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OCHAJXMBAIBE ITOJbOITPMBPEJHUITA
Y JYTOUCTOYHO]J] CPBUJN: CTYAUJA CIIYUAJA®

Ancrpakt: OCHaXXIBambe JKeHa Y TI0/bOIPUBPENM Ce caryieflaBa Ha OCHOBY JIBa MH/MKA-
TOpPa: KOHTPOJIE HaJl IPOM3BOSHNUM PECYPCUMa M OfIyIMBalby y Be3M Ca IMMOJbOIPUBPENHOM
pon3BoABOM. LInb ncTpakmBarma je yrBphuBame cTeneHa 0CHaXEHOCTH TTO/bOIPIBPEN-
H11a y jyrouctodsoj Cpduju. ITommo ce off IpeTHocTaBKe a je HM3aK CTeNeH OCHaKEeHOCTH
HOJBONIPUBpeRHNUIIA y 0BoM fieny Cpduje. EMIupujckmm ucTpaxxuBarmeM, TIOMOhy nocedHo
KOHCTPYWCAHOT YIIMTHMKA, odyxBaheHe cy 132 MO/bONIpUBpEAHNIIE Ca TEPUTOPH]je OIIITIHE
Csprpur. Ha ocHOBY 1odMjeHNX pesynTara youeH je Hu3aK CTeIleH OCHaKeHOCTH JKeHa Koje
ce daBe MOTBOIIPMBPENIOM, jep je HI3aK MOCTOTaK sKeHa B/IACHNK MO/bONPYBPETHNX pecypca
M CaMOCTAJTHO JTOHOCH OJITyKe O MO/bOIIPUBPETHOj IPOU3BOALN. [lodujenn pesynraru cy
3HaYajHU jep YKa3yjy Ha HEOIXOMHOCT Jla/ber UCIUTHUBAbA CTENEHA OCHAXKEHOCTY U U3Pa-
JyHaBama MHJEKCa OCHAXVBaka KeHa Y ITO/bOTIPUBPE/Y, Ka0 U Ha IIOTpedy Impefy3nMara
ozipeheHNx Mepa Ha JTOKaTHOM, PETMOHATHOM U JIp)KaBHOM HYBOY.

KipyuHe peun: >xeHe, O/bOIIPUBPE/IA, OCHAKUBAbE, POJIHA je[{HAKOCT

YBOJI

Popna paBHOIIPaBHOCT je, Kao jefaH off 17 nybeBa Ogp>KMBOT pas3Boja, HalllIa CBOje
MeCTO Kako y MuienujyMckoj geknapanuju Yjepumenux Hanyja 2000. roguue, Tako n'y
Arenpu 2030. OBaj b Tpeda, n3meby octanor, ga gonpuHece jefHAKMM IIPaBUMa >KeHa
Ha ,,eKOHOMCKE pecypce, Kao ¥ IIPUCTYI BIACHUIITBY ¥ KOHTPO/IN HaJ, 3eM/BUIITEM U IPY-
TUM OdNMIVIMA MMOBYHE, (PUMHAHCHUjCKUM YCITyraMa, HacaeheM 1 IpupogHuM pecypcuma,
y ckmapy ca HaumoHanuuM 3akouuma” (Ciljevi odrzivog razvoja, 2018). OcTBapuBabe
0BaKo Jie(pVMHICAHOT 1IM/ba MEPH Ce IMIPOLIEHTOM YKYIIHOT IIO/bOIIPUBPETHOT CTAHOBHUIIIBA
ca BIACHUIITBOM HaJl II0/bOIIPUBPENHIM 3eM/BIIIITEM, IIPpeMa IOJY; YAeIoM xeHa Mebhy
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BJIACHUIIVIMA VI HOCHOIIMMA IIpaBa Ha I0/bOIIPUBPENHO 3eM/bUILTE U IPABHUM OKBUPOM
KOj! FapaHTyje PaBHOIIPABHOCT >K€Ha Ha BIACHUINTBO HaJl 3eM/BMIITEM 11/ MU KOHTPOTY.
Oprauusannja 3a xpany u noponpuspeny Yjennmenux Hannja (Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations [FAO], 2020) npeno3Hasa je 3Ha4aj OCTBApPUBaEba POJHE
PaBHOTIPaBHOCTH ¥ 0O/1aCTH MO/BOIPMBPEHE MPOU3BOIIbE U TI0BE3asia I'a Ca OCTBApHBa-
’eM IIPBOT Iy/ba 13 MIleHnjyMcKe geKIapanyje, cBeTa des IIafi, OfHOCHO ca HEeKOJINMKO
LV/beBa IOCTaB/beHNUX y AreHu 2030: cBeT de3 IIajiy, CUTYPHOCT XpaHe, 100po 3[paBibe,
Kao U MUp, IpaBia ¥ cHaxKHe nHCcTUTynuje (Bupu: FAO, 2011, 2020). PAO je 3anpaso
eKCIUIMIVTHO YKa3ajIa Ha HEeONIXOJHOCT OCHA)KMBamba >KeHa Koje ce daBe I0/bOIpUBPefOM.

O popHOj HepaBHONIPABHOCTH Y TOTbOTIPUBPE/Y TOBOPE TIOfAIMN Ha TTI00ATHOM HUBOY
n 'y Cpduju. ITpema nogaruma YH, y cBeTy camo 13% >keHa MMa BTaCHUIITBO Hafl TI07bO-
npuBpenuuM semwbniteM (https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/gender-equality/).
[Mopaum 3a Cpdujy cy HesHaTHO d0sbY, 32 4,3%. bes 083upa mTo je 17,3% BracHuma ra-
3IMHCTaBa, CBera 16% >XeHa Ioceyje CpeficTBa 3a OoJ/bOIPUBPEHY IPOU3BO/IY, a Kyhe y
KOjuMa >KVBe Ha cery ¢y y 88% cmydajeBa BacHuuITBo Mymkapana (Nacionalna strategija
za rodnu ravnopravnost za period od 2016. do 2020. godine, sa Akcionim planom za period
od 2016. do 2018. godine, 2016). OBo yka3syje Ha TO Ja je HEOIIXOIHO IIpefy3UMabe MOf-
CTUIIAJHUX Mepa KaKo dY >keHe Ha CelTy JoceITle PaBHOIIPABHOCT Y €KOHOMCKOj, COLIjaJIHOj,
jaBHOj, TauHMje CBUM cepama )XIBOTA I pajia.

OcHaxuBambe je KOHIEINT Ynje fepMHMCabe Bapupa Y 3aBUCHOCTH Off AUCLIUIUINHE,
TpajMIje U KOHTEKCTa y KojeM ce kopuctit. Behuna gedunnnnja ce poxycupa Ha murama
cTuIlama Mohu 1 KOHTpO/Ie HaJl Ofi/TyKaMma 1 pecypcuma Koju ofpebyjy Heunju kBamureT
JKIBOTA (Narayan, 2002). OcHaKeHOCT rmogpasyMmeBa CIIOCOOHOCT [1a ce JoHeTe OflITyKe
IIpeToYe y >KeJ/beHe aKIyje M MCX0fe, C 003MPOM Ha CTPYKTYPY APYIITBEHNX OKOTHOCTH
yHyTap Kojux Heko genyje (Alsop et al., 2006). Oxpebena je cnocoduomthy akrepa uin
TpyIle ia IpaBU CBPCUCXOHe U3dope y onpeheHNM ApyIITBeHNM OKOTHOCTUMA 1 OffHO-
CM Ce Ha pa3/IM4MTe acleKTe MHCTUTYILMOHATHOT KOHTeKcTa. KamanuTeT oCHaXXMBamba
3aBICH Off laBakba CPeNCTaBa, YK/bydyje ICUXOIOIKe, NHPOPMALVIOHe, OpPraHU3alOHe,
MaTepujajiHe, IpyILITBeHe, (GMHAHCUjCKe I JBYACKe pecypce, M Mepy ce IPaBIINMa, 3a-
KOHIMa, peTy/IaTOPHUM OKBMPMMA, KYITYPOM, HOpMaMa U ITOHaIameM (POpMaTHUX 1
He(OpMaTHNX UHCTUTYIMjA APYIITBA.

PopHa puMeH3Mja y IO/bOIPUBPENHO]j IIPON3BOAKBY OMJIa je MaprUHAIN30BaHA 1O
ceflampieceTux roguHa 20. Bexa. 3axsapyjyhu Bocepyn (Boserup, 1970), ckpeHyTa je maxkia
Ha POJIHY IIOJIeTy pajia y TIo/bONPUBPENH, f1a OU KaCHMja NCTPaKIBamba, OCedHO y mopica-
xapckoj Adpuun, To 1 gokasana. CTyauje ca Kpaja gBageceTor Beka II0Ka3yjy fia je, 3axBa-
Jbyjyhu cxBaTarmby MyILIKaplia Kao JOMIHAHTHIX CydjeKaTa I0/bOIPUBPeNHe IPOM3BOIIbE,
TOLTO O HeTaTMBHIX IOC/IeANIIA 1 MCXOfIA II0je IV HYIX ITO/bOIPUBPEIHNUX IIpojeKara (von
Braun et al., 1989; Schroeder, 1993, HaB. mpema Quisumbing, Meinzen-Dick, Raney, at al.,
2014, p. 7, 8). Ha Taj HauuH je CKpeHyTa ITa>Kiba Ha POLHY AUMEH3V]Y y IIO/bONIPUBPENY I
YKa3aHo /la TO Hije CaMo MITarbe 0 KojeM Tpeda Jja ce pacmpas/ba ¥ aKafieMCKOj 3ajefIHMIIN,
Beh ma Mopa ga Habe cBoje MecTO y pasBojHIM MOJIMTUKAMA U IPOrPAMIUMA.

OcHaxXxeHOCT y o/bonpyBpenu ce oppebyje kao Heunja cIIocOSHOCT f1a JOHOCY OIJIY-
Ke 0 MITamIMa KOja ce OfHOCe Ha IIO/bOIIPUBPENHY IPOM3BOJbY, KA0 1 IIPUCTYI MaTepy-
jaTHUM U PYIITBEHNM pecypcrMa IoTpedHnM 3a cripoBobeme Tux omryka (Alkire at al.,
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2013). OcHaXXVBambe >KeHa y O/bOIPMBPEY je PeIaTHBHO HOB KOHIIEIIT. 300T CTI0KEeHOCTH
U BUIIEAVMEH3MOHA/IHE IIPUPOJe jOLI YBeK He MOCTOjI MNPOKo npuxBaheHn nHcTpy-
MEHT 32 IeT0BO MCTpaxnBame. [IpeMa Mpexu 3a MCTpaXBarmbe Pofa U MO/bOIIPUBpEfie
KoncynrarnsHe rpyme 3a mehynapopta nomonpuspenna ncrpaxusama (Gender and
Agriculture Research Network — CGIAR), ocHaxx1Babe Tpeda IIpaTUTH IIPEKO ABA MHMINU-
Katopa. IIpBu je KOHTpO/A KeHa HaJl TPOM3BOJHNM PeCypCMa Kao HITO Cy 3eM/BUINTE,
CTOKa, BOJIA, IIIyMe, 3ajeJHITYKA IMOBIHA, ceMe, hydpuBa, MaiHe, prHAHCHjCKA CPENCTBA,
U IIPUXOAM Off IIpOJiaje yceBa, CTOKe VM IIYMCKVUX IponsBopa. JIpyru je Moh poHoIIerma
OJITyKa XKeHa y moriefy kopuirherma BpeMeHa I IPUXO/a, U BbrxoBa Moh ofIyunBama y
rpymama ¥ KoneKTuBHUM opranusanujama (CGIAR, 2014).

MebyHaponau UcTpaXUBaYKU MHCTUTYT 3a MomUTUKY xpaHe (International Food
Policy Research Institute - IFPRI), Oxcdoppcka nHNIIMjaTHBA 3a CUPOMAIITBO 1 JbYACKN
pasBoj (Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative - OPHI) n Amepuuka areH-
nuja 3a mehynapogan passoj (USAID) sajegamakn ¢y passumn VIHAEKC OCHaXKMBamba
sxeHa y noponipupenu (The Women's Empowerment in Agriculture Index - WEAI). OBaj
MHJeKC ce Joduja Ha OCHOBY IIOfaTaKa JOOUjeHUX aHKeTHPambeM MYIIKapala ¥ XKeHa 13
MCTOT IO/BOIPUBpeRHOr foMahnHCTaBa Ha HIBOY jefHe 3eM/be W pernoHa (Alkire et al.,
2013).* WEAI nporiemyje meT guMeH3Mja OCHaKMBama: IPOU3BOJbY, pecypce, IpUxoze,
nupepcTBo 1 BpeMe. IIpoussogrva ce Mepu Ha OCHOBY OJTyKa O TTO/bOTIPUBPENHOj ITPO-
U3BOJIHY, OFHOCHO JIa JIM Ce OBE OfTyKe IOHOCEe CAMOCTATHO MM 3ajeHNIKN. Pecypcu
00yxBaTajy BIaCHUIITBO IIOjeANHIIA, IIPUCTYII 1 MOh JOHOIIEeba OJIyKa O IPOVN3BOTHIM
pecypcumMa Kao IITO Cy 3eM/BUINTE, CTOKA, TIO/bONIPHMBPEIHA OIIPeMa, TpajHa IOTPOIIHA
poda u kpeputn. IIpuxogu Kao AVIMeH3Mja OCHAXIBAba Ce OJJHOCE Ha MICK/bYUMBY VN
3ajefHINYKy KOHTPONY HaJi KopuinhemeM npuxoza u pacxona. /lugepcitiso ce Mepu Kpo3
YIAHCTBO y €KOHOMCKIM JUIM IPYIITBEHVIM IpyliaMa 11 ydelrheM y jaBHOM FOBODY, a 8peme
ce Mepu Ha OCHOBY pacIiofie/ie BpeMeHa 13MeDy nmponykrusHux n gomahux sagaraka u
cnodopuux akTuBHOCTU.® [Topey oBuX neT guMmeHsuja, WEAI Mepu ponHy HejeHaKOCT
yHyTap nomahuncTBa ynopebusamem jasa usmeby mymkapiia u sxere y gomahuncTBy
(Alkire et al., 2013).

WEAI nHpieKc fjaje KBaHTUTATHBHE IIOKa3aTe/be OCHAXMBabha IO/bONPYUBPETHM-
Ia U jaza usMeby MyLIKMX U )KeHCKUX WIAHOBA HO/BOIPUBPERHOr foMahnHCTBa, Te je
YMHY Ce ONIPaBIaHO MMTakbe [la /M j€ HAjIIOTONHIjI 32 Meperbe KOHIENTa KOjI je HeMa-
TepujanaH Moyt ocHaxuBama (Kabeer, 2001). KBanTuTaTnBHY 1MOKa3aTe/by HE MOTY
ma odjacHe YMILEHNITY Jla MaKO MHOT€ >KeHe MMajy IIPpaBo Ha 3eM/BUINTE, TO je caMo 360r
Mamer opesa WK fodyjara CyOBeHINja, a IIXOBI CYNIPY>KHULM Y CTBApM JOHOCE CBe
omnyke o kopunrhemwy sempuinra (Deere et al., 2013). 3aTuM, fa y UMby OCHOXXMBamba

*  TIpepio>keHU MHAMKATOPH 33 Mepelbe OCHaXXBatba )KeHa Y MO/bOIIPUBPENY KOPEIpajy ca NH-

muKaTopuMma Koje aje @AQ: mporeHat /by ca BTACHUIITBOM VIV CUTYPHUM IIpaByMa HaJl T07bO-
IpYBPENHNM 3eM/bMIITEM (OF] YKYIIHOT O/bOIIPUBPEIHOT CTAHOBHMINTBA), IIPeMa IOJTY; y/ieo JKeHa
Meby BacHMIIMMA MM HOCHOLIMMA TIpaBa Ha MO/bOIIPUBPESHO 3eM/BIIITE, IPeMa BPCTH MOCENa,
U IIpOLIeHAT 3eMasba Y KOjuMa IpaBHY OKBMP (YK/bydyjyhu od1yajHO IpaBo) rapaHTyje keHaMa
jemHaKa MpaBa Ha BJIACHUIITBO Haj 3eM/boM u/mmu KouTpony (https://www.fao.org/sustainable-
-development-goals/goals/goal-5/en/).

®  3a cBaky guMeHsujy gatu ¢y u unaukaropu (Bupgm: Alkire et al., 2013, p. 9).
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MO/bOIIPUBPETHNIIA Yy MHOTYIM ApyKaBaMa >KeHe MMajy aKUIM IPUCTYI KpeguTnuMa jep
MMKpPOKpeIUTHe opranusanuje npedepnpajy >xeHe seM/bOpagHULIe, A/ Y MHOTUM CITy4a-
jeBMMa KpeuTe KOHTPOINIIY BUXOBYU CYIpy>KHuuy wiv mymku pobaun (Goetz & Gupta,
1996). TakBa nMTamba, KOja Cy CYITUIHA Y HICY AUPEKTHO BU/BUBA UTPAjy Ba>KHY Y/IOTY
y noBehamy nin oMeTamy OCHaXXIBaba M MOTY ce 00YXBATUTH CaMO KBA/IUTATUBHUM
uctpaxusamuMa (Mason, 2005). Y ToM cMKCITy, KBaIUTaTUBHE METOfIe KOje KOpUCTe
IyOUMHCKe, HECTPYKTYpUPaHe WIN IONYyCTPYKTypHpaHe MHTEPBjye Cy IPUKIATHIje OF
YMCTO KBAHTUTATVBHIUX METOAA 3a UHTN(UKALN]Y COLMOKYITYPHIUX 1 BEPCKIX HOP-
MU ¥ BPEFHOCTH KOje AepyHIIIY pOoiHe OfHOCe ¥ ApyTBy. OBe HOpMe U BPEFHOCTH CY
LIeHTpaJIHe 3a pa3yMeBambe OCHAKIBAaa, 32 PA3/IIKYy Off jefHOCTaBHOTr Mepema (Rao &
Woolcock, 2005). KBanTUTaTNBHA CTPAXXMBamba OCHAXKIBAKA Cy 3HAYAjHA jep Ipolie-
IbYjy HyMepU4Ke pe3y/aTare Koji OfpakaBajy HUBO OCHAKMBaIba JKEHA Y Pa3IMIUTIM
ApywmTBuMa. bpojyann pesynraTtu ce MOTy KOPUCTUTH 32 IIPOLIEHY YTHUIIaja OCHAKMBAba
Ha odpas3oBame, 0e30eTHOCT XpaHe I IpyTe pe3ynTare pasBoja u dnarocrama. Mehytum,
KBAaHTUTATMBHA aHA/IM3a HIje epMKacHa y ueHTUMKaLuju pakTopa Koju FOBOJE O
TaKBUX pas3/MKa y OCHAKMBAbY JKeHa y pasIMIUTUM JpylITBMMa. KBanuTaTnBHe MeTOzie
omoryhaBajy ananuTn4apuma ga nydme yhy y ApylITBeHy apXUTEKTYPy U UAEHTUDUKY]Y
¢dopmanHa u HepopMaIHA MHCTUTYLMOHATIHA IIPABIIA KOja ZOIPMHOCE POFHIM ja30BIMA
y pasmuuantuM apymrsuMa (Rao & Woolcock, 2005).

Jlocamamnsba COIMOIONIKa NCTPpaXk1Bamba cena y CpOuju dase ce pasmmInTuM py-
paHMM IIpodneMuMa, off feMorpadcux npodieMa 1 IpaKmbemba cefa, IpeKo npodieMa
PypaHOr pasBoja, CEKTOPCKMX MOMUTUKA U Pa3Boja ceta MoCcedHO y TPAH3UIIMOHOM ITe-
pHofy, IpoOMeHaMa Y HaulMHY IIPOM3BOJibe Y M3MEHbEeHNM K/IMMATCKIM YC/IOBMMA, KBaJIu-
TETOM >KMBOTA Ha CeJly, IO [IOJI0XKaja MOjedVHUX APYIITBEHUX IPYIIa y buMa UTH. (BUAU
up.: Boki¢ & Ciki¢, 2014; Cvejié et al., 2010; Tli¢ Krsti¢ & Miltojevié, 2020; Tli¢ Krsti¢ &
Miltojevi¢, 2022; Jeli¢ & Jovanovi¢, 2011; Jeli¢ & Kolarevi¢, 2021; Mitrovi¢, 2002; Raji¢ &
Jeli¢, 2020; Stojsin, 1999, 2021; Ceriman, & Milutinovi¢ Bojani¢, 2016; Ciki¢, 2013; Sljukic,
2006; Sljuki¢ & Sljuki¢, 2012, 2019). Masa ce y HeKuMa Off BMX AUPEKTHO MU MHMPEKT-
HO yKasyje Ha IIOCTOjambe pOfiHe AVMeH3Mje TI0/bOTIPUBPeTHE MPON3BOHE (BUAU HIIP.:
Babovi¢, 2014; Babovi¢ & Vukovi¢, 2008; Blagojevi¢, 2010), unuu ce fa ce mpodreMnma
POJIHOT jaza y 0BOj /IeNTaTHOCTH® ¥ TIOCeSHO MepaMa 33 OCHaXVBakhe IO/bOTIPUBPETHMIIA
He mocBehyje TOBO/BHO MaKbe.

Y ummy yrephuBarma cremneHa ocHaXeHOCTI ojbopyBpentniia y Cpduju, a nmajyhn
y supy nunpukatope CGIAR-a, kao u WEAI guMeHsuje 0CHa)KMBaba II0/bOINPUBPENHNIIIA,
TOTPaXWU/IM CMO OfITOBOpe Ha ciefiecha nmuTama: Ko je BIACHUK 3eM/bUINTA U MalllHa, KO

¢ ®AO je cauMHWIa aHAIM3Y POJfHE PABHOIIPABHOCTH Y IOJONIPUBPEFHOM CEKTOPY 1 IIPOLieCuMa

pypanHor paspoja. [lofanu ykasyjy Ha 3Ha4ajHe pOJIHE Pas/MKe Y PypalTHUM MOAPYYjUMa y pasiu-
YUTUM AMMeH3MjaMa, yK/bYdyjyhu IpucTyn MMOBMHY, €KOHOMCKO ydemrhe, yore 1 oOuTKe Off
TIOJbONIPUBPE/HE IIPOU3BOJIbE, OCTBAPUBAbE HI3a COLMjaTHMX ITPaBa, IIOMUTIYKO ydernhe, IPUCTYII
COIMja/THUM YCITyraMa, CTU/I )KMBOTA M OTIIOPHOCT KIMMATCKMM IIPOMEHAaMa 1 BAHPETHUM CUTYya-
rjama. Takobe, ykasaHo je Ha TepUTOPUMjaTHU AUCIIAPUTET Y OKa3aTe/biMa, Mepe IIOfPIIKe, ajln
¥ Ha HeMOTYRHOCT Jja ce Ha OCHOBY JOCTYITHVX IIOflaTaKa JIajy IIpOLieHe O IBUX0BOj eUKaCHOCTH, U
MICTaKHYTa je IIoTpeda 3a MyOMHCKIM UCTPaXXMBabJIMa Ha PeIPe3eHTaTVBHIM Y30pIMMa Kako ou
ce dorpe pasymerie popiHe HejeHaKoCTH y 0BOj renatHocty (FAO, 2021).
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JOHOCH OJTyKe O IO/bOIIPUBPENHO] IIPOU3BOMIILY, KO OI/Ty4yje O HOBLY 32 IIOOMUPUBAbEe
CBAaKOJHEBHIUX MOTPeda, KOMMKO BpeMeHa XKeHe IIpoBofe 0daBpajyhn moponpuspenHe
pajoBe 1 Koje KyhHe Ioc/ioBe 00aB/bajy MCK/bY4IIBO OHE.

ITomno ce op ommIITe XMIIOTE3€ /1A je HU3aK CTEIIeH OCHAKEHOCTH MO/bOIIPYBPENHNUIIA
y jyroucrounoj Cpduju. Ha ocHOBY e mocTaBbeHe cy crnefiehe mocedHe mpeTmocTaBke:
1. )KeHe Cy MalbMHCKI BTACHUIIM peCypca 3a NO/bOIIPUBPENHY IPON3BOAY; 2. IIO/bOIPH-
Bpe[IHMIIE MAaFbMHCKM CAMOCTATHO OTy4Yjy O IO/bOIIPUBPESHOj IPOU3BOJILY 1 PaCIIO-
JIaramy cpefcTBUMa foMaNMHCTBa; 3. TOAMHe XXIBOTA M 0OPa30BHY HMBO JKEHa yTHYe Ha
IbJIXOB CTeIleH OCHA)KEHOCTI.

MATEPMJAJI VI METO]]

PesynraTy nprkasaHu y oBoM pagmy Cy pe3yaTar MMper NCTPasK/Barba MOf, HA3MBOM
»KaIanurery afanTanyje Ha KJIMMaTCKe IIPOMEHe JKeHa y pypaIHiM 0d/IacTuMa jyrou-
crouHe Cpduje”, cnpoBefieHOr y epuof of, okrodpa 2021. no pedpyapa 2022. roguHe.
Y paTyM OKOJTHOCTMMA IaHAeMMje domecTy KoBup 19, olpefenm cMo ce 3a KBaHTUTA-
TUBHO NCTpaXXNBaE, Oes 0631/1pa mTO Cy KBa/IMTaTVBHA ICTpa’KBatba MHOTO norommja
3a VICHUTVBabe OCHAKIBaMha MO/bOIIPUBPENHNIIIA.

Crrygajanm y3opkoM odyxsaheHe cy 132 ucrmranuie Humasckor okpyra, Koje sKuse
Ha tepuropyju onurruae Cprpur. Op 132 ucnmranune, Hajsehn Opoj uMa cpenme odpaso-
Bame — 48,5%, Bucoko odpasoBame nma 33,3% u 18,2% minke odpasosame. Vcnuranuie
ce IIPeTeXXHO daBe IOBPTAPCTBOM Ha OTBOPEHOM — 57,7%, a 3HaTHO Marby IIPOLIeHaT IIa-
CTEHUYKOM NpOou3BOAmOM — 18,2%, BohapctBom 37,9%, n Matse ox 10% camo BuHOrpa-
[apCTBOM M JPYTOM IIPOM3BOJOM (TajereM JIeKOBUTOT O1/ba, PacaHUIITBOM U CIL.).

PE3VIITATU NCTPAJKMBAIbA

Pom{a I[I/IMeHSI/Ija B/IaCHMIITBA HAJJ IIPpOM3BOAHUM peCcypcuma

Op ykymHor dpoja ncrimranniia csera 25,7% >XeHa Cy BJIACHUIIE O/bOIIPUBPEXHOT
semspninTa. Behnacky, gax y 70,5% cmydajeBa, Cy TO MYIIKApIM, CYIIPYT MU APYTU MYIIKN
wiaHoBY foMahyHcTBa. CBera 3,8% McnMTaHNIIA Cy BIACHNIIe 3eM/BUIITA Ca CYIIPYTOM
(Tadema 1).

Tlodujenn mopaly MOKasyjy fa MoCToju Besa u3Meby rojuHa >XMBOTa NCIMTAHNUIIA
U BIACHMINTBA Haf 3eM/boM (X2 = 21,598, df = 8, Asymp. Sig. =,006). IlIto cy ucnuranu-
e miabe, To cy pebe BracHune noponpuspeguor semspninra. Caera 15,9% najmmabux
ncrmrannna (on 18 o 35 rogmHa) mocenyje 3eM/BMIITE U Taj IIPOLIEHAT pacTe Ca TOAMU-
HaMa >XMBOTA, TaKo Ja ¢y 22,9% ucnmuranuiia cTapmux M3Meby 36 u 65 roguHa BIaCHUILIE,
a crapujux of 65 roguna — 38,9%. Kazna ce pagu o npBoj rpyny MCnuTaHuIa, Hajuenthe
je BIACHMK HeKM MyIKyu wiaH gfomahuncTBa (oTar, dpar, cBekap), 4ak y 50% crydajesa,
a Kof, ipyre fiBe rpyne Hajdemrhe je BracHuK cynpyr (44,3% n 44,4%). Ha ocHoBy nodu-
jeHUX moparaka Huje yrBphena Besa usmely crenera odpasoBarma [0/OIPUBPEFHNIIA I
BJIACHMIITBA HaJl 3€M/bOM.
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BiracHUINTBO HaJl 3eM/BUIITEM 3aBICH U OF TPAAUIIOHATHOT odpaciia HacmehuBama.
OBaj MHAMKATOP y Mepey OCHaXKMBalba JKeHa 11 POJHE jeTHAKOCTU Y TIO/bOIPUBPENN
HajO0/be OCMKABA CUTYALN]Y IIO/bOLIPUBPENHNIIA Y IOAPYYjy jyroucroure Cpduje. Buie
op1 60% ucnMTaHnIa HIje Hac/IeqyIo HUIITA Off POIUTETba, TPy 4eMy ce 11,4% msjacHuio
7ia je LIeJIOKYIIHY MMOBMHY HAaC/IeA1o dpar, Aok je 22,7% HacIequio 3eMby, a 12,1% 3empy
u kyhy (Tadena 2).

VHTepecaHTaH je mopatax fja ce de3 0d3mpa Ha BIACHUIITBO, Beh1Ha MCIMUTAHNLIA,
Jak 72,2%, 3jacHIIIa 12 je BIACHNMK HEKOT CPefICTBA 3a Pafl/IPON3BOAIbY. Hajqemhe Cy TO
MoTo-Kyntusarop (40,2%), Tpaktop (38,6%) v mpuK/by4He MammHe (26,5%).

JJoHOLIEmE OTyKa y HO/BONPUBPETHOM KoMahMHCTBY

Ha ocHoBy nodujenux nogaraka yrepheHa je Besa nsmehy BrmacHuU4Kor craryca
HaJl 3eM/bUIITEM I OJ/TyUMBalba O MObONPUBPENHOj mponspoamu (X2 = 75,197, df = 20,
Asymp. Sig. =,000), Ipy deMy rofyiHe XXIBOTA 11 00pa3oBarba ICIUTAHNMIIA HICY Off 3HaYaja.
Jodujenn mopany nokasyjy fay 21,9% cinydajeBa Mylka ocoda JOHOCK OfTyKe (Cympyr
HOJBONIPUBPENHILIE WIN HEKU APYyTy MyLiky wiad goMahuncrsa) (Tadena 3).

3HayvajaH je nofaTak fa y 47% ciydajesa ofIyKe O IO/bONIPUBPEIHO]j IIPOM3BOI LI
TOHOCe CYIpYXXHMIM 3ajeiHO. MebhyTuM, des odsupa Ha BIacHM4KM cTatyc, ceera 9,1%
TOHOCH CaMOCTA/IHO OJTyKe O IIO/bOIIPUBPENHOj IPOoK3BObHI. [la Cy ofillyKe MYILIKNUX Y/Ia-
HoBa joMahMHCTBa ITpecyaHe Kajja ce OfTydyje O IO/bOIPUBPENHO]j IPOUSBO/I ITOKa3yje
THoJaTaK Ja MYIIKapIy TPY Iy Ta delihe JOHOCE OITyKe Kafa Cy YKeHe BIACHUIIY TTOJbOTIPY-
Bpe/IHOT 3eM/BILTA HETO IITO TO Y¥He )KeHe Kaja Cy MymKapim BracHuiy (Ipadmkow 1).

CnuaHy mopany cy foOujeHN U Kajia ce pajiy 0 OfIy4MBamby O paciopey mo/bo-
HIpUBPeNHNX pasioBa. Behuncku, ofnyke foHoce cynpysxunim 3ajegso. [logamy ykasyjy
Zla VITTaK BYIIIe MYIIKapIy CAaMOCTAITHO, SUJIO fla Ce pajiy O CYIPYTY WK APYTOM MYIIKOM
4yIaHy foMahHCTBa, JOHOCE OfITyKe O pacHopeqy Ho/bOIIPUBPENHIX pajioBa — 16,6%, y
ofiHOCY Ha keHe — 10,6% (Tadena 4).

BracHMIITBO Hajj 3eM/BUILITEM Ce IIOKA3ajIo Kao 3HauajaH paKTop OCTBapUBamba
IpaBa Ha COLMja/HO M TIEH3MOHO ocurypame (x2 = 43,009, df = 12, Asymp. Sig. =,000).
Mapa Hajsehy mpoleHaT NCIIUTaHNI[A CBOje PABO HA 3JPABCTBEHO 1 IIEH3MIOHO OCUTY-
pame 0CTBapyje IIPeKo CYMpyra WM HeKOT APYTor MYIIKOT YwiaHa fomahuHcTBa — 49,3%,
28,8% ocTBapyje 0BO IIPaBO Ka0 PETUCTPOBaHa IO/HbONPUBPENHNIIA, A IETUHA, 21,2%, Kao
He3aroc/eHo mmie. BaxkHo je momeny T fa 60% MCIMTaHUIIA KOje CY B/IACHULIE 3€M/BUILTA
OCTBapyjy 0Ba IIpaBa Kao PETMCTPOBaHe NO/bONPUBPETHMLIE, Kao 1 32% MCIUTAHNUIIA KOje
Cy Ce M3jacHWJIE []a je HUXOB CYIPYT BIACHMUK 3eM/bUILTA.

Moh >xeHa koje ce daBe IO/BOIIPUBPEIOM Jia IOHECY OJUTYKY O pacropehuBamy HOB-
1]a 32 CBAKOJHEBHY IIOTPOILILY IPONOPLMOHAHO je HeCpasMepHa IT0CTIOBMMa KOje CaMo
oHe 00aBJbajy MOpef MOBbOIPUBPENHNX, a OfHOCe ce Ha omahmHcTBOM. Brire on 80%
UCHNTAHNUIIA Ce M3jaCHIIO Jia Ce, OCUM II0J/bOIIPUBPEOM, UCK/bYUNBO OHE daBe mpuIpe-
MameM XpaHe (KyBameM), IpambeM CyfoBa 1 uninhemeM Kyhe, a mpexo 70% mernameM
Bellla. Y MOJIePHMM JIPYIITBMMA Ce OYeKyje fia ca OpojeM 3afy>Kema Koje odaB/baTe pacre
u Moh kojy nmare y popManHuM 1 HepOpManHUM JPYIITBEeHUM IpymnaMa. Mebytum, y
TpaJUI[MOHATHUM APYIITBUMa HItje Tako. OdaBese Koje keHe UMajy BaH MO/OIIPUBpPEIHE
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IpOU3BO/iibe He ToipasyMeBajy 1 Behy Moh omnyunBama npu pacropehusamy HoBIa.
Mapa je 3ajeHIYKO OfTy4UBatbe O HOBILY 3a CBAaKOJZHEBHY yrnoTpedy Hajuerrhe meby
CYNIpPY>KHUL[MIMA U 3ajeIHNYKa OJIyKa BUIIE YTaHOBa nomahuHcTBa, 3HaYajaH je MofaTaK
fla KaJla ce pajix 0 CAMOCTATHOM OfITyuMBamby UIIAK CKOPO TPM ITyTa BUIIE KeHA Y OFHOCY
Ha MyIIKapiie foHocy omnyKy (Tadena 5).

Ha ocnoBy fodujennx mopaTaka yTepheHna je Besa nsMely BIacHMIITBA HaJl 3eM/bOM
U O[Iy4IMBama 0 pacropehnBamy HOBIIA 3a CBaKOLHEBHY HOTpoLimky (X2 = 94,985, df = 20,
Asymp. Sig.=,000), kao n u3mely roguna xuBoTa 1 ofrydnBama (x2 = 18,606, df = 10,
Asymp. Sig.=,046), 1 odpasoBama 1 ofryunBama (x2 = 19,664, df = 10, Asymp. Sig. =,033).

Oxpadpyje nopaTak fa, Kafia ce pajy 0 3ajefHNYKOM BJIACHUIITBY, HOBAIl 3a CBa-
KOJHEBHY IIOTPOLIBKY Y HajBeheM mporenty pacrnopelyjy xene, xao u ga Behnucku o
pacropehuBarmy HOBIJA OITYyjy 3ajefTHNYKN KaJla je BIACHNUK >KeHa, OTHOCHO MYyIIKaparl.
Bracuuiie 3emspe wenthe ofydyjy caMocTanHo o pacnopehuBamy HOBIIA 32 CBAKOHEBHY
HOTPOLIY y OIHOCY Ha MyIIKaplie BaacHMKe 3em/be ([padukon 2).

Kog cBe Tpu cTapocHe rpyIie UCIUTAaHUIA JOMUHMPA 3ajeIHNYKO OfTy4MBakbe O
pacniopebuBamy HoBLA 3a cBakogHeBHY yroTpedy (18-35: 52,3%; 36-65: 60%; cTapujux
off 65: 38,9%). VIHTepecaHTaH je mmofiaTak fa y ;oMahMHCTBYMMA VICIIMTaHNIA CTAPOCTI OF
36 0 65 TOAMHA CTAPOCTH HajMambU IpoLeHar (8,6%) caMOCTaIHO OfIy4yje, HewTo Behn
nporeHar Hajmmahux (11,4%) u HajBehn mporenar Hajcrapujux ucnuranuna (27,8%).

Hodujenn mogany mokasyjy fa ca CTeIleHOM 0dpa3oBarba pacTe U 3ajeJHIYKO OIIy-
4rBame 0 pacopehuBamy HOBIja. Mambe Off IIOJIOBYHE MICIIMTAHNUIIA Ca OCHOBHMM U Cpefi-
BJIM 00pa3oBameM ce n300piIo 3a 0BO 1paBo (41,7% 1 45,3%). 3a pasnmuKy of BIX, YaK
75% MCIMTaHUIIA Ca BUIIVM U BUCOKIM 00pa30oBameM 3ajefHIYKIL ca CYIIPYTOM OfIydyje
o pacriopehuBamy HOBIIa. 3HaUajaH je ¥ MOflaTaK Jla CAMOCTATHO O OBOMe He OfTydyjy
MYIIKapIy, OJIo fa ce paiu O CYIPY)XXKHUKY VUIM IPYTOM MYIIKOM WIaHy foMahMHCTBa,
Kajla ce pajiy 0 MCIMTAHNIIaMa Ca BUIINM U BUCOKUM 00pa3oBameM, Kao U fia IIPOIleHaT
pacTe ca HIDKJMM CTelleHOM 0dpa3oBama. Tako MyIIKM WIaHOBY HOMahMHCTBa OIydyjy
Kajla Cy y IUTakby UCIUTaHNIIe ca CpefiibyM odpasoBameM Y 15,6% ciydajeBa u Hemrro Behn
TPOIIeHaT Kajia Cy y MUTalby MCIIUTaHNIle Ca OCHOBHIM 00pasoBameM, 16,6% (Ipaduxon 3).

Hajsehu npoueHnar ucnmranniia IpoBoAM 10 5 paJHNUX faHa 0daBjbajyhu mosmo-
IpUBpefiHe pafoBe, 68,9%, a Hije 3aHeMap/buB HU IpoueHar (18,9%) oHNX Koje YnTaBy
Hefie/by IPOBOJie ¥ 0daB/batby 0BYX mmocosa (Tadena 6).

Jomamo mu Tome kyhne odaBese (KyBame, IIpame CygoBa, uninheme u cpehusarme
Kyhe 1 nermasme), mTo je 1o n3jaBaMa 2/3 MCIIMTaHMIIA UCK/BYYMBO IX0OBa 0daBe3a, y3 1/3
VCHMTAaHUIIA KOje MCK/BYIMBO BOJe OPUTY O MaJIoj HellM U CTapyMa, Kao ¥ odaBe3aMa IIKO-
JIapalia, jacHO je [ja MM OCTaje MajIo BpeMeHa 3a yJelihe y jaBHOM )KMBOTY U PYLITBEHUM
opraHmsanujama. 3aTo He 9yAy LITO Ce 9aK 64,4% MCIMTaHNIIA M3jaCHIIIO 1A HIje YYIIo
Jla ce HeKe MHCTUTYIMje Y IJMXO0BOj ONIITHHY daBe efyKaIlMjoM KeHa O TTO/bOIPHMBPEFHO]
IIPOU3BOJIBY, KA0 1 a 67,4% MCIIMTaHMIA HUKA/A HIj€ YYECTBOBAJIO Y HEKOj PAJIVIOHMIIN O
IIO/bOIIPUBPENHO] IIPOM3BOABY KOjy CYy OPTAaHM30BA/IN HAJJIEXKHI OPTaHN HBJIXOBE IOKa/IHe
caMoyIIpaBe WM CTPYKOBHE OpraHu3aIuje.

Ha ocHoBY fodmjeHNX ogaTaka TOLIIO Ce 1O ca3Hamba a OCTOoje pas/uKe y CTele-
HY Ca3Hama 0 IT0CTOjamby MHCTUTYIIMja KOje Ce y BUX0BOj OIMITNHY daBe efyKalujoM O
IIO/bOIIPYBPEJHOj TPOU3BOILY M TOJVHA )XMBOTA. VIHTepecaHTHO je [ja HajBMIIe CasHaba
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nMajy Hajctapuje ucrmranuie (H = 18, 11,1%), HemTo Mame CTapocTy off 36 0 65 Tofu-
Ha (H =70, 10%) u Hajmame Hajmaabux ox 18 mo 35 ropuua (H = 44, 2,3%). Bes od3upa
HITO TIOCEAYjy OBO Ca3Halbe, MIIaK HUjeJiHa HajcTapyja MCIIMTAHNIIA HUje y4ecTBOBaa y
eyKalujaMa Koje Cy OpraHM30Bajle MHCTUTYILMje, IITO Ce MOXKe 0QjaCHUTH HUXOBUM
rofiHaMa, oK je 7,1% mcnuTanuna cTapocTu of 36 1o 65 rofgyHa NpuCyCcTBOBAIO eNy-
karuBHUM mporpamuma. Takobhe, yrBpheno je a HajodpasoBaHMje NCITUTAHNIIE IOCERY]Y
HajBuIIe MHPOPMALMja O MHCTUTYIMjaMa Y BIX0BOj ONIITHHY Koje ce OaBe efyKarujom
0 TIO/bOIIPUBPEHOj IPOM3BOMLY, MaJia je Taj mocToTak Manu. Cpera 9,1% ucnuraHnna ca
BIIIVM J BUCOKVM 00pa3oBameM Ioceflyje oBe nHpopMmanuje, 7,8% ca cpefmum 0dpaso-
BameM 1 4,2% ca 0OCHOBHUM. VIcTOBpeMeHO, 9ak 25% MCIUTAHNUIIA Ca BUIIVM Y BUCOKUM
odpa3oBameM y4eCTBOBAJIO je y efyKaTMBHIM IIPOrpaMmMa, 3,1% ca cpefbuM U HijefHa
VICIIUTAHNIIA CA OCHOBHMM 00Pa30BameM.

IVCKYCUJA

Yiora u Moh ofyTy4nBama >keHa y IO/bOIIPUBpeNY je yMHOroMe ogpehena reorpad-
CKVM, KYITYPHUM U UCTOPUjCKUM (aKTOpMMa APYIITBEHE 3ajeffHMIIe ¥ K0joj flea yKeHa
Koja ce 0aBU IOJBOIIPYBPENHOM ITpou3BofmboM. Hajuenrhe Hucy BacHuIIe IO/BOIIPUBpEN-
HOT Ta3IMHCTBA WIN Cy CaMO BJIaCHIIIE Ha IMaIMIPy paay HEKNX OTaKIINIa 1 cySBeHqua,
He JJOHOCE OIJIYKe O IIPOLieCy I0/bOIIPUBpPefHe IPOM3BOAbE I He YIIPaB/bajy IPYTUM He-
OIIXOJIHUM pecypcuMa 3a HO/bOIPUBPENHY pou3Boamny. Hexn mogaunm noxasyjy fa oko
9% >keHa MOJbOIIPUBPEIHIILIA Y CBETY HeMa IIPaBO CBOjMHE HaJ, 3eM/bOM 3dor marpujap-
xanHor cucrema y ipymtsy (UN, 2020). [TocedHO, HeTOCTAaTaK BTaCHUIITBA HaJ| 3eM/bOM
He JI03B0JbaBa >KeHaMa II0/bOIIpUBPeIHNUIIaMa Ia ce 0dpaTe daHKaMa 3a MHCTUTYLMOHAIHE
KpepunTe, jep daHKe YI/IaBHOM TPeTUPAjy 3eM/bUIITe Kao BIACHUIITBO. [Ipema pesynraruma
nomyca nosonpusperne y Cpduju u3 2012. roguse, 18,1% Ho/bOIPUBPEFHOT 3eM/BIUIITBA
je y BIACHMIITBY XKeHa, au cy To BehnHoM mapierne Mame fo 2 ha. ,,JictoBpemeno, 63%
JKeHa Koje >K/Be Ha CeJIy je PajIHO aHTa)KOBAaHO Y O/bOIIPUBpeNY, TOK je 86% dpopmanHo
3aII0C/IEHO Ha rasAnHCTBMMa MymKapuu . Hajsehn mpornenar, 84% >xeHa Ha certy, HeMa HH-
KaKBYy IMOBMHY, a Off ’KeHa KOje MMajy UMOBuUHY, 40% moceyje Y4uTaBy mapueny, 4ok 12,6%
Iocefyje IOJIOBUHY, a 8,4% Mame off moyioBuHe mapuene” (Rodna analiza sa predlogom
indikatora, 2020, ctp. 5).

ITpema nmopanuma 3a 2019. roguny, 35,5% >xena y Cpduju cy BIacHuIe WK Cy-
BJIacHMUIIe o/bonpuBpenHor sembuinta (Postizanje indikatora 5.a.2 COR na Zapadnom
Balkanu i §ire, 2022, cTp. 14), a moganmu godujeHn HalllMM VICTPaKUBabeM Cy Mambl, 26,5%.
[Tpasuu oxBup Cpduje He rapaHTyje caMo jefHaKa IIpaBa HacnehuBama, Beh u 3ajeHmy-
KI YIIVIC HaJl 3eM/bUILNTEM, Kao M JpyTa IpaBa Koja je CBpPCTaBajy y Ap>KaBe Koje IpyKajy
BICOK H/BO pOAHE PaBHOIIPABHOCTN Y BIACHUIITBY n/unn KOHTPOIN Hal 3€EM/BUIITEM
(Postizanje indikatora 5.a.2 COR na Zapadnom Balkanu i §ire, 2022, ctp. 10),” Te podujeHn

7 3a pasnuky o Cpduje, I]pua lopa 1 CeBepHa MakefjoH1ja Cy CBPCTaHe Y pyKaBe Ca CPebuM
HMBOOM TapaHIyja 32 POIHY PABHOIPABHOCT Y BIACHUIUTBY ¥/ KOHTPOJIN HaJl 3eM/bUIITEM, A
Bocna un Xeprjerosnna ca HuckuM (Postizanje indikatora 5.a.2 COR na Zapadnom Balkanu i $ire,
2022, c1p.10).
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pesynrar He usHenabyje. Jyroncrouna Cpduja je y KyITYpOIOIIKOM CMUCITY CpefiiHA Koja
ce oC/Tamba Ha TpainIIOHaIHe 0dpaciie Kajia je II0/bOIPUBPeSHA IPOU3BOAIbA Y INTAKY.
BrracHMIITBO HaJl 3eM/BMIIITEM 3aBICK 11 O TPAAMUIOHAIHOT odpaciia HacrehuBama, mo
KOjeM je HacIefHIK II0/bOIIPYBPESHOT 3eM/bIIITA MYIIKOT II0JIa, TAYHMje dpaT y 4ujy Ko-
PJCT ce IpUIATHNUIIE YKEHCKOT II0JIa Hajuenthe OfpIdy CBOT fIela 3eM/BIUILTA Ha KOje IMajy
npaBo 1o 3akoHy Penydnuke Cpduje. YrmaBHOM ce cMaTpa Jja MYIIKM YIaH fomahnHCTBa
Tpeda la dype HoCWIALl BTACHUIITBA I [a JOHOCHU OTyKe O IIO/bOIIPUBPENHOj IIPOU3BOJ-
B1. O II0CTOjamy POSHOT ja3a y MO/bOIPUBPenN y ONIITIHM CBP/BUT YKa3yjy U MOAALM O
HOCHOIIMIMa OPOJAMYHNX Ia3MHCTaBa pema nonucy us 2012. ropgnue, mpeMa Kojuma je
CKOpO IeT IIyTa BUIIE MyIIKapalia BJIaCHMKa OPOJMYHOT Ia3HCTBa, Y OJHOCY Ha JKeHe
(http://popispoljoprivrede.stat.rs/?page_id=6221). MehyTum, o mocrojamy pogHor jasa
TOBOPE U MOJjaly KOji Ce OJHOCE, KaKO je IOMEHYTO, Ha YuTaB cBeT. IIpeMa nocnegmum
nopanyMa, y EBponu cera oko 30% Io/bonpuBpefHIX ra3guHcTaBa Bofe xeHe (Fanelli,
2022). la je BIacCHMIITBO HaJ| 3¢M/bOM YC/IOB/bEHO TOAMHAMA KMBOTA [IOKA3Yjy HALIN
pesynrary, Kao 1 aHanausa Ha HuBoy Cpduje, o Kojuma cy xeHe muahe ox 35 roguHa
camo 'y 18,5% cmydajeBa HOCHOIM IOPOJAMYHOT Ta3AMHCTBA, IIPU YEMY CY JKE€He CTapuje Off
65 ropgmHa yernhe BacHNIe y pernoHy jyrouctouHe Cpduje Hero y pernony Bojsonuse.
OBakBa B/IaCHMYKA CTPYKTypa Ha HUBOY [ip>KaBe, KajJja ce PaJju 0 TOMHAMa )KUBOTA,
odjammaBa ce TpaguIMjoM (HajCTapuju WIAH HACTIeDyje IOpOANYIHO ra3ANHCTBO), K0
U MUTPAL[OHNM KPeTambyMa MyIIKe pajjHe CHare 1 He3anHTepeCcoBaHOIINy 3a daB/berbe
osoM jpenatHomhy (FAO, 2021, p. 29).

MebyTum, Tpeda marn y BUy fja peliaBake POIHNX HejeFHAKOCTH Y IO/bOIIPUBPE/I
HofpasyMeBa BUIIIe Off dpycama HejefHAKOCTH Y BIACHUIITBY Haj semspyinteM. Off 3Hadaja
je a1 KeHe MMajy KOHTPOJY HaJi KopuiihemeM OBMX pecypca jeHaKo Kao M MyLIKap-
LM, 1a /1Y YYECTBY]y Y JIOHOIIEIbY O/TyKa Y Be3M Ca CAMOM IIPOM3BOIbOM U y/arambumMa y
IPOU3BOJY, Ia /I MOTY Aa Kopucte ogpebene denndurnje pagu nosehama IponsBome
U IIPUXOJA, [1a JIV MMajy IpUCTYI MH(POpMaLijaMa Y Be3! ca OBOM BPCTOM IIPOU3BOIbE
(Huyer, 2016). IIpema jegHOM paHMjeM UCTpaXuBamwy, 16,8% MCOUTAaHUIIA je JOHOCUIIO
OIIyKe O IIOJ/bOIIPUBPENHO]j IPOU3BOAM, Y 50,8% TO je YMHMO CYynpyT UCIIUTAHUIE, ¥ 3,5%
OIIyKe CY JOHOCWIN 3ajeHIYKIL, IPYTY MYIIKM WIaH ZoMahnHCTBa je To ynHMo y 17,2%
CITy4vajeBa, cBera y 2,3% cay4dajeBa je TO YUMHMO HEKU OPYIU )KeHCKI YWiaH, a y 9,4% omy-
Ke je JOHOCWJIO BMIIIe YIaHOoBa 3ajegHndky (Babovi¢ & Vukovi¢, 2008). Maga oxpadpyje
IIOJjaTaK y HallleM MCTPaXMBamy fa y 47% ciiydajeBa OJIyKe O II0/bOIIPUBPENHOj IIPOU-
3BOJIbY JOHOCE CYIIPY>KHULIN 33jeffHO, 3adpliibaBa MOfjaTaK /i, de3 0031pa Ha BIaCHIYKY
CTaTyc, cBera 9,1% JOHOCK CaMOCTaIHO OJJIyKe O MOJ/bONIPUBPENHOj IpousBoamu. la cy
OITyKe MYLIKVX WIAHOBA ZOMahMHCTBa IpecyiHe Kajja ce OJIydyje O IO0/bOIPUBPELHO]
IIPO3BO/HbM [TOKa3yje 1 MOJATaK Aa MyIIKapuy Tpyu mmyTta denthe JoHOCe OfTyKe Kaja Cy
JK€He BJIACHUIIE TI0/bOIIPUBPENHOT 3€M/bUILTA HETO IITO TO YMHE JKeHe KaJja Cy MyHIKapIu
BracHMIM. Majia je JOMMHAHTHO 3ajeJHMYKO OIIy4YMBamhe CYIIPy>KHUKA O Paclopeny
HO/bOIPYBPEIHNX PafjOBa, HA OCHOBY JOOUjeHMX NOofjaTaKa UIIaK Behy IpolleHaT MYIIKIX
YJIaHOBA Y OJHOCY Ha >K€HCKe CaMOCTATHO JOHOCH ofinyKe. CIMYHO je U ca JOHOIIEeHheM
omnyka o pacnopehuBamy HOBIIa 3a CBaKOJZHEBHY IOTPOIIY. bes 003upa Ha godujene
HofjaTKe KOju Cy IIOBO/bHMjI Off, IIOfaTaKa HOOMjeHIX IIPETXOLHIM UCTPAXKUBAEM, OfLTY-
4yBame je pogHO 000jeHo. OIydrBambe O IO/bOIPUBPETHO] IPON3BOAIBI U PACIOPENY
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IO/bOIIPMBPENHNX PaloBa MOXKE Ce II0BE3aTy Ca OIIPEMOM KOja c€ KOPUCTH TOKOM IIPO-
usBopbe. Hanme, xeHaMma je TelIKO Ja yIIpaB/bajy BehnHOM IO/bONPUBPEIHNUX MAIINHA,
jep MexaHM3alyja HUje pofHO nputaroheHa.

MosxeMo pesuMupary, fa KeHe y Io/boIpuBpean y jyroncroynoj Cpduju y Hajse-
hem mpoleHTY HUCY BlacHUIe IO/BONIPUBPESHOT Ta3iMHCTBA, He IOCeNYjy Y BUCOKOM
IPOLEHTY CPEMICTBA 33 IO/bONPUBPENHY IIPOU3BOMIIGY, HE JOHOCE CAMOCTA/IHO OfIITYKE O
CaMOM IIPOLECY IO/bONPUBPENHE IPOU3BOIbE, PACIOPENY IIO/bONIPUBPENHUX PaZloBa U
HOBI[Y 3a CBaKOJHEBHY IoTpoliy. Takohe, Behnuckm 0dapbajy ocTase mocnose y Be3n
ca foMahMHCTBOM, IITO CBaKaKo yTH4e Ha BUXOBY cady nHdopMucaHocT u yuemhe y
aKTMBHOCTMMA JIOKA/THE CaMOYIIPaBe, yCMepeHe Ka OCHaXKIBalby JKEHa II0/bOIPUBPENHNUIIA.

3AK/bYYAK

JKene nHa cermy 0daB/bajy mo/poIpuBpeiHe AKTUBHOCTY HA Pa3/IMdNTe HAYNHE Y 3a-
BICHOCTH Off BbIXOBOT COLIIOEKOHOMCKOT CTaTyca, pajie Ha CBOjOj 3eM/BJI KaO BIACHMIIE
IIOJbOIIPMBPENHOT Ta3MHCTBA VIN CY Hajqemhe HOMa)Kth/I YIaH Ha IO/bONIPMBPENHOM
Ta3AMHCTBY CYIIpyTa VI HEKOT APYyror MyIIKOT YIaHa /:[OMahI/IHCTBa. HomoanBpena
omoryhapa >xeHaMa fla cpyIle fpymTBeHe dapujepe Tako mro he cedn sapabusaTn 3a
JKMBOT, HAPOUNUTO y PyPaTHNM 0d/IacTuMa e ¢y MoryhHoCTH 3a paj y Apyrum odmacTu-
Mma orpanndere. Mehytnm, crape npegpacyse 1 HOPOANYHY OTIIOP CIIPEYaBajy KeHe Aa
IOCTaHy (PUHAHCHjCKU 1 COLIMjA/THO He3aBIUCHE, I1a Ce TAKO, MAKO MM II0/BOIIPUBPENA HY/N
MoryhHOCT fja ce 0C70d0zie OBMX OrpaHIUerha U USTPAJie CUTYPAH XUBOT, jOII YBEK HUCY
ocmodopuie cTera TpagMIMOHATHNX KY/ITYPOJIOIIKIX odpasalia.

IMopamy fodMjeHy HAlIVMM MCTPaXXUBabeM IOTBPANIN Cy IPBY IIOCedHY IIPeTIO-
CTaBKY fia Cy >KeHe MAbIHCKI BIIACHUIY PeCypca 3a MO/bONIPUBPENHY IIPOU3BOAKY. [Ipyra
mocedHa IIPETIIOCTABKA je leMMIYHO oTBpheHa, jep Ha OCHOBY B0odujeHNX mofgaTaKa
Hajuelnhe je 3ajefHUKO OTyYVBame CYIPYXKHMKA I BUIIe YWIAHOBA JoMahMHCTBa O 1IO-
JbOIIPUBPELHOj IPOU3BOAI, PACIIOPE/Y [O/BOIPUBPERHNX pafoBa 1 pacropehnBamy
CpeficTaBa 3a CBAaKOAHEBHY noTpouy. Tpeha mocedna mpermocraska je takobe gemummd-
HO [JOKa3aHa, jep CaMo y HEeKIM JMMeH31jaMa OCHa)XMBaba TOAVHE )XIBOTA 1 0OPa3OBHI
HIBO YTUUY Ha CTEIIEH OCHAXEHOCTH IIO/bOIIPUBPEFHNIIA. Y CKIA/Ly Ca OBIM MOXe Ce
3aK/bYYNTH A je Vi TeHepaIHa XUIIO0Te3a JeIMMIYHO OKa3aHa.

bes 0d3mpa mTo mofaIy f0dVjeHN HallMM UCTPAKMBabeM YKasyjy fa HOCTOjU 13-
BeCTaH CTelleH OCHAXXEHOCTH IIO/bOIPYBPEIHNIIA, UIIAK Ha OAPYUjy HAa KOME je M3BPILIEHO
HCTPaXXVBatbe daB/berbe MO/BOIIPUBPEOM je POFHO 0d0jeHa eNaTHOCT. AHA/IN3A POFHIX
HejemHakocTu y EBpony nokasyje na je odpasoBame Kby4H! (paKTOp 3a IpeMomhuBame
ponHor jasa y noponpuspenaoM cekropy (Fanelli, 2022), a ¢ 0d3upom ma Ilran passoja
ommrtyHe CBprbur 2021-2028. Kao jegaH of MIPMOPUTETHNX LM/beBa HABOAM Pa3Boj I0-
JbOIIPUBPEfiE U PYPAIHIL Pa3BOj, Y KOMe XKeHe HICY Ipero3Hare Kao nybHa rpyma (Plan
razvoja opstine Svrljig 2021-2028, 2021), mocedHy maxxmy Tpeda 0dpaTUTHU Ha egyKaTHBHE
IIporpame ycMepeHe Ka OCHOKMBAY XKeHa Koje ce daBe IO/bOIPUBPENOM U Ha Pa3Boj Kara-
LIITeTa 32 OCHAXXMBAE XKEHA, YiMe OU Ce OCTBAPIIA POJHA jeHAKOCT Y OBO] AEATHOCTIL.

PesynTaTu Haler ncTpaxuBama JOIPUHOCE pasyMeBarby reorpadckor oduma popHe
000jeHOCTY IOJBOIIPUBPEHE IIPOU3BOJIIbE IIPENCTaB/babeM eMIIMPUjCKIX I0Ka3a O POIHO]
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HepaBHOIIPABHOCTH Y TIO/bONPUBPENN y jyrorcTounoj Cpduju. Pesynratyt oTKpuBajy Kym-
TYPOJIOIIIKe TPEH/J0Be KOji Cy 3aCTYI/beHN y 0BOj reorpadckoj odmactu bankana. Paspojan
mporpamu ctora Tpeda ga dyny oppebheHn reorpadcko-KyaTyporIoOMKIM OfiIKaMa Ho-
Ipydja y KojeM ce JOHOCe CMePHMIIe ITI0daTHe IO THKE.

OCHOBHO OrpaHNYere 0BOT ICTPAXXIBaIba je HeMOryhHoCT reHepanmsanuje fodu-
jeHNUX TMofaTaKa, jep je CIpoBefieHO caMo Y jefHoj ommuTuHY jyrouctoune Cpduje. JIpyro
OTpaHNYER:E je YIIOTpeda MHCTPyMeHTa Koji oMoryhasa caMo IpyKa3 KBaHTUTaTUBHIYX IO-
JlaTaka, YMMe Ce He MOTY IPUKYIIMTH IOfALIM O CTBAPHOM IIOJI0XKAjy JKEHa Y ITO/bOIPUBPENIIL.

Vmajyhn y Buny mpernopyke o HEOIIXOZHOCTY MHTErpaljyje KBAHTUTATUBHIX 1 KBa-
TUTATVBHYX METOJ]A Y MCTIMTUBAY OCHAXEHOCTH JKeHa Koje ce daBe IO/bOoNIPUBPETOM, Y
Synyhum ncrpaxuBamuma Tpeda IPUCTYINTY KBAHTUTATUBHOM 1 KBaIMTaTUBHOM UCTpa-
KMBaby OCHAXXIBabha )KeHa IO/bOIpUBpeNHNMIIA y Buite pernona y Cpduju. IIpnmena oBux
MeToza omoryhmna du yrephuBame popHor jasa, ynopehusame ca mopanuma o pogHOM
jasy y Io/bOIpMBpEY y OCTAINM Jp>KaBaMa, a oOuje N MOAAI MOT/IV O fla ce KOpICTe
3a KOHIJUIIMParhe TIONMUTIKE Pa3Boja y 0d/IacTy IMO/BLONPUBpeNie ¥ POfiHE PABHOIIPABHOCTIL.
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WOMEN FARMERS’ EMPOWERMENT
IN SOUTH-EASTERN SERBIA: A CASE STUDY?

(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: Women’s empowerment in agriculture is discussed on the basis of two
indicators: control over production resources and decision-making about agricultural
production. The aim of this study is to determine the degree of empowerment of women
farmers in South-eastern Serbia. The initial assumption is that the degree of empowerment
of women farmers in this part of Serbia is low. The empirical study, conducted using a
specially designed questionnaire, encompassed 132 women farmers in the Municipality of
Svrljig. The results indicate a low degree of empowerment among women who participate in
agricultural production, because a low percentage of the women own agricultural resources
and make independent decisions about agricultural production. Such results are significant,
as they emphasise the need for further examination of the degree of empowerment and
calculation of women farmers’ empowerment index, as well as the need for taking specific
measures at the local, regional, and national levels.

Keywords: women, agriculture, empowerment, gender equality.

INTRODUCTION

As a sustainable development goal, gender equality was included both in the 2000
UN Millennium Declaration and in Agenda 2030 among the 17 sustainable development
goals. This goal is supposed, inter alia, to contribute to women’s “equal rights to economic
resources, as well as access to ownership and control over land and other forms of prop-
erty, financial services, inheritance and natural resources, in accordance with national

laws” (Sustainable Development Goals, 2018). The achievement of the goal defined in this
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manner is measured as the percentage of the total agricultural population with agricultural
land ownership according to sex, the share of women among owners or land rights bear-
ers, and the legal framework guaranteeing women’s equal rights to land ownership and/
or control (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations [FAO], 2020). The
UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) has recognised the importance of achiev-
ing gender equality in agricultural production and associated it with the achievement of
Goal 1 in the Millennium Declaration - eradicate poverty and hunger - and with several
Agenda 2030 goals, such as zero hunger, food security, good health and well-being, as well
as peace, justice, and strong institutions (see Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations [FAO], 2011, 2020). In fact, FAO explicitly stated the necessity of women
farmers’ empowerment.

The data presented at the global level and for Serbia reveal the gender inequality in
agriculture. According to the UN data, only 13% of women in the world own agricultural
land (https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/gender-equality). The data for Serbia
show a slightly higher percentage, by 4.3%. Regardless of the 17.3% of women farmers own-
ing land in Serbia, only 16% of the women own equipment for agricultural production, and
the houses in which they live in rural areas are owned by men in 88% of the cases (National
Gender Equality Strategy for the 2016-2020 Period with the Action Plan for the 2016-2018
Period, 2016). This indicates that women in rural areas need incentives in order to attain
equality in the economic, social, public, or generally all other spheres of life and work.

Empowerment is a concept whose definition varies depending on the field of study,
tradition, and the context in which it is used. Most definitions focus on the issues of taking
the power and control over decisions and resources that determine one’s quality of life
(Narayan, 2002). Empowerment involves the ability to materialise the made decisions into
desired actions and outcomes in accordance with the structure of social circumstances
under which the actions are taken (Alsop, Bertelsen, Holland, 2006). It is determined by
the ability of the actors or groups to make purposeful choices under specific social cir-
cumstances and it pertains to different aspects of the institutional context. The capacity of
empowerment depends on the provision of assets, including psychological, informational,
organisational, material, social, financial, and other resources, and it is measured using
rules, laws, regulatory frameworks, culture, norms, and behaviours of formal and informal
societal institutions.

The gender dimension in agricultural production was marginalised until the 1970s.
Thanks to Boserup (Boserup, 1970), the pronounced gender division of labour in agriculture
came into focus, only to be confirmed in subsequent studies, especially those conducted
in Sub-Saharan Africa. Late 20"-century studies showed that the acceptance of men as the
dominant subjects in agricultural production led to negative consequences and outcomes for
certain agricultural projects (von Braun et al., 1989; Schroeder, 1993, cited in Quisumbing,
Meinzen-Dick, Raney, et al., 2014, pp. 7-8). Thus, attention was finally focused on the gen-
der dimension in agriculture, indicating that it was an issue not only to be discussed in the
academic community, but also to be included in development policies and programmes.

Empowerment in agriculture is defined as the ability to make decisions about matters
related to agricultural production, as well as access to material and social resources needed
to carry out those decisions (Alkire, Meinzen-Dick, Peterman, Quisumbing, Seymour,
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Vaz, 2013). Women’s empowerment in agriculture is a relatively recent concept. Owing
to its complexity and multidimensional nature, there is still no widely-accepted research
instrument for its examination. According to the CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Research
Network, empowerment should be measured on the basis of two indicators. The first is
women’s control over production resources such as land, livestock water, forests, common
property, seeds, fertilisers, machinery, financial assets, and the income from crop, livestock,
or forest product sales. The second is women’ participation in decision-making about their
own labour and income, and within groups or collective organisations (CGIAR, 2014).

The International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), the Oxford Poverty and
Human Development Initiative (OPHI), and the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) jointly developed the Women’s Empowerment in Agriculture Index
(WEAI). The index is obtained on the basis of surveys of men and women from the same
households in a country/region (Alkire et al., 2013).* The WEALI assesses five domains of
empowerment: production, resources, income, leadership, and time. Production is meas-
ured on the basis of decisions about agricultural production and whether these are made
individually or jointly. Resources concern an individual’s ownership of, access to, and deci-
sion-making power over production resources such as land, livestock, agricultural equip-
ment, consumer durables, and credit. Income refers to individual or joint control over the
use of income and expenditures. Leadership is measured through membership in economic
or social groups and participation in public speaking, while time is measured on the basis of
how much time is allocated for productive and domestic tasks and on the satisfaction with
available leisure time.® In addition to the five domains, the WEAI measures intrahousehold
gender inequality by comparing the gap between the man and the woman in a household
(Alkire et al., 2013).

The WEALI provides quantitative indicators of women farmers’ empowerment and
of the gap between male and female members of agricultural households, which is why it
can justifiably be asked if the index is best suited to measure a non-material concept such
as empowerment (Kabeer, 2001). Quantitative indicators cannot explain the fact that even
though many women formally own land, it is only to receive tax reductions or subsidies,
while in reality it is the husbands that still make all the decisions regarding land use (Deere,
Oduro, Swaminathan, & Doss, 2013). Furthermore, the indicators cannot explain the fact
that, in order to empower women farmers, many countries grant women loans more easily
because microloan organisations prefer women farmers, but in many cases the husbands
or male relatives control the loan repayments (Goetz & Gupta, 1996). Such subtle and not
clearly visible issues play an important role in either advancing or hindering empower-
ment, and they can only be examined through qualitative research (Mason, 2005). In that
respect, qualitative methods that use in-depth, unstructured, and semi-structured interviews

* The proposed indicators for measuring women’s empowerment in agriculture correlate with the
FAO indicators: percentage of people with ownership or secure rights over agricultural land (out of
the total agricultural population), by sex; share of women among owners or rights bearers of agricul-
tural land, according to the type of tenure; and percentage of countries in which the legal framework
(including customary law) guarantees women’s equal rights to land ownership and/or control (https://
www.fao.org/sustainable-development-goals/goals/goal-5/e n/).

* Indicators are provided for each domain (see Alkire et al., 2013, p. 9).
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are more suitable than the purely quantitative methods for identifying socio-cultural and
religious norms and values that define gender relations in a society. Compared to simple
measurement, these norms and values are crucial for the understanding of empowerment
(Rao & Woolcock, 2005). Quantitative studies of empowerment are also important, be-
cause they evaluate the numerical results that reflect the degree of women’s empowerment
in different societies. Numerical results can be used to assess the impact of empowerment
on education, food security, and other results of development and well-being. However,
quantitative analysis is inefficient at identifying the factors causing such differences in
women’s empowerment in different societies. In contrast, qualitative methods provide
analysts with a deeper insight into the social architecture, allowing them to identify formal
and informal institutional rules that contribute to gender gaps in different societies (Rao
& Woolcock, 2005).

Previous sociological studies of Serbian villages focused on a variety of rural issues,
from demographic problems and rural depopulation, through the issues of rural develop-
ment, sectoral policies, and village development, especially during the transitional period,
changes in production methods in changing climatic conditions, and rural quality of life,
to the status of specific rural social groups, etc. (see e.g.: Boki¢ & Ciki¢, 2014; Cveji¢ et al.,
2010; Ii¢ Krsti¢ & Miltojevi¢, 2020; Ili¢ Krsti¢ & Miltojevi¢, 2022; Jeli¢ & Jovanovi¢, 2011;
Jeli¢ & Kolarevi¢, 2021; Mitrovi¢, 2002; Raji¢ & Jeli¢, 2020; Stojsin, 1999, 2021; Ceriman,
& Milutinovi¢ Bojani¢, 2016; Ciki¢, 2013; Sljuki¢, 2006; Sljuki¢ & Sljuki¢, 2012, 2019).
Even though some of these studies directly or indirectly refer to the gender dimension
in agricultural production (see e.g.: Babovi¢, 2014; Babovi¢ & Vukovi¢, 2008; Blagojevi¢,
2010), it would appear that little attention is devoted to the gender gap issue in this field of
activity® and especially to the measures for women farmers’ empowerment.

To determine the degree of women famers’ empowerment in Serbia while consider-
ing the CGIAR indicators and the WEATI domains of women farmers’ empowerment, the
authors of this paper sought to answer the following questions: who owns the land and
machinery, who makes decisions about agricultural production, who makes decisions about
the money for everyday needs, how much time women spend on agricultural tasks, and
which chores are carried out exclusively by women.

The general hypothesis is that the degree of women farmers’ empowerment in South-
eastern Serbia is low. Based on the general hypothesis, three specific hypotheses were formu-
lated: (1) the minority of women have ownership of agricultural production resources; (2)
the minority of women farmers make independent decisions about agricultural production
and management of household assets; and (3) women’s age and education level influence
their degree of empowerment.

¢ FAO conducted an analysis of gender equality in agriculture and rural development processes.

Their data indicate that there are significant gender gaps in rural areas across different dimensions,
including access to assets, economic participation, roles in and gains from agricultural production,
exercise of a range of welfare rights, political participation, access to social services, lifestyle, and
resilience to climate change and emergencies. The analysis also reveals regional disparities in the
indicators and the inability to use available data to assess the efficiency of support measures, and
it emphasises the need for in-depth research on representative samples to better understand the
agricultural gender gaps (FAO, 2021).
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MATERIAL AND METHOD

The present study is part of a larger research project, entitled Capacities of Women’s
Climate Change adaptation in Rural Areas of South-eastern Serbia, conducted from October
2021 through to February 2022. Given the COVID-19 constraints, quantitative methodology
was selected for the study, regardless of the fact that qualitative methods are much better
suited for investigating women farmers’ empowerment.

The random sample comprises 132 female respondents from the Nisava District, specif-
ically from the Municipality of Svrljig. By education, 48.5% completed secondary education,
33.3% higher education, and 18.2% only primary or lower education. The respondents are
mainly involved in outdoor olericulture (57.7%, with significantly fewer practising greenhouse
olericulture (18.2%) and pomology (37.9%), whereas fewer than 10% are involved in only
viticulture or another activity (growing medicinal plants, nursery production, and so on.

RESULTS
Gender dimension of ownership of production resources

Out of the total number of respondents, only 25.7% own agricultural land. In most
cases (70.5%) the owners are men, either a husband or another male member of the house-
hold. Only 3.8% of the respondents co-own land with their husbands (Table 1).

The obtained data indicate that there is a relation between the respondents’ age and
land ownership (x2=21.598, df=8, Asymp. Sig.= .006) - the younger the respondents, the less
likely they are to own agricultural land. Only 15.9% of the youngest respondents (aged 18 to
35) own land, and the percentage increases with age, so that land is owned by 22.9% of the
respondents aged 36 to 65 and by 38.9% over 65. In the youngest group of respondents, a male
household member (father, brother, father-in-law) is most often the owner (50%), whereas in
the two older groups, the husband is usually the owner (44.3% and 44.4%, respectively). The
data showed no relationship between the respondents’ level of education and land ownership.

Land ownership also depends on the traditional inheritance scheme. This indicator
of women’s empowerment and gender equality in agriculture best depicts the status of
women farmers in South-eastern Serbia. Over 60% of the respondents did not inherit
anything from their parents, whereby 11.4% stated that the entire property was inherited
by their brother, while 22.7% did inherit only land and 12.1% inherited both the land and
the homestead (Table 2).

Interestingly, regardless of the ownership, the majority of the respondents (72.2%)
stated that they owned a piece of work/production equipment, most often a cultivator
(40.2%), a tractor (38.6%), and attachments (26.5%).

Decision-making in agricultural households

The obtained data showed a relationship between land ownership and decision-mak-
ing regarding agricultural production (x2=75.197, df=20, Asymp. Sig.= .000), whereby
respondents’ age and education were of no significance. According to the data, in 21.9%
of the cases, a male household member (husband or other) makes the decisions (Table 3).

1313



Ivana Lj. Ili¢ Krsti¢, Vesna D. Miltojevi¢, Women farmers’ empowerment in south-eastern Serbia...

It is noteworthy that in 47% pf the cases, both spouses are involved in the deci-
sion-making process. However, regardless of the ownership status, only 9.1% of the re-
spondents make independent decisions about agricultural production. Decisions made by
men take precedence over those made by women, as confirmed by the data showing that
men make the decisions three times more often when women own the land than women
do when men are the owners (Chart 1).

Similar data were obtained for decision-making regarding agricultural work schedul-
ing. Most often, both spouses are involved in the decision-making process. However, data
indicate that more men (16.6%), whether husbands or other household members, make
decisions about the work schedule independently, compared to women (10.6%) (Table 4).

It was found that land ownership was a significant factor of exercising one’s right
to social security and pension (x2=43.009, df=12, Asymp. Sig.= .000). Even though the
majority of the respondents (49.3%) exercise this right through their husband or another
male household member, 28.8% exercise it as registered farmers and 21.2% as unemployed
persons. It must be noted that 60% of the respondents who own land exercise this right as
registered farmers, as do 32% of the respondents whose husbands own the land.

The power of women farmers to make budgeting decisions for living expenses is
disproportional to the household chores they carry out by themselves in addition to other
agricultural work. Over 80% stated that, in addition to farming, they were the ones who
did all the cooking, dish washing, and house cleaning, while over 70% did all the iron-
ing. The expectation in modern societies is that more responsibilities entail more power
in formal and informal social groups, but it does not apply to traditional societies. The
responsibilities imposed on women outside of agricultural production do not entail more
decision-making power regarding budgeting. Although joint decision-making regarding
everyday expenses is the most common practice among spouses and multiple household
members, it is noteworthy that almost three times more women than men make such
decisions independently (Table 5).

The data revealed a relationship between land ownership and budgeting deci-
sion-making for living expenses (x2=94.985, df=20, Asymp. Sig.= .000), as well as between
age and decision-making (x2=18.606, df=10, Asymp. Sig.= .046) and between education
and decision-making (x2=19.664, df=10, Asymp. Sig.= .033).

It is encouraging to learn that when ownership is shared, women are most often those
who handle budgeting, and when either the woman or the man is the owner, budgeting
decisions are most often made by both. In addition, female sole land owners more often
make budgeting decisions independently compared to male sole land owners (Chart 2).

Joint decision-making regarding budgeting for living expenses is prevalent in all three
respondent age groups (18-35: 52.3%; 36-65: 60%; over 65: 38.9%). Interestingly, in house-
holds of the respondents aged 36 to 65, fewest of them make these decisions independently
(8.6%), while this percentage is somewhat higher among the youngest group (11.4%) and
the highest among the over-65 group (27.8%).

The obtained data also show that joint budgeting decisions are more prevalent as the
education level increases. Fewer than a half of the respondents with primary and secondary
education (41.7% and 45.3%, respectively) participate in joint decision-making, as opposed
to as many as 75% of the respondents with college or higher education. It is also relevant that
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in cases of women with college or higher education, men (husband or other) never make
independent budgeting decisions, but this percentage increases as the women’s education
level decreases. Thus, male household members make all the budgeting decisions in 15.6%
of the cases of women with secondary education and in 16% of the cases of women with
primary education (Chart 3).

The majority of the respondents spend up to 5 days a week doing agricultural work
(68.9%), but the percentage of those who spend the entire week on farming is also not
negligible (18.9%) (Table 6).

When household chores (cooking, dishwashing, house cleaning, and ironing) are
added, which, according to two-thirds of the respondents, are solely their responsibili-
ty, with another third of the respondents having to take care of the children (including
school-related duties) and the elderly, it becomes clear that women are left with little time
to participate in public life and social organisations. Then it is hardly surprising that as
many as 64.4% of the respondents have never heard about any institutions in their munic-
ipality offering education for agricultural production to women and that 67.4% of them
have never participated in a workshop on agricultural production organised by the local
self-government authorities or professional organisations.

Finally, the data show that there are differences in the degree of awareness of the exist-
ence of institutions offering education for agricultural production within the respondents’
municipality, depending on their age. Interestingly, percentage-wise the oldest respondents
are aware of such institutions on the largest scale (N=18, 11.1%), those aged 36 to 65 slightly
less (N=70, 10%), and the respondents aged 18 to 35 least (N=44, 2.3%). However, regard-
less of their awareness, no respondent from the oldest group has ever participated in any
education activities organised by institutions, which could be attributed to their age; on the
other hand, 7.1% of the respondents aged 36 to 65 participated in education programmes.
It was also established that the most educated respondents, albeit a small percentage of
them, possessed most information about the institutions in their municipality that offer
education for agricultural production. Only 9.1% of the respondents with college or higher
education have this kind of information, which is still higher than those with secondary
(7.8%) and primary education (4.2%). At the same time, as many as 25% of the respondents
with college or higher education have participated in education programmes, as opposed
to 3.1% with secondary and none with primary education.

DISCUSSION

Womenss role and decision-making power in agriculture are largely determined by
geographic, cultural, and historical factors of the social community in which women farmers
are actors. They most often do not own a farm or own one only formally to receive certain
benefits and subsidies; they do not make decisions about agricultural production, and
they do not manage other resources necessary for agricultural production. Data show that
around 9% of women farmers in the world do not have the right to own land owing to the
patriarchal system in their country. (UN, 2020) In particular, the lack of right to own land
prevents women from asking banks for institutional loans, because banks usually treat land
as property. According to the results of the 2012 agricultural census in Serbia, 18.1% of
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agricultural land is owned by women, but this mostly includes smaller plots up to 2 hec-
tares. “At the same time, 63% of women living in rural areas are employed in agriculture,
whereas 86% of formally employed persons on farms are men. The highest percentage of
women in rural areas (84%) do not own any property, and out of those who do, 40% own
an entire plot, 12.6% own only half a plot, while 8.4% own less than one half of a plot”
(Gender Analysis with Proposed Indicators, 2020, p. 5).

According to the data for 2019, 35.5% of women in Serbia either own or co-own
agricultural land (Achieving SDG indicator 5.a.2 in the Western Balkans and beyond,
2022, p. 14), whereas the data obtained in the present study indicate a lower percentage —
26.5%. Serbia’s legal framework does not only guarantee equal inheritance rights, but also
the registration of a joint land title, as well as other rights, which puts Serbia among the
countries providing a high level of gender equality regarding land ownership and/or con-
trol (Achieving SDG indicator 5.a.2 in the Western Balkans and beyond, 2022, p. 10),” so
the obtained results are not surprising. Culturally, South-eastern Serbia is a region reliant
upon traditional arrangements with regard to agricultural production. Land ownership also
depends on the traditional inheritance arrangement, wherein the inheritor of agricultural
land is the male, specifically a brother, to whose benefit women often waive their right to
inherit the piece of land to which they are legally entitled by the Serbian law. It is usually
considered that a male household member should own the property and make decisions
about agricultural production. The gender gap in agriculture in the Municipality of Svrljig
is also corroborated by the data about family farm owners from 2012, according to which
almost five times more men owned a family farm compared to women (http://popispoljo-
privrede.stat.rs/?page_id=6221). However, the said gender gap is also present throughout
the world. According to the most recent data, only 30% of agricultural farms in Europe
are operated by women (Fanelli, 2022). According to both our results and those for all of
Serbia, land ownership correlates with older age, as only 18.5% of women under 36 are
formal owners of their family farm, whereas more women over 65 in South-eastern Serbia
are owners compared to their counterparts in the Province of Vojvodina. Such nationwide
age-dependent ownership structure is explained by tradition (the oldest surviving member
inherits the family farm), by migrations of the male workforce, and by a general lack of
interest in agricultural activities (FAO, 2021, p. 29).

Nevertheless, it has to be noted that solving the gender gap in agriculture takes more
than merely removing the inequality in land ownership. It is also relevant whether women
have equal control as men over resource use, whether they participate in decision-making
regarding production itself and production investments, whether they are allowed to rely on
specific benefits to increase production and income, and whether they have access to infor-
mation pertaining to this type of production (Huyer, 2016). According to an earlier study,
16.8% of the respondents independently made decisions concerning agricultural production.
In 50.8% of the cases, the respondents’ husbands were the ones making the decisions and in
3.5% of the cases decisions were made jointly. Another male family member was the deci-
sion-maker in 17.2% of the cases, another female family member in only 2.3% of the cases,

7 Unlike Serbia, Montenegro and North Macedonia are countries with mid-level guarantees of

gender equality regarding land ownership and/or control, whereas Bosnia & Herzegovina provides
only low guarantees (Achieving SDG indicator 5.a.2 in the Western Balkans and beyond, 2022, p. 10).
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while decisions were made jointly by multiple family members in 9.4% of the cases (Babovi¢
& Vukovi¢, 2008). Even though it is promising that, according to our research, in 47% of the
cases decisions about agricultural production are made jointly by spouses, the fact that only
9.1% of women make independent decisions regardless of their ownership status is a cause
for concern. The data show that men make decisions three times more often when women
own the land than women do when men are the owners, which indicates that decisions made
by men take precedence over those made by women. Even though joint decision-making by
spouses regarding agricultural work scheduling is prevalent, the data still indicate that a higher
percentage of men make decisions independently, which also applies to decision-making
regarding budgeting for living expenses. Regardless of the data obtained here, which are more
favourable than those obtained in previous studies, decision-making remains gendered. Male
dominance in decision-making in relation to agricultural production and work scheduling
can be associated with the equipment used in production. Namely, women find it difficult
to operate most agricultural machines, as these are not gender-adapted.

In summary, women in agriculture in South-eastern Serbia predominantly do not
own an agricultural farm, do not own agricultural production equipment, do not make
independent decisions about the agricultural production process, work scheduling, and
budgeting for living expenses, and do not have sufficiently active institutional support
from the local self-government. In addition, women are mostly engaged in other house-
hold work, which is why they are poorly informed and why they rarely participate in local
self-government activities aimed at women farmers’ empowerment.

CONCLUSION

Women in rural areas perform agricultural activities in a variety of ways depending
on their socio-economic status — they work on their own land as farm owners or, more
often, they are helping members on the farm owned by the husband or another male family
member. Agriculture allows women to remove social barriers by earning their own living,
especially in rural areas, where the possibilities of working in other fields are limited.
Unfortunately, old prejudices and in-family resistance prevent women from becoming
financially and socially independent, so even if agriculture provides them with an oppor-
tunity to overcome such limitations and build a secure life for themselves, women are yet
to free themselves from the shackles of traditional cultural customs.

The data obtained in this study confirm the first specific hypothesis that the minority
of women have ownership of agricultural production resources. The second specific hy-
pothesis was only partially confirmed, because the data showed that joint decision-making
by the spouses or multiple household members regarding agricultural production, agricul-
tural work scheduling, and budgeting for living expenses was the most common. The third
specific hypothesis was also only partially proved, because age and education influence the
degree of women farmers’ empowerment only in some of the dimensions. Therefore, the
conclusion is that the general hypothesis was partially proved, as well.

Although the data obtained in this study indicate a certain degree of women farm-
ers empowerment, agricultural activities are nonetheless gendered in the geographic area
covered by the study. The analysis of gender gaps in Europe shows that education is the key
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factor to bridge the gender gap in agriculture (Fanelli, 2022), and since the Development
Plan for the Municipality of Svrljig 2021-2028 lists agricultural and rural development
as one of its priorities, only without identifying women as a target group (Development
Plan for the Municipality of Svrljig 2021-2028, 2021), special attention should be directed
towards educational programmes aimed at empowering women in agriculture and devel-
oping capacities for women’s empowerment, which would lead to gender equality in this
field of activity.

The results of this study can contribute to a better grasp of the geographical range of
agricultural production gendering, as they constitute empirical evidence of gender inequal-
ity in agriculture in South-eastern Serbia. the results reveal the cultural trends present in
this region of the Balkans. Therefore, future development programmes need to be adapted
to the geographical and cultural characteristics of the area in which global policy guidelines
are to be implemented.

The core limitation of this study is the impossibility of generalising the obtained data,
given that the study covered only one municipality in South-eastern Serbia. Another lim-
itation is the use of an instrument that only yields quantitative data, which are insufficient
to provide a comprehensive picture of the actual status of women in agriculture.

Considering the recommendations on the necessity of integrating quantitative and
qualitative methods when studying women’s empowerment in agriculture, future studies
should rely on quantitative and qualitative research of women farmers’ empowerment in
multiple regions in Serbia. Use of both methods would help determine the gender gaps and
facilitate the comparison with the data on agricultural gender gap from other countries,
while the obtained data could then be used to frame a development policy for gender
equality in agriculture.
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APPENDIX / ITPMJIOT

Tadena 1. Brachuwitieo Hag Homoupuspegrum 3emmpuuiiiiem
/ Table 1. Ownership of agricultural land

N %
WcnutaHuua / Respondent 30 22.7
Cynpyr / Husband 50 37.9
WcnuTanuua n cynpyr 3ajegHo / Respondent and husband 5 3.8
Opyrv mywku unaH gomahuHctea / Another male household member 43 32.6
[pra *eHcka unaHunua gomahuHctea / Another female household member 4 3.0
YkynHo / Total 132 100.0

Tadena 2. [la nu ciiie u witiia Hacnegune 0g poguitiena?
/ Table 2. Did you inherit anything from your parents and, if so, what?

N %
Hucam Hacnepnna HuwrTa / | did not inherit anything 70 53.0
Hacnepuna cam 3emsby / | inherited the land 30 22.7
Hacnepuna cam kyhy / | inherited the house 1 .8
Hacnepuna cam v 3emby 1 Kyhy / | inherited both the land and the house 16 12.1
Hucam HuwTa Hacneauna Beh je Hacneano moj 6pat 15 114
/1did not inherit anything, my brother did
YkynHo / Total 132 100.0
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Tadena 3. [onowere ognyka o iomolipuspeqHoj ipoussogrou
/ Table 3. Decision-making regarding agricultural production

N %
WcnutaHuua / Respondent 12 9.1
Cynpyr / Husband 18 13.6
@ HA3AL | Vicnuranmua u cynpyr 3ajegHo / Respondent and husband 62 47.0
Opyrv mywkmn unad gomahurHctea / Another male household member 11 8.3
@ BACK [pra *eHcKka ynaHuua gomahuHctea / Another female household member 1 .8
Buwe unaHoBa 3ajegHo / Multiple household members 28 21.2
YkynHo / Total 132 100.0

Tademna 4. Ko gonocu ognyxe o iomwotipuspegroj iipoussogrou?
/ Table 4. Who makes decisions about agricultural production?

N %
WcnutaHuua / Respondent 13 9.8
Cynpyr / Husband 16 12.1
4= HA3AL Wcnntanunua n cynpyr 3ajegHo / Respondent and husband 64 48.5
Opyrv mywkmn unad gomahurHctea / Another male household member 6 4.5
= BACK [pra »eHcka ynaHuua gomahuHctea / Another female household member 1 .8
Buwe unaHoBa 3ajegHo / Multiple household members 32 24.2
YkynHo / Total 132 | 100.0
Tademna 5. Paciiopehusarve HO6Ua 30 C6AKOGHEBHY HOTHUPOULHDY
/ Table 5. Budgeting decisions for living expenses
N %
WcnutaHuua / Respondent 16 12.1
@ HA3AL Cynpyr/Husb.and 6 4.5
Ja n cynpyr 3ajegHo / Respondent and husband 72 54,5
& BACK Lpyru mywKku unaH rasguHctea / Another male household member 8 6.1
[Lpyra »eHcka unaHuua gomahuHctga / Another female household member 2 1.5
Buwe unaHoBa 3ajegHo / Multiple household members 28 21.2
YkynHo / Total 132 100.0
Tademna 6. bpoj pagHux gana y Hegemwu Koje xeHe fiposege
y odasmwarvy tiomotpuspegrux tiocnosa / Table 6. Number of days
women perform agricultural work each week
N %
@ HA3AL [o 5 pagHux gaHa / Up to 5 days 91 68.9
6 pagHux aaHa / 6 days 16 12.1
@ BACK 7 papHux faHa / 7 days 25 18.9
YkynHo / Total 132 100.0
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BracHuK *eHCKY WiaH BracHux Mymxu wiaH
Jomahuncrsa / Owned by female Jomahuncrsa / Owned by male
household member household member

¥ Optydyje sxeHckd wiaH / Woman decides
® Omtydyje Mymku wiaH / Man decides
= Ojurydyjy cynpyxuunu 3ajesiHo / Both spouses decide
Bumre wianosa gjomahuscTsa / Multiple household members decide

Ipadukon 1. BracHMIITBO HaJl 3eM/B/BULITEM 1 OITyYMBaIbe
0 TIOJbOIIPUBPEHO]j IPOU3BOJILY
/ Chart 1. Land ownership and decision-making regarding
agricultural production

4m HA3AL

BracHuK *KeHCKM wiaH — BilacHUK MyIIKY WiaH Bracaumm
= BACK nomahuncrsa / Owned  nomahumcrsa /Owned  cynpysxauim / Owned

by female household by male household by both spouses
member member

¥ Oyutydyje xencku wiad / Woman decides
® Omrydyje Mymikd wial / Man decides
1 Oyutyayjy cynpyxHunu 3ajeiHo / Both spouses decide
Bume wianoBa nomahunctsa / Multiple household members decide

IpadukoH 2. BracHULITBO HaJ| 3eM/BUIITEM 1
pacniopebuBame HOBIjA 32 CBAKOJHEBHY [TOTPOLIBY
/ Chart 2. Land ownership and budgeting for living expenses
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