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Table 10.1 Dzmensaons of variation of the breadwmner and the
individual models of social policy

. Dimension

Breadwinner mode]

' Individ ual rnodel

L "';"F.a'mil'ial_.ideélbgy_ .

Entitlement

Basis of entitlement
Recipient of benefits
Unit of benefit

- Unit of contributions

Taxation

Employment and
wage policies
Sphere of care

Caring.work

Strict division of labour -

“Husband = earner
Wife = carer

Differentiated among

spouses
Breadwinner
Head of household

Household or family

Household _

Joint taxation
Deductions for
dependants

~ Priority to men . .

.- Primarily private

Unpaid

Shared rolcs
Husband = earner/carer
Wife = earner/carer

Uniform

- “Other

- Individual
Individual
X Ipdividﬁal

Separate taxation
" Equal tax relief

Almed at both sexes

“ Strong state mvolvement

Paid component



Table 2. Countries ranked according to levels of general family support and
dual-earner support 1985-1990

General family support Dual-earner support
1. Belgium 1. Sweden
2. Germany 2. Denmark
3. France " 3. Finland ~
4, Norway 4. Norway
5. Iraly 5. France
6. Austria 6. Belgium
7. Denmark 7. Germany
8. Ireland 8. Iraly’
9. Sweden | 9. Netherlands
10. Finland 10. Austria
"11. Netherlands : 11. Ireland
12. Canada ‘ 12. United Kingdom
13. United Kingdom 13. Canada
14. Switzerland 14. Japan
15. Japan 15. Australia
16. Australia 16. Switzerland
" 17. New Zealand 17. United States
18. United States . _18. New Zealand

Table 6. Relationships of institutional models of social insurance and gender
policy to inequality with respect to class and gender in eighteen countries
1985-1990 ‘

Institutional models of _
Class . Gender

Country Social insurance/gender policy inequality inequality
Canada Basic security/market oriented . High Medium
Switzerland Basic security/market oriented High {(Medinm)
United

Kingdom  Basic security/market oriented High -~ Medium
United States  Basic security/market oriented High Medium
New Zealand  Basic security/market oriented (High)  Medium
Australia Targeted/market oriented High High*
Treland Basic security/general family support High - High
Netherlands  Basic security/general family support  Medium® - High
Denmark Basic security/dual earner Medium® Low
Belgium State corporatist/general family support Medium High
Germany State corporatist/general family support  Medium High
Taly ~ State corporatist/general family support  High' High
France State corporatist/general family suppore  High' ~ Medium®
Austria State corporatist/general family support (Medium) (Medium)’
Japan State corporatist/market oriented — High’
Finland . Encompassing/duzl earner Low Low
Norway Encompassing/dual earner Low Low
Sweden Encompassing/dual earner Low Low

*Unexpected level of inequality, given type of institudons.



