis but starting from 2009
they have been clearly reduced to a
residual policy. Existing rules mainly
concerning the indexation of pen-
sions were replaced by discretion,
or rather by almost automatic res-
ponse to fluctuations in the econ-
omy without buffers to protect the
poor households from shocks.
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