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Executive summary
In the period between July 2025 and August 2026, Serbia's Gov­ern­ment prac­
t
iced dis­missal of senior civil ser­vants (SCS) without any legal grounds, in breach 

of the Civil Ser­vants Law (CSL). The CSL lists a closed set of grounds for dis­
m

issal and requires merit-based, fixed-term appoint­ments. In the ana­lysed 

period, how­ever, the Gov­ern­ment dis­missed at least five SCS without citing any 

ground. Such removals strip SCS of the sta­bil­ity that shields them from polit­ical 

pres­sure.

In every iden­ti­fied case, the dis­missed office­holder was replaced by an acting 

offi­cial, and no vacancy has been launched since. In all but one case (the Public 

Policy Sec­ret­ariat), the replace­ment was installed at the same ses­sion as the dis­
m

issal, and in sev­eral cases, appointees came from out­side the civil ser­vice, con­
t
rary to the CSL. The Public Policy Sec­ret­ariat was instead left without lead­er­ship 

for three months. Both routes deny the insti­tu­tions merit-based, tenure-pro­tec­ted 

lead­er­ship.

The prac­tice extends beyond the cent­ral state admin­is­tra­tion. Between Janu­ary 

and July 2026, six dir­ect­ors of cul­tural insti­tu­tions, a public agency, and a public

1



ser­vice were replaced in the same manner. These cases do not breach the CSL, 

which does not apply to the employ­ees of these insti­tu­tions, but they show a con­
s
ist­ent method of assert­ing polit­ical con­trol across the public sector.

This method rests on the routine misuse of acting appoint­ments, which have 

become the default way of filling top man­age­ment pos­i­tions. In the latest PSHRM 

PAR Mon­itor 2024/25, 81% of SCS appoint­ment decisions were iden­ti­fied as 

acting appoint­ments, while the European Com­mis­sion repor­ted that 62% of SCS 

pos­i­tions were filled on an acting basis (as of Septem­ber 2025). A mech­an­ism 

designed as a tem­por­ary excep­tion has thus dis­placed merit-based recruit­ment.

The prob­lem is sys­temic and likely larger than doc­u­mented, con­sid­er­ing that 

mater­i­als from 31% of observed Gov­ern­ment ses­sions were not pub­lished on the 

Gov­ern­ment portal.

As a result of these prac­tices, what began as politi­cisa­tion of the SCS has 

become a deeper rule-of-law issue. The brief recom­mends that the Gov­ern­ment 

state the spe­cific legal ground in every dis­missal decision and pub­lish key mater­i­
a
ls from all its ses­sions. The Gov­ern­ment and HRMS should end excess­ive and 

pro­longed acting appoint­ments and launch com­pet­i­tions for vacant SCS posts, 

with HRMS sys­tem­at­ic­ally col­lect­ing and pub­lish­ing com­pet­i­tion data. The Admin­
i
s­trat­ive Inspec­tion should reg­u­larly review the leg­al­ity of acting appoint­ments.

Introduction
Serbia's public admin­is­tra­tion reform agenda, and the rule of law more broadly, 

have come under grow­ing strain in recent years. Inde­pend­ent insti­tu­tions and 

over­sight bodies have faced mount­ing polit­ical pres­sure, while Serbia's EU 

acces­sion pro­cess has largely stag­nated. Pro­gress on key chapters and areas of 

fun­da­ment­als has been fall­ing behind and even regress­ing. Within this broader 

con­text, the pro­fes­sion­al­ism and polit­ical inde­pend­ence of senior civil ser­vants 

(SCS) serve as one of the key indic­at­ors of this wider regres­sion tra­ject­ory. This 

brief exam­ines one such indic­ator: the dis­missal of SCS. The legal pro­tec­tions 

attached to these pos­i­tions exist pre­cisely to insu­late public admin­is­tra­tion from 

undue polit­ical inter­fer­ence, and erosion of such pro­tec­tions is among the 

clearest signs of demo­cratic back­slid­ing.

SCS pos­i­tions are a dis­tinct cat­egory of mana­gerial posts within the Ser­bian civil 

admin­is­tra­tion, car­ry­ing respons­ib­il­ity for lead­ing organ­isa­tional units, man­aging 

public admin­is­tra­tion pro­cesses, and ensur­ing the lawful and effect­ive imple­ment­
a
­tion of gov­ern­ment policies. Under the Civil Ser­vants Law (CSL)1 SCSs are 

appoin­ted by the Gov­ern­ment for a fixed term fol­low­ing a merit-based recruit­
m

ent pro­ced­ure. Under the CSL, a SCS term may end in sev­eral ways – the term 

expir­ing, resig­na­tion, moving into another role within a state author­ity, reach­ing 

retire­ment, or dis­missal – but the law is for the most part strict about when a dis­
m

issal can happen, list­ing only a lim­ited set of grounds: a poor per­form­ance 

review, a crim­inal con­vic­tion or dis­cip­lin­ary sanc­tion, a recom­mend­a­tion from the 

Ombud­sper­son or the Anti-Cor­rup­tion Agency, or, for heads of state bodies, ser­i­
o

us fail­ures in run­ning the author­ity. Pos­i­tions can also come to an end without 

any wrong­do­ing on the office­holder's part, simply because the pos­i­tion itself is 

abol­ished – for instance when an author­ity is shut down and its work is taken over 

by another body (or by none at all), when part of its respons­ib­il­it­ies is trans­ferred

1 Civil Ser­vants Law, Offi­cial Gaz­ette No. 19/2025. Avail­able at: https://tinyurl.com/2wa4vwds
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else­where, or when a new or amended internal reg­u­la­tion restruc­tures the way 

the insti­tu­tion is organ­ised. By nar­row­ing the grounds for dis­missal while keep­ing 

the abol­i­tion of pos­i­tions as a sep­ar­ate, dis­tinct pro­cess, the law aims to pro­tect 

civil ser­vants from being removed for reas­ons unre­lated to their actual per­form­
a

nce or con­duct.2

Des­pite these clearly defined lim­it­a­tions on dis­missal, in prac­tice SCS are being 

removed from their pos­i­tions without any stated legal jus­ti­fic­a­tion. This is not 

merely a tech­nical or pro­ced­ural irreg­u­lar­ity: The sta­bil­ity of SCS man­dates is one 

of the main safe­guards against undue polit­ical influ­ence over senior admin­is­trat­
i
ve pos­i­tions; fixed terms and clearly defined grounds for early ter­min­a­tion allow 

SCSs to act with a degree of inde­pend­ence from polit­ical cycles, pre­serving the 

pro­fes­sion­al­ism, con­tinu­ity, and polit­ical impar­ti­al­ity the system is meant to 

secure. Pre­ma­ture ter­min­a­tion without clear, leg­ally estab­lished jus­ti­fic­a­tion 

erodes this safe­guard, cre­at­ing risks of politi­cisa­tion and weak­en­ing trust in the 

merit-based civil ser­vice system, and sig­nalling a broader dis­reg­ard for the rule 

of law in the exer­cise of public author­ity.

This brief exam­ines the extent to which these pro­tec­tions have been upheld in 

prac­tice. It is based on desktop research cov­er­ing all pub­licly avail­able Gov­ern­
m

ent ses­sion decisions between July 2025 and August 2026, cross-ref­er­enced 

with the rel­ev­ant legal frame­work and with the find­ings of the WeBER PAR Mon­
i
tor3. Draw­ing on this evid­ence, the brief iden­ti­fies a pat­tern of SCS dis­missals 

car­ried out without the legal grounds the law requires, exam­ines how the acting 

appoint­ment mech­an­ism has been used along­side these dis­missals, and situ­ates 

both within the broader, long-doc­u­mented prac­tice of politi­cised per­son­nel man­
a

ge­ment in the Ser­bian civil ser­vice.

The Case of State Administration: Swift Dismissals 

and Replacements
In the observed period, the Gov­ern­ment of the Repub­lic of Serbia has decided to 

dis­miss five SCS office­hold­ers in state admin­is­tra­tion bodies (see Table 1 below). 

The dis­missals within the Tax Admin­is­tra­tion, the Dir­ect­or­ate for Agrarian Pay­
m

ents, Human Resource Man­age­ment Ser­vice (HRMS), and the Repub­lic Dir­ect­
o

r­ate for Prop­erty follow the same pat­tern, as an acting offi­cial was installed on 

the very same day the pre­vi­ous office­holder was removed. The­or­et­ic­ally, using 

the acting appoint­ment to avoid leav­ing an insti­tu­tion without lead­er­ship is not 

prob­lem­atic, as that is pre­cisely what the instru­ment is designed for. What is con­
c

ern­ing is the urgency and sequen­cing with which these dis­missals were car­ried 

out: in none of them was the pro­cess the CSL pre­scribes for remov­ing an SCS 

from a pos­i­tion fol­lowed, nor was any jus­ti­fic­a­tion for the dis­missal dis­closed, and 

each was fol­lowed, without delay, by the same-day install­a­tion of an acting offi­
c
ial. This is rein­forced by what has happened since: pos­i­tions remain filled by 

acting SCSs to this day, with no com­pet­i­tion pro­ced­ure launched in the months 

since, indic­at­ing that there was never any inten­tion to fill them through the merit-

based pro­cess the law pre­scribes, and that the acting appoint­ment was the inten­
d

ed out­come from the outset, not a tem­por­ary stop­gap.

2 Civil Ser­vants Law, ar. 76-78.

3 PAR Mon­itor Report Serbia, Policy Devel­op­ment and Coordin­a­tion 2024/2025, see: https://tinyurl.com/3487ub

m8
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Table 1. Summary of Identified Cases in State Administration

Government 

session
Date Position

27th session 04.09.2025.
Assistant Director – Chief Inspector at the Tax 

Administration – Tax Police Sector

29th session 19.09.2025. Director of the Agrarian Payments Administration

69th session 05.03.2026. Director of the Human Resources Management Service

91st session 28.05.2026. Director of the Public Policy Secretariat

109th session 30.07.2026. Director of the Directorate for Property

Fur­ther­more, the dis­missals of the HRMS Dir­ector, Assist­ant Dir­ector of Tax 

Admin­is­tra­tion and Dir­ector of the Dir­ect­or­ate for Prop­erty – whose man­date was 

still ongo­ing – were fol­lowed by the install­a­tion of an acting offi­cial from out­side 

the insti­tu­tion, in some cases con­trary to the CSL, which man­dates that acting 

pos­i­tions can be occu­pied from among act­ively employed civil ser­vants4. Filling 

the pos­i­tion with an out­sider, who, moreover, is not a civil ser­vant, even tem­por­ar­
i
ly, is thus in direct col­li­sion with the CSL, but it also serves no oper­a­tional pur­
p

ose since insti­tu­tions in ques­tion almost cer­tainly have civil ser­vants who under­
s
tand the work and func­tion­ing better than someone brought in from else­where. 

This sequence – removal of an SCS mid-man­date, without stated jus­ti­fic­a­tion, fol­
l
owed by the install­a­tion of an out­side acting offi­cial with no vacancy announced 

for months after­wards – sug­gests that the choice of an out­sider was not incid­
e

ntal, too. Bring­ing in someone with no prior stand­ing or rela­tion­ships within the 

insti­tu­tion, at the exact moment the pre­vi­ous lead­er­ship was removed, leaves that 

insti­tu­tion more exposed to dir­ec­tion from out­side its own pro­fes­sional struc­tures.

The standardised wording of the contested dismissal decisions

The dis­missal decisions iden­ti­fied in this brief follow a stand­ard­ised legal for­mula, 

typ­ic­ally read­ing: "It is hereby estab­lished that [name] ceases to hold the pos­i­tion of 

[pos­i­tion], due to dis­missal from the pos­i­tion — [date]." By con­trast, other Gov­ern­
m

ent per­son­nel decisions state an expli­cit, spe­cific ground for the ces­sa­tion of pos­
i
­tion — such as "upon per­sonal request," "due to expiry of the term of appoint­
m

ent," or "due to ter­min­a­tion of work­ing life." The fact that the same decision-

making tem­plate is evid­ently cap­able of citing a spe­cific legal ground demon­strates 

that the absence of any such ground in the dis­missals iden­ti­fied here is not a matter 

of format but rather indic­ates that no leg­ally pre­scribed basis for the dis­missal was 

invoked or dis­closed when the decision was adop­ted.

The Dir­ector of the PPS was like­wise dis­missed in the middle of the man­date 

without stated jus­ti­fic­a­tion. The pos­i­tion remained vacant for three months before 

an acting dir­ector was even­tu­ally appoin­ted and, this time, from among PPS 

employ­ees. In this case, one can argue that pro­longed absence of lead­er­ship at 

the head of an insti­tu­tion respons­ible for coordin­at­ing public policy devel­op­ment 

car­ries direct costs: stra­tegic decisions are delayed or left to lower-level staff 

without the author­ity to adopt them, insti­tu­tional know­ledge and con­tinu­ity in 

ongo­ing policy pro­cesses are dis­rup­ted, and the insti­tu­tion's abil­ity to rep­res­ent

4 Civil Ser­vants Law, ar. 61a.
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its pos­i­tions extern­ally – includ­ing before other state bodies – is weakened. What 

is par­tic­u­larly telling, how­ever, is that des­pite having had ample time to start filling 

the pos­i­tion through the reg­u­lar merit-based pro­ced­ure, the Gov­ern­ment still did 

not start the recruit­ment pro­ced­ure and had left the insti­tu­tion without lead­er­ship 

for three months (before resort­ing to an acting appoint­ment). This sug­gests that 

the delay was not a matter of out­stand­ing neces­sity, but a fur­ther instance of the 

Gov­ern­ment's dis­cre­tion­ary approach to SCS policy.

Beyond the State Administration: Spillover into Bodies 

Outside the CSL Framework
The pat­tern of undis­closed, mid-man­date removals is not con­fined to SCS pos­i­
t
ions gov­erned by the CSL but extends to the lead­er­ship of public insti­tu­tions 

oper­at­ing under sep­ar­ate legal regimes (see Table 2 below). Between Janu­ary 

and July 2026, the Gov­ern­ment replaced, without pub­lished jus­ti­fic­a­tion, the dir­
e
ct­ors of sev­eral cul­tural insti­tu­tions (Archive in Peć, His­tor­ical Museum of 

Serbia, the Archive of Yugoslavia, and Museum of Yugoslavia5, the Dir­ect­or­ate of 

Civil Avi­ation6 (a public agency), and the Devel­op­ment Fund of the Repub­lic of 

Serbia7 (a public ser­vice). In each of these cases, an acting dir­ector was appoin­
t
ed at the very same Gov­ern­ment ses­sion at which the pre­vi­ous dir­ector was dis­
m

issed, and to date, none of these insti­tu­tions has had a per­man­ent, com­pet­it­
i
vely selec­ted dir­ector appoin­ted – all remain led by acting offi­cials.

Table 2. Summary of Identified Cases Beyond State Administration

Government 

session
Date Position

57th session 16.01.2026. Director Of the Archives in Peć

69th session 05.03.2026. Director of the Civil Aviation Directorate

69th session 05.03.2026. Director of the Historical Museum of Serbia

86th session 07.05.2026. Director of the Archives of Yugoslavia

86th session 07.05.2026. Director of the Museum of Yugoslavia

94th session 04.06.2026.
Director of the Development Fund of the Republic of 

Serbia

It is worth noting that the nature of the con­cern dif­fers some­what from the SCS 

cases examined above. Because these insti­tu­tions are gov­erned by their own 

found­ing acts or sector-spe­cific legis­la­tion rather than the CSL, their lead­er­ship 

does not bene­fit from the same closed, exhaust­ively defined list of dis­missal 

grounds, and remov­ing a dir­ector here does not, in itself, con­sti­tute the same kind

5 In July 2025, sixty days before the expiry of the dir­ector's man­date, the Museum of Yugoslavia's Man­aging 

Board sent a request to the Min­istry of Cul­ture for con­sent to launch a com­pet­i­tion for the selec­tion of a new dir­
e

ctor, in accord­ance with Art­icle 35, para­graph 4 of the Law on Cul­ture. The com­pet­ent Min­istry of Cul­ture 

never respon­ded to the letter, nor did it grant con­sent for the com­pet­i­tion to be launched in accord­ance with the 

Law, see: https://tinyurl.com/3jana6hk

6 The Dir­ector was appoin­ted to the pos­i­tion on three occa­sions. She was first appoin­ted in 2014, fol­low­ing a 

period as acting dir­ector, one day before the tenth anniversary of the Ser­bian avi­ation reg­u­lator. She was 

reappoin­ted through a com­pet­i­tion for a second term in 2019, before begin­ning a third term in Octo­ber 2024, 

which was set to run for five years, until 2029. See: https://tinyurl.com/bdcu7apx

7 Dis­missed dir­ector appoin­ted in Decem­ber 2022 for four years.
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of legal viol­a­tion. The con­cern in these cases lies less in a breach of spe­cific stat­
u

tory safe­guards, and more in what the pat­tern reveals about the Gov­ern­ment's 

broader approach to insti­tu­tional lead­er­ship: the same absence of pub­licly stated 

grounds for dis­missal, fol­lowed by same-day replace­ment with an acting 

appointee, recurs here just as it does in the SCS cases, which is evid­ence not of 

unlaw­ful con­duct in the strict legal sense, but of a delib­er­ate, informal method of 

assert­ing polit­ical con­trol that oper­ates inde­pend­ently of whatever legal pro­tec­
t
ions, strong or weak, happen to apply to a given pos­i­tion. This sug­gests that the 

misuse of dis­missals and acting appoint­ments func­tions as a stand­ing instru­ment 

for installing lead­er­ship without com­pet­i­tion or scru­tiny of com­pet­en­cies, and 

without a pro­tec­ted man­date, extend­ing polit­ical con­trol over insti­tu­tions well 

beyond the bound­ar­ies of state admin­is­tra­tion. The con­sist­ency across such insti­
t
u­tion­ally and leg­ally diverse bodies indic­ates that this is a sys­temic fea­ture of 

how per­son­nel decisions are made across the public sector as a whole.

Going Hand in Hand with Acting Appointments as an 

Omnipresent Modus Operandi
The cases of leg­ally unjus­ti­fied dis­missals iden­ti­fied in this brief do not stand 

apart from a broader, long-stand­ing, and delib­er­ate erosion of SCS in Serbia. This 

is not a newly iden­ti­fied prob­lem: both the European Com­mis­sion, in its annual 

enlarge­ment reports, and SIGMA have for years flagged the excess­ive reli­ance on 

acting appoint­ments in the Ser­bian civil ser­vice. The European Com­mis­sion's 

2025 report8, for instance, found that 62% of SCS pos­i­tions were filled on an 

acting basis as of Septem­ber 2025. SIGMA's most recent assess­ment9 sim­il­arly 

describes this as a sys­temic dis­tor­tion of the system the CSL envis­ages, with 

roughly half of top mana­gerial pos­i­tions held on an acting basis, and the legal 

time limit on such appoint­ments routinely dis­reg­arded; the mech­an­ism has moved 

far beyond its inten­ded, excep­tional use. As also repeatedly stated by the WeBER 

PAR Mon­it­ors, the misuse of acting appoint­ments has plagued the Ser­bian SCS 

for years. This issue is threefold, at least: 1) there is no way to con­firm whether 

acting appoint­ments are done in line with the CSL, 2) these appoint­ments have 

turned into a per­man­ent solu­tion in prac­tice, and 3) time limits for acting statuses 

are repeatedly exten­ded.

Namely, the HRMS does not main­tain state-wide records on the pre­vi­ous employ­
m

ent status of acting appointees, nor do the Gov­ern­ment's pub­licly avail­able 

appoint­ment acts con­tain this inform­a­tion. As a result, whether the legal require­
m

ent for acting offi­cials to be drawn from the exist­ing civil ser­vice is being 

observed can be hardly veri­fied – the absence of records makes this legal safe­
g

uard, by design or by neg­lect, devoid of pur­pose.

In addi­tion, what was leg­ally designed as a tem­por­ary, excep­tional mech­an­ism 

has, in prac­tice, become the ordin­ary way SCS pos­i­tions are filled. Accord­ing to 

the last PAR Mon­itor,10 the scale of the prac­tice is sub­stan­tial: in the observed 

period of twelve months11, out of 130 appoint­ment decisions, 105 (81%) were

8 European Com­mis­sion, Serbia Report 2025, page 27, avail­able at: https://tinyurl.com/mww8dv9f

9 SIGMA/OECD, Public Admin­is­tra­tion in Serbia 2024: Assess­ment against the Prin­ciples of Public Admin­is­tra­
t
ion, pp. 57-58. Avail­able at: https://tinyurl.com/26pvjun3.

10 PAR Mon­itor Report Serbia: Public Ser­vice and Human Resource Man­age­ment 2024/25, avail­able at: https://w

ww.par-monitor.org/area-public-service-and-human-resource-management/

11 1st April 2024 – 1st May 2025
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acting appoint­ments, and only 25 (19%) were reg­u­lar ones. When the excep­tion 

so heav­ily out­weighs the rule, it is no longer pos­sible to describe acting appoint­
m

ents as a mech­an­ism reserved for genu­ine, short-term vacan­cies – they have 

effect­ively dis­placed the merit-based pro­ced­ure the CSL treats as the default.

Finally, the misuse of acting appoint­ments is com­poun­ded by how long indi­vidu­
a
ls remain in acting status. As noted in the pre­vi­ous PAR Mon­itor for Serbia12 the 

same indi­vidu­als are repeatedly reappoin­ted to acting pos­i­tions well beyond the 

legal time limits, in some cases for sev­eral years. Since the CSL caps acting 

status at six with the pos­sib­il­ity of three addi­tional months, this repeated 

reappoint­ment turns this strictly tem­por­ary arrange­ment into an indef­in­ite one, 

main­tained in clear and sus­tained breach of the law.

Taken together, such acting appoint­ment prac­tices have over the years 

entrenched the system-wide method through which top man­age­ment in the Ser­
b

ian civil ser­vice is degraded. Read along­side the unlaw­ful dis­missals examined 

earlier, it becomes appar­ent that these are two com­ple­ment­ary meth­ods of the 

same under­ly­ing intent – to estab­lish and secure con­trol over SCS, by using polit­
i
cal instead of pro­fes­sional, merit-based con­sid­er­a­tions for their selec­tion, and 

thus make them easily expend­able.

Additional Factors Compounding the Problem
The pic­ture presen­ted in this brief is aggrav­ated by two fur­ther factors: the 

incom­plete­ness of the avail­able data, and a sep­ar­ate legal route through which 

SCS can be removed without any dis­missal decision at all.

It should be noted that ana­lysed cases of undue dis­missals in this brief might be 

just a tip of the issue of greater volume. In the ref­er­ence period, between July 

2025 and August 2026, the Gov­ern­ment of the Repub­lic of Serbia held 96 ses­
s
ions – 41 in the second half of 202513 and 55 in the first seven months of 2026.14 

Yet, decisions or related inform­a­tion for 31% of ses­sions were not pub­licly avail­
a

ble on the Gov­ern­ment's offi­cial web­site. This is con­sist­ent with another find­ing 

of the PAR Mon­itor, accord­ing to which the Gov­ern­ment either does not fully dis­
c

lose inform­a­tion from held ses­sions or pub­lishes no inform­a­tion at all.15 The per­
s
ist­ence of this gap firmly places non-trans­par­ent decision-making as a struc­
t
ural fea­ture of the Gov­ern­ment's prac­tice. For these reas­ons, the per­son­nel 

decisions iden­ti­fied in this brief cannot be treated as a com­plete set of cases, and 

the actual extent of unlaw­ful SCS dis­missals may be greater than the avail­able 

data indic­ate, given the exist­ing trans­par­ency gap.

While these trans­par­ency gaps obscure the scale of unlaw­ful dis­missals, the 

abol­i­tion of a pos­i­tion through a change to an internal rule­book, car­ried out with

12 Avail­able at: https://www.par-monitor.org/par-monitor-reports/

13 Gov­ern­ment ses­sions during the man­date of the Gov­ern­ment of the Repub­lic of Serbia elec­ted on April 16, 

2025 - doc­u­ments from ses­sions held in 2025, see: https://tinyurl.com/3njfjdv5

14 Gov­ern­ment ses­sions during the man­date of the Gov­ern­ment of the Repub­lic of Serbia elec­ted on April 16, 

2025 - doc­u­ments from ses­sions held in 2026, see: https://tinyurl.com/bdzyr7jn

15 PAR Mon­itor Report Serbia, Policy Devel­op­ment and Coordin­a­tion 2024/2025, see: https://tinyurl.com/3487u

bm8. During the observed period, the Gov­ern­ment held 22 ses­sions from 1 Novem­ber 2025 to 1 Feb­ru­ary 2026. 

No agenda items were pub­lished for any of these ses­sions, either in advance or after­wards, and no ses­sion 

minutes were made pub­licly avail­able. Press releases were issued for 16 out of the 22 ses­sions (73%), provid­ing 

par­tial inform­a­tion about decisions taken. Taken together, the lim­ited pub­lic­a­tion of mater­i­als, par­tic­u­larly the 

absence of agen­das and minutes, speaks of highly opaque decision-making pro­cess and there­fore restric­ted 

public access to rel­ev­ant inform­a­tion
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the aim of remov­ing an SCS (deemed polit­ic­ally incon­veni­ent), is far less vis­ible 

still, and con­sid­er­ably more con­veni­ent: unlike a dis­missal decision, which is at 

least a dis­crete, iden­ti­fi­able act, this route leaves no equi­val­ent record to scru­tin­
i
se at all.

This third route around the safe­guards the CSL provides – one that does not 

require a dis­missal decision at all. As said earlier, the pos­i­tion itself can be abol­
i
shed through amend­ments to the rule­books on internal organ­isa­tion and job sys­
t
em­at­isa­tion that the CSL allows state bodies, spe­cial organ­isa­tions, and gov­ern­
m

ent ser­vices to adopt. Such amend­ments can restruc­ture or elim­in­ate entire 

sec­tors without the Gov­ern­ment ever having to invoke, or dis­close, any of the 

grounds for dis­missal the CSL pre­scribes. Once a sector is abol­ished in this way, 

the SCS man­date attached to it ceases to exist. This mech­an­ism achieves, 

through an admin­is­trat­ive act framed as routine reor­gan­isa­tion, pre­cisely the out­
c

ome that a lawful dis­missal would require jus­ti­fic­a­tion for – remov­ing a SCS from 

their pos­i­tion – while leav­ing no dis­missal decision, and there­fore no legal basis, 

to scru­tin­ise at all.

Taken together, these two factors point in the same dir­ec­tion: the true scope of 

polit­ical inter­fer­ence in SCS appoint­ments is broader, and harder to fully doc­u­
m

ent, than the cases iden­ti­fied in this brief sug­gest. Whether through dis­missals 

that go unre­cor­ded in undis­closed ses­sion mater­i­als, or through reor­gan­isa­tions 

that remove an SCS from office, the mech­an­isms avail­able to cir­cum­vent the 

CSL's safe­guards extend well beyond those that can be cap­tured through pub­licly 

avail­able inform­a­tion alone.

Conclusion: SCS dismissals as a rule-of-law problem
Across the cases iden­ti­fied in this brief, con­sist­ent pat­terns emerge.16 In all but 

one case (PPS), an acting offi­cial was installed at the very same Gov­ern­ment ses­
s
ion at which the pre­vi­ous office­holder was dis­missed. More fun­da­ment­ally, how­
e
ver, in every single case iden­ti­fied, the dis­missed office­hold­ers were replaced 

by acting offi­cials, and no com­pet­i­tion pro­ced­ure for the per­man­ent, merit-based 

appoint­ment of their suc­cessors has been announced to date, not even in cases 

where a year has passed since the ori­ginal dis­missal. For example, the Tax 

Admin­is­tra­tion sector of Tax Police and the Dir­ect­or­ate for Agrarian Pay­ments 

have been led by acting offi­cials since Septem­ber 2025, with no indic­a­tion that 

the Gov­ern­ment intends to reg­u­lar­ise either pos­i­tion through the pro­ced­ure the 

law itself pre­scribes.

The case of the PPS stands out as the one par­tial excep­tion to this pat­tern, and 

for that reason is equally telling. Rather than installing an acting dir­ector, the Gov­
e

rn­ment has left the pos­i­tion vacant for months. This sug­gests that undue polit­
i
cal con­trol over public sector lead­er­ship is not achieved through a single, uni­
f
orm method, but through at least two dis­tinct mech­an­isms: the same-day install­
a

­tion of an acting offi­cial who lacks a com­pet­it­ive man­date and can be replaced 

at will, or the pro­longed vacancy of a pos­i­tion alto­gether, which sim­il­arly denies 

the insti­tu­tion stable, legit­im­ate lead­er­ship while avoid­ing the formal recruit­ment 

appoint­ment pro­ced­ure entirely. Both mech­an­isms, des­pite oper­at­ing in oppos­ite 

dir­ec­tions, pro­duce the same out­come – an absence of merit-based, tenure-pro­
t
ec­ted lead­er­ship at the head of the insti­tu­tion con­cerned.

16 It should be repeated that the SCS cases were examined over thir­teen months, while insti­tu­tions out­side state 

admin­is­tra­tion were reviewed only for the first half of 2026; the actual extent of the pat­tern in this cat­egory may 

there­fore be broader than cur­rently doc­u­mented.
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Not­with­stand­ing the slight dif­fer­ences in ana­lysed cases, their con­cen­tra­tion, 

both in timing and in method, is dif­fi­cult to read as coin­cid­ence. It points instead 

to a delib­er­ate prac­tice, one in which SCS are removed from office with no trans­
p

ar­ent reas­on­ing, and where acting appoint­ments are used to sidestep merit-

based, tenure-pro­tec­ted pro­ced­ures not as an occa­sional work­around, but as a 

recur­ring fea­ture of how the Gov­ern­ment handles lead­er­ship.

Indi­vidu­als unlaw­fully dis­missed are, in prin­ciple, entitled to chal­lenge their removal 

in court17 and seek com­pens­a­tion – a cost that would ulti­mately fall on tax­pay­ers. In 

prac­tice, how­ever, this right is unlikely to be exer­cised: Serbia's notori­ously slow 

judi­ciary makes lit­ig­a­tion an unat­tract­ive path, and few dis­missed SCSs are likely to 

risk open con­flict with the same polit­ical author­ity that removed them. As a result, 

the right to legal redress does little to deter unlaw­ful dis­missals or hold the Gov­ern­
m

ent account­able, leav­ing the prac­tice, in effect, unchecked.

Taken together, find­ings in this brief thus point to some­thing broader than a set of 

unlaw­ful dis­missals in state admin­is­tra­tion. They speak of a broader pat­tern in 

which the Gov­ern­ment dis­reg­ards the law gov­ern­ing the civil ser­vice alto­
g

ether, treat­ing estab­lished rules on dis­missal, and the rules on appoint­ment, 

as optional con­straints to be set aside whenever con­veni­ent. The erosion of 

legal safe­guards designed to pro­tect insti­tu­tional lead­er­ship from arbit­rary or 

polit­ic­ally motiv­ated removal is not con­fined to the bound­ar­ies of the CSL – it 

extends, through the very same mech­an­ism, to the lead­er­ship of public insti­tu­
t
ions gov­erned by entirely sep­ar­ate legal frame­works.

In such cir­cum­stances, where the Gov­ern­ment openly dis­reg­ards the law and the 

scale of the prob­lem is known, judi­cial review of each unlaw­ful per­son­nel 

decision, whether con­cern­ing dis­missal or the appoint­ment of acting offi­cials, 

appears to be the only remain­ing safe­guard against the fur­ther erosion of SCS in 

Serbia. This is ulti­mately not merely a matter of pro­tect­ing the pro­fes­sion­al­ism 

and sta­bil­ity of the civil ser­vice: when the exec­ut­ive can dis­reg­ard stat­utory safe­
g

uards gov­ern­ing the appoint­ment and removal of senior man­age­ment at will, the 

issue becomes fun­da­ment­ally one of the rule of law. Or, in other words, what 

began as the politi­cisa­tion of the SCS has, through the sys­tem­atic dis­reg­ard of 

the legal safe­guards gov­ern­ing it, become a rule of law issue.

Recommendations
• The legis­lat­ive pro­vi­sions restrict­ing the period of time a top man­ager can 

spend in the acting status are not observed in prac­tice. The Gov­ern­ment 

should cease the prac­tice of excess­ive acting appoint­ments and their 

repeated pro­long­ing to peri­ods longer than those pre­scribed by the CSL, and 

with HRMS sup­port develop an oper­a­tional plan for filling in the top man­age­
m

ent vacan­cies through com­pet­i­tions.

• In the SCS domain, crit­ical issues that affect pro­fes­sion­al­ism are: excess­ive 

use of acting appoint­ments to senior civil ser­vice pos­i­tions, con­stant pro­long­
i
ng of acting terms past the leg­ally allowed time period, and breach­ing the 

pro­vi­sion requir­ing that appoint­ments to acting pos­i­tions are made from within 

the civil ser­vice. Thus, con­trol mech­an­isms are neces­sary to ensure legal

17 Under Art­icle 79 of the CSL, an appeal against a decision estab­lish­ing ter­min­a­tion of work in SCS pos­i­tion is 

not per­mit­ted, but admin­is­trat­ive pro­ceed­ings may be ini­ti­ated against such a decision.
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com­pli­ance in this area. In that regard, the Admin­is­trat­ive Inspec­tion should 

intro­duce reg­u­lar inspec­tion of the leg­al­ity of decisions on acting appoint­
m

ents in its work pro­gramme. This would require not only noting which 

appoint­ments are not made in accord­ance with the CSL, but also sub­mis­sion 

of requests for the annul­ment of the decisions which breach the pre­scribed 

time period or appoint per­sons out­side of the civil ser­vice to acting pos­i­tions.

• Dis­missal decisions for SCS pos­i­tions are being adop­ted without any of the 

leg­ally pre­scribed grounds under the CSL being cited or dis­closed. The Gov­
e

rn­ment should ensure that every SCS dis­missal decision expli­citly states the 

spe­cific legal ground on which it is based, in line with the closed list of 

grounds set out in the CSL, and should dis­con­tinue the prac­tice of citing "dis­
m

issal from the pos­i­tion" without fur­ther spe­cific­a­tion.

• The HRMS does not sys­tem­at­ic­ally gather, ana­lyse and pub­lish inform­a­tion on 

the com­pet­i­tions con­duc­ted for the appoint­ment of SCS and acting appoint­
m

ents, ulti­mately under­min­ing trans­par­ency, account­ab­il­ity and merit-based 

recruit­ment in SCS pos­i­tions. The HRMS should estab­lish a prac­tice of sys­
t
em­atic and reg­u­lar gath­er­ing and pub­lish­ing of inform­a­tion related to internal 

and public com­pet­i­tion pro­ced­ures.

• Mater­i­als and decisions from a sub­stan­tial share of Gov­ern­ment ses­sions 

during the period under review were not made pub­licly avail­able, pre­vent­ing 

inde­pend­ent veri­fic­a­tion of whether per­son­nel decisions comply with the law. 

The Gov­ern­ment should estab­lish clear legal oblig­a­tions for the pro­act­ive pub­
l
ic­a­tion of key inform­a­tion from its ses­sions, includ­ing agen­das, minutes, all 

adop­ted acts and decisions, and press releases, as pre­vi­ously recom­men­ded 

by the WeBER PAR Mon­itor.

Turn­ing these recom­mend­a­tions into prac­tice will require more than aware­ness of 

the prob­lem. It will require sus­tained polit­ical will to follow through, par­tic­u­larly 

given that sim­ilar con­cerns have already been raised across suc­cess­ive PAR 

Mon­itor cycles and SIGMA and EU pro­gress reports without pro­du­cing last­ing 

change. This is where the broader con­text mat­ters: public admin­is­tra­tion reform 

and the rule of law remain among the bench­marks Serbia is expec­ted to meet in 

its EU acces­sion pro­cess, and con­sist­ent, veri­fi­able action on SCS dis­missals and 

acting appoint­ments would provide a con­crete, meas­ur­able sign of pro­gress. 

Equally, address­ing these issues is a pre­con­di­tion for a public admin­is­tra­tion that 

func­tions pre­dict­ably, based on law rather than dis­cre­tion, which is a baseline 

any cred­ible reform effort, EU-driven or oth­er­wise, depends on.

While this brief was being final­ised, early par­lia­ment­ary elec­tions were held in Serbia on 

25 Octo­ber 2026, in which the Stu­dent List won a decis­ive vic­tory, with pre­lim­in­ary res­
u

lts giving it an abso­lute major­ity in the National Assembly.18 The Stu­dent List placed the 

rule of law and inde­pend­ent insti­tu­tions at the centre of its pro­gramme, the “Stu­dent 

Plan”.19 The recom­mend­a­tions set out in this brief there­fore gain par­tic­u­lar import­ance in 

the months ahead. Ending unex­plained dis­missals, curb­ing the misuse of acting appoint­
m

ents and pub­lish­ing Gov­ern­ment decisions are con­crete, veri­fi­able steps through which 

this com­mit­ment can be tested in the civil ser­vice.

18 RTS, „RIK res­ults with 8,155 pro­cessed polling sta­tions: Stu­dent list 52.73, United Serbia 39.15 per­cent of 

votes“: https://www.rts.rs/lat/vesti/izbori-2026/6069936/rezultati-rik-a-sa-8155-obradjenih-birackih-mesta-stu

dentska-lista-5273-ujedinjena-srbija-3915-odsto-glasova.html. Offi­cial res­ults: https://www.rik.parlament.gov.rs

19 Stu­dent list, Stu­dent plan: https://studenti.org.rs/plan/
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