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Abstract 

Objective: This article discusses the implications of systematically including policies on paid family care in 
the concept of care policy for older people for theorizing the relationship between such policies and gender 
inequality. 

Background: In theoretical debates about the relationship between gender and care policy, most welfare 
state researchers agree that policies that support extra-familial care promote women’s participation in 
formal, paid work and can thus reduce gender inequality. By contrast, the role of policies that offer pay and 
elements of social security for family care in promoting gender equality is up for debate. 

Method: This article addresses the aforementioned debates’ key arguments by discussing the relationship 
between gender equality and care policies that actively support family caregivers. The argument is 
contextualized with examples of empirical findings from the literature. 

Results: We argue that, to some degree and under specific conditions, new policies on paid family care have 
the potential to reduce gender inequality. 

Conclusion: The article contributes to theoretical debates about gender and care policy by evaluating the 
implications of systematically including policies on paid family care in the study of care policy. This 
inclusion could clarify the circumstances under which policy support for family caregivers can contribute to 
fostering gender equality. 
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1. Introduction1 

In the industrial era, care for older people was mainly provided informally and on an unpaid basis by 
women. In response to the greying of society and women’s increased integration in the labor market, many 
European welfare states have, since the 1990s, considerably expanded support for extra-familial care (Daly & 
Lewis, 2000; Ranci & Pavolini, 2015). By consequence, a substantial amount of informal family care work 
has been transformed into formal, gainful employment. However, family care is still the main form of care 
for older people in many European societies (International Labor Organization [ILO], 2018; Spasova et al., 
2018). Many welfare states have introduced active support and social rights for family caregivers (Da Roit & 
Le Bihan, 2010; Frericks et al., 2014; Le Bihan et al., 2019; Ungerson, 2004). Substantial parts of family care 
are now paid and subject to social security, and, on this basis, are formally recognized by welfare state 
policies. Thus, family care can no longer be characterized as a principally unpaid and informal form of 
work. Geissler and Pfau-Effinger (2005) call this change the semi-formalization of care work. Comparative 
welfare state research shows that family care policies are part of a general package of care policies for older 
people that likewise include policies supporting extra-familial care (Bettio & Plantenga, 2004; Eggers et al., 
2020; Leitner, 2003).  

The informal and unpaid nature of family care has been a central subject of feminist theory and 
research. It is commonly argued to be a main cause of gender inequality and of women’s social and labor-
market marginalization (Anttonen & Zechner, 2011; Daly, 2020; England, 2005; Fraser, 1994; Gornick & 
Meyers, 2008). Most welfare state researchers therefore agree that by offering women the chance to 
participate in paid employment, policies that support extra-familial care can reduce gender inequality. 
Conversely, the role of policies that actively support family care in promoting gender equality is a 
controversial issue (Anttonen & Zechner, 2011; Daly, 2020; Shaver, 2018). Most scholars agree that gender 
equality can be achieved if women, like men, fully participate in formal, gainful employment (Daly, 2011; 
Fraser, 1994; Orloff, 1993; Saraceno & Keck, 2011). However, several researchers have suggested that the 
full and equal integration of women in the labor market would be insufficient, as this might perpetuate the 
devaluation of informal family care work vis-à-vis paid employment (Jenson, 2015; Knijn & Kremer, 1997; 
Lewis & Giullari, 2005). These scholars have proposed other approaches to promoting gender equality based 
largely on the revaluation of family care. 

This article examines how policies on paid family care can be systematically included in theorizing the 
relationship between gender and care policy. We argue that, in part and under specific conditions, policies 
that generously support family care can help reduce gender inequality. Our focus is on the design of care 
policies, and on how policies can promote or hinder gender equality. 

We systematically distinguish between policies that support family care (i.e., family care policies) and 
those that support extra-familial care (i.e., extra-familial care policies). The former include policies that 
support care provided by family members by incentivizing and improving the conditions of family 
caregiving. Their main instruments include financial support (e.g., social benefits or pay in the form of an 
employment income substitute for family caregivers, or cash payments that care recipients can use to pay 
family caregivers); time (i.e., care leaves for employed people); elements of social security (e.g., pension 
rights); respite care to allow family caregivers holidays; and family caregiver training (Brimblecombe et al., 
2018; Da Roit & Le Bihan, 2019; Frericks et al., 2014; Geissler & Pfau-Effinger, 2005; Knijn & Kremer, 1997; 
Le Bihan et al., 2019; Ungerson, 2004).  

Extra-familial care policies offer affordable direct care services or cash that older people in need of care 
can use to buy care services or care in residential homes (León et al., 2014; Ranci & Pavolini, 2015).  

Theoretical concepts of gender equality differ in focus, that is, in whether they see women’s labor 
market integration as the main path to gender equality; equally stress the importance of revaluing informal 
family care work; or hold that gender equality can only be achieved if women and men share equally in 
labor market participation and family care (Daly, 2011; Fraser, 1994; Gornick & Meyers, 2008; Verloo & 
Lombardi, 2007). The European Institute for Gender Equality’s (EIGE) (2023) conceptualization of gender 
equality goes a step further in that it includes decision-making power, knowledge, and health status. 
Fraser’s (1994) social-philosophical concept of gender equity is even broader; she argued that in addition to 
gender equality, feminist theory should encompass anti-marginalization, anti-poverty, and anti-exploitation 
goals. Because our aim, here, is to discuss gender equality primarily in the context of care policies for older 
people, our focus is on gender equality with regard to the relationship between care and paid work (Eggers 

 
1 This article is a further development of Eggers et al., (2021). 
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et al., 2020). Thus, we ask to what extent care policies can enable equal participation in paid employment 
and equal financial and social security during times of care provision (see, also, Orloff, 1993). Our main 
theoretical focus is on the possibilities for reducing macro-level societal gender inequality and on the role of 
policies on paid family care in doing so. We do not discuss the role of negotiations among social actors or 
the outcomes of more equal sharing of care and paid work between genders.  

The following section provides an overview of theoretical debates about the relationship between care 
policies, gender, and the family. We discuss, therein, the conditions under which policy support for family 
care can reduce gender inequality, with references to current research. We also evaluate the limitations of 
such theoretical approaches. We present a concluding discussion in the final section. 

This article contributes a new angle to the theoretical debate about gender and care policy in that it 
discusses what it would mean for theoretical approaches to (a) systematically consider family care policies 
and (b) distinguish between different types of paid family care policy. On this basis, we aim to clarify the 
circumstances under which policies on paid family care can contribute to reducing gender inequality.  

2. Theoretical debates about care policies, gender, and the family 

The concepts of care and care work were introduced to the theoretical debate on gender inequality by 
feminist scholars (e.g., Tronto, 1993; Wærness, 2000) and refer mostly to work that serves to support others, 
such as children, people with disabilities, and older people in need of care, in coping with their everyday 
lives (for an overview, see Anttonen & Zechner, 2011; England, 2005). 

We highlight the feminist debate’s focus on two different care-related dichotomies, i.e., the distinction 
between informal family care work and formal employment (based on a work-related perspective) and that 
between family care and extra-familial care (based on a service-related perspective), and we examine the role 
of family care in each of these dichotomies. The two perspectives are interrelated in the feminist discourse 
concerning the path to gender equality. However, they both have some theoretical shortcomings with regard 
to the role of family care policy. 

2.1 Family care in the two dichotomies regarding care 

The first dichotomy, i.e., the distinction between family care work and wage work, focuses on the ways in 
which capitalist societies organize different types of work. As early feminist care researchers (e.g., Land 
[1978]) pointed out, this dichotomy is connected with a specific type of gendered labor division. Whereas 
men participate in the public sphere of formal paid employment as male breadwinners, women are 
expected to be responsible for informal care work, such as for children and older relatives, in the private 
sphere. According to this argument, the defining features of informal family care work are that it is unpaid, 
hidden from view in the family household, and excluded from formal employment, which is the primary 
source of income, prestige, social security, and recognition (for an overview, see Anttonen & Zechner, 2011; 
Verloo & Lombardi, 2007). Scholars such as Lewis (1992) and Orloff (1993) have also emphasized that the 
exclusion of (female) family caregivers from gainful employment makes them financially dependent on 
(male) breadwinner spouses and their incomes. For these reasons, gender inequality in the relationship 
between formal, paid work and informal family care work is seen as a basis for women’s vulnerability and 
societal devaluation in comparison with men (England, 2005; Orloff, 1993; Shaver, 2018). 

The second dichotomy, i.e., the distinction between family care and extra-familial care, concerns the 
forms in which care is available as a service for those who need it. Care can be provided within the family by 
the care recipients’ relatives or offered outside the family by care workers who are formally employed by 
care service agencies or nursing homes. The distinction between these two forms of care service plays an 
important role in feminist theorizing of the path to gender equality. 

Most scholars agree that the option for people in need of care to use extra-familial care is a fundamental 
condition for their female relatives to (1) free themselves of the restrictions and subordination connected 
with informal care in the private household, and (2) gain an income and public recognition by participating 
in paid employment (Daly, 2011; Orloff, 1993; Saraceno & Keck, 2011). Underlying this argument is the 
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idea that an important precondition for gender equality in the relationship between paid work and care is 
that women, like men, participate fully in formal and gainful employment.2 

Another argument points out that women’s equal employment integration would be insufficient to 
solving problems of gender equality. Lewis and Giullari (2005) argue that the need for care work would 
remain, and it would be impossible to outsource it entirely to extra-familial care providers. Several scholars 
emphasize that care provision, in itself, is a task of fundamental importance to society and should receive 
recognition regardless of the sphere in which it is provided (e.g., Dalla Costa & James, 1972; Daly, 2020; 
Fraser, 1994; Knijn & Kremer, 1997; Orloff, 1993). They therefore stress that family care work performed in 
the private sphere of the family home should be financially and socially compensated. The focus here is 
often on reducing the risk of poverty for family caregivers or improving the conditions for and promoting 
social recognition of family care work. 

2.2 Gender and care policies 

This section provides an overview and discussion of how feminist scholars have conceptualized the 
relationship between care work, gender, and social policy (e.g., Anttonen & Zechner, 2011; Orloff, 1993; 
Shaver, 2018). 

According to common theoretical arguments regarding the relationship between gender equality and 
care policies, greater gender equality could be achieved if the generosity of extra-familial care policies were 
strengthened; the broad availability of affordable extra-familial options for public or publicly financed care 
would promote the integration of a higher share of women in wage work (e.g., Lewis, 1992; Saraceno & 
Keck, 2011).  

It was in this context that feminist researchers introduced the concept of the de-familializing welfare 
state. Scholars have often used it to understand differences in welfare state approaches to care policy. Lister 
(1994) coined the concept to examine the degree to which welfare state policies enable women’s financial 
independence from their families—more precisely, from their husbands’ incomes—through either labor 
market participation or financial welfare state support. McLaughlin and Glendinning’s (1994) definition 
highlights, instead, social independence from reliance on family care relations. The concept of the de-
familializing welfare state also entered the general welfare state debate, mainly through Esping-Andersen 
(1999), who contrasts it with the familialistic approach of welfare states (see, also, Saraceno [1997]), and the 
concept of welfare state familialism (see, also, Leitner [2003]). The concept of the de-familializing welfare 
state characterizes care policies based on the extent to which they promote the outsourcing of care work 
from the family; whereas the concept of the familialistic welfare state characterizes care policies that 
encourage people—either indirectly, through lack of support for extra-familial care, or directly, through 
financial support for family care—to behave traditionally by choosing family care. 

Many scholars (e.g., Kröger, 2011; Leitner, 2003; Lister, 1994; Lohmann & Zagel, 2016; Saraceno & 
Keck, 2011) argue that care policies that promote the de-familialization of care work are an important 
precondition for gender equality, for the following reasons: 

(1) Such policies promote women’s financial independence because they can free women from the 
traditional responsibility for unpaid, informal family care work, which is at the basis of women’s social 
and employment-related marginalization. De-familializing policies strengthen women’s opportunities 
for full labor market participation on the basis of financial autonomy and social rights (Esping-
Andersen, 1999; Lister, 1994). 
(2) Through extra-familial care provision, de-familializing welfare states promote women’s social 
independence from family responsibilities, thereby improving their opportunities to participate in 
social life and political activities outside the family home (Kröger, 2011; Leitner & Lessenich, 2007). 3 

 
2 Many sscholars have pointed out that gender equality in the employment system has by no means been achieved with the mere 

integration of women in gainful employment (Daly, 2020; Jenson, 2015). This is because women’s employment is often 
associated with relatively low pay, a lack of career paths, and a relatively high proportion of atypical employment (England, 2005; 
Schäfer & Gottschall, 2015; Theobald & Luppi, 2018).  

 
3 For example, Kröger (2011) introduced the concept of de-domestification to examine the extent to which welfare state policies enable 

family members’ independence from reliance on care relations in the private household. Similar to Leitner and Lessenich’s (2007) 
definition of the de-familializing welfare state, this includes the perspective of the care-dependent person. Daly (2011) defined 
policies that reduce families’ care obligations with the concept of individualization instead of that of the de-familializing welfare 
state. Additionally, Saxonberg’s (2013) typology of genderization/de-genderization calls for a perspective on care policies that 
differentiate between promoting different roles for men and women and promoting the elimination of gender roles. 
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From a critical perspective, the concept of the de-familializing welfare state has been employed to 
criticize welfare state reforms that focus mainly on the extension of women’s labor market participation 
(Lewis & Giullari, 2005; Lohmann & Zagel, 2016; Saraceno 2023). This view has also been applied in a 
critical perspective on the European Union’s policy proposals for promoting gender equality primarily in 
terms of women’s labor market participation enabled by extra-familial care provision (Jenson, 2015).  

Some scholars argue that the employment-centered approach to care policies is problematic because it 
fails to recognize that, in many welfare states, women still perform the lion’s share of care work within the 
private sphere of the family home—even if this is often connected with social risks regarding income, social 
security, labor market integration, and social integration (Eggers & Grages, 2023; Frericks et al., 2014; 
Rummery, 2021). Care policies that focus one-sidedly on women’s labor market integration can perpetuate 
the devaluation of informal family care work vis-à-vis paid employment and therefore promote the 
persistence of gender inequality with regard to family care work (see, also, Ciccia & Sainsbury, 2018; 
Jenson, 2015; Lewis & Giullari, 2005). 

There are different theoretical arguments as to the reasons for which family care is still common in 
many countries:  

(1) The character of care work itself limits its formalization and monetization (e.g., Folbre & Nelson, 
2000; Himmelweit, 2007). The idea that care work is incompatible with the capitalist economy of 
time, and thus can only partially be turned into formal employment, was put forth quite early. 
Providing care is a matter of creating and strengthening relationships based on emotional bonds 
with partners, children, and relatives, regardless of whether these relationships are freely entered 
into or socially prescribed (Tronto, 1993). 

(2) In countries or regions with significant gaps in extra-familial care provision or in the 
implementation of policies that promote extra-familial care, family care might be the only option 
for many people who need care to receive it (Lewis & Giullari, 2005).  

(3) A society’s dominant cultural ideal of care may be based on the idea that care by family members is 
the best form of care, since it is embedded in a close, trustful social relationship. This is another 
reason why a substantial proportion of older people may prefer family care (Pfau-Effinger, 2005). 
Also, for such cultural reasons, some parts of the population—mainly women—may choose to 
provide family care even though it is associated with significant social and labor market risks and 
dependence on a partner. This may even be the case in, for instance, Germany, whose welfare state 
offers relatively generous social rights to publicly funded extra-familial care (Hess et al., 2020; 
Jensen et al., 2017; Kadi et al., 2022; Naldini et al., 2016).  

The 1970s feminist thematic exploration of housework identified women’s private, unpaid work as the 
invisible foundation of wage employment, being the basis of social reproduction and its productive powers 
(Dalla Costa & James, 1972; Federici, 1975; Ostner, 1978). In the context of an anti-capitalist critique of 
society, it has been argued that reproductive work, which is largely women’s responsibility, is a basis for the 
(mostly) male workers’ labor force. Given the high societal value of housework, some feminists have 
demanded wages for housework (Dalla Costa & James, 1972). Knijn and Kremer (1997) have elaborated on 
this by demanding a “social right for time to care” (p. 332) for family caregivers. According to their 
argument, welfare states can improve the conditions of family care work by financing family caregivers (see, 
also, Ciccia & Bleijenbergh, 2014; Fraser, 1994). However, this approach to welfare state support for family 
care work has been contested with the argument that it would entail women’s lack of motivation to 
participate in formal employment and would thus help perpetuate gender inequality and intra-familial 
financial dependencies (Daly, 2011; Fraser, 1994; Leitner, 2003). 

Against this background, Fraser (1994) argued that another solution could be for policies to try to 
achieve gender equality by supporting women and men in equally sharing familial care work. To do so, 
men would have to reduce their gainful employment, whereas women would have to increase their own. 
The advantage of such a policy is that both genders would share the workloads equally, rather than women 
having to face the bulk of the disadvantages associated with taking on family care work as opposed to 
gainful employment (see, also, Crompton, 1999; Gornick & Meyers, 2008). However, Orloff (2009) pointed 
out that this reasoning is somewhat problematic because the realization of gender equality in family care 
work would essentially depend on a change in men’s behavior, which would encounter major barriers for a 
variety of reasons. The matter of how policies can influence men’s behavior toward equal participation in 
family care work has been widely discussed with regard to childcare (Eydal & Rostgaard, 2014; Reimer, 
2019), but less so with regard to care policies for older people. 
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Another strand of argumentation discusses the conditions under which family care policies could 
contribute to a more gender-egalitarian approach to care (Ciccia & Sainsbury, 2018; Eggers et al., 2020; 
Frericks et al., 2014; Leitner, 2003; Lewis & Giullari, 2005; Orloff, 2009). Scholars often argue that only 
welfare states that offer a genuine choice between generous publicly funded family care and extra-familial 
care for older relatives can create adequate conditions for the promotion of gender equality. This argument 
holds that approaches that exclusively promote either extra-familial care to enable women’s employment or 
family care work (including gender-equal sharing of care work) tend to neglect the fact that families’ 
opportunity structures and care preferences vary within and across welfare states; care policies should 
consider this. 

3. The implications of including new types of family care policies in theoretical 
approaches to gender equality 

This section evaluates the role of new types of care policies for older people that provide pay, social security, 
and family care leave schemes in gender (in)equality. We distinguish among three main instruments by 
which care policies could promote family care: (1) care leave schemes for family caregivers, (2) pay for 
family care work, and (3) treating family care as a paid employment relationship (Eggers et al., 2021). 

3.1 Policies that offer care leave 

The social and financial recognition of family care work has been a long-standing issue in theoretical 
debates about gender equality in the work-care relationship (see, e.g., Anttonen & Zechner 2011; Daly, 
2020). One approach to revaluating care work is the granting of a “right to time to care” (Knijn & Kremer, 
1997, p. 332) in the form of a care leave. This type of policy addresses the fact that older people’s family 
caregivers are often employed and need time off from work to provide care. Some welfare states, such as 
Austria and Ireland, offer temporary leave for employed family members to perform care work for older 
relatives within the framework of their employment relationships, and with job protection. If the care leave 
is publicly paid, family caregivers receive financial support from the welfare state as a substitute for their 
employment income. During this period, the caregivers’ existing employment relationships are maintained, 
along with their social security rights. If the care leave were fully paid, the leave program would ensure that 
the family caregivers’ work time reduction or absence from work would not result in significant financial 
problems. 

However, only employed people benefit from such care leaves—particularly those who were employed 
full-time before taking on family care work. Furthermore, the longer the leave, the greater the risk of being 
confronted with disadvantages such as stalled income and career advancement opportunities upon 
returning. One of the main reasons for this is that employers often anticipate that career interruptions will 
negatively impact their organizations’ human capital and productivity (Akgunduz & Plantenga, 2013; 
Ehrlich et al., 2020). Therefore, even fully paid care leave makes a limited contribution to gender equality. 
This would only change if societal and workplace cultures also changed in such a way that opportunities 
related to income, career prospects, and social recognition were no longer primarily linked to continuous 
full-time employment. Additionally, policies that offer paid care leave do not change the nature of family 
care as an unpaid and informal form of work because they treat the care provision period as time off from 
work. Therefore, it is implausible that this form of financial support will improve recognition of family care 
work.  

Empirical studies have shown that many European welfare states have introduced parental leave 
programs for childcare (e.g., Dobrotić et al., 2023), but only a few countries have introduced comprehensive 
leave schemes for family caregivers of older relatives (Bettio & Verashchagina, 2012; Bouget et al., 2016; 
Brimblecombe et al., 2018; Courtin et al., 2014; Le Bihan et al., 2019). Often, these programs are limited to 
very short periods of care for terminally ill relatives and are unpaid or dependent on the employer’s consent. 
Most European welfare states offer paid (full-time or part-time) leaves only for short periods and/or with 
low income compensation rates (e.g., Austria), or with a combination of flat-rate compensation and 
continued social security rights (e.g., Ireland) (Eggers et al., 2020; Le Bihan et al., 2019). As a consequence, 
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both women and men suffer wage losses when interrupting their employment to care for older relatives 
(Ehrlich et al., 2020). 

The Italian welfare state is an exception because it offers a comprehensive leave scheme for the care of 
persons with severe care needs (Jessoula et al., 2018). Family caregivers in employment relationships can 
take leave for up to two years with full income substitution in order to provide home-based care for relatives 
with severe care needs. 

3.2 Policies that offer pay for family care work 

Another long-debated political instrument for promoting gender equality in care policy is the revaluation of 
care work via financial compensation for family caregivers, regardless of their labor market attachments 
(Dalla Costa & James, 1972; Fraser, 1994; Ungerson, 2004). Particularly in the field of care for older people, 
many welfare states have introduced pay for (full-time or part-time) care by family members, along with 
elements of social security related to their care work; these belong to so-called cash-for-care systems (Da Roit 
& Le Bihan, 2019; Frericks et al., 2014; Rummery, 2009). The welfare states of Austria and, to a lesser 
extent, Germany, offer relatively generous cash-for-care schemes (Fink & Valovka, 2018; Gerlinger, 2018). 
Benefits are determined by the estimated time needed for care and, therefore, more extensively support 
caregivers to relatives with particularly high care needs (Eggers et al., 2022; Ranci & Arlotti, 2019). 
Depending on the amount paid and whether it is paid directly to the family caregiver or as a “routed wage” 
(Ungerson, 2004, p. 190) to the care recipient, such support can improve (mainly female) family caregivers’ 
financial situations and compensate for reduced or lacking income (Eggers et al., 2022). If the pay is 
generous, it can eliminate poverty risks and offer family caregivers the possibility of financial independence 
from their partners’ incomes and of acting as financially autonomous carer(s) (Orloff, 1993). Another 
consequence may be that family caregivers feel appreciated for their care work by the welfare state (Eichler 
& Pfau-Effinger, 2009).   

Critics such as Daly (2011) and Rummery (2009) have argued that indirect access to benefits and/or 
low-level cash benefits may contribute less to gender equality and the recognition of family care work than 
to the reproduction of the traditional distribution of gender roles in care work, especially when combined. 
Indirect access to benefits tends to reinforce intra-familial financial dependency because it is not 
guaranteed that relatives will fully or partly transfer the benefits that they receive to their caregiving 
relatives. Low-level benefits expose family caregivers to high social risks, as the caregivers’ financial 
autonomy is not secured during the time of care work and, unless they receive income-securing pensions, 
they depend on financial support from a male breadwinner or are dependent on social security.    

Although care policies are often designed to be gender-neutral, various factors, such as cultural ideals 
about family care (Eichler & Pfau-Effinger et al., 2009; Hess et al., 2023) or gender-specific differences in 
earnings (Schäfer & Gottschall, 2015), contribute to the fact that care work is still predominantly carried out 
by women (ILO, 2018; Spasova et al., 2018).  Consequently, women are more often exposed to the risks 
associated with family care work. Cash-for-care programs have been criticized because they can 
disincentivize the further expansion of more cost-intensive extra-familial care infrastructure and discourage 
its subsidization by the welfare state, leading even to its replacement with family care work in times of 
austerity (Deusdad et al., 2016; Kodate & Timonen, 2017; Ranci & Pavolini, 2015; Rummery, 2009). When 
family members are unwilling to provide care and the care infrastructure is undeveloped, with a 
corresponding lack of older people’s social rights to extra-familial care, cash benefits can also facilitate the 
creation of precarious, illegal, or unregistered care work by migrants (Aulenbacher et al., 2021; Theobald & 
Luppi, 2018; Yamane, 2021). This risk is heightened when cash benefits are unregulated and their use is 
not properly monitored. 

3.3 Policies that construct family care as formal employment 

Another policy instrument that could promote gender equality in the work-care relationship involves 
treating family care for an older relative as formal, gainful employment (Eggers et al., 2021). This allows 
older people’s family caregivers to carry out their work as a regular, paid job. The care work is formally 
contracted such that it corresponds to the collective agreement and employment conditions of a fully 
secured employment relationship. The payment is determined by the wages of professional care workers, 
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and the benchmark is the extent of care work performed according to the agreement on working time in the 
formal work contract. Thus, the traditional theoretical dichotomy of informal family care work and formal 
employment is dissolved.  

This approach to care policy assumes that equating family care work with formal, gainful employment 
would bring about gender equality, which would eliminate a significant proportion of the social risks 
attached to family care work. Consequently, it would render the question of whether women and men share 
equally in providing care somewhat irrelevant. 

The Danish welfare state offers an example of such a care policy for older people. In Denmark, family 
members can provide care work for a relative as formal, fully secured employment (Liversage, 2023). Older 
people can receive extra-familial care from a state-approved professional care provider of their own 
choosing, but they also have the right to be cared for by family members or other individuals in their close 
environment. Over the period during which family members provide care for older relatives, they have a 
full- or part-time employment relationship with the municipality that is equal in all respects to professional 
care employment in the public sector (Eggers et al., 2020; Frericks et al., 2014). Based on unions’ collective 
agreements, wages are legally set at 100% of the standard wage for formal, public care workers. The system 
includes potential family caregivers of all ages and is not limited to those of working age (Kvist, 2018).  

One characteristic of this policy approach is that it dissolves the traditional distinction between work as 
a formal, paid activity that serves as the basis for earning income and family care work as an informal, 
unpaid activity. Instead, the institutional and contractual construction of family care work is adapted to that 
of formal paid work. This may also improve societal recognition of family care work.  

This type of policy can significantly reduce the risks of exclusion from the employment system and loss 
of income and social security rights typically associated with family care work and its role in maintaining 
inequality. We argue that this kind of policy can contribute significantly to supporting gender equality in 
income and autonomy.  

Nevertheless, this approach has limitations. Formal care work has long been devalued. In many 
developed welfare states, besides some of the Nordic welfare states, it is not associated with wages above the 
average of other professional occupations (OECD 2023; Schäfer & Gottschall, 2015). Family members 
previously employed in sectors and occupations with higher salaries than those of professional care workers 
must accept losses in income when taking on family care responsibilities. By contrast, individuals whose 
previous employment earnings were equal to or less than professional care wages would not experience any 
significant loss of income. 

4. Conclusion 

This article considered the implications of systematically including policies on paid family care in the 
concept of care policy for older people for theorizing the relationship between such policies and gender 
inequality. We introduced key arguments from the theoretical debate about the connection between care 
policy and gender inequality and about the role of extra-familial and family care policies in this debate. We 
demonstrated the role of family care in two different theoretical care-related dichotomies, i.e., the 
distinction between informal family care work and formal employment (based on a work-related 
perspective) and that between family care and extra-familial care (based on a services-related perspective). 
These perspectives are connected in feminist debates about the path to gender equality, but these debates 
have some shortcomings regarding the implications of policies that actively support family caregivers for 
promoting gender equality. We introduced a new perspective on the relationship between care policies for 
older people and gender that systematically includes family care policies that offer public financing and 
elements of social security for family caregivers. Moreover, we examined the suitability of various relatively 
new family care policy instruments to determine the extent to which they contribute to reducing gender 
inequality. These include care leaves, paid family care provision, and the construction of family care as 
formal employment. Our analysis and discussion show that these new policy instruments have contributed, 
to varying degrees, to blurring the boundaries between family care and extra-familial care, and between 
informal family care work and formal employment. We found that such family care policies have the 
potential to promote a higher degree of gender equality if they 

(1) offer long care leaves with full income substitution, continued social security, and job security for 
employed people, and/or  



 51 

 

(2) offer generous pay and social security rights, or, ideally, construct family care as formal employment 
for family caregivers;  
(3) are combined with generous extra-familial care policies. 
Based on our analysis of the new family care policy instruments, we found the following capabilities 

and limitations in promoting gender equality: 
Paid care leaves support employed family caregivers by offering them pay, social security, and job 

security during their absence from work. However, an important limitation is that paid care leaves mainly 
address employed family members, while those who are unemployed, temporary employed, employed in 
mini-jobs, or of pension age are excluded. Longer care leaves can also be connected with career 
disadvantages for family caregivers.  

By contrast, paid family care in the context of cash-for-care schemes is more inclusive, since it is offered 
to family caregivers regardless of their employment status. However, these schemes are limited in that their 
pay for family care is often rather low compared to formal care work wages, or in that the pay is directed at 
the care recipient, who can decide whether or not to transfer it to the family caregiver as a “routed wage” 
(Ungerson, 2004, p. 190). Paid family care runs a high risk of maintaining gender inequality in the care-
work relationship and substantial parts of the social risks associated with providing care.  

According to our analysis, both of these types of family care policies therefore have limited potential for 
revaluating family care work and promoting gender equality. Without to some extent treating care work as 
paid employment, little equality can be achieved between the two, and the inclusion of men in family care 
provision will be minimally incentivized. For this reason, family care policies that treat care work as paid 
employment seem to be more adequate to promoting gender equality. On their basis, family members can 
provide care for the necessary time in a financially and socially secure way. While such policies could also 
incentivize men’s participation in care work, this is not an essential precondition to achieving gender 
equality in the work-care relationship. Rather, as family care work and paid employment are treated 
similarly, it is to some extent irrelevant whether men and women share equally in care and waged work. 
One limit to this scheme, however, is that in several welfare states, professional care workers’ wages are 
relatively low. It should also be considered that for family care policies to promote gender equality, it is 
generally important that they be combined with extra-familial care policies that generously support 
affordable care by care agencies and in care homes. Only on this basis can family members choose whether 
to provide the care themselves or to maintain their regular employment. 

This article offers a new contribution to the theoretical debates about gender and care policy by 
evaluating the implications of systematically including policies on paid family care in the study of care 
policy. By doing so, it helps clarify the circumstances under which policy support for family care can 
promote gender equality. 

Acknowledgments 

This research was funded by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program, under 
grant agreement no. 870698. The paper’s contents reflect only the authors’ views; the European Research 
Agency and the European Commission are not responsible for any use that may be made of the 
information contained herein. The authors declare that they do not have any potential or perceived conflicts 
of interest. We would like to thank the editor of Scribendi for copyediting. 

References 

Akgunduz, Y. E., & Plantenga, J. (2013). Labour market effects of parental leave in Europe. Cambridge 
Journal of Economics, 37(4), 845–862. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bes052 

Anttonen, A., & Zechner, M. (2011). Theorizing care and care work: In B. Pfau-Effinger & T. Rostgaard 
(Eds.), Care between work and welfare (pp. 15–34). Palgrave Macmillan. 

Aulenbacher, B., Lutz, H., & Schwitter, K. (2021). Gute Sorge ohne gute Arbeit? Beltz Juventa. 
Bettio, F., & Plattenga, J. (2004). Comparing care regimes in Europe. Feminist Economics, 10(1), 85–113. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1354570042000198245 



   

 

52 

Bettio, F., & Verashchagina, A. (2012). Long-term care for the elderly: Provision and providers in 33 European 
countries. Publications Office of the European Union. 

Bouget, D., Spasova, S., & Vanhercke, B. (2016). Work-life balance measures for persons of working age with 
dependent relatives in Europe. European Social Policy Network. https://doi.org/10.2767/80471    

Brimblecombe, N., Fernández, J.‑L., Knapp, M., Rehill, A., & Wittenberg, R. (2018). Review of the 
international evidence on support for unpaid carers. Journal of Long-Term Care, 25–40. 
https://doi.org/10.21953/lse.ffq4txr2nftf 

Ciccia, R., & Bleijenbergh, I. (2014). After the male breadwinner model? Childcare services and the division 
of labor in European countries. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society, 21(1), 50–
79. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxu002 

Ciccia, R., & Sainsbury, D. (2018). Gendering welfare state analysis: Tensions between care and paid work. 
European Journal of Politics and Gender, 1(1), 93–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1332/251510818X15272520831102 

Courtin, E., Jemiai, N., & Mossialos, E. (2014). Mapping support policies for informal carers across the 
European Union. Health Policy, 118(1), 84–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2014.07.013 

Crompton, R. (Ed.). (1999). Restructuring gender relations and employment: The decline of the male breadwinner. 
Oxford University Press. 

Dalla Costa, M., & James, S. (1972). The power of women and the subversion of the community. Falling Wall 
Press.  

Daly, M. (2011). What adult worker model? A critical look at recent social policy reform in Europe from a 
gender and family perspective. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society, 18(1), 1–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxr002 

Daly, M. (2020). Gender inequality and welfare states in Europe. Edward Elgar.  
Daly, M., & Lewis, J. (2000). The concept of social care and the analysis of contemporary welfare states. 

British Journal of Sociology, 51(2), 281–298. https://doi.org/10.1080/00071310050030181. 
Da Roit, B., & Le Bihan, B. (2010). Similar and yet so different: Cash-for-care schemes in six European 

countries’ long-term care policies. The Milbank Quarterly, 88(3), 286–309. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0009.2010.00601.x 

Da Roit, B., & Le Bihan, B. (2019). Cash for long‐term care: Policy debates, visions, and designs on the 
move. Social Policy & Administration, 53(4), 519–536. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12506. 

Deusdad, B. A., Comas-d’Argemir, D., & Dziegielewski, S. F. (2016). Restructuring long-term care in Spain. 
Journal of Social Service Research, 42(2), 246–262. https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2015.1129013 

Dobrotić, I., Blom, S., & Koslowski, A. (Eds.) (2023). Research handbook on leave policy: Parenting and social 
inequalities in a global perspective. Edward Elgar. 

Eggers, T., & Grages, C. (2023). Social risks of family carers in the context of welfare state policies. Journal of 
Family Research, 35, 304–325. https://doi.org/10.20377/jfr-890 

Eggers, T., Grages, C., Pfau-Effinger, B., & Och, R. (2020). Re-conceptualising the relationship between de-
familialisation and familialisation and the implications for gender equality – the case of long-term care 
policies for older people. Ageing and Society, 40(4), 869–895. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X18001435 

Eggers, T., Grages, C., & Pfau-Effinger, B. (2021). Politiken zur familialen Care-Arbeit und Gleichstellung 
der Geschlechter–eine theoretische Diskussion. In S. Scherger, R. Abramowski, I. Dingeldey, A. 
Hokema & A. Schäfer (Eds.) Geschlechter-ungleichheiten in Arbeit, Familie und Wohlfahrtsstaat (pp. 165-
190). Campus. 

Eggers, T., Grages, C., & Pfau-Effinger, B. (2022). Care-Politiken, soziale Risiken und 
Geschlechterungleichheit im internationalen Vergleich. In U. Knobloch, H. Theobald, C. Dengler, A.-C. 
Kleinert, C. Gnadt, & H. Lehner (Eds.), Caring Societies – Sorgende Gesellschaften: Neue Abhängigkeiten 
oder mehr Gerechtigkeit? (pp. 38–65). Beltz Juventa. 

Ehrlich, U., Minkus, L., & Hess, M. (2020). Einkommensrisiko Pflege? Der Zusammenhang von familiärer 
Pflege und Lohn. Zeitschrift für Gerontologie und Geriatrie, 53(1), 22–28. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-
019-01666-5 

Eichler, M., & Pfau-Effinger, B. (2009). The ‘consumer principle’ in the care of elderly people: Free choice 
and actual choice in the German welfare state. Social Policy & Administration, 43(6), 617–633. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9515.2009.00684.x 

EIGE (2023). Gender equality index 2023. Publications Office of the European Union. 



 53 

 

England, P. (2005). Emerging theories of care work. Annual Review of Sociology, 31(1), 381–399. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122317. 

Esping-Andersen, G. (1999). Social foundations of postindustrial economies. Oxford University Press. 
Eydal, G. B., & Rostgaard, T. (Eds.) (2014). Fatherhood in the Nordic welfare states. Comparing care policies and 

practice. Policy Press.  
Federici, S. (1975). Wages against housework. Falling Wall Print. 
Fink, M., & Valovka, K. (2018). ESPN thematic report on challenges in long-term care. Austria. European 

Commission. 
Folbre, N., & Nelson, J. (2000). For love or money? The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 14(4), 123–140. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.14.4.123 
Fraser, N. (1994). After the family wage: Gender equity and the welfare state. Political Theory, 22(4), 591–

618. 
Frericks, P., Jensen, P. H., & Pfau-Effinger, B. (2014). Social rights and employment rights related to family 

care: Family care regimes in Europe. Journal of Aging Studies, 29, 66–77. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2013.12.002 

Geissler, B., & Pfau-Effinger, B. (2005). Change in European care arrangements. In B. Pfau-Effinger & B. 
Geissler (Eds.), Care and social integration in European Societies (pp. 3–19). Policy Press. 

Gerlinger, T. (2018). ESPN thematic report on challenges in long-term care. Germany. European Commission.  
Gornick, J. C., & Meyers, M. K. (2008). Creating gender egalitarian societies: An agenda for reform. Politics 

& Society, 36(3), 313–349. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032329208320562 
Hess, M., de Tavernier, W., & Naegele, L. (2020). Culture matters: Normen, Erwerbstätigkeit und informelle 

Pflege von älteren Frauen in Europa. [Culture matters: Norms, employment and informal care by older 
women in Europe]. Sozialer Fortschritt, 69(10), 667–685. https://doi.org/10.3790/sfo.69.10.667  

Hess, M., Schmitz, W., Naegele, L., & Stiemke, P. (2023). You will take care of me when I am old: Norms 
on children’s caregiver obligations. Journal of Family Research, 35, 196–211. https://doi.org/10.20377/jfr-
854 

Himmelweit, S. (2007). The Prospects for caring: Economic theory and policy analysis, Cambridge Journal of 
Economics, 31(4), 581–599. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bem011 

International Labor Organization. (2018). Care work and care jobs: For the future of decent work. 
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---dcomm/---
publ/documents/publication/wcms_633135.pdf [retrieved: October 11, 2023] 

Jensen, P. H., Møberg, R. J., Och, R., & Pfau-Effinger, B. (2017). Explaining differences in women’s 
working time in European cities. European Societies, 19(2), 138–156. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2016.1268700 

Jenson, J. (2015). The fading goal of gender equality: Three policy directions that underpin the resilience of 
gendered socio-economic inequalities. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society, 
22(4), 539–560. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxv035. 

Jessoula, M., Pavolini, E., Raitano, M., & Natili, M. (2018). ESPN thematic report on challenges in long-term 
care. Italy. European Commission.  

Kadi, S., Rodrigues, R., Kahlert, R., Hofmann, S., & Bauer, G. (2022). Does the family care best? Journal of 
Social Policy, 1–18. 

Knijn, T., & Kremer, M. (1997). Gender and the caring dimension of welfare states: Toward inclusive 
citizenship. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society, 4(3), 328–362. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordjournals.sp.a034270 

Kodate, N., & Timonen, V. (2017). Bringing the family in through the back door. Journal of Cross-Cultural 
Gerontology, 32(3), 291–301. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10823-017-9325-5 

Kröger, T. (2011). Defamilisation, dedomestication and care policy. International Journal of Sociology and 
Social Policy, 31(7/8), 424–440. https://doi.org/10.1108/01443331111149860 

Kvist, J. (2018). ESPN thematic report on challenges in long-term care. Denmark. European Commission. 
Land, H. (1978). Who cares for the family? Journal of Social Policy, 7(3), 257–284. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279400007893 
Le Bihan, B., Lamura, G., Marcak, J., Fernandez, J.‑L., Johansson, L., & Sowa-Kofta, A. (2019). Policy 

measures adopted to support unpaid care across Europe. Eurohealth, 25(4), 10–15.  
Leitner, S. (2003). Varieties of familialism: The caring function of the family in comparative perspective. 

European Societies, 5(4), 353–375. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461669032000127642. 



   

 

54 

Leitner, S., & Lessenich, S. (2007). (In-)dependence as dependent variable: Conceptualising and measuring 
‘de-familisation’. In J. Clasen & N.A. Siegel (Eds.), Investigating welfare state change (pp. 244–60). Edward 
Elgar. 

León, M., Ranci, C., & Rostgaard, T. (2014). Pressures towards and within universalism. In M. León (Ed.), 
The Transformation of Care in European Societies (pp. 11–34). Palgrave Macmillan. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137326515_2 

Lewis, J. (1992). Gender and the development of welfare regimes. Journal of European Social Policy, 2(3), 
159–173. https://doi.org/10.1177/095892879200200301 

Lewis, J., & Giullari, S. (2005). The adult worker model family, gender equality and care. Economy and 
Society, 34(1), 76–104. https://doi.org/10.1080/0308514042000329342 

Lister, R. (1994). ‘She has other duties’: Women, citizenship and social security. In S. Baldwin & J. 
Falkingham (Eds.), Social security and social change. New challenges to the Beveridge model (pp. 31–44). 
Harvester Wheatsheaf.  

Liversage, A. (2023). A challenging responsibility: Care for older parents in Turkish immigrant families. 
Journal of Family Research, 35, 286–303. https://doi.org/10.20377/jfr-858 

Lohmann, H., & Zagel, H. (2016). Family policy in comparative perspective: The concepts and 
measurement of familization and defamilization. Journal of European Social Policy, 26(1), 48–65. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928715621712 

McLaughlin, E., & Glendinning, C. (1994). Paying for care in Europe: Is there a feminist approach? In L. 
Hantrais & S. Mangen (Eds.), Family policy and the welfare of women, concepts and contexts in international 
comparisons (pp. 52–69). European Research Centre. 

Naldini, M., Pavolini, E., & Solera, C. (2016). Female employment and elderly care: The role of care policies 
and culture in 21 European countries. Work, Employment and Society, 30(4), 607–630. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017015625602 

OECD (2023). Health at a Glance 2023. OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/26712652-en 
Orloff, A. S. (1993). Gender and the social right of citizenship: The comparative analysis of gender relations 

and welfare states. American Sociological Review, 58(3), 303–328. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095903 
Orloff, A. S. (2009). Should feminists aim for gender symmetry? Why a dual-earner/dual-caregiver society is 

not every feminist’s utopia. In J. C. Gornick & M. K. Meyers (Eds.), Gender equality (pp. 129–157). Verso. 
Ostner, I. (1978). Beruf und Hausarbeit. Die Arbeit der Frau in unserer Gesellschaft. Campus-Verlag. 
Pfau-Effinger, B. (2005). Culture and Welfare State Policies: Reflections on a Complex Interrelation. Journal 

of Social Policy, 34(1), 3-20. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279404008232 
Ranci, C., & Pavolini, E. (2015). Not all that glitters is gold: Long-term care reforms in the last two decades 

in Europe. Journal of European Social Policy, 25(3), 270–285. https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928715588704 
Ranci, C., & Arlotti, M. (2019). Resistance to change: The problem of high non-take up in implementing 

policy innovations in the Italian long-term care system. Policy and Society, 10(3), 1–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14494035.2019.1619995 

Reimer, T. (2019). Why fathers don’t take more parental leave in Germany. Community, Work & Family, 
36(3), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2019.1608157 

Rummery, K. (2009). A comparative discussion of the gendered implications of cash-for-care schemes. 
Social Policy & Administration, 43(6), 634–648. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9515.2009.00685.x 

Rummery, K. (2021). Gender equality and the governance of long-term care policy. Journal of International 
and Comparative Social Policy, 37(1), 16–33. https://doi.org/10.1017/ics.2020.16 

Saraceno, C. (2023). The Role of the “Social Investment” Concept for the Development of Family Policy. In 
M. Daly, B. Pfau-Effinger, N. Gilbert & D. J. Besharov (Eds), The Oxford Handbook of Family Policy Over 
the Life Course (pp. 308–323). Oxford University Press. 

Saraceno, C. (1997). Family Change, Family Policies and the Restructuring of Welfare. In Office of 
Economic and Cooperative Development (Eds), Family, Market and Community: Equity and Efficiency in 
Social Policy (pp. 81–100). OECD Publishing. 

Saraceno, C., & Keck, W. (2011). Towards an integrated approach for the analysis of gender equity in 
policies supporting paid work and care responsibilities. Demographic Research, 25(11), 371–406. 
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2011.25.11 

Saxonberg, S. (2013). From defamilialization to degenderization. Social Policy & Administration, 47(1), 26–
49. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9515.2012.00836.x 



 55 

 

Schäfer, A., & Gottschall, K. (2015). From wage regulation to wage gap. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 
39(2), 467–496. https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bev005 

Shaver, S. (Ed.). (2018). Handbook on gender and social policy. Edward Elgar. 
https://doi.org/10.4337/97811785367168  

Spasova, S., Baeten, R., Coster, S., Ghailani, D., Pena-Casas, R., & Vanhercke, B. (2018). Challenges in long-
term care in Europe. European Commission. https://doi.org/10.2767/84573 

Theobald, H., & Luppi, M. (2018). Elderly care in changing societies: Concurrences in divergent care 
regimes. Current Sociology, 66(4), 629–642. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392118765232 

Tronto, J.C. (1993). Moral boundaries: A political argument for an ethic of care. Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003070672 

Ungerson, C. (2004). Whose empowerment and independence? A cross-national perspective on cash for 
care schemes. Ageing and Society, 24(2), 189–212. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X03001508 

Verloo, M., & Lombardo, E. (2007). Contested gender equality and policy variety in Europe. In M. Verloo 
(Ed.), Multiple meanings of gender equality: A critical frame analysis of gender policies in Europe (pp. 21–51). 
CEU Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9786155211393-005 

Wærness, K. (2000). Fürsorgerationalität. Feministische Studien, extra, 18(1), 54–57. 
Yamane, S. (2021). Gender equality, paid and unpaid care and domestic work. The Japanese Political 

Economy, 47(1), 44–63. https://doi.org/10.1080/2329194X.2021.1874826 
  



   

 

56 

Information in German 

Deutscher Titel 

Gender und Politiken zur bezahlten familialen Pflege – Übersicht über die Debatte und theoretische 
Reflektionen 

Zusammenfassung 

Fragestellung: Der Artikel diskutiert, welches die Folgen sind, wenn man die Politiken zur bezahlten 
familialen Pflege systematisch in die theoretischen Ansätze zum Verhältnis von Pflegepolitik und Gender 
einbezieht. 

Hintergrund: Es ist eine gängige Annahme in den theoretischen Diskussionen über das Verhältnis von 
Pflegepolitik und Gender, dass Politiken, die die extra-familiale Pflege fördern, auch die Partizipation von 
Frauen in der formellen, bezahlten Erwerbsarbeit fördern und damit dazu beitragen, die Ungleichheit im 
Geschlechterverhältnis zu reduzieren. Im Unterschied dazu ist die Rolle von Pflegepolitiken, die eine 
Bezahlung und Elemente der sozialen Sicherung für die familiale Pflege anbieten, für die 
Geschlechtergleichstellung umstritten. 

Methode: Der Artikel trägt zu dieser theoretischen Diskussion bei, indem er den Beitrag neuer Politiken 
zur Förderung bezahlter familialer Pflege für die Geschlechtergleichstellung theoretisch einordnet und 
diskutiert. Das theoretische Argument wird auf der Grundlage der Ergebnisse wissenschaftlicher 
empirischer Studien kontextualisiert.   

Ergebnisse: Wir argumentieren, dass die neuen Politiken zur Förderung der bezahlten familialen Pflege zu 
einem gewissen Maß und unter bestimmten Bedingungen dazu beitragen können, die Ungleichheit im 
Geschlechterverhältnis zu reduzieren. 

Schlussfolgerung: Der Artikel trägt zur theoretischen Diskussion über das Verhältnis von Pflegepolitik und 
Gender bei, indem er analysiert und reflektiert, welche Folgen der systematische Einbezug neuerer 
Politiken zur bezahlten familialen Pflege für die Theoriebildung hat. Er arbeitet dabei auch die 
Bedingungen heraus, unter denen diese Politiken dazu beitragen können, die Ungleichheit im 
Geschlechterverhältnis zu reduzieren. 

Schlagwörter: Theoriebildung, Pflegepolitik, familiale Pflege, Gender 
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