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MAKING WELFARE REGIME ANALY SIS
SENSITIVE TO GENDER RELATIONS'

This paper is a discussion of the most representative contributions to the study of
gender and welfare states from the comparative perspective. In the first section of the paper
we follow the development of the gender and welfare state analyses that brought these two
separate theoretical and empirical interests together, in the second section we follow the
internal development of the comparative welfare regime analysis with respect to gender
relations, which was brought about by this convergence. Building on these contributions,
we describe our own framework for the analysis of the implications of the socio-economic
transformation in post-socialist countries on gender inequality in economic wellbeing. We
introduce a three dimensional classification of women on which rather abstractly defined
gender content of welfare regimes could be actually empirically measured.
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In this paper an overview is presented of the achievements in the comparative
welfare regime analysis with respect to gender relations. According to this analysis
different welfare regimes have different stratification effects and, in particular, dif-
ferent effects on gender inequality. We consider this scholarship a useful theoreti-
cal background to be familiar with when addressing the impact of institutional
transformation in post-socialist countries’ on the gender inequality in economic
wellbeing. In the first section of the paper we follow the development of the gender
and welfare state analyses that brought these two separate theoretical and empirical
interests together; in the second section we follow the internal development of the
comparative welfare regime analysis with respect to gender relations, which was
brought about by this convergence. The presentation of these developments is ine-
vitably very schematic, and focused on the selected reference points that have led
to the theoretical framework chosen for our own research. In the third section, we

" The paper is a slightly modified chapter from the authors DPhil thesis on “The Effects of
Socio-economic Transformation on Gender Inequality in Economic Wellbeing: the Hungarian
Experience from 1992 to 1999” submitted at the University of Oxford, 2007.

> Which we assume to add up to a welfare regime change, in which case the two regimes
with differential implications for gender inequality being a socialist centrally planned economy
and a market regulated economy which has been introduced.
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sketch our own framework for the analysis of the implications of the socio-econo-
mic transformation in post-socialist countries on gender inequality.

1. A ‘pre-history’ of comparative view of gender
and welfare states

One of the main arguments of gender analyses is that social resources of
different kinds are distributed unequally between men and women, due to the sex-
ual division of labour. In the context of gender analysis, the sexual division of la-
bour is not recognised as having a natural basis, but is assigned to the social con-
struction of proper male and female social roles. The tasks that were in the focus of
gender informed research included a demonstration of social inequalities between
men and women, an analysis of the mechanisms of the social construction of the
two genders (as opposed to the two biological sexes) and a critique of the 'gender
blind' theoretical accounts of the social world.

In relation to social policy and the welfare state, gender informed research has
focused on the different basis of women’s entitlements to social benefits that, given
the two tiered system of social provision (social insurance/social assistance) has
constructed women as recipients of a ‘second rate' (social assistance) social pro-
vision. Related to women’s access to contributory social provision schemes is the
interest in different patterns of labour force participation of men and women. Furt-
her related to this set of issues are the issues of child care provision (as it helps
female labour force participation) and evaluation of caring work and unpaid work
in general. Another focus of the 'feminization of poverty' can be identified: the
phenomenon of the disproportionate female share in the lowest standard social
groups (senior citizens and single headed households). Several underlining assume-
ptions of the above type of research can be highlighted:

* There is a sexual division of labour: men provide income through employment

while women are in charge of household tasks (including child and old age

family members care).

* Women’s labour force participation primary assumes interrupted, part time,

low paid work.

* The predominant mechanisms of social resources distribution are market and

work related social policy schemes.

» Caring work at home is in no way socially and economically recognised.

These assumptions were accepted by a vast majority of researchers because they
accurately described the state of affairs in Anglo-Saxon countries where this kind
of research predominantly took place.

At the same time, the 'mainstream’' theory and research (the one that does not
focus on and mainly ignores gender dimension of social structure) dealt primarily
with the conditions of development of the welfare state, its redistributive capacity
and evaluation of the welfare state's success (that is, its redistributive outcomes
measured mainly on the bases of the expenditure data). The redistributive capacity
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of the welfare state was assessed based on the extent to which it reduces class
(market based) inequality.” Although, the two scholarships differed in relation to
what the welfare state represents, they shared the conviction that the welfare state
was a unique post-World War II institution and that it was one of a kind.

Of special interest for the development of the analysis of the gender content of
welfare states, has been Marshall's theory of social rights based on citizenship
(Marshall 1950). Its relevance steams from two points at least. First, it provided the
background theory for 'power resource' school and its claims for the parliamentary
dissolution of the capitalist society. The argument was that the expansion of social
rights based on citizenship, which would come about through the majority vote in
the parliament, will eventually ‘undo’ class inequalities. In other words, by means
of social rights, income redistribution, collective services, full employment and
education, the welfare state (perceived as an inevitable consequence of legal and
political democracy) is capable of undoing class divisions and inequalities created
by a capitalist economy. Fertilised by Titmuss' three ideal types of welfare states,
Marshall’s theory of social rights based on citizenship provided Esping-Anderson
(1990) with a dimension (de-commodification) for comparative analysis of welfare
states. That welfare states may differ in their emancipatory (or more modestly —
equalising) capacities was a necessary prerequisite if researchers of gender
relations were to look at the institution of the welfare state with a more sympathetic
eye and even to consider it a possible ally in a reconstruction of gender relations. In
a nutshell, Marshall’s work led to the qualitative comparison of different welfare
states, and further to the comparison of the gender quality of different welfare
states.

The other reason that makes Marshall's theory an important reference point is
the concept of citizenship. In Marshall's interpretation, it has a sociological (not
only a political) dimension, because it referrers to the conditions in modern
societies under which a person obtains the status of a full member of a society. In
Parsons' terminology, citizenship was understood as the principle of inclusion in
modern societies. It refers to a relation between individual and state that destroys
all group privileges before the law, and gives to a citizen — a legitimate member of
a society — the opportunity for political participation and well-being as a matter of
right. It is in this sense that Marshall's concept of citizenship (social citizenship in
particular) has provided many researchers with a reliable point of departure to
reflect upon gender and welfare state in anew way: not only class but gender also
must be understood as an element in the construction of citizenship. Studies have
focused on

“whether and to what extent care, especially in the private sphere, tends to
exclude people (women) from social citizenship or whether the responsibilities of
care in practice effect a distinctive identity of citizenship” (Bussemaker & van
Kersbergen, 1994:16).

*For an overview see Pierson (1991).



Gorana Dori¢, Making Welfare Regime Analysis Sensitive to Gender Relations

Could the welfare state undo gender division?

“There appears to be some convergence around the thesis that in nations where
the state effectively transfers the private duty to the public responsibility of care,
the conditions for the development of a full civil, political and social citizenship of
women are better fulfilled” (Bussemaker & van Kersbergen 1994:16).

An example of such a gender-neutral welfare regime has often been found in
Nordic countries, where the provision of public child-care and parental leave has
stimulated women’s labour market participation. Employment, in its turn, has
provided women with a substantial degree of independence in relation to their
spouses.

However, as has already been pointed out, the fruitful application of the
citizenship concept on the conditions of full social membership for women did not
immediately follow Marshall’s work, but was mediated by the Esping-Anderson’s
‘transformation’ of the concept into a qualitative dimension of welfare state
variation (de-commodification). It, also, had to wait for a positive evaluation of the
Nordic model by the Scandinavian feminists (Bussemaker & van Kersbergen
1994:18). The early reaction of gender focused theory to both the institution and
the theory of welfare state was quite negative. The institution of the welfare state
was studied as a site of female oppression (from both capitalist and patriarchy
based discrimination view points*) being inherently (ultimately) conditioned upon
an asymmetrical sexual division of labour. It was assumed that the welfare state
reinforced, if not created gender inequalities. The theory of the welfare state was
criticised for not recognising the gender dimension (that is, assumed different
social roles for men and women) as constitutive for welfare state institutional
arrangements. The concept of citizenship applied in the ‘mainstream’ analysis of
welfare state was criticized for generalising the conditions of social membership of
a particular group in a society (male workers) to the conditions for the social
participation for all. The argument was that under those conditions women’s enti-
tlements to social rights as well as their access to social benefits may be seriously
undermined”.

The early feminist scholarship on the welfare state was characterised, in our
opinion, by two major shortcomings in respect to the analysis of gender based ine-
qualities in a comparative welfare state context. The generic model of the welfare
state with which it operated did not provide much of a framework for gender
analysis that would allow for welfare state differences. The experience of the
Anglo-Saxon countries was interpreted as universally relevant for women/gender —
welfare state relations (Wilson 1977; Fraser 1989; Pateman 1988; Skocpol &
Ritter 1991; Gordon 1990). Secondly, the research operated with the non-specific

*For an overview of this literature see Williams (1989) and Pierson (1991)

* This critic was very influential in the circles of gender relations researchers. However, I
find this view not quite a fair one: Do women get different share of social resources because
they are second rate citizens (the concept of citizenship is a selective one) or there is only a
limited number of social rights based on citizenship in the contemporary societies?

6
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concept of the woman: that is a child carer at home with interrupted, part time, low
paid work, at best. Hence it was primarily focused on women within the particular
welfare state arrangements, not on the role of different welfare states in construct-
ing systematic differences between women and men.

The first impulse for a change, concerning the two scholarships ignoring each
other came from two sides. The first one was Esping-Andersen's 'The Three
Worlds of Welfare Capitalism' (1990). The second was Scandinavian analysts of
gender effects of the Scandinavian welfare state. They both contributed to the idea
that welfare states differ in their social and distributional effects and, if so, that
some of them could be even 'women-friendly'. The phrase was introduced by Helga
Hernes (1984, 1987) in the meaning that a 'women-friendly' welfare state (or a
particular government measure) helps women's equal social participation and thus
leads towards a reconstruction of gender relations in the direction of equal
distribution of social resources. Several reasons make Esping-Anderson's work an
unavoidable reference point. First, he defined the welfare state concept in broader
terms so as to include the political organisation of the economy (political
economy). Second, he introduced the concept of the welfare state regime that refers
to a particular configuration of family — state — market in the provision of well-
being. Further, he proposed to assess the welfare states’ effect based on theoretical,
qualitative criteria (as opposed to on expenditure levels). His main dimension of
welfare state comparison is the extent of de-commodification it brings about.
Hence, if class division in capitalist societies rests on the commodity status of a
worker (his position on the labour market), a welfare state is effective (neutralises
the class division) to the extent to which it de-commodifies him (that is renders his
living standard independent from the labour market). Finally, and perhaps most
importantly from the gender perspective — he presented welfare state regimes as
mechanisms of stratification themselves.

After Esping-Anderson, to the best of our knowledge, there was no analyst of
gender relations in the context of the welfare state who would seriously defend the
point that the welfare states are all alike in respect to their consequences for gender
relations.’ It was particularly difficult to defend after first analyses of the
Scandinavian welfare state had shown its differential effect on gender relations in
comparison to the Anglo-Saxon experience.” But Esping-Anderson’s typology (and
his criterion of classification) was by no means uncritically accepted. At least three
critical points can be pointed out. The first doubts the usefulness of the regime
concept, given the complexity of women's positions in relation to the welfare state
(Lewis 1997). The second one comes from an opinion that Esping-Anderson's
typology rests upon a gender irrelevant set of criteria. What came under attack was

S Except, perhaps Jane Lewis’ assessment that "..no country has succeeded in valuing
unpaid work and no country has the gendered division of unpaid work shifted substantially"
(1997: 170)

7 These analyses will be discussed later in this paper.
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the conceptualisation of welfare states’ success within a framework of the state —
market relationship, the concept of de-commodification and stratification perceived
in class terms. A different set of gender relevant criteria that intersect with Esping-
Anderson's, was called for (Lewis 1992; Sainsbury 1996; Hobson 1994). The third
line of criticism found Esping-Anderson's typology satisfactory and inclusive
enough, provided that his dimensions were 'gendered' and few new, ‘gender
sensitive’, dimensions added (Orloff 1993; O’Connor 1993). In a prompt and
constructive response to this criticism Esping-Andersen revisited his welfare
regime typology armed with a new concept — de-familialisation®, constructed to
capture what he thought was the gender relevant aspect of welfare regimes
(Esping-Andersen 1999).

2. A comparative view of gender and welfare states

The most important work on gendering welfare states in comparative pers-
pective synthesises the achievements of the gender-informed welfare state analysis
in national contexts and comparative 'mainstream’ analysis of welfare state
regimes. All the concepts describing women's position in the welfare state (under
the assumptions of the particular type of welfare state and the particular gender
division) became, within a comparative context, dimensions of variation in the
gender content of welfare states. We intend to present the main themes of this work
by discussing the most representative individual attempts. Although it can be said
that there is an agreement in the relevant literature that welfare state systems differ
in their gender content, the problem is dealt with from variety of perspectives,
problem formulations and empirical concerns. The main points could be summed
up as follows: 1) Given the sexual division of labour (men earn — women care),
what is the redistributive outcome of different welfare states for men and women?
2) Given the preferable goal of female emancipation, what type of welfare state
policy promotes it best? 3) What is the effect of different welfare states on the sex-
ual division of labour itself? These three interests are seldom made explicit and are
often combined in a particular work. Furthermore, at this point in the development
of a framework for the analysis of variability in the gender content of welfare sta-
tes, some important questions are still open. Are there distinct welfare regimes in
respect to gender relations? If so, do they coincide with the worlds of welfare capi-
talism? Are welfare states coherent in their gender relevant policies? How should
researchers deal with the complexity of women's position in relation to welfare
states? Authors differ in their views of and answers to these questions.

¥ This concept will be explained later in this paper.
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2.1: Modification in the male breadwinner family assumption

Jane Lewis

In Jane Lewis’ 1992 article, the emphasis was on the assumptions about family
form and typical gender roles historically underpinning welfare states. It is a real
transitional article with one foot still in a tradition of feminist's deeply doubting the
institution of the welfare state and rejecting the gender-blind 'mainstream' accounts
of it, but with the other stepping into the field of welfare regimes and the variability
of their gender content. This, in my opinion, helps us understand the choice Lewis
made in respect to the dimension of welfare state variability (the salience of the
male-breadwinner family model). She also places the focus on gender assumptions
instead of on gender effects of different welfare regimes (that will be evident in the
subsequent work by other researchers of the welfare state from gender perspective).

The male breadwinner family model in its ideal-typical form would

"find married women excluded from the labour market, firmly subordinated to
their husbands for the purposes of social security entitlements and tax, and
expected to undertake the work of caring (for children and other dependants) at
home without public support" (Lewis 1992:162).

Although the model, in this form, was historically applicable only to middle
class women in the late-nineteenth century in a few industrial countries, it was, in
Lewis' opinion, a shared ideal incorporated into the foundations of modern social
provision in Western countries. As a result, "historically women have gained
[social] entitlements by virtue of their dependent status within the family as wives
and mothers" (Lewis 1992:159). If so, the pervasiveness of the male-breadwinner
family model cuts across 'mainstream' typologies of welfare regimes.

Still, Lewis' article explores how the model has been modified (in different
ways and different degrees) in different countries’, and in that sense it is distinct
from the earlier feminist writings which viewed the breadwinner model as an
inherent feature of the welfare state. She has demonstrated that a variation in as-
sumptions about a family model and male/female roles helps to predict a variation
in the level and nature of women's labour force participation, the level of social
service provision in regard to child-care, and the nature of husbands’ and wives’
access to social security. A particularly relevant point Lewis makes is that "any fur-
ther development of the concept of 'welfare regime' must incorporate the rela-
tionship between unpaid as well as paid work and welfare"'® (Lewis 1992:159).

?She has compared France, Sweden, Britain and Ireland.
' She is referring to Esping-Anderson’s focus on welfare state vis-a-vis market.
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2.2: ‘Caring regimes’

Diane Sainsbury

Diane Sainsbury (1994, 1996) advances research on gender and welfare state
variation on at least three points. First, she clearly spells out the dimensions of
variations assumed to be correlated (and thus hidden) within the male-breadwinner
model approach. Her dimensions include: the basis of women's entitlement; the
bases of claims to benefits; benefit unit and contribution and recipient of benefits;
taxation policy; employment policy; who is caring and how caring work is valued.
The breaking of the male-breadwinner model into its component dimensions of
variation helps to analyse individual policies across several countries without
assuming an internal coherence of policies regarding gender issues. In her 1996
book Sainsbury analyses four Western countries (US, UK, the Netherlands and
Sweden) on several dimensions of variation without the ambition of picturing these
states as the representatives of distinct welfare state regimes. Further, Sainsbury
demonstrates that the 'caring regimes' of different welfare states do not coincide
with the strength of the breadwinner model. Namely, only two bases of women's
social entitlement are discernible from the breadwinner model point of view:
women as dependent wives (and mothers within a family) and women as workers.
What is emphasised is the treatment of women’s unpaid caring work in respect to
social entitlements or women's entitlements in their capacity of workers. In
Sainsbury’s view, this leads to a neglect of variations in paid care in different
welfare states as well as to a neglect of other bases of women’s entitlements such
as motherhood, citizenship and need. Finally, Sainsbury shifts the focus of analysis
from gender assumptions to the gender effects of different welfare states, and adds
to an analysis of normative structure of a particular state provision (that is, the
basis of entitlement) an analysis of actual outcomes.

2.3: Analytical power of ‘lone mothers’

Barbara Hobson

In line with Sainsbury's criticism of the breadwinner ideology model, Hobson
(1990, 1994) makes a point that sexual division of labour does not necessarily
entail inequality in the distribution of social resources. Strong breadwinner welfare
states such as Britain and the Netherlands, for example, (marked by the treatment
of married women as dependent wives for the purposes of social entitlements), may
differ in respect to equality of distribution of social resources and services between
men and women, as well as between women assuming different social roles.

An original contribution of Hobson to a framework for gender-sensitive welfare
regime analysis is her suggestion of using the category of 'solo mothers' (or 'lone
mothers' or 'single earner households', although it is not exactly the same) as an
analytical category for understanding the gendered dimension of welfare states.
The argument is that the position of a lone mother in a particular welfare state

10
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synthesises all the gender relevant features of that state. In the case of lone mothers
it becomes transparent that what has been already recognised in the case of
productive work should also be recognised in the case of caring work, that is that
both should be evaluated and remunerated independently from marital arran-
gement. If a lone mother earns her living, her wage should obviously include the
cost of caring (otherwise, the children will be without any care); if instead, she
stays at home and cares for children herself, she should obviously be provided with
living costs (otherwise, both her and her children will starve). In addition, the kinds
of state support lone mothers receive (assuming that all married mothers are
potentially lone mothers) may be a reliable measure of the equality in families by
offering the possibility of opting out of marriage (if it turns into an oppressive
relationship).

2.4: A capacity to maintain an autonomous household

Ann Shola Orloff

Ann Shola Orloff offers a ‘gendered’ version of the 'power resource' compa-
rative analysis of welfare state regimes (Orloff 1993). Her scheme comprises
three'' dimensions, representative of the gender content of welfare states. The first
dimension refers to the relative share of the state, market and the family
contribution to the welfare provision. She argues that

"state provision that helps to shift the burden from the family to the state, or
from women to men within the family, furthers women's gender interests" (Orloff
1993:312).

The main instruments of the shift in welfare responsibility from family to state
are publicly provided (and financed) services in care and parenthood. The way care
is provided (and domestic work shared) helps explain women's employment
patterns, which are in their turn relevant for women's access to employment related
welfare benefits.

The second dimension is related to the welfare state stratification effect in
regard to gender inequality. "Women are disproportionally disadvantaged when
benefits reflect work-related inequality”" (Orloff 1993:314), because of women’s
inferior status in the workforce. But welfare states reinforce gender hierarchy in
another way by privileging full-time paid workers over unpaid workers (care and
domestic work) and part-time workers (who combine part-time paid work with
domestic and caring labour). It has been done through directing men's and women's
basis of entitlements into two different tiers of the system of welfare provision —
social insurance programs (serving predominantly male clientele) and social
assistance programs (targeting predominately female clientele).'* These programs
entail different political evaluation in terms of 'earned' — 'non-earned', 'deserved' —

"' The third one is itself composed of three independent ones.
"2Here Orloff has in mind US experience and Nancy Fraser’s work from 1989.

11
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'undeserved', and consequently, grant different levels of benefits. In the context of
the stratification effect of welfare states, Orloff makes an interesting and far-reach-
ing point relevant for further work on the gender analysis of welfare states, that is,
gender division in fact cutting across two tier state programs. This point may be
generally relevant, although Orloff drows her conclusion for the US experience.
Apparently, social insurance covers male breadwinner headed households,
including dependant family members: wives and children. Social assistance is, on
the other hand, available to the households maintained by unemployed (or not full-
time employed) single women, who must base benefit claims on their status as
mothers — single mothers. Hence, a two tiered system of social provision divides
women through its different treatment of wives (insured through their husbands)
and single mothers and reinforces the difference between two-parents and single
parent families. The difference between two-parent and single parent families is
indicative of the ‘capacity to maintain an autonomous household’. It is assumed
that an equal treatment of different family forms helps women exit potentially
oppressive relationships."

The crucial dimension that distinguishes welfare state regimes in Esping-
Anderson's analysis — an extent of de-commodification'* achieved, is in Orloff's
framework only an element of the more inclusive concept of self-determination.
The concept includes 1) de-commodification — describing an individual's relation-
ship to the labour market (and makes sense, within the gender context, for the
'‘commodified’ women only — that is, women with employment record), and 2) a
capacity to maintain an autonomous household — describing an individual's rela-
tion to marriage.

"The capacity to form and maintain an autonomous household relieves women
of the compulsion to enter or stay in a marriage because of economic
vulnerability..." (Orloff 1993:321).

The right to exit an oppressive marriage is an equivalent to the citizen’s wage:
the former alters the power relations within marriages, while the later alters the
power relations in the labout market.

"The state is women-friendly to the extent that it enhances women's leverage
within marriage (e.g. by reducing domestic violence or imposing domestic
obligation on men) or increases the absolute and relative standards of living of
women-maintained families." (Orloff 1993:321)

In Orloff’s view an autonomous household can be maintained through 1) access
to paid employment (and shifting domestic/caring responsibilities), and 2) secure
incomes for the full-time domestic/care workers (a maternalist strategy). The two
routes to autonomous household reflect two alternative women’s strategies as well
as the two forms of ‘women friendly’ welfare states. The latter strategy is acco-

" The importance of the possibility of exit from an unsatisfactory marriage was also
emphasised by Hobson (1994).

" De-commodification is a capacity to maintain a standard of living as a matter of right.

12
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mplished if there is a) parity between benefits for stay-at-home mothers and wage
earners' benefits and b) a standard of living for single mothers comparable to their
married counterparts. Orloff's analytical dimensions can be schematically
summarised in the following way:

I The extent to which the state has taken over the provision of welfare services,
especially from the family (family-market-state configuration in provision of
welfare);

II The basis of claims and their relative treatment (stratification dimension);

III The extent of women's self-determination;

1) The extent of de-commodification

2) The capacity to maintain an autonomous household.

a) Women's access to paid work

b) Secure incomes for the full-time domestic/care workers

o Parity between benefits for stay-at-home mothers and wage earners'
benefits

o The difference in standard of living connected to the family form (single
mothers compared to married mothers).

2.5. European ‘gender regimes’

Alan Siaroff

Alan Siaroff has actually applied a multi-dimensional space constructed by
three gender relevant dimensions of welfare states on a sample of 23 OECD count-
ries (Siaroff 1994). His dimensions are female work desirability, family welfare
orientation"’, and which parent is the recipient of benefits. It is interesting to note
that family welfare orientation is shown not to correlate either with female work
desirability or with the mother as chief recipient of benefits. On the other hand it is
shown that the correlation between female work desirability and family benefits
going to the female is highly significant. It renders, in effect, the three-dimensional
space into a two-dimensional one within which countries group in four clusters. On
that basis Siaroff suggests that there are four gender relevant welfare state regimes:

1) So-called protestant social democratic welfare states — Denmark, Finland,
Norway and Sweden — “are the only nations to provide (comparatively) a true
'work -welfare choice' for women, in that female work as an end in itself is
relatively desirable. Moreover, family benefits are high, and are always paid to the
mother" (Siaroff 1994:95).

2) So-called protestant liberal welfare states — Australia, Canada, New Zealand,
UK and US — are characterised by low family welfare, high female work desira-
bility and women as recipients of family benefits.

3) So-called Christian democratic welfare states — Austria, Belgium, France,
West Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands — are characterised by strong

"> Based on Wilensky's measure of family policies in three areas: 1) maternity and parental
leave, 2) public day care programs, and 3) flexibility of retirement systems.

13
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incentives to stay at home instead of looking for employment. Family benefits are
generous, although mainly paid to the breadwinner (men).

4) Finally, so-called late female mobilisation welfare states — Ireland, Greece,
Italy, Spain, Portugal, Japan and Switzerland are characterised by both low female
work desirability and negligible family support schemes.

In our opinion, Siaroff's regimes should be interpreted in terms of the favourite
feminist theme: female dependence.'® If women can rely (depend) on the market
(employment), state (welfare benefits and public services) and men (marriage and
not directly paid caring work) for their well-being, the welfare regimes listed above
open up different 'dependence' choices for women. In the social democratic type
the choice is between market and state; the liberal regime offers the market — men
choice; in the Christian democratic countries the state is an alternative to men
(marriage); finally, late female mobilisation states seem to be the case of no alter-
native, e.g. pure female dependence on marriage and men. The regimes may also
be interpreted to represent the two (independent) welfare state strategies in respect
to gender relations (as suggested by Orloff): equal employment opportunities for
men and women and secure income for full-time domestic/care workers. If it is
difficult to argue in favour of any of the two strategies in terms of ‘women
friendliness’, both strategies could be shown to have a 'good' and a 'bad' variant.
The social democratic regime represents a ‘good’ variant of a strategy of high
female labour participation, since there is developed public services support, and
the state provides a genuine alternative to work. Liberal regime, however is a ‘bad’
variant of the strategy based on the high female employment rate, because of
employed mothers entirely depending on private provision of care (that the
majority cannot afford) and a lack of the genuine alternative to employment, except
in the form of social assistance benefits (that most often do not provide a living
wage). Christian democratic regime, on the other hand, represents a ‘good’ variant
of caring at home strategy, based on the family wage, providing a high living
standard for lone mothers. The late female mobilisation regime, however, repre-
sents the ‘bad’ variant of the caring at home strategy, based on the breadwinner
dependence in the marriage (without an economically feasible option of exit).

2.6. ‘From women in the welfare state to gender
analysis of welfare state’

Mary Daly
The most elaborate attempt to build an analytical framework for the comparison
of gender content of welfare states comes from Mary Daly (1994,1997'). Her

' For an extensive review of all areas of interest of feminist approaches to the analysis of
social policies see O’Connor (1996).

"7 This presentation is based on Daly’s article from 1994 and her unpublished PhD thesis
from 1997.
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analysis took two basic directions: 1) conceptualisation of the gender relevant
aspects of welfare state provision; 2) modelling the gender relevant outcomes.

The gender relevant aspects of welfare state provision is conceptualised through
distributive principles guiding the allocation of public resources. 'Public resources'
include cash transfers, personal income taxation, and public services. The three
elements that "capture the distributive principles of welfare as they may effect
gender relations" (Daly 1997:57) are: a) the 'risk universe', b) the construction of
entitlement, and c) the treatment of different family types. The 'risk universe'
encompasses the range of risks covered, including the unique income risks for
women as "defined by female biological construction (birth-giving) and the social
construction of caring, as primarily a woman's role" (Daly 1997:59), the basis of
claims (need, contribution, a citizen's right), and the hierarchical ranking of male
and female risks and basis of claims. The construction of entitlement "speaks to the
status of the applicant within the context of his/her family or household
circumstances" (Daly 1997:60). It refers to the unit of entitlement and the treatment
of 'dependants'. The treatment of different family types by various welfare states is
relevant to look at specifically because of the single headed households (or lone
mothers’ families).

Further, what Daly suggests is that the welfare states effects in regard to service
provision could be best conceptualised (and assessed) through the ' management of
caring' defined to refer to " the tasks involved in caring for the personal needs of
others, especially the young, the ill and the elderly”" (Daly 1997:61). The concept
directs attention, at a macro level, to the institutional division of labour between
state, market and family with regard to caring work. At a micro level, in terms of
individual lives, it "provides an entree to the construction of work as paid or unpaid
and is therefore one key to uncovering the distribution of resources, roles and life
opportunities between women and men" (Daly 1997:61).

Turning to the task of modelling gender relevant outcomes Daly looks at the
two types of redistributive effects of welfare states. The first one — 'resource based'
— refers to welfare states’ effects on "the financial situation of women and men
individually, but also in terms of how they structure resource distribution between
them" (Daly 1997:63). The second one — 'incentives structures' — captures the more
qualitative welfare states effect on gender relations. It refers to the capacity of
either sex to participate, or not, in the labour market and/or family, that in turn
determines the choices open to women and men. Finally, a connection between
salient features of a social provision system and its gender relevant outcomes is
found in the processes whereby 1) the maintenance of family members is
constructed as a public or private responsibility and 2) the caring (predominantly
female) labour is constructed as paid or unpaid.
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3. Gender aspect of welfare regime change
in East/Central Europe

Observed against the background of the literature on gender and welfare states,
the gender formation aspect of the processes involved in the radical transformation
of productive and distributive institutions in East/Central European countries
cannot pass unnoticed.

The ideology of social equality, which in the first place motivated the nation-
nalisation of private property, and centralised regulation of economic production
and allocation of economic resources, has been giving ground to the objectives of
economic efficiency. The concern for the welfare of citizens, which, under social-
lism, impregnated the entire organisation of production and distribution, during the
transformation has been moved to a separate institutional realm of social policy. A
broad and universal system of welfare provision, under socialism, was based on
guaranteed employment, centralised determination of both wages and prices, emp-
loyment related social benefits of almost universal coverage and high replacement
rates, and direct provision of goods and services, in the form of an additional
income. Through a radical institutional separation of the realm of economy from
the realm of social policy, this system has been replaced with a system of income
protection designed as an institutional supplement to the labour market as a main
source of living of citizens, compensating for social risks ex post. A “socialist
welfare regime” has been transforming into a “social market economy”. At the
individual level of analysis such a change resulted in the larger part of individual
and family wellbeing depending on their market competitiveness (determining their
access to employment, earnings, privately produced goods and services, as well as
to contributory social benefits). The smaller part is allocated on the basis of vertical
and horizontal equity considerations. Without any doubt, the introduction of the
market as a dominant mechanism of the distribution of economic resources should
be expected to have for its outcome an increased inequality of access to economic
resources and, consequentially, an increased inequality of economic wellbeing
between individuals (families). In this paper we are particularly interested in
framing the impact this may have on gender inequality in economic wellbeing.

A part of socialist ideology of social equality defined by the chief distributional
dictum: from everybody according to his/her best ability — to everybody according
to his/her work contribution'®, was to insure the full labour force participation of
women, regardless of their family and marital status'®. Not only were equal access

' The final goal was actually formulated as: from everybody according to his/her best ability
— to everybody according to his/her needs. But it was considered not yet reachable in the given
stage of economic development.

1 Cynics may say that this was not an ideological commitment but a necessity for
communist leaders who were politically and economically dependent on the support and labour
of women. Whatever the underlining idea was, it does not change the structural outcomes.
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to all levels of education and training, equal access to all venues of employment
and equal pay for equal work, legally guaranteed, but the whole series of institu-
tions have been designed to make this happen. In particular, “financial support and
social institutions were reorganised to facilitate simultaneous career advancement
and motherhood” (Rosenberg 1991:137). The integration of women into the profe-
ssions and skilled trades, and into higher education was successfully accomplished.
By the 1980s about 90 percent of women of working age were either in training or
employed. “The structural details of emancipation were largely in place” (Rosen-
berg 1991:137).

The state bore most of the cost of having and bringing up children. Countries
developed an exemplary program of maternity and child-care support. Pregnancy
and the early parenthood of employed persons were treated as a part of social
labour™ (as opposed to an individual’s risk). It was paid and counted towards the
pension, and return to work was guaranteed. Employing a pregnant or potentially
pregnant woman, with the right to a paid maternity or parental leave, did not raise
the cost for a particular employer, because in the end the cost was shared
throughout the whole population. So it did not influence a woman-child-carer’s
access to employment. One of the cornerstones of the income of families with
children was family allowances involving high monthly allowances per child, with
payments rising with the number of children. Eligibility to most ‘benefits’ was tied
to employment but with no reference to income.

With the retreat of the state from employment, income and, to some extent,
family policies, an asymmetrical situation has been created for a child carer (tra-
ditionally — a woman) and a non-child-carer. In the absence of publicly organised
and subsidised child care, and with unfavourable treatment of early motherhood,
both financially and career-wise, a woman — who was a child carer might become
less competitive in the labour market than a non-child-carer. At the same time,
since the cost of children and their care largely became a family’s ‘private
business’, a woman — child carer needs more resources than before, and more than
a non-child-carer. With, presumably, less income and bigger expenses, she is likely
to be poorer than a non-carer, all other things being equal. If so, a woman — child
carer might end up depending, in the reformed system of social protection, on some
form of income support that may be an inferior source of income to both wages and
earnings related benefits in the pre-reform ‘income support’ system. If this is so,
the transformation may, in the long run, promote a traditional sexual division of
labour according to which family labour is a predominant sphere of responsibility
for women and paid work and the bread winner function is predominantly per-
formed by men, a division that was seriously undermined in the socialist period.

In this section we describe our own framework for the analysis of the impli-
cations of the socio-economic transformation in post-socialist countries on gender
inequality in economic wellbeing. Although heavily indebted to the scholarship on

* In Durkheim’s usage of the concept.
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gender and welfare state in respect to the main analytical dimensions and most
important concepts, our approach departures from it in several ways.

The main departure concerns the definition of the institutional set-up, variation
of which, or in our case — transformation of which — is studied as a macro level
determinant of gender inequality. While most of the above analysis refers to insti-
tutional arrangements covered by the terms social policy and welfare state, our
analysis refers to welfare or claim regimes, the terms which encompass “the
broader package of welfare production and distribution” (Esping-Andersen
1999:34). In the overcrowded vocabulary of social sciences any new terminology
may easily be a source of confusion. However, the task of comparing the impact on
inequality of such different socio-economic organisations as a socialist centrally
planed economy and a market based economy requires a concept which is more
encompassing than social policy and welfare state. Conveniently, the concepts of
welfare regime and claim structure have already been well defined by Esping-
Andersen (1985, 1999) and Rainwater (1986) respectively. For the former, welfare
regime encompasses a political organisation of economy that establishes the rules
for the distribution of economic resources between different groups of people, or,
in other words, a configuration of the family, the market and the state in providing
people’s well-being. In Rainwater’s terminology industrial and post-industrial
welfare states embody

“a particular claims structure which organizes income distribution through the
economy (labour market, capital market) and government agencies (transfers,
services, jobs)” (Rainwater 1986:2).*!

If so, one useful way of conceptualising the institutional transformation in post-
socialist societies is, as Rainwater clearly spelled it out in a more general context,

“to think of [these] societies, as having different claim systems for the provision
of the resources by which their members make their lives...The issue then becomes
who makes what claims on what institutions and with what results.” (Rainwater
1986:14)

Our aim in so doing is to use the language within which the work and the claims
from work (earnings) could be placed under the same roof with the claims against
the state (such as family allowance) or arising out of family relations (such as a
claim to unpaid child-care). From this point of view, we avoid perceiving earnings
from work as an outcome of the iron law of supply and demand, and beyond any
political contention, as opposed to claims arising from the welfare system which
are prone to government intervention. Within the language of claims structure,

“‘earnings’ may be seen as quite as institutionally determined [and as much
prone to political contention and an outcome of power relations] as claims on

*! However close in their content, there is a subtle difference between the concept of welfare
regime and claim structure. A welfare regime incorporates both the institutions of production
and distribution of welfare, whereas claim structure focuses on the interplay of different
institutions with specifically distributional outcomes discernable at the personal level.
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consumption arising out of kinship relation or through the welfare system.”
(Rainwater, 1986, pp. 12).

Furthermore, the concepts of claim structure, and in its dynamic version, claim
process, enables us to perceive caring work (for analytical purposes) as a part of
socially necessary labour and not a disposition that renders a carer a risky category
if not married or employed (as is the case if one adopts a concept of the welfare
state as only an ameliorative institution).

The advantage of comparing societies by reference to differences in claims
structure could be illustrated by an example from socialist societies. The majority
of the population claimed earnings from work as a matter of right, since a right to
employment was granted in most socialist constitutions. Moreover, people
expected a level of earnings which would guaranty a certain living standard. From
the perspective of purchasing power, they demanded prices which would enable
them a certain level of consumption, given the wages they had earned. These sort
of claims against the state must sound totally misplaced to a person used to
economic processes being ‘regulated’ by market forces and outside the domain of
state intervention. At the same time, a highly rational in capitalist societies, claim
to resources based on property rights was completely illegitimate in socialist
societies.

Our second departure from the usual comparative analysis of welfare regimes
from the gender perspective concerns the focus of analysis on the differential
impact of the institutional changes on different categories of women, instead of
simply comparing women to men. A review of the literature on the gender content
of different welfare states reveals that there is a broad consensus, at least in theory,
that men and women have differential access to economic resources, not because of
their natural differences but because of the sexual division of work and family
labour (men work, women care), and their differential appraisal, all other things
being equal. If on a higher level of abstraction we disregard the close affiliation
between sex and gender role, the gender content of welfare state (or a particular
social policy) points at the location and the treatment of caring work, resulting in a
particular economic status of the carers (regardless of their biological sex).
Sainsbury (1994, 1996) talks about “caring regimes”; Hobson (1990, 1994) points
at different valuation of caring work by different welfare states; Orloff (1993)
introduces a dimension for the gender analysis of welfare states which accounts for
the extent to which the state takes over the caring work from the family (a
dimension which Esping-Andersen (1999) calls de-familialization). Further, the
main dimensions on which Siaroff (1994) compares ‘gender regimes’ include
maternity and parental leave arrangements, public day care programs, and
flexibility of retirement systems in relation to how caring work counts towards the
pension. Daly (1997) suggests that the welfare states’ effects in regard to service
provision could be best conceptualised (and assessed) through the ' management of
caring' for the personal needs of others. Finally, the creator of the phrase ‘women-
friendly’ welfare state, Hernes (1987) defined it as an active policy commitment to
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lessening the caring burdens of the family. Closely related to the treatment of
caring work in welfare state is another recurring theme: the capacity of a carer to
maintain an autonomous household (Orloff 1993), the possibility of opting out of
marriage (Hobson 1990, 1994), the treatment of different family types (Orloff
1993; Daly 1997).

Hence, we believe that we capture the best spirit of gender analysis of welfare
states if we study the economic outcomes of the socio-economic transformation as
they relate to ‘gender’ by reference to the access to societal economic resources of
a ‘child carer’ compared to a person with no children. We suggest that this access
would also depend on the age of children and the child carer’s marital status™. To
study the economic outcomes of the regime transformation as they relate to gender
by comparing women to men, falls short of an answer, in our opinion. This is a
much more common approach, but also the approach in which the crucial
characteristic determining the access to economic resources may be lost (since
there are non-child-carers among women as well as child-carers among men). A
good test of the adequacy of framing gender inequality in terms of differential
access to economic resources between women child-carers and non-child-carers,
instead of differences between women and men, is to ask yourself whether gender
inequality increases or decreases in an empirical situation when the wage diffe-
rential between men and women decreases because the earnings of women without
children increase relative to men’s earnings, but at the same time the earnings of
women child carers decrease relative to both men’s earnings and the earnings of
women without children. In our opinion gender inequality (interpreted as inequal-
ity between child-carers and non-child-carers) increases in such situation, but if
measured simply on the differences between men and women, the result would be
that gender inequality decreases.”

We recognise that there is more to female gender than just caring work, ho-
wever important it may be. In particular, the labour market participation of women
with children (and married women with children specifically) is not exclusively
regulated by the availability of child-care services. Gender roles are culturally and
psychologically enforced and in most societies they translate into low labour
market participation rates, lower level of qualifications and occupational
segregation of women, which in turn lead to wage differences between men and

2 We are actually not interested in the status, but in whether a child carer lives alone or in a
couple. For the reason of simplicity, we will refer to living alone as to ‘single’ and to living in a
couple as to ‘married’.

2 If we strictly followed this line of analysis we would study the gendered economic outcom-
es of the socio-economic transformation by comparing groups of people, regardless of their sex,
with different marital (married/single) and familial (children/no children, small children/grown
up children) situations. However, empirically speaking, women are the ones who predominantly
take over the role of caring, and also, this role affects their economic situation more profoundly
than it does for men, who, we believe, deal with the child caring role differently.
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women. However, in exploring the impact of institutional change on expected
increased inequality between child-carers and non-child-carers living in different
marital arrangements, our aim is to avoid having to account for any determinants
other than the institutional change. Moreover, in most post-socialist societies at
least some of the above determinants do not apply since labour market participation
rates and levels of qualification were roughly equal for both men and women at the
beginning of the transformation.

Thus, we suggest studying the impact of the welfare regime change in post-
socialist countries on income inequality between child-carers and non-child-carers
by comparing the incomes of different categories of women instead of income of
women and men.** Although this analysis is deeply rooted in the tradition of
gender inequality, we appreciate that most readers may find it inappropriate to
dissociate gender from sex in empirical analysis, so in the rest of the paper we will
use the phrase inequality between women with different family and marital status,
instead of gender inequality.

We distinguish six categories of women classified based on three dimensions of
variation: 1) whether they have children or not; 2) whether their children are
younger or older; and 3) whether women are married or single:

* Married women without children

* Single women without children

* Married women with older children (older than 9)

* Single women with older children

» Married women with younger children (9 and younger)

* Single women with younger children

A recognition of the ‘family gap’ as an important aspect of gender inequality
comes form another stream of scholarship, addressing women’s incomes and
income inequality by studying income distribution across family types (Webb
1993; Joshi, Paci and Waldfogel 1999). It is considered

“an important and under-researched issue for the economics of the family as
well as for the economics of gender. At a time of mothers’ increasing labour mark-
et participation, a wage gap between mothers and other women could potentially
represent a considerable part of the cost of childbearing (Joshi 1990). Moreover, if
responsibility for children reduces a woman’s earning power, directly or indirectly,
motherhood becomes a specific source of women’s labour market disadvantage
across the board relative to men. Thus, the “family gap” could be an important
component of the gender gap in pay (Waldfogel 1998A).” (Joshi, Paci and
Waldfogel 1999:543).

This brings us to the third departure of our own analytical framework from the
scholarship on gender and welfare state presented in the second section of this
paper. Notwithstanding the importance of the assumptions, normative systems and

* The assessment of such an impact is actually conducted in the authors DPhil thesis, on the
case of Hungary.
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ideologies about a proper family form, as well as the ascribed gender roles under-
pinning the particular institutional arrangements, our analytical framework is
primarily concerned with the outcomes of different welfare regimes. More concre-
tely, we focus on the impact of the institutional transformation in post-socialist
countries (welfare regime change), on the economic well-being of women with
different family and marital status. This impact is in turn measured as an effect of
the transformation on the inequality of cash income assembled from various
sources into distinctive income packages by different categories of women. With
Rainwater (1986:192) we view “the packaging of [women’s income] using
different kind of claims as a central fact of [their] economic status”.

Instead of including only sources from which women receive income in their
own right, we suggest to measure their economic wellbeing by the income they
have available due to their membership in a household.” An unemployed married
woman and an unemployed single woman may have identical independent incomes
— 1i.e. little or no income at all; however they differ in their economic wellbeing
since the married woman may get a share of her husband’s income. Thus, we
measure the economic wellbeing of women living in different household types by
their ‘share’ of total household disposable money income — which is made up of all
personal and household cash income sources pooled together, minus taxes and plus
social transfers, assuming the equivalent sharing of total household income within
a household™.

Income packages could be composed of income derived from such sources as
husband’s wage, wife’s wage, income from assets, money value of household agri-
cultural production for household consumption, income from social transfers such
as unemployment benefits, family allowance, child care allowance etc. As trans-
formation progresses and the claim structure changes®’ through pulling the state out
of employment and wage policy as well as from the provision of public services,
and through the change in entitlements, replacement rates and coverage of social
benefits®®, the income packages of different categories of women change too, in
terms of their structure and the level of income from various sources. As a result,
the inequality in income between women of different family and marital status will
change too. In a nutshell, the crux of our argument is that welfare regime change

» “In many cases an individual’s access to independent income will be a poor indicator of
living standards” (Webb 1993).

* The income variable on which all the subsequent analysis is performed is described in
detail in Chapter Three of the author’s unpublished DPhil thesis.

* The kind of claims we are particularly interested in relate to labour force participation of
women with children, but also to their entitlements to social transfers.

% The process of institutional transformation in East/Central European countries in general
and in Hungary in particular is described in detail in Chapter Two of the author’s unpublished
DPhil thesis.
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differentially impacts the economic status of women belonging to different fami-
ly/household forms, and that this will be observable as increased income inequality
between them. Nevertheless, looking at the gender outcomes of the welfare regime
change on the bases of the change in inequality of income assembled from various
sources among women with different family and marital status confers more than
change in money inequality. It confers the changing position and status on the basis
of which these women can reasonably assert their claims to income derived from
the state and economy. (Rainwater 1986:19).
The two main ideas guide our analysis of welfare regime/claim structure
change:

1.The first refers to the variable extent of de-familialization in compared wel-
fare regimes. The concept refers to the “policies that lessen individuals’ reliance on
the family; that maximize individual’s command of economic resources inde-
pendently of familial or conjugal reciprocities” (Esping-Andersen 1999:45), or in
Orloff’s terminology, the concept means the (variable) capacity of women (women
with children, in particular) to maintain an autonomous household (Orloff 1993).

2. The second idea refers to the variable extent of de-comodification of women
with children in the compared welfare regimes. It refers to the policies which
reduce (or enhance) individual’s reliance on the labour market.

More concretely, on the level of measurable indicators, the two concepts are
reflected in the variable:

1. access to paid work (and to relatively well paid work) by women with
children (younger children in particular) — observed on the labour force partici-
pation rates and earning levels of wage recipients by different categories of
women, in turn determined by general employment and wage policies and child
care provision.

2. extent to which the state provides women with children with an alternative
income to that of the markets — observed on the share of income women with
children derive from these sources, the coverage rates and the benefit levels for
recipients, in turn determined by maternal/parental leave arrangements, child care
and family allowance entitlement rules, duration, and the replacement rates.

3. location in the system of social protection of the risks of a child carer —
observed on the share of income coming from insurance based benefits relative to
the share of benefits financed from the general revenues, in turn determined bg/ the
prevalent basis of entitlement as well as maternity/parental leave arrangements™

Our main expectation is that as a new ‘claim structure’ has emerged, the income
differential will increase between women without children (both married and
single), on one side, and women with children (married and single, with older and
with younger children), on the other. Furthermore, on another dimension of
classification, the income differential will increase between women with younger

* Depending on the employment status of mother/parents, maternal/parental leave arran-

gements could be perceived either as an alternative income to market or as a risk management
policy.

23



Gorana Dori¢, Making Welfare Regime Analysis Sensitive to Gender Relations

children (both married and single) and all other women. The first dimension of
classification of women is expected to capture the impact of the reallocation of
financial responsibility for children and their care between different claim systems
(state, market and family). The second dimension is supposed to provide an insight
into the impact of welfare regime change on the access to and the quality of
employment of women with young children. The radical transformation in post-
socialist countries brought about the establishment of competitive labour markets.
The labour market competitiveness of women with young children may be
weakened by child-care obligations. This dimension should also capture the impact
of the change in institutional arrangements related to the treatment of pregnancy
and early parenthood. We also analyse the change in income differential between
married and single women with young children. The change in income differentials
along the dimension of marital status of women with young children indicates the
impact of the institutional rearrangements on the choices women with young
children make in respect to employment vs. full time child-care at home, depending
on whether they live alone or in a couple.

To sum up: if frameworks for studying the gender content of welfare states
developed so far provide a good orientation for what to look at in order to predict
gender outcomes of institutional transformation in East/Central Europe, research
conducted within the context of East/Central Europe today should help select
analytically promising aspects of these frameworks, worth further developing. We
suggest that these are (among others): 1) focus on gender effects as opposed to
gender assumptions of a welfare state; 2) focus on gender relations as a (variable)
feature of a society and not simply women's issue; 3) an inclusive and broad
concept of the welfare state; 4) a perception of caring work as an equally necessary
social function as productive work, and not a 'natural’ disposition; 5) the analysis of
the position of ‘lone mothers’ in a society (perceived not as a risky group but the
group that synthesis all the relevant information about a welfare state in respect to
gender), and 6) a preference for dimensions of variation over the regime concept
(at least as the starting point of analysis).
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TI'opana Bopuh Summary
®dunozodeku pakynTer
Hum

AHAJIN3A COIMJAJIHE AP KABE U POJHU OJHOCH

Y oBOM pajy ayTop aHU3Mpa Hajpenpe3eHTaTHBHH]E JOIPHUHOCE YIOPEIHOM IpoydYa-
Balby UMILIMKAIMja COLMjAJIHE JIp’KaBe 110 POJIHE OJHOCE. Y MPBOM Jelly, y paay ce mpen-
CTaBJba Pa3BOj POJHE aHAIM3E U aHAJI3E COIHjallHe IpKaBe, KOjU je TOBEO A0 OBE3WBama
OBE JIBE€ ayTOHOMHE C(hepe TEOPHjCKOT U UCTPAXKHMBAYKOT MHTEPECOBAbA; Y JAPYTOM JIENy,
pal MpeAcTaBiba YHYTPALIbU Pa3BOj YIIOPEIHE aHANN3E COLUjaliHe IPXKaBe M3 IepCreK-
THBE UMILUIHKAIMja PA3IMYUTUX COIMjATHUX JIp’KaBa IO POJHE OTHOCE, KOjU je OMO OMO-
ryheH npeaxoqHo aHanM3MpaHUM MOBE3UBAEM JIBa HE3aBHCHA I10Jba MHTEpecoBama. Hac-
namajyhn ce Ha OBe JONPHHOCE, ayTOp M3JIaXKe COIICTBEHH TEOPHjCKU OKBHP 32 Hpoyda-
Bamke YTHIAja COIMO-EKOHOMCKE TpaHchopMalyje y MOCT-COUHjATUCTHIKAM IPYIITBAMA
HAa POJIHY HEJeMHAKOCT Y EKOHOMCKOM CTaTycy. AyTOp Cyrepuiie Ja ce TEOPHjCKH Jie-
(uHKCAH POJHH Ca/IPKaj COLMjATHUX Ip)KaBa MOXKE EMITUPUjCKH MepUTH yropehuBamem
S€KOHMMCKOT CTaTyca IIeCT KaTeropuja jkeHa KJIACH(PHKOBAHUX HA OCHOBY TPH JMMCH3HjC
KJIacuQuKarmje.

Kwyune peuu: TUIIOBH COLMjalIHE ApKaBe, POJHA HEjeTHAKOCT, PEXUMHU OpHre O JIelH,
€KOHOMCKA HEJjeTHAKOCT TOPOJHUHHUX (POPMHU, TOPOMIHA TTOTUTHKA.
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