Vesna Leskošek

SOCIAL POLICY IN SLOVЕNIA BETWEEN SOCIALISM AND CAPITALISM 

Introduction

In the last seventeen years Slovenia went through major political changes that also had an impact on social policy. To understand these changes we have to draw out the most significant features of social policy in previous political regime. We will continue with changes that happened in time of the fall of socialism in 1991.

The strongest emphasis of the post WWII socialist politics was on the equality of people
. The strategy to achieve the equality
 was nationalisation of property and abolition of private ownership. The role of social policy in that process was to ensure economic equality of the people that should lead to their political equality. In this sense social policy was subordinated to general politics
. This model is known as egalitarian social policy
. 

Social rights, written also in the Constitution from 1974, were the right to be employed, to education, to health care, to pension, to social benefits and to disability benefits. Women were more or less equally paid for equal work as men, child-care was well developed, and the maternity leave lasted at first nine months and than a year with the subsidy of 100% of the salary. Social protection was connected to the employment. By the Constitution from 1974, welfare system was decentralised and the responsibility for social protection was on the municipalities. Slovenia became the state with high level of social rights and high level of women employed
. 

Unlike many other Eastern European states Slovenia developed social services soon after the WWII
. The state was developing just public sector that consisted mostly of a network of institutions. First social services were established in late 1950ies and till 1980 the network was built all over the country
. Welfare system was built on two types of services: on the network of different institutions (for children and youth, for elderly, for mentally handicapped, people with disability etc.) and on public social services (known as Centres of social work), what had an impact on the development of certain type of social work practice and certain type of intervention. Casework was the basic approach. Social work intervention exercised a certain level of social control. Pathology and deviancy were concerns of many of helping professions, especially pedagogy
, psychology, social work and psychiatry. The consequence or the impact of predominant attitude towards social problems was that a lot of social problems were not recognised at all. Violence against women and children, sexual abuse, institutional rights, poverty, homelessness and similar were ignored problems that were raised for the first time at the eighties.

Social work in socialism

In Slovenia the school of social work was established in 1955 first as two-year high school program, in 1992 as four-year program and since 2003 it became the Faculty of Social Work at the University of Ljubljana. First curriculum was based on the recommendations issued in 1956 by United Nations
. From the very beginning social work was conceptualised as an interdisciplinary profession with the ambition to investigate social problems as the combination of the individual capabilities and social situation of people in need. Although the school had its role in the development of social services, it didn’t have an impact on social policy. Faculty of social sciences had the prime position in this field, they did most of the research and surveys and also organised special department for social policy studies. 

During socialism the social dimension was much spoken about but with the presumption that social policy is only a subjected part of economic policy in the sense that when through the development of socialism the economy will successfully develop, consequently (due to the abolition of exploitation) all social problems will also be abolished. In Slovenia’s self-managing socialism the subjection of social policy to the economic one was explicitly declared at the very time the country distanced itself further and definitely from the remains of Stalinism, and started to approach liberal ideas
. This happened at the 7the Congress of the Communists party of Yugoslavia in 1977. The Congress demanded the withdrawal of the state because through the development of the socialist democratic system the role of public administration in the direct management of the economy in cultural-educative activities, health care, social policy etc. was expected to be reduced due to the development of socialist democratic system. The ideological demand for a withdrawal from these fields presupposed the theory of ‘social automatism’ based on the assumption that through the developed economy welfare would increase and the need for a special, autonomous social policy would gradually decrease. The integrity of social and economic policies should grow along with the development of self-management, and the end-goal would be their complete merger. To strive for a separate social policy would mean there was something wrong with socialism. 

Although soon after the Second World War Yugoslavia separated from the Soviet Union and developed a different type of socialism, which did not rest on the assumption that a just social system would by itself abolish social problems, it nevertheless adopted this assumption in the 1980s. It started to carry out an intense disintegration of state social services and this strategy was called the ‘socialisation’ of the social care system. The strategy was presented in the document entitled Self-Governing Regime of Social Policy in Slovenia (1984), which largely influenced social work. Let us point out again that during socialism social work mainly operated within the state social services because there were hardly any non-governmental organisations or private services. Therefore, social work practices characteristic of public services were developed. 

De-professionalisation of social work

The socialisation of social care was the most intense at the end of the 1970s and in the first half of the 1980s when the first civil society groups started to emerge. Social policy was defined as ‘the widest active inclusion of working people and citizens, their self-managing bodies and communities in order to all these subjects of the political system of the socialist self-management build and create relationships in which the worker will be as free in creation and decision-making as to be a real owner of his/her working results. This means that the workers will really become holders of rights, obligations and responsibility in the whole social reproduction’
. The workers would arrange their position directly in relation to other people in the community and no longer through different services and institutions. With their inclusion in work and in the community they would provide their own social security. Thus the provision of social security through workers’ work was increasingly becoming a duty instead of a right. 

Nationalisation was the process of organising the citizens who thereby take on responsibilities and duties for the common good. The state’s intrusion in these relationships supposedly had negative effects and blocked the transfer of responsibility to people. To prevent this, the role of state services needed to be reduced and activities transferred to the community. The role of the state should only refer to the provision of survival for the most endangered in the population
. As a result, social services were gradually losing their autonomy and committees and commissions consisting of activists from the local communities became included in decision-making on people’s rights. In this way, the rights were no longer conceded on the basis of objective criteria but on the basis of the estimates of these commissions on who was entitled and who was not.  

Besides certificates about their income, the beneficiaries of social assistance also needed to submit an opinion of their employers for themselves and for their spouses, as well as an opinion of the local commission for social issues on their eligibility for social assistance. The local commission had to check whether the number of family members in the common household was correct and submit its opinion on the state of assets as well as the causes of the person’s poor social conditions. Local commissions mainly gave opinions for people who were not employed
. Activists carried out their roles by showing up unannounced at people’s homes, checking which material goods were in the house, what people had bought, whether they owned a car or not, how they were dressed, did they have a side income, and what was their lifestyle
.  

Social workers in the social work centres, where entitlement to social rights was assessed, had to consider these opinions and even if their estimation was that the client was justified to receive social assistance they were forced to reject their application if the opinion of the commission was negative. Commissions for social issues in local communities also decided about which social programmes would be carried out in their community and which would not be. Also in this case professionals from the social work centres did not decide on their own. 
The basic question is why the regime decided to implement the grand project of “power to the people” in the eighties? To answer it we have to describe social processes at the time that were closely connected to the rise of social movements. 

The role of social movements in political changes 

Late seventies and early eighties were the time when first social movements were created. First signs of that was new youth movement known us punk, closely connected to the music and personal image. New appearance and behaviour of young people and politically critical music was a sign of a new phase in Slovene political reality that was supported by many of the critical intellectuals that started to raise the issue of human rights violation, especially repressed freedom of speech
. Feminist, ecological and peace groups, gay and lesbian organisations and many others started to ask questions and make demands on the political agenda of the government. 
Seventies were also very important time for social work. Some social workers and future lecturers at the school of social work took part in these movements. Feminist groups started to raise the issue of violence against women; sexual abuse was the second important topic and women’s NGOs started to create their own services, such as shelters and counselling. They strongly criticised the state social services for misusing their power and ignoring the position of women, making them responsible for the problems they experienced. This was also the time the anti-psychiatry movement started and was trying to adopt the Italian model of the community mental health. The first NGOs with alternative programmes based on a social and not a medical model were established in the mid-1980s. The main result of these movements was a different perception of social problems. Structural changes of society were demanded. At the same time we have to emphasise that civil society is not a unified place but consist of many different actors, groups or organisations that often oppose to each other. Many of the social movements did not demand changes that would lead to capitalism and conservativism. They were left movements that believed socialism with “human face” is possible. Than there were others that demanded the fall of socialism, free market type of capitalism, the power of the Rimo-Catholic church etc. 

This very brief description of so important part of Slovene history does not satisfy more demanding reader, but can illustrate our conclusion. The process of socialisation (replacing state with the society) coincided with new social movements. Thus the intention of the regime was to build self sustained system of repression from the bottom that would be capable to control and repress demands for social changes. Considering social work as a profession we can claim that development from the early seventies were not in pace with the political desires. The emphases in social work education were on community work, projects focusing on the support and not on the change of the individual, demand for de-institutionalisation and similar. Socialisation of welfare system was therefore also a way how to prevent those changes to come into practice and became a part of social services practice.  

The first phase of transition
The country’s political changes from socialism to capitalism in 1991 fundamentally influenced the whole of society. In 1991 Slovenia declared its independence and was constituted as a nation-state based on a parliamentary democracy. The main processes of social change were: introduction of a market economy, privatisation, denationalisation
 and centralisation. The whole process is known as the process of transition
. Privatisation is the transformation of the state ownership of property into a private one and is the basic condition for the introduction of a market economy. Denationalisation is the process of returning property to its original owners who lost it after the Second World War due to the state’s ideological interventions. It was introduced as an act of justice or restitution. Centralisation is the process of the relocation of power from a lower level of decision-making to a higher one (from minor local communities to municipalities or the state). One reason for that were changes in the organisation of the state administration – the number of municipalities grew from 64 in 1993 to 197 in 2000 and most of them were incapable of performing basic tasks from the very beginning. 

The market economy, the processes of privatisation, denationalisation and centralisation produced new social problems that were not significant in the previous political system. The collapse of heavy industry and the textile industry produced mass unemployment all over Slovenia, especially in the poorer regions that did not have alternative employment opportunities. The privatisation of property caused new injustices when people lost their housing and some of them experienced homelessness. Reductions in public transport weakened the access of rural habitants to important resources like jobs, education and health care. These and many other problems were challenges for the new social policy. The main governmental institution responsible for the field is the Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs
 (MLFSA). 

Welfare changes at the beginning of the nineties 
Transition of the welfare system primarily meant the introduction of the plural welfare system
. The Social Protection Act
 from 1992 introduced plurality of social services. The government decided to encourage development of non-governmental organisations, private services and informal groups and projects. They supported pluralism primarily with the financial means. Till the year 2000 there were no strategic or other policy papers that would path the direction of the changes. Policy was built on typical neo-liberal assumption that the market itself will do the selection between good and bad providers, on standards of quality and on choice or influence of the users of the services. This period can be marked as the first phase of transition of the welfare system. 

It is difficult to analyse this period because of lack of the written policy and also lack of the research, which would offer the grounds for planning. It seems that the main policy at the time was pragmatism. Public tenders and grants for non-governmental organisations were the primary means of pluralisation. At the very beginning of the process this was the most appropriate way of encouraging NGOs to develop social programs. Because there were almost none of them, there were also no choices of supporting the most suitable. Plurality meant literary as many programs as the government can support with the budget available. Application procedures were simple; the reporting was mostly reduced to the money spent and the accountancy. There were no exact and known criteria of selection and no special demands for applicants to fulfil. It was a process of mutual learning, but it lasted too long, almost a decade. The only strategy that was changed in the first decade of the welfare transition was more sophisticated application form. Because of lack of the good criteria for selection, application forms became the forms of selection. 

The second characteristic of pragmatism was the way the centralisation was carried out. As the pluralisation also the centralisation was understood literary. There were almost no connections with local communities and municipalities. The consequence was that it was not possible to recognise local needs for social services. Because there was no adequate knowledge on the needs MLFSA responded only to the programs offered by different service providers. The ministry supported what organisations offered and not what people needed. This was the main reason for the gap between service provision and the need for it. People with severe problems lived in the community often without any support and people who could with proper support live in the community, were in the residential settings. We can find an example in the field of mental health. In the nineties a number of different NGOs were established in this field. Most of them established group homes or sheltered housing for people with mental health problems. Most of the habitants in these settings could live in the community and visit day centres or get some kind of support at their home. But people with severe mental health problems were excluded from this type of housing even in the time of the crises.  Their admission to the psychiatric hospital was frequent; some of them were institutionalised for years. Because there were no real demands for the money from the founder, the organisations have chosen the easiest way of performing the job. Payment was the same as in the case of working with more demanding population (Flaker 1999). 

What was also significant for the first phase of transition was lack of cooperation between different governmental departments that are important in the field of social policy. Because of that some social problems were ignored (poverty, homelessness) and some others were targeted by different ministries that opposed to each other in the basic attitudes towards them. Drug abuse can be a good example. It was an interest of the Ministry of Social Affairs, Ministry of Education and Ministry of Health. Some of them supported methadone programme and some of them strongly oppose to it. The same was with the mental health. MLFSA supported community services that were organised by NGOs but Ministry of Health oppose to them because they were not based on the medical model. Because of this conflict we still don’t have the law on community mental health. The debate on the role of the NGOs in mental health is going on nearly for ten years now. 

The last important characteristic of the transition in the whole Eastern Europe and also in Slovenia was great interest of the Western European and American organisations and private firms to influence the change in the East. In many of the Western states they created special funds or established foundations that helped their professionals to come to the Eastern countries and do different project, a lot of them inside the welfare field. The first one in Slovenia were American organisations and they came already in 1993. They did seminars for NGOs and also had some meetings with the governmental representatives. Inside the EU Phare programme there were several projects that were organised and led by different private counselling firms. Eastern Europe was a good and extended market. The common characteristic of almost all organisations was, that they wanted to influence the way in which the state will develop in the future. They were advocating certain type of social policy, mostly neo-liberal with privatisation of the social services and much stronger role of the NGOs. The main arguments were based on the simplification of the complex phenomena. NGOs are supposed to be cheaper and can do the same job as the state services but for free. Especially American organisations promoted voluntary sector as the solution for the lack of financial resources. They presented public sector as bureaucratic and detached form the real problems of the people. Most of the organisations wanted to influence certain type of welfare with much stronger role of the market and less social rights for people
.

On the social policy level previous decade was the period of searching for the new forms of organisation that would be suitable for social change. (Non)-politics had a lot of deficiencies but also had some advantages. At the end of the nineties the number of social programs extended enormously. There were the whole variety of different projects that were satisfying the needs of different populations and groups of the people. Users movement became stronger and empowered; users created their own services and had a strong impact on public provision and on social work as a whole. 

The second phase of transition

The second phase is connected to the membership in the European Union and is known as an accession process. There is actually no clear-cut between the first and the second phase of transition – between establishing our own, stable and plural welfare system and between adopting it to the EU recommendations. There were large numbers of laws that were changed or rewritten in this process and also large numbers of other documents were produced. Most of them were accepted by the Parliament. Different EU bodies that decided on the appropriateness, controlled most of those documents
. 

The beginning of this phase can be set in the year 2000 when the first policy paper was produced. This was the National Strategy of Social Protection till 2005 (NSSP2005). This is the paper with the history. It was first written in the middle of the nineties and didn’t satisfy the expectations. The debate on it went on for a year in a circle of profession, politics and some NGOs. The result was that the document was moved out of the procedure and few years later it was replaced with another document. In between there were several Phare projects at the MLFSA and with the support of the experts from the EU the paper that was issued in 1999 was of high quality with most of the latest concepts in social work and social policy. The debate on it was again broad and long but not many complaints or suggestions were made. It was accepted in the Parliament with a consensus of all the political parties.

Although we can find conservative notions in the document (focusing on the family and not individual, than ideas, that people are abusing social benefits) in general it gives good grounds for fundamental change of the social services provision. Such plans as de-institutionalisation, empowerment of the users to have influence with giving them important positions inside the decision-making structures, than individualised funding and similar are concepts, strongly supported in social work. There are also some other social policy documents that were written at MLFSA and other ministries. But production of the documents doesn’t necessary mean real change. 

The implementation plan of the NSSP, which is the basic social policy document, was written only at the end of 2002, almost at the half way of its duration. There was no strategy for the implementation of such goals as empowerment of the users, de-institutionalisation, implementation of the individual funding. We also can’t find the strategy for the implementation of the equality of women and men or of the equal access to the education, employment and similar. There is no clear idea on how the government will develop “the sense for the otherness”, how they will influence development of the values like solidarity and tolerance. The only solutions for victims of violence are shelters for battered women and children who experiences sexual violence are removed from home. There is no other support for these groups. 

Conclusion

The result of the first phase, where the major focus was on building the legal grounds of the welfare system and of the second phase, where the focus was primarily on all sorts of the policy documents is that in the current situation there is a big gap between the theory and the everyday practice. The theory adapted to the new concepts in social policy, the vocabulary has changed, and the contribution of civil society (NGOs) is appreciated and encouraged. But the practice is almost the same as ten years ago especially in the public social services; it changed more on the linguistic level than in actual attitude towards the social problems and towards the users of the services. But on the other hand there are a large number of newly established voluntary and nongovernmental organisations that are filling the gap between the needs and the services. Some of them proved to be of quality and with the advocacy work they are also influencing the social changes
. 

But we still can’t answer the question, what kind of welfare system do we have or what is happening on the level of the relationship between providers and the users of the services? What we know is that pluralisation of the welfare system should be seen “as an irreversible process which implies an incising number of mixed solutions and innovations in the welfare area.”
. But this process can also endanger the welfare of certain social groups because of its complexity. It could also undermine the principle of equality, therefore it needs to be carefully controlled and regulated and not left the regulation to the market itself. As Svetlik suggest: “if the agents of the regulation do not want to considerably limit the productive and innovative potentials of the welfare pluralism, they must supplement centralised with predominantly decentralised, and direct with indirect regulation in an attempt to avoid the perspective of solutions”
. The regulative bodies must consist of plural providers with strong role of the users of the services.

Assessing current situation from that point of view, we can state that the “weakest links” are as follows:

· Strong centralisation

· Weak regulation of the plural welfare area

· Gap between the documents and the everyday practices

· No real political will and commitment to changes

· Equality and just system are not anymore the words in the political vocabulary – they are ignored and undermined

· No reflexive research is done so there is a lack of productive criticism
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� Justice as the second important principle of social policy was not the interest of the socialist (egalitarian) social policy (Rus 1990: 155).


� Equality was mostly reduced to financial resources. 


� Rus 1992.


� Rus 1990, p.181; Connors 1979, p.340.


� Novak 1999, p.170.


� At the time it was the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.


� Slovenia is small country with less than 2.000.000 habitants.


� Defectology is still one of the departments at the Faculty for Pedagogy.


� Miloševič 1989, p.79.


� Dragoš 2005, p.178.


� Self Governing Regime of Social Policy in Slovenia. Officialle Gazette, no. 9, p. 9, 1984.
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� Hribar, Lovšin, Mlakar, Vidmar, 2003.


� The Catholic Church is the main institution entitled to the property.


� The transition from one political system to another, from the known to the imaginary.


� In 1996 Ministry founded Social Protection Institute and supported the establishment of Social Chamber.


� There is also a belief that Slovenia introduced at the time welfare mix, but it is more precise to talk about the plural welfare system. According to Evers (Evers, Svetlik 1993), welfare mix relate to synergetic effect of welfare providers and not to the combination of the sectors to which they belong. The task of the state should be to regulate and balance interactions and tensions between the providers, what is not the case in Slovenia.


� Social Protection Act is the basic legal document that regulates social rights and social services.


� Leskošek 2002.


� For example the Program on Poverty and Social Exclusion and specially the form of reporting on its implementation (Joint Inclusion Memorandum) is done in the cooperation with the European Commission. 


� Women's organisations are campaigning for the changes of the legal framework for the violence against women, for the sexual harassment at working place, for equal rights of handicapped women etc. There is also a strong resistance to racism, nationalism, islamophobia and other sorts of discriminations that are prevailing in the current public policy. 


� Svetlik 1993, p.48.
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