Work/family reconciliation, equal opportunities, and social policies: the
interpretation of policy trajectories at the EU lewel and the meaning of gender
equality’
Jane Lewis

Work/family reconciliation, equal opportunities asakial policies have all
been historically linked at the EU level. In thesI9Treaty of Rome, the commitment
to equal opportunities in the form of equal payrf@n and women constituted one of
the European community’s main commitments to squidity. This was a measure
that lay outside the established contours of sgpmbaty development in twentieth
century western European welfare states, which thelr systems of social
protection around the relationship between the waldker and the labour market —
the work/welfare relationship (Lewis, 1992; Supi299). However, in fact, the
commitment to equal pay at the European level wasety linked to the central
preoccupation with the work/welfare relationshipthat the main concern was to
create an ‘equal playing field’ to ensure fair catifion (Szyszczak, 2000). Thus
gender equality, which has been an important goleaEU level, has been
historically linked as much to the pursuit of markeking as to social justice.

During the 1970s and 1980s, the concept of equabrdpnities was
developed, both as a concept and in relation tpdiiey fields covered (e.g. Meehan,
1992). At the same time, the attempt to developharchonise the ‘social dimension’
of EU policy during the 1980s failed (Streeck, 1p%ocial policy remained by and
large the prerogative of member states, while eaconpolicy and competition law
were developed at EU level to facilitate marke¢gnation. By the 1990s, dramatic
labour market and family change had resulted ierees of demographic, economic
and fiscal challenges to the welfare state systanisup by member states (see

especially Pierson, 2001). It is possible to trgu@@ving EU concern to push member



states to address these challenges, particulalgribblem of unemployment and
labour market participation rates, and the pereceneed to ‘modernise’ social
protection systems. The growing willingness to addrfamily care issues insofar as
they impinged on labour market participation, esgcof women, was as much a
part of these considerations as the equal opptigarigenda (Lewis, 2001; 20G2).

By the end of the 1990s substantial changes madheethree related fields of
work/family reconciliation, equal opportunities asakcial policy. The effort to
achieve equal opportunities became marked by thecoenmitment to ‘mainstream’
the consideration of gender equality across altpdields (see especially Rees,
1998), while the concept of equality was dramalydatoadened in the Treaty of
Amsterdam to include ‘discrimination based on rgraethnic origin, religion or
belief, disability, age or sexual orientation’ (isle 13). The Treaty also gave
‘employment’ a separate Title and equal statusterfirst time with ‘economic and
monetary policy’ and with ‘social policy’. This oped the way for commitment to
work/family reconciliation to be much more firmlgtegrated into employment
policies with the elaboration of the European Empient Strategy shortly after the
signing of the Treaty. Employment and other keyatisions of social policy became
subject to the Open Method of Coordination, whiegplaiced the ‘*harder’ Directives
with ‘softer’ pressures on member states to refoyrnsetting common objectives and
then monitoring the progress of member states wswdrem by means of peer review.

How are these parallel developments to be intezdfeThe literature on each
of these policy fields is remarkably divided: igté a new-found commitment to
developing social policy at the EU level, or shoitilde seen primarily in terms of a
wider redrawing of the boundary between social @mhomic policy, with soft

governance via the OMC effectively making socidigyomore firmly the



handmaiden of economic policies (De la Porte arch@ 2003; and Zeitlin, 2005
review the debate)? Do ‘mainstreaming’ and the edpd concept of equality
represent a strengthening or a dilution of the cament to gender equality (Walby,
2004 reviews the debate on mainstreaming; see ned?2001 on equality and anti-
discrimination)? Does the growth of attention tarkdtamily reconciliation policies
represent, as Hantrais (2000) has suggested, shifialowards policies to tackle
socially constructed inequalities and in particiitapromote a more equal sharing of
paid and unpaid work between men and women, orghean indication of the extent
to which equal opportunities policies are harnessexh economic agenda (Rossilli,
2000; Stratigaki, 2004)? As Mazey commented inréinl@ published in 1998 - the
point at which major changes were taking placegimaé opportunities and
work/family reconciliation policies - the changezbaomic and political climate left
‘[gender] equality policies at a critical junctur(@.148).

It is very difficult to come to firm conclusions alit policy trajectories in any
of these fields. Usually, writers focus on one ipatar set of policies, on the actions
of a particular European institution, often the @aission or the Court of Justice, or
on particular groups of policymakers in an attetopdetermine the mainsprings of
policymaking and to interpret the nature of the imiis behind the resulting policy.
Given the extent to which equal opportunities peicwork/family reconciliation and
social policy have been ‘nested’ together, it madersse to explore the changes in
these policy fields in relation to one anothemétters as much or more for gender
equality as to how work/family reconciliation angual opportunities policies
articulate with, or are injected into, wider so@ald/or economic policy, as to
whether there is ‘more or less’ policy action iegbk fields. Consideration of such

broad policy logics must necessarily be broad-hrbah just as Titmuss (1974)



argued in relation to the different dimensionsaifial policy, it is important to keep
track of the ‘big picture’ in EU policy developmebicause what we see depends
how widely and through which lenses we look. Thgdditerature on the OMC
provides an illustration of this point. Authors ceo very different conclusions as to
its potential efficacy in developing social polidepending in large measure on how
widely the analytical net is cast: the more ‘intdist’ the approach, focusing
narrowly on the form of the OMC, the more optinaghe conclusions (e.g. Sabel
and Zeitlin, 2003), but when the OMC is put alodgsother developments in
economic policy and competition law, the conclusias to the trajectory of EU level
social policy tend to be more pessimistic (e.ge&tk, 1996; Scharpf, 2002).

Interpretations of policy trajectories depend ie finst instance on an analysis
of the way in which policies have been framed aptesented, and this is the focus
of this paper. Thus far, for example, differentdsts have linked work/family
reconciliation policies both to the developmengqtial opportunities and to wider
shifts in social and economic policy. A more robustlerstanding of policy
trajectories in relation to gender equality carablieved by considering the extent to
which these policy fields are moving in similardifferent directions, how they relate
to each other, the ways in which they are intedthkand whether there is a ‘fit’
between them and an identifiable ‘policy logic’ fbémn and Lewis, 1997; Mazur,
2002, p.119). This will also provide a firmer urstanding of changes in the way in
which the goal of gender equality has been conedipad.

Policy Frames and Fit

The way in which policies are framed or represgiecomes particularly
important at the European level, because of theptmxity of policymaking and the

extent to which particular concepts and ideas naagyaifferent meanings in



different languages and national contexts (Barl2@94; Dyson, 2000). The focus of
this paper is on identifying the shifts in the wayvhich policies have been framed
and represented over time in policy documentsgeratian on determining how a
particular policy frame was constructed. But it tras remembered that behind what
are sometimes rather different representation®léypgoals lie the different policy
goals of various actors. For example, work/famdganciliation policies have been
promoted as a means of addressing a whole varigioblems from low fertility
rates, to improving competitiveness and growth, actdeving gender equality.
However, there is a tendency in the literature mn@articular policy field to depict
developments as coherent and linear, for examplartts ever greater subordination
to employment policies in the case of work/fam#gonciliation policies (Stratigaki,
2004), or the expansion of the meaning of equabdppities to include work/family
issues (Hantrais, 2008)n fact, it is possible for different representas of, say,
equal opportunities and work/family reconciliatipolicies to be articulated in
different policy documents at any particular pamtime, albeit that there is also
identifiable shift in the dominant policy frame.

Feminist analysts have consistently argued thaivthein which policies are
represented is underpinned by normative assumptegasding the gender order and
gender differences (e.g. Lewis, 1992; Mazey, 2@#&,chi, 2004). Equal
opportunities and the issue of gender equality inecaormative at the EU level
(Elgstrom, 2000). Nevertheless, as Pollack and étaurton (2000, p.440) have
shown, particular policies, such as childcare, inade chance of success if they were
‘strategically framed’ to ‘fit with the dominantdme’ (see also Mazey, 2000; and
Dyson, 2000 has also stressed the importance afidal ‘fit'). There must therefore

be a danger that in the process of achieving a §bwith the dominant policy



preoccupation, the gender equality goal is subsuoreds Stratigaki (2004) has
argued in respect of work/family reconciliation ip@s, ‘coopted’. This makes a
comparison of the nature of the changes in a nuwiyeolicy fields necessary to
arrive at a firmer understanding of their trajeisrand the implications for the
meaning of gender equality.

Social Policy Trajectory

There are deep divisions in the literature betwearthe one hand, those who
see social policy taking on an independent lifthatEU level at the turn of the
century and those who see change primarily asrawaag of the boundary between
economic and social policy. For the first grou th-framing of the central
work/welfare relationship and the open method airdmation provide a promising
approach to sensitive and difficult policy issueg( Daly, 2004; Trubek and Mosher,
2003; Rhodes and Meny, 1998; Atkinson, 2002; BeghjBerghman, 2003). For the
second, the new form of ‘soft’ governance represerdgrely a new form of regulatory
response to the quickened pace of market integratibich means not only the
continued subordination of social to economic po(e.g. Hodson and Maher, 2001,
Palier, 2003; Leibfried, fc. 2005; Goetschy, 1988almers and Lodge, 2003), but
also the instrumental use of social policy to prtareconomic goals, particularly in
regard to labour markets (Carmel, 2063).

Social policy has, like work/family reconciliatigrolicies, achieved a higher
profile at EU level, but it is difficult to find edence to support its independent
existence. It remains very difficult even to idgn&U level social policy (Shaw,
2000), but the Commission has identified certaire a@lues, particularly social
solidarity (Szyszczak, 2001), and there is congelierence in EU level documents to

the ‘European social model’, often in contra-distion to the US (e.g. Commission,



2004a). When during the 1990s unemployment robéggtolevels and productivity
also failed to keep pace with the US, first the @ossion and then the Council urged
reform of the European social model.

Following the publication of the Commission’s WhRaper on
competitiveness and growth in 1993, the 1994 Wh#per on European social policy
affirmed the importance of shared social valuetd'hegether by the conviction that
economic and social progress must go hand in @mihpetitiveness and solidarity
have both to be taken into account in building@sessful Europe...” (Commission,
1994, p. 9). Social policy was defined as the ‘wpoing’ and employment
identified as the ‘key’ to social and economic greion. The message regarding the
relationship between social and economic policy fuasamentally the same in the
major social policy document issued in 2000, wharias policy was defined as ‘a
productive factor’ (Commission, 2000a, p.5) andlihies between the triangle of
social, economic and employment policy were dravementightly, albeit with social
policy given a nominally equal place in the trimgdhdeed, social policy was given a
new role. While in the past its task had been ‘mising negative social
consequences’, in the future its focus would bémndernising the European social
model and investing in people’ (p.6) (see alsodris2004 on the idea of the social
investment state). In its 2005 Communication onsih@al agenda, the Commission
described social policy simply as an essentiaghpdf the re-launched Lisbon
Agenda, with its emphasis on securing growth abd [€ommission, 2005a).
However, the means of promoting a re-oriented afmrmed social policy would be
soft, rather than hard, governance in the fornnef@MC. While it is therefore

possible to interpret this approach to social podicice the late 1990s as something



‘new’ in respect of content and method, the laaabition — to reform social policy
in order to make it a more effective complemerg¢onomic policy — was not new.

The Commission’s 1999 document on modernising spotdection pointed
out that the Council’'s Broad Economic Policy Guide$ for 1999 had called on
member states to review the cost and labour mari®ications of pension and
health systems, to make tax and benefit systenmafable to labour market
activation, and to reduce the overall tax burdeong@ission, 1999). Only
expenditure that could be classified as ‘sociaéstinent’ could be justified in a
framework that stressed the importance of prickilgiaand tight budget controls.
Thus the close relationship between social andaoanpolicy was both restated and
redrawn, with the development of the European Egmpknt Strategy seen as the
crucial link between them. Employment policy becaheemajor preoccupation of
social policy (in order to secure the viabilitytbe work/welfare relationship) and
economic policy (in order to promote competitiom @mowth). The conclusions of
the Lisbon European Council, issued in March 2Q@&t, prior to the publication of
the 2000 Social Policy Agenda, elaborated a neisvisf the ‘European social
model’ engaged in building ‘an active welfare stdtevesting in people and
combating social exclusion’ (Council, 2000a, pAYy.the High Level Group
reviewing the Lisbon Strategy put it, the aim hastbto ‘embed’ Europe’s
commitment to social cohesion ‘in the core of theagh and jobs generation process’
(High Level Group, 2004, p.16). Thus, Julia O’'Con(005) has observed that EU
level social policy has become ‘employment anchoored

The trend in all western welfare states has besartis a re-working of the
relationship between social provision and employtn&ith the emergence of what

Goodin (2001:39) has called ‘a new constellatiowofk-and-welfare variables’.



Policymakers have sought to shift the emphasis thattclaimants on the welfare
system are ‘encouraged’ into work and the work @éslen‘to pay’ (Loedemel and
Trickey 2000). Gilbert (2002) has characterisedéheends in terms of a series of
shifts from social support to social inclusion graployment, from attention to
measures of decommodification to ways of securorgraodification, and from
unconditional benefits to benefits that are heastlgditional on work or training.
Indeed, in many respects it can be argued than&titutions have been pushing at an
open door in respect of reform to achieve ‘actnather than ‘passive’ welfare reform
(Wincott, 2003). While the Commission recognised aalued the existence of a
‘European social model’, however ill-defined, is@alargued that to survive the model
had to change, and to do more to promote employmearticular if the ‘economic
value of social policy’ was to be realised (Stre&01, p. 30). Thus the OMC
applied to employment, in the form of the EuropEamployment Strategy agreed at
the Luxembourg Council in 1997, has, unsurprisinghpved the most strongly
developed (de la Porte and Pochet, 2003).

What is particularly striking about the re-workiafjthe work/welfare
relationship is the way in which it has been coudcimegender neutral language. It is
now assumed that women as well as men will bez&itiworkers’ (Lewis, 2002;
Lewis and Giullari, 2005) in an ‘adult worker modiamily’. Indeed, over the last
decade the Commission has increasingly stressathffertance of the effective use
of women'’s skills in a competitive, knowledge-basednomy (Commission, 2000b),
and has received academic backing for its positiamen being seen as an untapped
labour reserve. Reports to both the Portuguesederesy in 2000 (Ferrera et al.,
2000) and to the Belgian Presidency in 2001 (byirigspndersen et al., 2001)

favoured higher female labour market participaisra means of increasing both
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competitiveness and the tax base of the contin&uiadpean social insurance welfare
states. The Lisbon council set a target of 60 pat for female labour market
participation in Member States by 2010(Council, 290 and the following year the
Stockholm European Council set an interim targétoper cent by 2005 (Council,
2001). The hours of women’s work remain unspecjfeed in many Western
European countries a modified male breadwinner metleat is, a one-and-a-half-
earner model — has become the norm and has beerseddt the EU level (e.g in the
form of the Directive on Part-time Work (Counci98a,b; see also Sciarra et al.,
2004). In relation to social policy, gender eqyahias defined more in terms of levels
of labour market participation than anything elseleed, the gender pay gap — the
original focus of EU level equal opportunities gtion — has persisted.

Equal Opportunities Trajectory

Much feminist writing on equal opportunities a¢ thuropean level has
commented on the narrowness of the way in whicligeaquality was
conceptualised, the extent to which it was juslitiy market considerations and the
continuing reluctance, especially on the part efuropean Court of Justice, to
consider unequal gender divisions in the familyva#i as the labour market (e.g.
Meehan, 1992; Hoskyns, 1996; Scheiwe, 1994; Osinéi_ewis, 1995Most
accounts of equal opportunities policies sincenbkision of Article 119 in the
Treaty of Rome focus on the changes in the meaatinguted to gender equality,
particularly in relation to the four Action Programas on equal opportunities for
women and men that ran between 1982 and 2000 yHesR000 provides a good
account). The initial definition of gender equalityterms of thesametreatment of
men and women in the workplace was not tested thatimid-1970s, and it was not

until the late 1980s that equality was understdsd # depend on account being
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taken ofdifferencein the positions of men and women. This alloweadpfsitive

action to be taken to benefit women, and, mainthearena of work/family
reconciliation policies in the early and mid-1999germitted the idea that the
achievement of equal opportunities necessarilyliadchanges in the behaviour of
men. The reworking of Article 119 in the TreatyfAohsterdam (Article 141)
permitted positive discrimination after a decisinrthe ECJ suggested that such
measures conflicted with the formal principle otiality as equal treatment (Case C-
450/93 Kalanke v Land Bremen (1995) ECR 1-3051addition, a firm and general
commitment to gender equality was embedded in krg2cof the Treaty.

The definition of gender equality shifted agaithathe idea of
‘mainstreaming’ that followed the Beijing Women’si@erence in 1995, and the
accession of Sweden and Finland to the Communit@#6. Mainstreaming carries
the idea that policies in pursuit of gender equalitl no longer be confined to an
equal opportunities ‘ghetto’, but will rather beéagrated across all fields of
policymaking. Rees (1998) has argued that mainsireahas the potential to address
disadvantage (the aim of same treatment policighpwt denying difference. In this
view, mainstreaming could prove to be ‘transforvgtand change the gender
hierarchy. It is intended to ensure that the stahegainst which equality is measured
is itself subjected to a gender assessment (Wal®4). However, as Woodward
(2003) has pointed out, it is difficult to insedrgler into what feminists have often
referred to as the ‘malestream’. There is a prafia@msion between gender equality
and the mainstream, which many have argued is dagdrby ‘sound money, sound
finance’ paradigm of the neo-liberal project (HAB86; Dyson, 2000; also Majone,

1996), and which means, in an area such as woriyfaeconciliation, that ‘the
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business case’ likely becomes the dominant fratwevihich arguments for gender
quality must ‘fit’ (Dex, 2003).

There is also an issue as to the content of miasnsing: to what extent it
relies on equal treatment, on positive action dmbfeof women, and/or measures to
promote change in the behaviour and position df ba¢n and women. Booth and
Bennett (2002) have referred to these three dirnasss the ‘three legged equality
stool’ and have argued that all three are neces$agyCommission’s
Communication on mainstreaming defined the primciplterms of taking systematic
account of the differences between the conditistisations and needs of women and
men in all Community policies and actions. Thiskglh horizontal approach requires
the mobilisation of all policies (Commission, 1998zaater elaborations stressed the
importance of the systematic consideration of gedd&erences ‘at the point of
planning, implementing and evaluation’ (Commissib®96b, chapter 1), and an
explicit recognition that positive action and maiaaming should ‘be applied
together’ (ibid.).

But this definition focused attention more on theethanics’ of
mainstreaming and on how gender should be considethe course of the policy
process, than on the approach to securing gendatiggand the different ways of
securing it. Indeed, it is relatively easy to reglntainstreaming to a ‘tick box’
approach (Shaw, 2002), with little regard to treaming of gender equality and the
policy outcomes. The Framework Strategy on Gendeakty for the period 2001-5
stressed the value of the integrated approach pa&kble by mainstreaming,
attaching most importance to the tools for achigvinn the form of clear assessment
criteria, benchmarking, monitoring and evaluati@oifimission, 2000b, 2.1). Rees

(1998) also warned of the danger of focusing tochman the ‘tools’ of
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mainstreaming and on the technical process —elkiimterms of gender impact
studies, the gender-proofing of documents and gandeitoring — as policy goals in
and of themselves. However, this interpretatiomafnstreaming fitted well with the
new forms of regulation adopted more widely in extf social policies under the
Open Method of Coordination (see above, p. ). Tieeexidence that the
understanding of mainstreaming remained confusetheal1998 Interim Report on
the fourth Action Programme on equal opportunitieéed when it stated that the
‘concept needs development’ (Commission, 1998,)p3é@me assessments of the
policy outcomes from mainstreaming, for examplessrall the different dimensions
of the European Employment Strategy, have not beenuraging (Webster, 2001,
O’Connor, 2005, although see Pollack and Hafnetdyr2000 for a more positive
view based on a wider range of policy areas). Me@asning as one element in policy
process stands in danger first, of being ‘tickeftlad having been ‘considered’;
second, of being used instrumentally to serve tmidant policy frame (i.e., the
process of cooption) and of therefore losing puselhan specific gender equality
issues to do with the valuing of difference andstitbution between men and
women; and third of losing any possibility of bedoga policy priority, because it
treats gender equality as a ‘horizontal principMgria Stratigaki (2005, p.180) has
gone so far as to describe it as ‘rhetoric devbslubstance’.

In parallel with mainstreaming gender equality, tbacept of equality has
been expanded to include diverse forms of inequalitthe basis of race, ethnicity,
age, sexual orientation, disability, religion arediéf and embodied in ‘hard’ EU law
via two Council directives (Council, 2000b; 2000t first requiring member states
to implement the principle of equal treatment metrengently in respect of race and

ethnicity than had ever been the case for sex i@hatitside the labour market). Only
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in December 2004 were women offered the same graneouncil, 2004). The
precise nature of the links in the policymakinggasses behind these two dimensions
of change in the approach to equality policieseigamd the scope of this paper, as are
the extensive discussions as to whether the samgedan be used to address very
different types of inequalities (e.g. Woodward, 20@ut, it is important to outline

the possible differences in the way in which threselopment of anti-discrimination
policies can be interpreted. The expanded defmibequality has been entrenched
in the form of Treaty objectives. However, a rightsed, anti-discrimination
approach necessarily involves an individualistrapph in the EU context (Fredman,
2001), which raises the question as to how fat dyints are being seen as linked to
social rights and social citizenship entitlemeats] how far they may be thought to
stand in place of them. There is also the issue hew far these anti-discrimination
rights are seen as a means of promoting diversaliggs in all spheres of life, and
how far they are intended primarily to serve theng@mnt policy frame of access to

the market and employability.

Phillips (1993) and Caruso (2003) have stressediffieulty of using an
individual rights model to address the complexitbégroup injustice (see also Lewis
and Giullari, 2005; and Mabbett, 2005 in respedalisébled people). It is also
possible to speculate on wider linkages betweesxpanded notion of rights-based
anti-discrimination law and the foregrounding obeomic policy and market-
making. If the expansion of hard, anti-discrimionatiaw is put alongside the
emphasis on increasing labour market participatios picture has the potential to
look much more like the American model, which restrge part on the primacy
accorded the market, backed up by anti-discrimamatneasures that permit access to

the market. While this comparison remains highly speculatimesket integration has
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certainly shaped the recent approach to employrfeentsed equality (see also
Bacchi, 2004), and the new anti-discrimination nue@s can also be seen to be
closely allied to the employment agenda (see algodd, 2000; Kilpatrick and
Freedland, 2004). A similar trend may be obsernetié case of the recent shift in
work/family reconciliation policy.

Work and Family Reconciliation Trajectory

The notion of ‘reconciliation’, has usually beerucbed in gender neutral
language and has often been taken to mean thedmaation’ of paid and unpaid
work for women, rather than ‘harmonization’ in tense of equal sharing between
men and women at the household level. Neverthatesst of the key documents on
work/family reconciliation issued during the eaallyd mid-1990s made explicit
reference somewhere, if only in passing, to thé&aeiity of men and women
‘sharing employment and family responsibilitiesplarase defined by the
Employment and Social Affairs Directorate in 19%6raconciliation ‘so as to
promote gender equality’ (Commission, 1996¢, AnhexGlossary). In 1992, a
Council Recommendation was issued on childcare §€iguL992), recommending
that member states develop and/or encourage im@sato ‘enable women and men to
reconcile their occupational, family and upbringnegponsibilities arising from the
care of children’. The Recommendation also defictatticare broadly and proposed
that measures were needed in four areas: childeavices, leave for employed
parents, family-friendly policies at the workplae&d measures to promote the
increased participation by men in the care andinglng of children. Even the 1994
White Paper on Social Policy, which endorsed thesstplaced on the need for higher
‘adult’ labour market participation by the documentGrowth, Competitiveness and

Employment (Commission, 1993), referred also tortbed for ‘greater solidarity
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between men and women’ at the same time as itijsext the role of social policies
in promoting women’s employment (Commission, 19943).

In 1996 a Directive on Parental Leave (Council,)98&s adopted, which laid
down minimum individual rights to three months pedet leave for men and women;
member states were left to determine the conditddaEcess, whether the leave
should be compensated and whether it should bediulpart-time. The leave was
non-transferable — fathers could not transfer imtwthers — in order to promote gender
equality. However, the fact that no minimum remaien requirements were
specified (a victory for the employer’s side) mad@auch less likely that men would
take it (as proved to be the case, Moss and Da¥#9; Bruning and Plantenga,
1999) and that it would in practice be reconcitiatfor women. Furthermore,
depending on the detail of implementation in indial member states, particularly in
respect of length of leave and level of compensattavas likely to be more
equivocal in its effect on female labour marketipgration.

Since the late 1990s, there has been a signifataarige in the way in which
work/family reconciliation policies have been fraimés the then Social Affairs
Commissioner, Padraig Flynn, commented in his foreMto the Employment and
Social Affairs Directorate’s 1998 report on recdiation, the issue ‘is an integral part
of the European Employment Strategy process’ (Casiom, 1998). From 1998,
work/family reconciliation has been more firmlyegrated into the Guidelines
accompanying the European Employment Strategy (BE8) the result that first,
the goal of promoting gender equality by changheyliehaviour of men has
increasingly slipped out of the picture, and secdimel policy focus has narrowed
substantially to the provision of childcare sergioghich are more likely to promote

female labour market participation than measurasgfovide time to care.
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Interestingly the European Parliament’'s Women'’s @iittee expressed the view that
without a legally binding (‘hard’) instrument, meettstates with a poor record on the
provision of childcare services would do nothiRafdall, 2000). This has not
proved to be the case, with, for example, both Gesnand the UK creating about
600,000 childcare places since 1996/7 (Evers dioaihcoming, 2005). The desire to
increase women'’s labour market participation (eslgaf lone mothers in the UK),
as well as, to a somewhat lesser extent, to impeavily learning, has proved a
powerful spur to laggard member states, but onedibes not necessarily have much
to do with the promotion of gender equalitgr se(Stratigaki,2004). However, the
policy trajectory has not been absolutely clear €ae Council of Ministers for
Employment and Social Policy’s Resolution on thiabeed participation of men and
women in family and working life (Council, 2000djan stressed the importance of
‘equal sharing’, particularly in terms of ‘time offork to look after children or other
dependants’, although the fact that the Advisoryn@ittee on Equal Opportunities
for Women and Men held it up as a model on more tre occasiofserves to
underline its somewhat anomalous position.

Arguments for the need to reform ‘work organisationincreasing
flexibility, in which the provision of childcare 8aecognised to play a part, were
made without any reference to equal opportunigeg. Commission, 1997a; Webster,
2001). This is significant because work/family necitiation became increasingly tied
to the new desire to prioritise flexibility and seity, and an important component of
the commitment to ‘social quality’ at work (Comniis, 2001). By increasing
‘quality in work’ it was hoped to increase produdi, and by increasing the
attractiveness of work, to raise the employmer cdtwvomen (ibid, p.8). In 2003,

work/family reconciliation was included under tlygiality and productivity’
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objective in the EES Guidelines (Council, 2003g #gual opportunities pillar, under
which it had appeared from 1998 (Council, 1998hayig been abolished as gender
equality became a ‘horizontal principle’ to be nsiieamed across all policy fields.
There is therefore a danger that gender equalityarsense of ‘equal sharing’
between men and women will be given reduced pyi¢Rubery et al., 2003),
although interestingly it has retained a promirgate in the Commission’s 2005
report on equality between women and men (Commis&i005b), which again
illustrates that changes in the framing of thisiesare far from linear.

During the late 1990s, the Commission argued thatrhew gender balance in
working life is at odds with traditional family poles’ and reform was viewed as part
of the modernisation of social protection (Comnuasil997b). Esping Andersen,
who co-authored an influential policy documenttfue Belgian presidency in 2001
(see above, p.9) went further in his indictmenthef ‘familialism’ of the old welfare
settlement, arguing that policies based on assomptiegarding the traditional roles
of men and women in families are now the ‘Achillegel’ of welfare states, running
counter to both family formation and labour supgihd, with their low levels of
female employment, reducing the tax base necessarystain the continental
European social welfare system (Esping Anderse®9,19.70). The setting of targets
for women’s employment by the Lisbon Council (sbewe, p. 9) was followed by
the Barcelona Council setting targets for the miovi of childcare services to reach
90 per cent of children between three and schambagl 33 per cent of under three’s,
leaving it entirely unclear as to whether parelgale provision ‘counted’ towards
meeting the target.

This decision was notable first, for the explicirmowing of the rationale for

childcare to women’s employment levels and of tbkcy focus to childcare services.
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Second, it specified the means by which membees&tould reach the Lisbon target
for female employment, which represented a sulistaestriction of the
understanding of childcare (to formal, institutibpeovision) compared to the 1992
Recommendation. Jill Rubery (the chair of the Cossmoin’'s Gender and
Employment Expert Group) concluded that the aréaseatest impact on the EES in
respect of gender equality were those that werd corsistent with the main aims
and objectives of the Strategy, particularly chalidc(Rubery, 2002). At the end of
1990s and beginning of the 2000s, employment be¢hendominant (economic and
social) policy frame and Rubery’s conclusion echibesmportance that other
commentators on EU level policy have attachedito(dee above, pp. 4-5). The
priority accorded childcare services, which prouthequivocal incentives to
women’s employment, rather than leave, which,ig iong (more than twelve
months) and poorly compensated, acts to encoueagalé labour market exit, is
significant in this regard.

Work/family reconciliation policies have long beapart of the EU’s
mainstream concern about economic policy and acodabour markets. But in the
early and mid-1990s they were clearly nested widlgjnal opportunities policies as
well as employment policies. Ostner (2000) argied the 1992 Recommendation on
childcare was mainly about employment, but this mash less so than was the case
with the 2002 Barcelona targets. One of the maunds regarding the mainstreaming
of equality concerned the tension between gendalitg and the (male) mainstream,
and the danger of weakening the commitment to gesgigality. This seems to have
been substantially realised in respect of the EEHB&lines, which dropped their
specific equal opportunities pillar in 2003. A dianiissue arises in respect of

work/family reconciliation as it is increasinglysadrbed into employment policy. The



20

Swedish Presidency documents of 2001 represernitedrttblem in terms of the long-
established Swedish approach: that women and nmeridshe treated the same (as
citizen workers), but that women should be compieasantil such time as equality in
the labour market was actually achieved (EU, 20f)1&owever, the more
instrumental treatment of work/family reconciliatias part of the dominant
employment agenda has proved threatening to tHeofjgander equality. Women'’s
labour market participation rates have indeed rigsra result, the Report from the
Commission to the Spring European Council in 2@@u$ed much more strongly on
securing a rise in employment for older workersr{@assion, 2004a), while the High
Level Group on the Future of Social Policy in afaeged European Union continued
to promote reconciliation, but mainly as a meanallofiving couples ‘to have the
number of children they desire’ (Commission, 2004&oint reiterated forcibly in
the Commission’s Green Paper on the need to addeessgraphic change
(Commission, 2005c¢). It is not clear that hitchregonciliation to the challenge of
falling fertility will do any more for the pursudf gender equality than the strong link
to employment has done.
Conclusion

Policy trajectories in these three fields are diffi to interpret in relation to
gender equality first, because in any one fieldtthgctory is not linear, for example,
there has been no neat shift from same treatmeuaditive action to mainstreaming
in equal opportunities policies, and no unequivigoelear move away from
work/family reconciliation as a means of promotgender equality by ‘equal
sharing’, and towards reconciliation for women. @&t much depends on the lens
through which the policy is analysed. For examibléhe lens is equal opportunities,

then the promotion of work/family reconciliation asires may well appear as
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evidence of an expanded idea of equality, goingpbéythe labour market to address
the crucial issues of the domestic division of lahevhereas attention to the broader
changes in social policy suggests a much closktdinhe promotion of an adult
worker model family, which has in turn been tiedhe promotion of competition and
growth. Indeed, the interpretation of the trajegtoireach of the three policy fields
discussed in this paper is contested in the lileeat

The end of the 1990s saw identifiable and strilghdts in the way in which all
three policy fields were framed and representqubiicy documents. Assessing these
changes, together with the shifts in the way takl§ relate to one another, makes it
possible to build an argument regarding a poligydan relation to gender equality.
But policy development at the EU level is rapid &odely complicated, and
consideration of a different set of policy areaypeoduce different conclusions.

Social policy, like equal opportunities policy, Hastorically been tied to the
overarching goal of market-making. The effort todamise social policy using the
OMC can be interpreted as giving new and indepearderno social policy - making
up the social deficit at the EU level - or as dHar effort to make social policy better
serve economic policy. When modern social prograsymeganised around the
principle of social insurance, largely replacedeo)dieterrent poor law systems at the
end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twemitenturies, the relationship
between work and welfare was rewritten. It is ratciful to see it being rewritten
again at the end of the twentieth century, withittsistence on social policy as a
‘productive factor’ and on the promotion of emplagmh on the part of all able-bodied
adults, female and male, as a necessary preregfasithe economic agenda of
competition and growth and an important justifioatfor all forms of expenditure on

social policies. Employment has been at the coread#nt thinking about social
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policy and has recently bee explicitly joined torgeetitiveness and growth, which
together have been firmly acknowledged as the kdégypgoal (Commission, 2005d).
Furthermore the shift in work/family reconciliatipolicies towards a more exclusive
focus on childcare services to enable higher fettadleur participation rates links
strongly to the promotion of an adult citizen warkeodel family, while the expanded
notion of equality found in the new anti-discrimiiog measures also betokens the
priority given to accessing the labour market. Tgost is given additional force by
Article I-15 in the proposed EU Constitution, whigresents social policy as part of
economic and employment policy, breaking with thetyf year practice of treating
employment as part of social policy (see especyaia.3,
http://europa.eu.int/constitution).

Since 1997, gender equality has been more firmlyesided in the EU than ever
before. However, the wider policy context also algra more instrumental approach
to it. In addition, when the changes in equalitligies, work/family reconciliation
and social policies are taken together, it is gmsdd argue that the commitment to
equality as same treatment according to the maiestneam model remains
predominant. The shift in equal opportunities gekadn respect of gender from
positive action to mainstreaming, while far frommgaete, signals - via the emphasis
placed on the tools that it employs - a preoccopatiith making sure that gender is
considered in the implementation of the dominaicpgriorities. At the same time,
work/family reconciliation policies moved away fraheir clear association with
equal opportunities policies in the early and m@®Qs, to a much more unequivocal,
instrumental link to employment policies. Thusange measure what we have is

evidence of gender equality defined primarily inre of labour market participation,
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with diminishing attention to promoting the equiadgng of unpaid care work

between men and women and to changing the behavionen.

1| am grateful to Mary Campbell for research aasis¢ and to the ESRC for financial support (grant
number 225 25 2001). This paper is going to beipldd in the Journal of European public policy.
Not to be quoted before publication.

2t may also be that it is easier to make some hagdwaddressing the ‘new social risks’ (Bonoli,
2004) arising from the erosion of the traditionalenbreadwinner family model, with its primary male
earner and primary female carer (Lewis, 2001), thanto reform the older, core programmes of
welfare states, which were set up to pool the riskenemployment, sickness and poverty in old #ge.
is almost certainly easier to treat the probleraccfommodating new patterns of work and family life
as a relatively non-ideological issue, susceptibis,hoped, to technocratic solution.

3 palier (2005) has been particularly effectivelinwing this to be an illusory exercise.

* However, Obinger et al. (2005, p.23, ital in an@g) suggest that over a long period of time thigre
nothing to prevent asklective hardeningf soft forms of government'.

® Developments in EU competition law and the implimas for public services support this view
(Leibfried, fc; Commission 2004b). Much obviouslyniga on the successful operation of the OMCs.
® Eqop 52-2000, DG EMPLO/D/5, 17/10/00, Opinion of Auvisory Committee on Equal
Opportunities for Women and Men on The Social Agemic EMPLO/D/5, October 20003, Opinion
of the Advisory Committee on Equal Opportunities fdomen and Men on the Recasting of Gender
Equality Directives.

" Quality was adopted as the guiding thread of theie® Policy Agenda by the Nice European council
of December 2000 (Council, 2000e).
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