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ABSTRACT

Gender poverty is a serious factor needing furtfeetamination and
monitoring as related to economics since it israiting factor to an economy’s
potential. Inequality is not only a sign of an ualiey economy but of current and
potential social discord. Serbia has tried to aetwbetter the economic position of
women by implementing its National Gender Equalityategy 2009-2015The
paper deals with how gender affects poverty in i@efdsing statistical data on
indicators of gender poverty from 2016 to 2018,reed from the Statistical Office
of the Republic of Serbia, this paper presents m@adyesis of the economic position
of women in the Republic of Serbia (RS). Recomntienddor the advancement of
women in RS in terms of their economic status @ @rovided.
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Introduction

Social satisfaction fronde factoeconomic apartheid also results in
substantial social problems that cannot be easgdglved. Wealth inequality
itself leads to the richest controlling an unprdjworate share of the
economy and possessing greater political powerlewtiie poorest are
forced to eke out a mediocre existence. Policy msakeave grown
increasingly concerned with monitoring poverty asdcial inclusion
indicators in order to reduce inequality and diséattion. Two Eurostat
surveys, the Household Budget Survey and the SIh€ $urvey of Income
and Living Conditions), are used to monitor indizat of inequality and
poverty within the EU. The latter of these two aitascollect timely and
comparable, cross-sectional and longitudinal mufteshsional microdata on
income, poverty, social exclusion and living cormtis (Eurostat, 2014). In
regard to the Republic of Serbia’s wealth inequalidicators, as well as
their analysis and monitoring, it is crucial toliag the European Union
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-S)L€Ince it annually
publishes data on income and living standards, &l a8 on poverty and
social inclusion. SILC was first conducted in Sarlm 2013 (Statistical
Office of Republic of Serbia, SILC, 2017).

One key area in examining economic inequality et thetween men
and women. By some estimates, women represent TQ@be avorld's poor
and are often less paid for their work than men f@/&ank, 2018). In
Serbia, from the age of 35 years males earn highkries than females
(Statistical Office of Republic of Serbia, 2018eT effects of economic
inequality between genders are also felt elsewhessciety. According to
Mrsevic (2011), unemployment and poverty increasenektic violence
against women, worsen sexual and related harassofieieimales in the
workplace, as well as reduce political participatiand exclude women
from being able to fully participate in public life

Albeit the monitoring of poverty and inequality indtors is an issue of
interest to a large number of academic researctiee are, as of yet, few
academic studies addressing poverty and inequafitythe Balkans,
particularly in Serbia (Ognjevovic, Pavlovic, 201®antové, Bradar,
Petovar 2017; Dokmanovic, 2016). Gender differencee starkly
distinguished in poverty. Men are at a lower riskpoverty than women.
Matkovic et al. (2015) noted that there are sigaifit differences between
the at-risk-of-poverty rates for women and men agBeéb4. The authors
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concluded that women within this age group are laweer risk of poverty
due to early retirement and inheriting benefitsnfrdamily pensions.
Research conducted in Slovenia shows that theofigloverty is higher for
women than for men in all age groups (Leskosek8PMowever, after the
sixties there is a distinction. As a consequencehef pension system,
women's work histories and their inclusion intodoaiork, the gender gap is
higher after the age of 60. The poverty of oldemea is two to three times
higher than the poverty of men since welfare systemworldwide
insufficiently address the problem of neglecting ttore issue of gender
inequalities over the course of women’s lives (Bwika et al., 2015;
Gianni et al., 2015). Data from the European Cormsiomsand the European
Institute for Gender Equality show that women'sgp@ms are lower than
men's in all 28 EU states (Burkevica et al., 2015).

Using recent statistical data on indicators of gengoverty sourced
from the Statistical Office of the Republic of SarfSORS), this paper
presents an analysis of the position of women & Republic of Serbia
(RS). This paper also compares some basic statiggarding the trends of
poverty and possible sources of economic inequblityender and provides
some recommendations for the advancement of wom#eiRS.

Current State of Women in the Republic of Serbia

Serbia has shown its good faith to advance theistat women by
being signatories to the Universal Declaration afntdn Rights and the
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Diguination against
Women (CEDAW), the European Convention for the &tdn of Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, the European |SChater and the
Council of Europe’s Convention on the Preventiod &ombat of Violence
against Women and Domestic Violence. Serbia al$eestto meet the UN
Millennial Development Goals on gender equality aagial opportunities
(United Nations, 2015).

The Republic of Serbia has tried to actively betteg position of
women within its borders by adopting a Nationalagigy for Gender
Equality (2009). Based on improvements made infitlsé Strategy, a new
National Gender Equality Strategy for 2016-2020figdl Gazette of RS,
No 55/05, 71/05 — corrigendum, 101/07 and 65/08/11,6 68/12 —
Constitutional Court and 72/12, 7/14 — Constituilo@ourt and 44/14) was
subsequently adopted to further promote genderligguehe Strategy itself
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recognizes that women are encumbered by domedtis adfected from

patriarchal attitudes against women'’s economicdioe® and potential away
from “traditional” roles” “the socio-economic cassef the gender gap in
poverty are often cited as the retraditionalizaom repatriarchalisation of
society, as well as the conflict of roles of familprk which come as a
burden chiefly to women” (National Strategy for @en Equality, 2016,

p.50). The Strategy states that economic equalitykey factor in achieving
qualitative shifts in bettering inequality betweaomen and men, noting
specifically "Traditionalism regarding gender roleads to greater technical
illiteracy among women, later additionally margimadg them in the labor

market" (National Strategy for Gender Equality, 0{.20).

According to the RS’ 2011 Census (Statistical @ffaf Republic of
Serbia, 2011), the share of women in the total [adjmn in the Republic of
Serbia is about 51%. According to SORS estimate2@18, there were
3,570,953 women in Serbia compared to 3,392,811 (Statistical Office
of Republic of Serbia, 2011). 44.5 was the aveagefor all women while
it was 41.7 for men.

Figure 1: Number of Degree Holders by Educationdlétained, Republic
of Serbia, 2017
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Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of SarR2i017.

In Serbia, the number of male and female studehts graduated from
high school in 2017/2018 was almost equal (Figuje While there are
more female students who have completed the geserndary school
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than male students (8,676: 6,569, respectively)esnare three times more
likely than females to complete a 3-year vocati@wilool. The 2017 SORS
data show that women are generally more educateddhe men, as more
women attained a higher education. In the same, &0 women as

opposed to 403 men completed their doctorates. Memvet the Serbian
Academy of Sciences and Arts, men occupy 90% ofnaimberships

compared to women (Statistical Office of RepubfiSerbia, 2019).

In addition to the fiscal stabilization and implamiag needed
economic reforms, a decrease in unemployment imi&ever the last
several years has been a key positive trend. &ignif progress in labor
market indicators show the unemployment rate toehdropped and the
employment rate to have increased by roughly 9emage points from
2013 to 2017 (Table 1).

Table 1: The Serbian Labor Market, Participants Ad® or Over

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 22.1 19.2 17.7 157 13:F

EMPLOYMENT RATE 37.7 42.0  42F 457 46.7
Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of SarhiFS, 2107.

When deconstructed by gender, the ratio of men @yegl to that of
women has been changing since 2016, in that womeegaaning ground by
having a higher presence in the labor market. Hewewen still maintain a
stronger foothold in the labor market than do won¥ss derived from the
2017 LFS data, approximately 1,565,000 men and9]0P® women were
employed.

The employment rate among males is higher thanofhf@males, by as
much as 13%. The overall employment rate progrefsed 2016 to 2018
by as much as 4% in both men and women. The ungmyelat rate in 2018
for women was approximately 14%, whereas for memais roughly 12%.
Most disadvantaged are women between the ages @nd524, whose
unemployment rates were as high as 70%. The actizie of women who
possess a higher education is slightly higher thamactivity rate of men of
the same educational level, while the activity ratevomen who have no
educational credentials or have only attained aetolevel of education is
less than the activity rate of men of the same &itilugal level.
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Table 2: Labor Market of Serbia, 2016-2018

2016 2017 2018
age age age age age age
1524 15-64 1524 15-64 1524 15-64
total 30.3 656 306 667 300 678
Activity rate male 36.8 73.1 36.8 73.8 36.3 75.1
female 234 581 241 596 233 606
total 19.7 552 209 573 211 588
gpep'oyme”t male 249 619 261 639 260 656
female 14.2 48.4 15.3 50.8 15.9 52.0
total 69.7 344 69.4 333 700 322
Inactivity rate  male 63.2 269 63.2 26.2 63.7 24.9
female 766 419 759 404 767 39.4
total 349 159 319 141 297 133
Unemployment -1 322 153 292 135 283 125

rate
female 39.5 16.7 36.3 148 32.0 14.2

Source: Statistical Office of Republic of SerbigSl.2018.

The number of unemployed women with secondary daucar higher
decreased in 2018 in comparison with 2017. Amohgvamen who are
unemployed, 50% of them possess a secondary edli@athigher; 30% of
all unemployed persons are unskilled women.

Table 3: Unemployed Persons by Educational Attairt017-2018

Women, Women,

20172018 "o0177 o018
Total 618 82° 55251 324 97 294 97!
University, vocational higher, 270584 244274 162638 148 207
and secondary vocational

educatiol

Highly skilled and skille 143 53¢ 123 62: 58 25: 51 29¢
Semi-skilled and lower 21609 18617 10 955 9 549
professional educati

Unskillec 183 09¢ 166 00: 93 13: 85 92¢

Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of Sar2i018.
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Methods and Data

The analysis conducted in this paper primarily udata from the
SORS. Data of two nationally representative sunagsused: the LFS and
SILC, covering 2016 to 2018 (depending on datalabdity). Other official
registers, where pertinent, are also studied, asciiose from the National
Employment Service on the number of unemployedhie Republic of
Serbia.

A common indicator of poverty for all the countriegluded in EU-
SILC (Eurostat, 2014) and the main indicator of grty used in this study is
the at-risk-of-poverty rate. In statistical ternthe rate represents the
percentage of the total population whose equivalerame lies below the
at-risk-of-poverty threshold, defined as 60% of tbguivalent income
denominated in national currency. Equivalent incasnealculated by using
the OECD modified equivalence scale:

EDIni = 23 Wi * Dl wi,

where D} is equivalent income of a household’s members lexpah by
weighting each member by age, whereas= 1, 0.5 or 0.3 for each
household head, every adult member of the househblgears of age and
over, and children, respectively.

In this paper, the at-risk-of-poverty rates areembsd by age, labor
market status, occupational status and education.

The comparative approach is used where the madinfyis for Serbia
are discussed from the perspective of other stusliefata concerning the
impact of implementing changes to social policelated to poverty.

Women in Poverty from 2016 to 2018 in the Republiof Serbia

According to data from SILC (2018), the at-riskpwiverty rate (the
share of persons earning income below 60% of thdianeof the equivalent
income of the total population) was 24.3% and, desglight fluctuations
(25.5% (2016), 25.7% (2017) and 24.3% (2018)), ieeth largely
unchanged from SILC 2013 when it was 24.5%.

Statistics show that the poverty rate in Serbideisreasing. The risk of
being at poverty was measured by a rate of 25.52016, but it decreased
to 24.3% in 2018. Poverty rates for women are alsticeably lower,
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where, in 2016, it was 24.6% but 23% in 2018. By ggoup, the most
vulnerable are women between the 18 and 24 yeaagefwhere their rate
was around 30%. The biggest gap between men ancew@rbetween the
ages of 55 and 64, where, according to 2018 dht,pbverty rate for
women was 6.6 percentage points lower than for rRen.those over 65,
there is a considerable difference between mennaomden, as men are at a
lower risk of poverty than are women. For men dd®rthe poverty rate is
16.9%, while for women of the same age it is 24i8%018.

Table 4: The At-Risk-of-Poverty Rate by Gender/age, 2016-2018

Gender total
At risk of poverty rate, %, 2016 Male Female

25.8 25.2 25.5
18 — 64 27.4 24.6 26.0
18 -24 33.3 32.0 32.7
25 -54 25.8 24.5 25.1
55 - 64 28.4 21.5 24.8
65 + 15.2 22.0 19.1

. Male Female Total
At risk of poverty rate, %, 2017 25.4 6.0 25 7
18 — 64 26.0 25.3 25.7
18 -24 27.3 32.3 29.7
25 -54 24.6 25.1 24.9
55 - 64 29.3 225 25.8
65 + 16.9 24.7 21.3
. Male Female total

At risk of poverty rate, %, 2018 24.6 4.0 24,3
18 — 64 25.1 23.0 24.0
18-24 29.9 28.2 29.1
25 -54 23.4 22.8 23.1
55 - 64 27.4 20.8 23.9
65 + 16.9 24.3 21.1

Source: Statistical Office of Republic of Serbith,C5 2016-2018.

In Serbia, poverty in men and women remains re¢tiequal in scope
up to 65 years of age, after which there is aneexér shift where those
living in poverty dramatically increase among wome&he origins of this
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sudden change are not entirely clear. However, Balet al. (2017) noted
that the most vulnerable among the elderly are wombo are single

mothers, retired, the disabled, outside the labarkset or those who come
from rural communities or socially marginalizede(j.Roma) communities.
Measured at the individual level, women are farerideely than men to be
in privation for every indicator, from clothing antbotwear to the

availability of personal finance.

The composition of the household can further explaertain
differences in poverty between genders. For examible tendency in
poverty of the single-person households depictersey trends between
genders. According to SILC data, men (38.1%) wdra digher risk of
poverty than women (31.8%) in 2016, while in 20lithwhe rate of 34.4%
women were more exposed to poverty than men (31.IP%)s trend
continues in 2018. In part, this can be explaingddpeing of the population,
a lifespan gap between men and women and loweiveusy pensions due
to a discrepancy in the gender employment rates. §dp in at-risk-of-
poverty rates is particularly deep when single-pareouseholds with one
and more children are observed by gender. In sogicdl studies, the risks
are nowadays associated with the global increasiaigd of nonmarital
parenthood and rising births outside of marriageh(®ert, Deimel, 2016;
Harrington Meyer, Parker, 2011). Serbian experiesite®vs that it might be
particularly troubling for single mothers to copéttwthe poverty due to
inappropriate child support allowances, irregulanany, etc. (Government
of the Republic of Serbia / Social Inclusion andvétty Reduction Unit,
2018; Stankow, 2014).

The at-risk-of-poverty rate shows a slow reductiorpoverty among
both the employed and non-employed which is a amtiend as in the total
population (Table 5). The risk of being at the pbyeate for the employed
was reduced from 11.9% in 2016 to 10% in 2018, evhil the same time
poverty of those not in employment decreased byp@r6entage points and
reached 31.5% in 2018. Attachment to the Ilabor mstarkffects
disproportionally the poverty of active participgntThe poverty of
employees is more pronounced among the self-emglayecomparison
with wage earners, while unemployed among thoseémemmployment or
inactive are at the higher risk of poverty. It igpected due to ineffective
beneficiary support to the unemployed, significgmirtion of those
searching for a job more than 12 months and lacleligfible training
programs. All other non-employed/inactive persorsveh some other
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possibly continuous sources of income, such asigesssocial assistance,
etc. When the poverty of men and women in the labarket is compared,
similar trends can be noticed. The poverty is shgdecreasing over the
years; however, female employees are less expas@adverty than their
male counterparts, probably due to a better streatfi household income.
For example, women are more likely to live in hdwdds where both
spouses are employed, have stable sources of inamerhis is also why
unemployed women and those who are beneficiarigens$ions are under
the lower risk of poverty than unemployed men. Hesve dependent
members of the household or unable to work are imuah more difficult
position if they are women.

Table 5: The At-Risk-of-Poverty Rate by Genderlaatabr Market Status,

2016-2018
Gender Total
Male Female

At-risk-of-poverty rate, 2016,

Employec 13.€ 9.2 11.¢
Employee 8.¢ 6.7 7.8
Self-employe! 34.¢ 33.¢ 34.¢
Non-employe: 33.c 31.2 32.1
Unemploye: 2.t 46.2 49.¢
Retirec 14.7 18.C 16.€
Other no-employe: 30.C 37.4 35.8
At-risk-of-poverty rate, 2017,

Employec 12.2 9.1 10.¢
Employee 6.5 7.1 6.€
Seltemployes 38.¢ 28.€ 35.5
Non-employe: 32.: 32.¢ 32.:
Unemploye: 52.: 48.7 50.7
Retirec 14 19.¢ 17.t
Other noremploye: 26.1 36.4 33.4
At-risk-of-poverty rate, 2018,

Employec 11.2 8.2 10.C
Employee 6.S 6.€ 6.€

Seltemployes 32.7 26.t 31.C



Pavlovi, D., et al., Perspectives on Poverty by GendelBW2020, No. 1, 37-5247

Gender
Total
Male Female
Non-employe! 33.1 30.¢ 31.t
Unemploye: 54.1 437 49.C
Retirec 14.7 18.¢ 17.1
Other no-employe: 30.¢ 37.€ 35.7

Source: Statistical Office of Republic of Serbith,C5 2016-2018.

As it was already elaborated in the previous paayr the self-
employed are under a higher risk of poverty thass¢hemployed in the
companies. But, who are those more deprived antungélf-employed? As
the data in Table 6 shows there are certain diff&de among the employed
depending on the main occupational status. Menmaee likely to run a
business than women, because barely 30% of woneeolassified as self-
employed with employees. Similar distribution i€gEnt among those self-
employed who do not employ other persons (soleetsmdfreelancers,
artists, etc.); in this group of the self-employ@dmen are represented by
more than one third of the total. There is almagtat distribution of both
genders among the employees, while women are niaky ko be family
workers than men, probably because this positiothénhousehold is very
rarely paid and because there is an offended viesmt then are the
breadwinners of the family.

Table 6: Employment and At-Risk-of-Poverty Rat&bgpder and
Occupational Status, 2017

Self-employed

S_elf-employed without Employees Family
with employees workers
employees
Employment indicator, !
Male 70.¢ 65.7 50.¢ 19.:
Femalt 29.2 34.% 49.1 80.7
Total 100.( 100.( 100.( 100.(
At-risk-of-poverty rate, ¢
Male 22.F 41.¢ 18.t 43.7
Femalt 27.£ 34.€ 15.€ 46.2
Total 23.€ 39.2 17.1 45.¢

Source: Statistical Office of Republic of Serbih,G5 2017.
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The second panel of Table 6 shows that althoughemoane less likely
to run their own businesses, they are more likelype at a higher risk of
poverty than men. However, when women decide tosél&employed
without employing other workers, they are in aldstter position than men.
The at-risk-of-poverty rate for women is 34.9% whis 7.1 percentage
points less in comparison with the same indicabornien. The interesting
finding is that the difference between the at-w$ipoverty rate for male
and female family workers is only 2.5 percentagénso showing that
women might be only slightly deprived than men wheiding this position
in the household. They do not earn “monetary” inepiout instead they
help maintain stable sources of total householdonme (Ognjenow,
Pavlovi, 2019).

Figure 2: The At-Risk-of-Poverty by Gender, 2017
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Source: Statistical Office of Republic of Serbih,G5 2017.

The level of education is a key factor in allevigtipoverty, but the
effect of education differs across regions and t@s) In general, from a
gender perspective additional educational achiem&snmay help more to
those women with no previous education or with llewel of education.
Some relevant studies confirm a close connectidwden education and
poverty from a global perspective by studying tlehievements of the
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Millennium Development Goals in low-income coungri€Unterhalter,
2012), or in transitional economies (Matk@vi2006). Poverty and
characteristics of tertiary educated women in thé &d how they are
successful in the labor market are studied by Agsal. (2019). Their
analysis confirms that higher educated Europeanemocannot successfully
materialize their achievements in the labor martteé to occupational
choices or types of employment because of the skesviowards fixed-term
contracts.

At-risk-of-poverty rates by gender and educatioa#tainment for
Serbia, using the 2017 SILC data, are given infl@du In general, almost a
half of those with primary education or less areadtigh risk of poverty.
However, men (52.6%) with this level of educatiae anore exposed to
poverty than similarly educated women (47.6%). Wone Serbia have
higher rates of higher education in comparison wign (343,410:308,824,
respectively, but lower rates of risk of poverty (8.6%:9.6%spectively).
Only women with secondary education have highessraf risk of poverty
than men. This finding is complementary with thsiatus in the labor
market, i.e. these women are disproportionally ntepgesented among the
unemployed than men of the same level of educaBmilar findings are
confirmed by previous analyses using the 2013 SHa&fa for Serbia
(Matkovi¢ et al., 2015).

Conclusions

The results of this study indicate that women 5&ryer older are at a
greater risk of falling into poverty than do men #ite same age.
Furthermore, a contributing factor to women beitgigher risk of poverty
is their being less likely to run their own busiees than men are, as
demonstrated by the finding that when women do déedob be self-
employed (without employing other workers) they area slightly better
position than men. Women who are self-employeduader the highest risk
of poverty than salaried employees, showing thavaaman’'s means of
employment may be a determining factor in whether is at the poverty
rate or not. Furthermore, since barely 30% of wommenclassified as self-

3 The estimates are given for the population agegelss and over, according to 2011
Census data. See the Statistical Yearbook for 20142 (Statistical Office of the Republic
of Serbia, 2018).
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employed with employees, it is also found that rasmore likely to run a
business than women.

Poverty in women appears to stem from the wagebgapeen men and
women accompanied by less convenient employmentreptas well as
domestic factors, such as the expectation that wosheuld be primarily
responsible for harmonizing work and home life #tasek, 2018). While
women in Serbia are more educated than men, tiilegash less. Albeit the
majority of employees in Serbia, both men and wanearn insufficient
salaries to keep them from poverty, women are byrfare disadvantaged.
Whether it be in the public and private sector ahthe same educational
level, gender inequalities in earnings are seeralinost all sectors of
activity for the same occupations.

Reducing gender equality chiefly stems from theesgy of multiple
actors such as decision makers, civil society ssprtives and business
representatives. Even though women are more skdfeti more educated
than men, women are still more likely to be unemetb It should therefore
be necessary to align strategies such as the GEgdatity Strategy and the
Employment Strategy in Serbia to more significamiytribute to reducing
gender’s effect on povertyAs such, it is also within the public’'s general
interest to support the reconciliation of work aodre responsibilities
through the social services offered and genderlgygymlicies in place, as
it will assist in raising wages for women as wedl flzaving a net-positive
effect on improving poverty overall. Poverty amooiger women shows
that such measures are currently falling short eéting their aims.
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