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Sofiya An, Tatiana Chubarova, Bob Deacon and Paul Stubbs (editors)

 

PREFACE 

This book derives from a workshop of the same title organized by the Comparative Research Programme on Poverty (CROP) at the Norwegian University Center in St Petersburg, Russian Federation, in June 2017. The workshop provided an opportunity for a systematic stock-taking of recent and historical post-socialist social policy developments in an increasingly diverse world region. Authors from different disciplines address key aspects of social protection including health care, poverty reduction measures, active labor market policies, pension systems, and child welfare systems. Contributions range in focus from comparative studies of welfare arrangements in a number of countries, to micro-level studies of the lived experiences of welfare users and their everyday lives. Throughout, the importance of policies to combat growing poverty, inequality and social exclusion is a major theme, with a number of texts addressing the complex policy nexus emerging from the interactions between international and domestic actors.

The original idea for the workshop came from Bob Deacon, a distinguished social policy scholar whose work on social policy in Eastern Europe, from the 1980s to today, continues to inspire researchers around the world and from the region. Following a long battle with cancer, Bob sadly passed away on 1 October 2017, aged 73. He will be missed by all who are committed to social justice across the world. Bob's commitment to the workshop and to this book was inspirational. It was a privilege, as co-editors, to work with him on this project. We are sorry that he was not able to see the book published, but we hope that it represents another important part of the legacy that he leaves behind.

We also wish to thank all those at CROP who worked hard to ensure the success of the workshop and to see this book to publication, in particular Alberto Daniel Cimadamore, Charlotte Lillefjære-Tertnæs, and Maria Sollohub. Thanks to Stein Kuhnle for his hard work during the workshop. We thank all participants in the workshop and, particularly, all contributors, for their commitment to the project. From the publisher's side, Jakob Horstmann provided patient guidance throughout the process, for which we are extremely grateful. Comments at the proposal stage by Thomas Pogge and, at the full review stage, by an anonymous reviewer, were extremely helpful in preparing the volume for final publication. We dedicate the book to the memory of Bob Deacon.
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 PART ONE: INTRODUCTION 


CHAPTER 1
POVERTY, INEQUALITY AND WELL-BEING IN THE GLOBAL EAST: BRINGING THE ‘SOCIAL’ BACK IN

Paul Stubbs, Sofiya An and Tatiana Chubarova

INTRODUCTION

More than a quarter of a century after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the collapse of the Soviet Union, and the beginning of the wars of the Yugoslav succession, this book takes stock of the diverse and divergent welfare trajectories of post-socialist countries across Central, Eastern and South Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. It traces the impacts, in terms of poverty, well-being and inequality, of over two decades of transformation, addressing both the legacy effects of socialist welfare systems and the installation of new social, political and economic structures and, in many cases, new independent nation-states. It addresses different phases both of reform and of approaches to welfare, paying particular attention to the economic and financial crisis of the late 2000s. The book examines the rescaling of welfare arrangements, the privileging of ‘economic’ over ‘social’ policies, and the financial, institutional and capacity constraints which, at times, have resulted in reforms being both ineffective and inequitable. 

THE ‘GLOBAL EAST’

Thinking about social welfare policies in terms of a rich and powerful ‘Global North’ and a poorer and less powerful ‘Global South’ leaves out vast swathes of the world; a ‘Global East’ has, in many ways, ‘fallen between the cracks’ (Müller, 2017; 3). The end of communism in the Soviet Union and in Central and Eastern Europe, a result of a series of momentous events between 1989 and 1991, neither confirmed nor corresponded to Fukuyama's (1992) idea of ‘the end of history.’ The countries which make up the zone of concern in this volume have been doubly marginalized, not rich or powerful enough to be part of the Global North, not poor or powerless enough to be part of the Global South. Their ‘in-between’ status has fed a rather uninspiring ‘transitology’ literature that, in seeking to grasp the enormity of the ‘simultaneous transition to democracy and to market economy’ (Dobry, 2000; 51), has constantly charted and re-charted the supposed ‘dilemmas’, ‘problems’ and ‘challenges’ in the way, creating a stereotypical image of a region ‘stuck in eternal transition towards an elusive modernity’ (Müller, 2017; 4). 

Of course, the countries of the former Eastern bloc, the former Soviet Union, and the former Yugoslavia, are only one part of the ‘Global East’, a term often applied to include East Asia (cf. for example Shin et al., 2016). Apart from experiencing decades of varieties of communist or socialist rule, and sharing, in time if not always in terms of its characteristics, a dramatic transformation, countries which make up this part of the Global East may seem to have very little in common. In a sense, of course, all regions are ‘politically constructed and subject to diverse and contested meanings’ (Solioz and Stubbs, 2012; 17). Moreover, the Global East as a whole is less ‘legible’ than the Global South, more ‘slippery’ and ‘hard to categorize’ (Müller, 2017; 3). It seems not to ‘fit the frame’ in which mainstream commentators ‘think the global’ (ibid, 8), brought into academic scholarship only when hyphenated as ‘the ex-’, ‘the post-’, or ‘the former-’ (ibid, 9). It now contains countries as different from each other as the Central European countries who have been EU member states since 2004 (with Slovenia in 25th place and the Czech Republic in 28th place in terms of UNDP's Human Development Index) and countries in Central Asia, including Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan (respectively in 120th and 129th place on the same index)1. 

At the same time, Müller makes a persuasive case for utilizing the concept of a Global East as a form of ‘strategic essentialism’ (Spivak, 1988). It can serve as a kind of mobilization, a plea for ‘voice’, recognition, even emancipation, of very diverse entities united only in terms of their, greater or lesser, exclusion from dominant hegemonic practices. This seems to return ‘the Global East’ to where it properly belongs, deeply entangled in global social relations, neither ‘out of time and space’ nor exoticizable as a not quite fully developed ‘Other’ (Müller, 2017; 9). This volume, and the chapters within it, contribute, then, to new knowledge production about and, in many cases, from, the Global East. Insofar as the book is comparative, it seeks to be so without ‘a hidden referent’ (Sušova-Salminen, no date; 17), usually that of ‘Western Europe’, seeking to avoid a ‘hidden Eurocentrism’ essentializing supposedly binary oppositions between ‘modern – traditional, industrial – agricultural, nation-state – empire-state, developed – backward, individualist – collectivist, or new – old’ (ibid.; 11). This book is, then, best seen as a work of translation allowing for ‘multiple sites and forms of knowledge production and academic practices that are more able to elaborate the widely diverse social and epistemic practices that comparative research witnesses’ (Lendvai and Bainton, 2013; 115). 

To be clear, our use of the concept of ‘the Global East’ is meant to be provocative in the best sense of the word, provoking a different way of thinking about the countries gathered together in this volume. Of course, not unlike the notion of ‘core’ and ‘periphery’, the concept reflects a kind of ‘developmentalist’ approach over and above mere geography. At the same time, it may be that it covers too many, and too diverse, countries to be of analytical value beyond challenging a focus only on the North-South divide in social policy. 

THE FORGOTTEN SOCIAL

Equally important as the marginalization of the Global East has been the marginalization of the ‘social’. Here, the marginalization refers not so much to the ‘social’ life of the ‘everyday’, a topic of growing interest to anthropologists in and of the region (cf. Verdery, 1996; Hann (ed.), 2002; Brković, 2017). Rather, for our purposes, it is the marginalization of ‘social policies’ not only in the extant literature but, also, in terms of its significance as a discursive field of policy making, which matters. Although many of the chapters that follow focus on one or more ‘traditional’ aspects of social policy making, whether pensions, unemployment benefits and employment services, social assistance and social services, here we use a looser definition of social policies as ‘fluid, complex, multi-actor assemblages’ (Lendvai and Stubbs, 2009; 674), sets of welfare arrangements and trajectories, ways of meeting social need and responding to social risks, and sets of welfare outcomes in terms of human well-being, which are ‘constructed, contested and contradictory’ (Clarke, 2004; 5). 

In terms of what Hegel termed the Zeitgeist or ‘the spirit of the age,’ the Hungarian social policy scholar Julia Szalai points to how different the transformations might have been across the region had they occurred in 1968 and not 1989. The confluence of the end of communism across the Global East with the dominance, ideologically and practically, of a particular kind of free market neo-liberalism served, in Polanyian terms, to ‘delink’ the ‘social’ from the economic and the political. The very idea of a ‘welfare state’ or a ‘social state’ in Baumann's terms, already closer to the term used in many Slavic languages, was judged as, at best, ‘premature’ and at worst, a legacy of socialism which had to be shrunk, residualized, and responsibilized so as not to be an obstacle to economic reform. What followed was, of course, a kind of ‘mass moral engineering’ (Thrift, 2005; 10), initially in terms of ‘shock therapy’ with its origins in the mid-1980s in parts of Latin America which was, to all intents and purposes, ‘a political strategy for implementing radical economic measures’, promoting rapid economic reforms advocated by supposed ‘technocrats’ shielded from day-to-day political processes and pressures and, indeed, ‘normal democratic procedures’ (Orenstein, 2011). 

The attempt to ‘bring the social back in’ throughout this volume and in the introductory text takes stock of and maps the very diverse welfare arrangements and welfare outcomes across the region in the last thirty years. Inevitably, although the breadth of the volume is considerable, it is far from exhaustive. Not all countries, sub-regions or themes could possibly be covered in such a volume. The book reflects the interests of those whose abstracts were selected for the conference in St. Petersburg held in June 2017 who were then willing to transform their initial paper into a chapter for the book. We offer the volume, then, as a snapshot or overview of some trends both in social policy across the region and social policy scholarship. It is best viewed as an invitation to discussion and dialogue, raising more questions than it can possibly provide answers to. 

The main focus of the book can still be discerned, however, addressing: 

• the drivers and determinants of social welfare across space and time in a very diverse region;

• the development of diverse ‘welfare mixes’ based on variegated, and changing, roles of state, sub-state, supranational, market, household and ‘civil society’ actors;

• possible welfare futures in the context of profound economic, demographic and geo-political changes; and

• future priorities for research on social policy and advocacy for more inclusive and socially responsible societies across the region.

SOCIAL POLICIES IN THE GLOBAL EAST: THE LEGACIES

Socialist social policies across the Global East date back to the Bolshevik revolution in Russia in 1917 and the formation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) in 1922. Many of the other countries in the region came under the influence of Soviet-style socialism after the end of the Second World War. Socialist Yugoslavia, after Tito's rejection of Stalinism in 1948, developed a quite specific self-managed socialism and, alone in the region, introduced organized state social work from the early 1960s (Stubbs and Maglajlić, 2012). Albania and, to some extent, Romania, followed more isolationist socialist policies with the latter becoming infamous for its inhumane treatment of abandoned children, and children and adults with disabilities, in ‘total institutions’. The extent to which different socialist societies overcame class antagonisms, or merely replaced the old capitalist ruling class with new political elites is, of course, beyond the scope of this text (for socialist Yugoslavia see Archer et al. (eds.), 2016). What is clear is that most continued to adhere to a logic of ‘productivism’, with a dominant mode of production still based on commodity production and exchange (Deacon, 1983; 47). They pursued policies designed to ‘catch-up’ with the Global North even as, in the crisis years of the 1970s and 1980s, the technological gap with the richer capitalist nations grew ever wider. Soviet social policy clearly aspired to become universalistic in its scope with Ramesh Mishra describing the socialist welfare system as the structural model of the welfare state (Mishra, 1981).

Socialist social policies, notwithstanding differences across time and space, had a number of features in common. Crucially, unlike the capitalist world, socialist societies sought to guarantee full employment allowing for social security to be, primarily, enterprise-based, alongside subsidized prices for many essential goods and services and the provision of social housing. Social protection was deemed a necessary part of the industrialization process, although in many countries this led to a kind of three-tier system: enhanced rights for managers, civil servants and members of the political nomenclature; basic rights for industrial workers; and limited or no rights for those working in agriculture or otherwise marginal to the industrializing economy. Ironically, the strong work-welfare link meant that, as the economies of the region faltered in the 1980s and, even more so, as ‘shock therapy’ took hold in the 1990s, under-employment and, later, unemployment, threatened the livelihoods of entire families and communities (Estrin, 1994).

Socialist societies tended to guarantee access for all to education, including pre-school education, and health care. Processes of industrialization in much of the region were also associated with mass literacy drives and much improved health outcomes. At the same time, failures of centralized planning meant that the quality of services was uneven and cuts in response to poor economic performance in the 1970s and 1980s increased inequalities in access to health and education and led to increasing informal marketization of services. Improvements in health outcomes for many groups of the population that had taken decades to achieve were, often, rapidly eroded in the context of economic recession and, later, post-socialist transition.

As some authors reflect upon in this volume, although poverty was a taboo topic for researchers in socialist societies, this does not mean it did not exist, sometimes alongside significant levels of inequality. Regional variations in development and, hence, in well-being were quite pronounced and rural poverty tended not to be a focus of policy interest. In addition, large families, some oppressed minorities, older people and anyone living outside the rigid work-eligibility of the system were particularly vulnerable. During the 1980s' economic crisis, as Branko Milanović showed in his pioneering studies of poverty and inequality, new urban poverty emerged for the first time since the end of the Second World War (Milanović, 1990). Socialist societies, albeit with uneven intensity, promoted gender equality, at least formally, although this tended to translate into a triple burden for women, encouraged to enter the formal labor market but expected to continue to perform caring and domestic labor within the household. It was the case that family allowances and cash and in-kind child care benefits did cushion, to an extent, the shocks associated with having children but, again, benefits for agricultural workers and those outside the formal economy were neither adequate in amount nor universal in their coverage (Sipos, 1994). 

Although Romania, as noted above, was particularly problematic, across the region state care for abandoned children, orphans and persons with disabilities, both physical and mental, meant, in reality, abandonment for life in total institutions, often in remote areas. Despite undergoing many changes over the socialist period, what was termed ‘special education’ in the United States and the UK continued to be termed ‘defectology’ (defektologiia) in the Soviet Union and in much of the post-Soviet space later (cf. Byford, 2017). This indicates a continued insistence on individualized ‘pathology’ models of disability and deviance, resisting trends towards more ‘social’ approaches, and, often, resulting in punishment and restraint at the expense of care and reintegration within highly bureaucratized and stigmatizing services. 

TRANSITION, SHOCK THERAPY AND SOCIAL LIBERALISM

Social scientific research was unable to keep pace with the rapid changes in the social conditions across the region in the early 1990s and probably could not have done so even if ‘social policy’ had been higher up the policy agenda. One important attempt to monitor the developments across the region was the UNICEF TransMonEE (Transformative Monitoring for Enhanced Equity) project, launched under the leadership of the economist Giovanni Andrea Cornia as Director of the Economic and Social Policy Research Programme of the International Child Development Centre (ICDC), to all intents and purposes UNICEF's global research center, based in Florence, Italy. Ironically, the database and the analytical reports deriving, in part, from it, are much less influential today even though the database now covers 28 countries (Kosovo is not included) and over 500 social and economic indicators2. In the early 1990s, the alarm bells sounded by Cornia and his colleagues, on the basis of statistics from only a few countries in the region, pointed to a significant decline in welfare and well-being across the board, not only of children. Those parts of the region where statistics were not readily available, the conflict-ridden post-Yugoslav space in the early 1990s, for example, suggest that available statistics may, if anything, have underplayed the extent of the crisis. 

Returning to the early reports is instructive, however, not least in terms of understanding what, even amongst progressive social policy researchers, quickly became accepted as a kind of alternative common sense, the prevailing wisdom of ‘global social reformists’ (Deacon et al. 1997, 84), not only regarding the extent of the crisis but on its underlying causes and potential remedies. The first ICDC report, published in June 1991, made the point that ‘it is not always easy to distinguish between problems inherited from the socialist regimes and the current reform programmes’ (Cornia and Sipos, 1991; 23). Indeed, it seemed to suggest that ‘economic and political reforms’ are both ‘desirable and essential’ if the region is to escape from ‘the economic, social and political decline which began about twenty years ago’ (ibid, 33). 

It was the nature of some of these reforms, however, that needed to be questioned, reflections of what the authors termed ‘the spread of neo-liberal views which assign a greater role to market forces and charities in the field of health, education and social insurance’ (ibid.; 12 – 13), going hand-in-hand with ‘substantial cuts in public spending’ (ibid.; 19). The clear message was that the high social costs of reforms could ‘endanger the entire transition process, rip apart the social fabric and undermine the popular consensus on which these new, and still weak, democracies are based’ (ibid.; 33). There is little or no reference, of course, to synchronous attacks on the welfare state, linked precisely to the ‘spread of neo-liberal views’, in the Global North. However, for supposedly ‘objective’ reasons echoing Kornai's idea that these were ‘premature welfare states’ (Kornai, 1997)—notably the lower average per capita GDP and significantly higher proportion of the population working in agriculture—none of Esping-Anderson's types of Western ‘welfare regimes’ are seen as appropriate for the region (Esping-Anderson, 1990). Instead, what is needed, the report suggests, is a greater awareness of the (unintended) social impacts of reforms and the reconstruction of ‘social safety nets’ to protect the most vulnerable, no more and no less than the ‘social liberalism’ or ‘liberalism with a human face’ traced by Deacon et al. (1997; 69) as the dominant approach globally within the World Bank at the time.

The next study, published in 1994, taking stock of ‘four years of transition’ is memorable, primarily, for Cornia's dramatic introductory Overview where he stated:

The mortality and health crisis burdening most Eastern European countries since 1989 is without precedent in the European peacetime history of this century. It signals a societal crisis of unexpected proportions, unknown implications and uncertain solutions. In most of the region, the crisis has caused, and continues to cause, large numbers of avoidable deaths and threatens to erode social stability and indeed the entire transition process. (Cornia, 1994; v)

Whilst noting lots of missing data for many of the countries of the region, the message was that many of the same alarming trends can found across ‘practically the entire region’ (ibid.) The crisis was constructed as having spread from ‘the traditionally most vulnerable groups’ with ‘male adults in the 25 – 59 age group’ the greatest concern, with higher than expected levels of premature death in the face of ‘widespread impoverishment, erosion of … services, and social stress’ (ibid.). Again, ‘market reforms’ are described as ‘highly necessary and inescapable’, echoing UK Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher's TINA (‘there is no alternative’) maxim, but now balanced with a need to preserve ‘the positive achievements of the past in education, child care, and social security’ (ibid.). Across the region, then, an ‘unprecedented ‘social adaptation crisis’’, if not addressed urgently, represented ‘a clear threat to the political viability of the entire reform process’ (ibid.; 6).

The first indications of a much more variegated picture comes in the third monitoring report, published in 1995. Cornia's introduction still refers to ‘a severe welfare crisis affecting children and adolescents, an upsurge in mortality, equally shocking falls in births and increases in poverty, and faltering social protection and child development programmes’ (Cornia, 1995; v). However, the five countries of Central Europe (Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia) are said to have halted, if not reversed, earlier deterioration in welfare and well-being. There is even a tentative attempt at a typology in terms of four distinct patterns of welfare across the region, with praise for the ‘reform-minded’ Central European countries but concern about ‘late’ or ‘reluctant’ reformers in South Eastern Europe, the Western CIS and the Baltics states and the Caucuses. For the first time, explicitly, policies for ‘transition with a human face’ are outlined, based on new partnerships between states and their ‘civil societies’, more equitable forms of economic transition and a raft of rather conventional labor market, family support, health, education and, interestingly, housing policies. 

The impact of conflicts and the crisis of forced migration are not given particular prominence until the two reports, from 1999 and 2001, both taking stock, in slightly different ways, of ‘a decade of transition’ (UNICEF, 1999; 2001). ‘Transition with a human face’ is, now, presented as being held back by two, competing, sets of views, one which promotes radical reform in which economic performance is the key and sees social policies as an ‘optional extra’ which can be dealt with ‘when economic conditions allow’ (UNICEF, 1999; 1), and the other which opposes any reforms based on ‘authoritarian, anti-democratic mindsets’ (ibid.) that are a legacy of the old socialist regimes. 

In retrospect, the reports offer a complex, even contradictory, set of policy ideas, inscribed as more ‘technical’ than ‘political’, and supposedly driven by the ‘evidence’ in the form of ‘real social facts’ deriving from the monitoring of transition. They remain both economistic and reformist, in the sense that stable macro-economic balances and ‘market building’, including privatization policies, are seen as the sine qua non of more progressive and equitable social policies. Many of these echo the poverty alleviation and safety net ideas of the World Bank, albeit allied with a commitment to maintaining essential education, health and social services. Harsh rhetoric criticizing ill-considered, badly sequenced, and anti-social reform experiments tend to be downplayed as part of a ‘battle of ideas’, rather than as discursive assemblages for the integration of the Global East as a new periphery of an increasingly globalized capitalist world. 

A POLITICAL ECONOMY OF VARIEGATED POST-SOCIALIST WELFARE ASSEMBLAGES

Amongst analysts of welfare assemblages in the Global East, there are those who seek to ‘bring institutions and political agency back in’ (cf. Cerami and Stubbs, 2011), engaging in a tentative and radically unfinished categorization of sub-regional welfare ideal types. Advocating a kind of ‘political economy of social policy’ (ibid.; 9), understanding both ‘drivers’ and ‘impediments to change’ (cf. Stubbs and Zrinščak, this volume), the uneven impact of processes of ‘neo-liberalization’, ‘inter-scalar tensions’ between state and state-like actors, and the heterogeneity of ‘regulatory and institutional landscapes’ (Lendvai and Stubbs, 2015; 449; Brenner et al., 2010; 208 – 9), suggests a marked hybridity and fluidity, as well as continuing crisis-proneness, in welfare assemblages across the region. The extent of the ‘transition’ from state planned to marketized economies, as well as the specific form of capitalist social relations developed, varies considerably, of course. 

Across the region, then, volatility rather than settled welfare ‘regimes’ is the norm not the exception, re-animating the transnational space and leading to variegated welfare retrenchment and growing poverty and inequality, on the one side, and clientelistic capture, cuts in public spending and a growing ‘layering’ of welfare between ‘protected insiders’ and ‘disciplined’ or ‘abandoned outsiders’ (Jensen, 2014) on the other. Across the region as a whole, different international actors scramble for influence, provide variegated policy advice but are by no means all-powerful. Crucially, across the region, again in variegated ways, remittances from diaspora populations and foreign direct investment are as important in shaping welfare trajectories. Political agency, including but not limited to the state, also matters, albeit in very different ways across different parts of the region, whether in terms of pluralist democratic competition or the, more or less gradualist, institutionalization of autocratic regimes. Without lapsing into crude economic determinism, the nature of different countries' and regions' enrolment in global capitalism, whether as export- or import-driven economies, oil-producing or oil-dependent, and so on, also matters, not least in terms of framing the welfare choices available. Bringing social policy in the region back into the domain of political economy, not unlike Esping-Andersen did in his study of welfare regimes in Western Europe, is crucial. 

Taking stock of over a quarter of a century of transition, winners and losers have emerged, but who they are varies greatly from sub-region to sub-region. The study of social policy is, still, the study of struggles between elites and vested interests, on one side, and more or less dispossessed populations on the other, and political struggles over institutions, resources, rights and regulations. Although the region's welfare assemblages are marked definitively by temporal, spatial and, crucially, policy domain heterogeneity, in the following sections we explore what might be some of the more pronounced sets of characteristics, drivers and challenges, across sub-regions covered in the book, necessarily only in the sketchiest of terms. 

Post-Soviet Central Asian states: indeterminable welfare trajectories

After the disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991, newly independent Central Asian states, including Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan, have been undergoing major social transformations including the drastic restructuring of their economies, polities, and welfare systems. Having departed from Soviet planning, one-party political systems and universal welfare systems, these close neighbors followed divergent pathways that have led to different outcomes (Pomfret, 2010). During the first decade, similarly to other former Soviet republics, Central Asian states experienced severe and protracted economic depression, or ‘transformation crisis’ (Myant and Drahokoupil, 2010). Soviet supply chains were disrupted, and consumer markets broken up, severely damaging industrial manufacturing. In addition, Central Asian states, arguably, suffered the most from the disintegration of Soviet economic ties, as compared to other former Soviet republics, and experienced a drastic reduction in GDP in the 1990s (Myant and Drahokoupil, 2008; Pomfret, 2010). 

While the five states took different approaches to creating market economies and joining the global market, from drastic liberal reforms in Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan through state-controlled reforms in Uzbekistan to little reform in Turkmenistan, they have seen different degrees of success (Pomfret, 2010). The key factor that impacted on the success of economic reforms has arguably been the availability of resources more than economic policies (Pomfret, 2010). As Myant and Drahokoupil (2008) have convincingly argued, the oil-driven growth of Central Asian economies and exports and the ‘downgrading’ of export structures indicate that these countries have become integrated into the world economy but only as peripheral members, located outside of major industrial networks.

The UN Human Development Report (1999) described the socio-economic situation in the entire post-Soviet and post-socialist region as ‘a human crisis of monumental proportions’. While the scope of poverty increased, poverty struck different social groups unequally. Regional inequality became the primary predictor of poverty (World Bank, 2004). In addition to ‘old’ categories of the poor, the ‘new poor’ emerged, such as low-paid and low-skilled workers (in rural areas and in the public sector), the unemployed, especially young people, and families with many children / large households; moreover, there was an increase in female poverty (Ruminska-Zimny, 1997). During the first decade of independence, Central Asian states responded to the economic crisis by drastic reductions in public expenditures on welfare, health care, and education. In line with the global neoliberal turn and an attack on the welfare state, newly independent states and major international actors, such as the World Bank, IMF, OECD, and USAID that guided post-Soviet reforms viewed social policy as subservient to economic and political reforms in the region (Boenker, Muller and Pickel, 2002). Following the contraction of GDP and state revenues, government expenditures on social welfare in 1997 plummeted to 25 – 30 percent of state expenditures before 1990 (Falkingham, 1999). 

Dramatic cuts in Soviet-era welfare benefits across the Central Asia region in the 1990s faced little public resistance, with few exceptions. While the Soviet paternalist welfare state provided benefits in exchange for compliance, it was also the source of the lack of political organization and advocacy groups that made post-Soviet reforms too easy to implement. Essentially, post-Soviet social policy was an effort to redraft the social contract between the state and citizens (Cook, 1993). For instance, in Kazakhstan, a major theme in the policy discourse in the 1990s was family responsibility for providing care for family members and the need to end Soviet-type dependency on the state, thus effectively erasing the Soviet value system and re-instating Asian / traditional ethics (Maltseva, 2014). Public conformity can also be linked to oil-driven development in ‘resource-cursed’ or ‘rentier’ states, in which a small elite has access to the ‘rent’ paid by foreign actors, while the majority of the population depend on this elite (Luong and Weinthal, 2010; Franke, Gawrich and Alakbarov, 2008). 

Social policy has been integral to nation-building projects with reforms evolving from early democratic reforms to so-called ‘super-presidencies’ with varying degrees of authoritarianism (Pomfret, 2010; Schatz, 2006). The return of social policy to the nation-states' agenda in the 2000s and 2010s was partly preconditioned by the economic revival, supporting the classical argument that links the expansion of Western welfare states to economic growth (Myles and Quadagno, 2002; Wilensky, 1975). More importantly, however, social policy has been an important tool of social control and redistribution of resources that non-democratic post-Soviet governments use to ensure political consent in conditions of uncertain market economies (Cook and Dimitrov, 2017; Forrat, 2012). Moreover, social policy has intertwined with the post-Soviet shift away from the state monopoly on welfare, as new non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have become welfare providers and policy actors (Cook, 2015). NGOs in post-Soviet social policy have multiple identities and play contradictory roles, from an embodiment of civil society, to social advocates, to providers of social support, to project implementers, to a tool of social control employed by the state (Aksartova, 2009; Bindman, 2017; Stubbs, 2006). Yet, the shift from the centralized welfare system run by the Soviet state to the provision of welfare in multiple sites, including the state, the emerging market, and NGOs, has been, arguably, the key characteristic of post-Soviet welfare transformation (An, 2017).

All the Central Asian states continue to face many challenges that are affecting the majority of people living in the region. Poverty is a persistent problem in all Central Asian states: although the rate of absolute poverty has fallen, the proportion of people living below the threshold of $4.30 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) per day remains high, ranging from 29 percent in Kazakhstan through 62 percent in Kyrgyzstan to 87 percent in Tajikistan in 2008 (UNDP, 2014). Along with poverty, there is a problem of rising inequality. Rural residents, people with disabilities, the unemployed, large families and single-parent families are at higher risk of income poverty (UNDP, 2014). Regional disparities, as a result of unequal distribution of natural resources and unequal economic growth, continue to be an issue in Kazakhstan (ADB, 2016). Finally, over the past two and half decades, a vast gap has emerged between the Central Asian post-Soviet states: Gross National Income (GNI) per capita in Kazakhstan of $11,550 makes it an upper-middle income country, while GNI in Kyrgyzstan is $1,210 in Kyrgyzstan and $990 in Tajikistan (World Bank, 2015, cited in O'Brien, 2015).

Social policy in Central Asia has received far less scholarly attention than welfare transformations in other former Soviet states. This feature is linked to the shifting global and regional geopolitics, as new regional categories have emerged to replace the USSR, such as the EU category of post-Soviet states, Russia as its own category, or the Central Asia category of states casually called ‘stans’, which includes five post-Soviet states along with Afghanistan and Pakistan. There is also a tendency to fall into one-sided and overly simplistic assessments of the success and failure of social policy reforms as a function of weak institutions, corruption, authoritarianism, poor governance, ‘failing states’, and a threat to regional security, while neglecting the complexity and multiplicity of factors that play a role in social policy development, including post-colonial legacies and unequal power relationships between the emerging states and their Western and non-Western counterparts.

The Russian Federation: rising inequality in a shifting welfare landscape

Transition brought dramatic societal changes that are well described in both Russian and international research and elaborated upon in this volume. These changes affected social policy formation and implementation, in many different, although inter-related, ways. First, ideologically, in terms of changing social values, shifting understandings of notions such as equality and equity, attitudes to private property, the promotion of the principle of individual responsibility, and the construction of a consumer society and changing behavior and patterns of consumption. Second, financially, as in much of the region, economic restructuring was accompanied by a significant decrease in public social expenditures. Health care is a good example with the share of GDP allocated by the state to health care having stabilized at levels much below those of the Northern and the Western countries, at around 3.4 percent. Third, institutional arrangements changed, with the development of a mixed economy of welfare, the emergence of a private sector, both for-profit and not-for-profit agencies, alongside tendencies to decentralization and a shifting of social responsibilities from national to regional and local levels.

As noted above, the results of the first wave of reforms in the Russian Federation were extremely disappointing; instead of improving individual capacities to secure personal well-being, the transition caused a substantial increase in the number of people in need of social protection, particularly rising numbers of those unemployed and the working poor. Nevertheless, later reforms, although not always consistent, have led to a particular welfare ‘settlement’ that, at least for the moment, seems to be more or less stable. There is an increased role for the private sector in satisfying social needs; state paternalism and centralized distribution and provision of passive social services has been replaced by a more active approach; and a degree of correction of the negative consequences of market functioning has been secured through creating basic safety nets for disadvantaged groups through targeted policies.

The issue of inequality has been of particular concern throughout the last two decades. Russia was a relatively egalitarian society in Soviet times with rather low Gini coefficients, a widely used measure of statistical dispersion of income in a country, and, hence, of inequality. However, rapidly after the start of transition, Russia was sharply transformed into one of the most unequal states in the world. There is a clear tension between the role of a welfare state in fighting poverty via supporting living standards and a wider commitment to fighting inequality. Poverty in Russia is high on the political agenda while little or nothing is said, much less done, at the political level to deal with inequality. To give some recent examples: the State Duma failed to adopt a law on wealth and progressive personal income taxation; and inequality was not mentioned in the annual Presidential address to the Federal Assembly. A continued faith in market mechanisms makes it politically risky, as well as administratively difficult, to introduce a significantly higher degree of redistribution into the system.

Research studies, mainly but not exclusively sociological, have paid particular attention to attitudes towards inequalities, with significant numbers of Russians considering some inequalities as unfair. The theme of inequality is inexorably tied to the outcomes of large scale privatization that still remains a very problematic and debatable issue. Two aspects of inequality are particularly persistent: income inequality and regional inequality. In the future, unless there are significant changes to the direction of social policies, the situation appears unlikely to improve and other aspects of inequality, including gender inequality, are likely to become more and more in focus. 

Inequalities in healthcare is also a complex and contentious issue. At the most basic level, at least in principle, all citizens are still able to access healthcare and medical services that are free at the point of delivery, with state owned health services financed through compulsory health insurance (CHI) and taxes. However, government policies to promote ‘fees for services’ in publicly owned health services, in the face of the principle of ‘free health for all’, seems likely to increase inequality of access to healthcare and thus negatively affect the health of some strata of the population.

Questions of the welfare mix, of the extent to which NGOs should supplement or substitute for government programs, what mechanisms they should use to influence government policies, and how to combine top-down and bottom-up initiatives are, of course, not exclusive to the Russian Federation but they do take particular forms in this context. The fact that ‘socially-oriented NGOs’ have been officially recognized, underscores their importance in social policy whilst, perhaps, serving to draw a distinction between service providers and more advocacy- and rights-based initiatives. NGOs have become seen as a complement to governmental policies and state welfare institutions. A more empowering and transformative role for NGOs, over and above a broadly charitable or humanitarian frame is, however, still to be developed. Social policy is still financed mainly by the state in the Russian Federation but new ways of organizing social welfare open up opportunities for empowerment. The gender dimension of Russian social policy, although again not unique, is also important. Women dominate among both services users and service providers, although managers of services are, often, male. Women's activities in various spheres of NGO work, especially in the poorer regions, using both formal and informal networks to increase resources available for social welfare, are extremely important.

South East Europe: captured policies and crowded playgrounds

Here, South East Europe includes the EU Member States of Bulgaria and Romania (who joined on 1 January 2007), Croatia (who joined on 1 July 2013), and the countries and territories of the so-called Western Balkans who all aspire to join the European Union one day (Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, Macedonia3, Montenegro, and Serbia). Throughout the 1990s and, indeed, beyond, parts of the region were embroiled in violent conflicts resulting in deaths, destruction of property and forced migration on a massive scale. The wars of the Yugoslav succession resulted in a large-scale international presence with a complex array of international humanitarian, security and ‘state-building’ actors all having direct and indirect impacts not only on people's well-being but, also, on welfare systems themselves (Deacon and Stubbs, 2007; 11). Although not facing violent conflicts, Romania and, to an extent, Bulgaria also faced a ‘crowded playground’ (Arandarenko and Golicin, 2007) of international actors responding to the crisis of children and people with disabilities in institutional care that was in breach of their human rights and dignity.

Although Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo, at times resembling international protectorates, offer the most dramatic examples, all of the region remains impacted by a range of international actors moving from humanitarian relief efforts, via a large number of experimental ‘pilot’ projects, to a supposedly more structured and tailored support for ‘strategy development’ (cf. Maglajlić Holiček and Rašidagić, 2007). The conflicts meant that early transition was, either, delayed, or the introduction of supposed free markets, through dominant models of privatization, allowed autocratic and, not unusually, kleptocratic political elites to capture resources (cf. Mujanović, 2018). Studies in Croatia regarding the extent of political clientelism and its impacts on social welfare at the national level (Stubbs and Zrinščak, 2015) and, indeed, local level (Hoffman et al., 2017) may well be generalizable across the region, pointing to the difficulties of universal and / or needs-based social policies. Certainly, the distortion caused by welfare rights for war veterans, their families, and survivors, in parts of Bosnia-Herzegovina (cf. Obradović, 2016), Croatia and Kosovo is, perhaps, the most dramatic example of this, with potentially long-term impacts. 

Although it is possible to trace a positive role of the European Union in general governance issues, with some spill-over into social policy, in the period leading up to accession, for Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia, all three countries face renewed economic, political and social challenges. Not unlike Poland and Hungary in Central Europe, an authoritarian backlash has seen a return to nationalism, corruption and a radical reassertion of Christian values in terms of support of so-called ‘normal’ families. In their different ways, all three countries have seen retrenchment after joining the European Union and with cuts in welfare as the economic and financial crisis of 2008 – 10 hit large sections of the population particularly hard. 

Across the rest of the region, similar issues suggest that European accession, notwithstanding ‘enlargement fatigue’ amongst the Member States, is likely to be a slow and extremely difficult process. A recent working paper, setting out alternative futures for welfare states in the Western Balkans, addresses some of the most important common challenges, including relatively low levels of development and a failure to ‘catch up’ with peers; demographic crises of various kinds marked, often, by low fertility, and sometimes by population decline and significant out-migration; population ageing; and widespread poverty, high unemployment and low participation rates in changing labor markets (Matković, 2017). High demand for support combines with a lack of investment or, at best, a clientelistic and rather passive approach to welfare. Although sometimes over-stated, the danger of the deep institutionalization of an ‘ethnicized’ welfare system, sometimes going beyond the borders of the nation state to offer support to diaspora populations living nearby (cf. Stubbs and Zrinščak, 2009), is also worrying. 

Just as the European Union's social model for its Member States has moved from a broad social framework, via a prime focus on ‘employability’ and ‘workfare’, towards ‘modernization’, fiscal sustainability and austerity (cf. Stubbs and Lendvai, 2016), so too has the pre-accession process become far less ‘social’ and far more ‘economic’, framing accession in terms of political governance and fiscal frugality. Hence, of the options Matković presents for the future, the most likely, pushed by the World Bank, IMF and the European Union's Directorate General for Economics and Finance (DG ECFIN), is that of a ‘small’ or, as we would term it, ‘residual’ welfare state, with continued low levels of social protection expenditure but more efficiently targeted towards the poor or, indeed, ‘the poorest of the poor’ (Matković, 2017; 49 – 50). However, as Matković herself recognizes, the largest part of welfare spending in many of the countries of the region is ‘locked-in’ to insurance-based pension systems, the radical reform of which would be politically difficult and grossly unfair to those who have contributed across their working lives. 

 Croatia is one of the few countries in the region where a radical pension reform was implemented in the late 1990s, in large part because of the success of a powerful coalition of forces including the pension funds themselves, neo-liberal economists, and the World Bank. Other reforms have been slower to develop and implement although, ironically, the rather slow progress made by Croatia towards eventual membership of the European Union allowed for DG Employment to have some influence, at least discursively and technically, over Croatia's welfare reform agenda, through the Joint Inclusion Memorandum on Social Inclusion (JIM) and the Joint Assessment of Employment Policy Priorities (JAP) processes. The chapter by Stubbs and Zrinščak concludes that political elites' survival rests less on being reform-minded than on maintaining nationalist ideas, clientelistic networks and a kind of ‘capture’ of governance and resources, including social benefits. 

Captured welfare arrangements leave too few funds to meet wider needs. Throughout the region, there is much more attention paid to cash benefits than to social services, particularly community-based services. In addition, although most pronounced in Bulgaria and Romania, the legacy of large-scale institutionalization of children and adults deemed to be ‘at-risk’ or ‘threatening’ to the wider population, often in inhumane residential facilities remote from centers of population, and often for long periods of time, still leaves its mark on the system (cf. Pop, 2013; Ivanova and Bogdanov, 2013). The development of responsive community-based services to address old and new risks, including what is likely to be soaring demand for long-term care in the future, is, perhaps the key challenge for welfare across South East Europe. Above all, a reform agenda that is responsive to the case for more extensive social welfare systems in the future, will need to replace the fragmented, inconsistent and ad hoc approach to social welfare in the current conjuncture. 

The Baltic States: diverse paths within a European future

The transition experience of the Baltic States that were formerly part of the Soviet Union ‒ Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania ‒ seems to differ substantially from the Russian case as evidenced, in part, by the fact that these countries joined the EU in 2004. They appear to have made substantial economic, political and social progress since the early 1990s and have, to an extent, reformed their social policy arrangements. The OECD considers pension reforms in this region to be more advanced than those adopted in most OECD countries (OECD, 2003). However, the Baltic States still lag behind many European countries in terms of lower social spending, high unemployment, modest incomes and more unequal income distribution, as well as having experienced significant depopulation. 

However, there are dangers attached to analyzing the social policy of the Baltic States solely from the point of view of ‘catching up’ with the developed EU countries. They still differ insofar as this cluster of countries pays most attention to coping with ‘old’ or ‘traditional’ social risks rather than increasing their capacity to address ‘new’ social risks (Toots Bachmann, 2010). The Baltic States share certain common features, above and beyond the simple fact that they all inherited the legacy of a common socialist social welfare system. In general, all three states have abandoned that system and have turned away from any kind of universal and comprehensive approach to welfare, preferring supposedly ‘competition-friendly’ low tax, and low welfare, arrangements. As researchers have pointed out, this is least pronounced in Estonia, which appears to have maintained more solidaristic arrangements and more universal social benefits compared to the residual models of Latvia and Lithuania (Aidukaite 2009, 2013). Lithuania's social security system is relatively well-financed but is targeted and means-tested with strict qualifying requirements while in Estonia and Latvia social benefits are income-tested.

Not unlike South East Europe, although there the picture was complicated by war-related humanitarianism, across the Baltic states the strong role of the International Financial Institutions, particularly the IMF and the World Bank, in framing social policy choices, was at first countered, to an extent, by the role of the European Union. Later, however, in the face of the economic and financial crisis, social policy choices were set within an EU governance apparatus framed almost exclusively in terms of debt reduction and austerity. In a sense, difficult political adjustment was followed by structural economic adjustment. In the future, it is very much an open question as to the role the Baltic States will play in debates about a ‘new European social model.’ 

Central Europe: welfare contradictions in the new European ‘core’

Although they are rather diverse, one can take the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and, to an extent, Slovenia together as constituting a cluster of welfare systems marked by a sense of ‘returning to the core of Europe.’ The first phase of socialist transition differed rather markedly in each country with, in large part, both the former Czechoslovakia and Slovenia as part of former Yugoslavia, initially pre-occupied with securing independence. Linkages between international actors and new elites, seeking to implement rapid neo-liberal reforms in the form of ‘shock therapy’, were often interrupted by elections lost by political forces most identified with the reforms resulting in, at the very least, a re-packaging and ‘humanizing’ of some reforms to make their impacts less severe (Cook and Orenstein, 1999). In any case, the so-called ‘first wave’ of reforms, attempting stabilization through liberalization and privatization (Guardiancich, 2004; 41), had mainly indirect impacts on social welfare, with social welfare reforms themselves being a direct focus only of later, ‘second-wave’, reforms (ibid.). 

Deacon and Standing captured something of the diverse possibilities in the early years of transition, ranging from Poland's rapid withdrawal of the state and development of a ‘residual’ social policy, to Slovenia's move towards a more traditional European ‘conservative corporatist’ settlement (Deacon and Standing, 1993; 159). Interestingly, they also went beyond narrow ‘national-cultural’ explanations to suggest that ‘the split of Czechoslovakia was in part a split reflecting the political choice for different paths of social policy reform, as well as for a different pace of economic reform’ (ibid.; 159 – 160), placing the Czech Republic closer to a residual future and suggesting that Slovakia would attempt to hold on to social guarantees, albeit in the face of pressure from international organizations. Only three years later, Standing at least, was rather more pessimistic, suggesting the logic of privatization combined with cuts in many social benefits, a tightening of eligibility criteria, and ushering in a ‘means-tested future’, had become the new hegemony across the region (Standing, 1996; cf. also Cerami, 2005). 

Throughout the 1990s, pension reforms and labor market reforms were, perhaps, the key arenas of contestation. The decade saw significant demographic ageing across Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), through declining fertility rates. At the same time, shocks of transition and increased life expectancy produced an increase in the ratio of pensioners to workers (Freyka and Sobotka, 2008). There were even suggestions that CEE countries tended to spend more on pensions than countries with similar demographic profiles, with the ‘overshoot’ on pensions spending creating a kind of ‘inter-generational injustice’ (Vanhuysse, 2014). Müller suggested the pensions debate was about whether technical changes to public pay-as-you-go systems, through changing benefit formulae, retirement ages and eligibility criteria would be enough or whether more radical, private pension schemes should be introduced, based on the Latin American or, more specifically, Chilean model (Müller, 1999). Differing structural conditions, constellations of actors, international and domestic, and technical choices were seen to interact in complex ways. In both Poland and Hungary, it often seemed as if the World Bank and the Ministry of Finance were pitted against the ILO and the Ministry of Welfare with a compromise reached in terms of a mixed system of Pay-As-You-Go (PAYG) and a mandatory private pension scheme, resembling the more ‘democratic-tolerant’ Argentinian model (cf. Deacon et al., 1997).

In both the Czech Republic and Slovenia, the ‘new orthodoxy’ (Müller, 2002; 135) of mandatory private schemes was resisted despite strong efforts from the World Bank. Slovakia was a late, but rather radical, reformer (Lesay, 2006) diverting a significant amount of pension contributions to the private pillar. Hungary was an earlier reformer, launching a partial privatization in 1998, introducing a mandatory private scheme as well as a so-called ‘zero’ or means-tested pillar for those without sufficient contributions (Augusztinovics, 2002). Famously, however, the experiment ended between 2010 and 2012 when the Orbán Government effectively re-nationalized private pension assets and abolished the private pillar, combined with significant parametric changes in the context of the economic and financial crisis that significantly reduced incomes in retirement, as well as abolishing disability pensions (Szikra, 2018). The Hungarian volte face shows the potentially contradictory nature of welfare arrangements, with ‘financialization’ originally used as the reason for reform and ‘fear of financialization’ for the re-nationalization. Crucially, ‘the strong anti-market sentiment attached to the renationalization of pensions … occurred at a time when strongly neo-liberal policies were being introduced such as a flat tax system, punitive workfare and radical cuts to social benefits’ (Lendvai and Stubbs, 2015; 454). 

It is not without significance that the European Union played almost no role in the pensions debate in the Central European countries that joined in the enlargement of 1 May 2004. This, broadly, coincided with what the EU itself would term a focus on ‘modernizing’ social protection, very much framed in terms of activation, responsibilization and a strong employment dimension. Generally, across the EU, there was a renewed focus on labor market reforms, nominally a translation of the Danish model of ‘flexicurity’ but, often, with a much greater emphasis on ‘flexibility’ in terms of shifting the balance of power towards capital and away from labor, whether organized or not. The Open Method of Co-ordination, of course, left the details of policy choices to Member States, so that the kind of ‘workfare’ that the new Member States opted for ranged from a ‘punitive interventionist-neoliberal’ policy to more ‘inclusive, high-quality training-based activation’ (Lendvai, 2007; 35). A new wave of labor market reforms followed in the wake of the economic and financial crisis of 2008 – 9. The picture regarding CEE is mixed with Poland and Slovenia, along with Spain and Portugal, EU record holders in terms of the share of temporary contracts among new employment contracts at over 80 percent (Eichhorst et al., 2017; 5). At the same time, Poland and Slovakia, along with the South East European Member States, are among those countries that have the lowest coverage of unemployment benefits for the short-term unemployed (ibid.; 12). 

Currently, in a sense, there are two contradictory tendencies structuring welfare across Central Europe. States of Central Europe have become more a part of the ‘core’ rather than the periphery of Europe. In terms of Human Development Index rankings, they form part of cluster of highly developed countries ranked between 25th (Slovenia) and 43rd (Hungary) and with GNI per capita around $25,000. The other tendency is the combination of neoliberal austerity policies with strong national and populist discourses and practices. The ‘authoritarian neoliberal’ turn in welfare is most pronounced in Hungary and in Poland. A universalist ‘welfare for all’ discourse is replaced by exclusionary discourses and a kind of divisive or ‘layered’ welfare, still redistributory in scope but taking highly ethnicized and moralizing forms. The seeming inability of an equally contradictory European Union, whose technicization of the integration process combined with a focus within the European Semester, the EU's six monthly economic governance cycle, only on debt reduction (cf. Stubbs and Lendvai, 2016), to challenge these tendencies is, itself, a kind of indictment of ‘social Europe’ precisely in part of Europe's new core. 

THE STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

Although the conference from which the book derives, and this opening chapter, addresses social policy developments within sub-regional structures, we have adopted a more thematic structure for the rest of the book. Following our own introductory chapter, the next four chapters focus on poverty and inequality. Esuna Dugarova's chapter analyses the unsatisfactory outcomes of poverty reduction policies in Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan, and points to the challenges of balancing multiple and contradictory goals of social protection and labor market policies in fledgling post-Soviet states. Natalia Grigorieva's overview of research on inequality in Russia suggests that there has been some renewed interest in inequality in scientific studies in the last fifteen years but little real attention to how various dimensions of inequality—access to social services, health care, and education, gender inequalities, regional inequalities, and so on—reinforce each other. Tatiana Chubarova's chapter explores how income inequality is translated into inequality in access to health care in contemporary Russia, focusing on out-of-pocket payments and their role as a barrier to access. Natalija Atas' chapter confronts gaps in knowledge of in-work poverty through a qualitative exploration of the constant struggle of the working poor in Lithuania and the coping strategies they employ. 

Part Three contains four chapters that explore the role of diverse policy actors in institutional change. Maja Gerovska Mitev's chapter focuses on the role of key inter-governmental actors, including the World Bank, the EU and the UN agencies, in social policy and poverty reduction in Macedonia. Igor Guardiancich addresses the role of clientelistic social relations in the functioning of Kosovo's pension system, de facto and de jure redesigned completely, largely by external actors, in the aftermath of the war and NATO intervention in 1999. Sofiya An's chapter on post-Soviet child welfare reforms in Kazakhstan looks into the post-Soviet child welfare transformation as an interplay of Soviet institutional legacies and transported policy ideas that lead to incremental institutional change and to the shifts in institutional logics. Ann-Mari Sätre shows how women's work and engagement can complement state policies to combat poverty, exploring the effects of the continuing responsibility of women for social welfare.
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