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Contemporary debates on the welfare state highlight the importance of “new social risks,” including those associated with women’s rising labour force participation rates, the increase in the number of lone parent families, and the demographic challenges posed by falling fertility/ageing of OECD societies. Yet as Fraser (1989) rightly argued, needs do not speak for themselves. Rather it is the politics of needs – and the power relations reflected therein - that frame the way new social risks are identified and appropriate course of action selected. In the past, the politics of need was played out largely within national contexts and reflected the existing balance of power therein. This is less true today, however, as international organisations (IOs), like the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), have come to play an increasingly important role in coordinating policy responses. While much of its advice may have contributed to the construction of a neoliberal world order, neoliberal solutions are not the only ones on offer. Since the mid-1990s, the discourses of some international organisations, including the OECD, have come to include elements of what might be called “inclusive liberalism” (Craig and Porter, 2004). Nor has neoliberalism managed to eliminate alternative, more egalitarian conceptions. 
This chapter focuses on the OECD’s identification of a new family policy designed to meet the cluster of needs associated with the emergence of the dual earner – or working lone parent - family. It argues that, at present, two distinct ways of framing these needs can be discerned, one (Babies and Bosses) that draws primarily on “inclusive liberalism”, the other (Starting Strong) inspired by an egalitarian, rights based perspective. Consciousness of the need for a family policy that no longer assumes the male breadwinner/female domestic caregiver family is not, however, entirely new. In fact, the OECD had begun to articulate the outlines of such family policy in the 1970s, one that had a lot in common with the vision later to inform Starting Strong. All three will be examined below. The chapter begins, however, with a brief note on the OECD and its role as producer of policy ideas.

The OECD and transnational governance: a brief note
The dominant perspective in both international relations and comparative policy studies has long been rooted in a “methodological nationalism” – the assumption that “all social relations are organised at a national scale or are undergoing processes of nationalization” (Brenner, 2004:28). The globalization debate has, however, drawn attention to the inter- and transnational flow of policy ideas and the way this contributes to transnational governance. The term “governance” refers to “governance without government” i.e., the development, at multiple and intersecting scales, of a variety of mechanisms of regulation operating in the absence of an overarching political authority. The absence of a global authority, in turn, goes hand in hand with the turn to “soft” forms of regulation. These include the production of ideas, comparative policy evaluation and the generation of data (Martens and Jakobi, 2007). These activities are closely interrelated. Thus the production of ideas highlights certain trends, identifies common problems and maps out a range of alternative solutions. Idea production also often involves complex technical work, designed to expand the range of data gathering by identifying “appropriate” sets of indicators. 

The OECD can be considered a pioneer of such soft forms of governance. It has never possessed the budgetary or sanctioning powers enjoyed by the International Monetary Fund or the World Bank. Unlike the International Labour Organisation (ILO), whose conventions have to be submitted to parliaments (Armingeon, 2003:227), governments can choose simply to ignore the OECD’s advice. Yet its substantial research capacity
 has enabled it to play an important role as a producer of ideas. Following from Article 3 of its convention, which committed member states “to furnish the Organisation with the information necessary for the accomplishment of its tasks” (Wolfe, 2007), it has become an important generator of data. The collection of statistical and other data in turn provides the raw material for comparative policy evaluation using peer review, a technique pioneered by the OECD well before the European Union turned to “open method coordination.” 
The emphasis on “soft” instruments of governance does not mean the absence of power and contestation. The production of ideas and evidence based argumentation involves the power to classify, fix meanings and diffuse norms (Barnett and Finnemore, 1999:711), while peer review entails the exercise of the power of surveillance, creating pressures on states to conform to new standards and “appropriate” practices. This raises the broader question of the OECD Secretariat’s relation with its member countries. More specifically, does the OECD operate as a site for the spread of “Americanisation” (Djelic and Sahlin-Anderson, 2006: 397)? 


There is evidence in support of this proposition. The OECD’s predecessor, the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation, was established to help implement the US Marshall Plan. Its replacement by the OECD brought the US (and Canada)
 into what had been a (western) European-based organisation. Financial contributions are based on the size of each member’s economy, which makes the US the largest contributor. While the Secretaries General have come from a variety of countries,
 the norm has been for an American to occupy one of the Deputy Secretary General posts. More broadly, Dostal (2005) estimated that of its professional staff of 858, Americans (133) were only outnumbered by the French (182).
 Many of these are economists, trained in neoclassical economics, a discipline where the US increasingly sets the standard. There are also specific instances where American policies clearly set limits to what the OECD could do. Thus Webb’s analysis of the fate of the OECD’s harmful tax competition treated concluded that “the Bush Administration’s anti-tax ideology had a huge impact on the OECD project even though that ideology found little official support in any other OECD country” (2004:815). 

At the same time, unlike the World Bank and the IMF, the OECD is headquartered in Paris, not Washington. The majority of member states are European and Europeans constitute the majority of its professional staff. Jackson (2007) suggests that this enabled the addition of social democratic ideas to the policy mix in the 1990s, with the victories of Left governments in key European states. In addition, there are strong connections between the European Commission and the OECD. The European Union is an active participant in many of its committees and it has representation on the Council of Ministers. The two organisations collaborate on various projects, although the OECD’s longer research involvement on labour market and social policy issues and its larger staff complement means that it more often the Commission that looks to the OECD than vice versa.

In addition, in much of its work, the OECD Secretariat – or, its various divisions and directorates – connect not with “member countries” per se but with their counterparts in the latter’s civil service. Thus while core ministries such as finance/treasury are most strongly linked into dialogue with the OECD’s central components like the Economics Department, officials from labour and social policy ministries are the ones in more frequent contact with DELSA, education ministries with Education. Such segmentation may allow officials from more “socially minded” departments to mobilize support from the OECD for their position. Thus “American” influence on questions like the integration of women into the labour market thus might not reflect actual American policy, but rather an attempt by progressive forces in the US, including those in the civil service, to move an egalitarian agenda forward in their own country.
More broadly, power is not one-sided and dominant ideas can be, and are, contested. As Ruckert, drawing on neo-Gramscian theory, argues “hegemonic power cannot be imposed on subordinate social forces, but must be secured in a process of negotiation in which consent is engendered through material incentives and social compromises….Hegemony is thus in a constant state of flux, never complete and as such is always open to multiple contestations (2007:). The OECD is well aware of the contested nature of neo-liberal globalization and the need to address this if it is to play its part in the construction of a hegemonic world order. Thus for instance, in his opening statement to the 2007 Council of Ministers, the current Secretary General, Angel Gurria noted “The OECD must help ensure globalization proceeds in a balanced manner by closely examining the trends in employment, earnings, and income inequality and regional imbalance, identifying policy options to enhance the net benefits from freer trade and investment, and achieving a more equitable distribution of the gains from globalization.”

International organisations like the OECD are able to exercise such micro-powers and contribute to the formation of a hegemonic world order to the extent that they possess a “relative autonomy” from national states. Barnett and Finnemore argue that it is “the rational-legal authority that international organisations embody [that] gives them power independent of the states that created them and channels that power in particular directions” (1999:699). This does not mean that the production of ideas takes place in circumstances equivalent to a proverbial “ivory tower”. Rather, “ethnographic studies of IOs describe a world in which organisational goals are strongly shaped by norms of the professions that dominate the bureaucracy and in which interests themselves are varied, often in flux, debated and worked out through interactions between the staff of the bureaucracy and the world in which they are embedded” (Barnett and Finnemore, 1999:706). As we shall see, this certainly applies to the OECD which is comprised of numerous directorates and affiliated agencies. Moreover, its research directions and priorities are set by the managing committee to which each directorate or division reports. Below this is a myriad of subcommittees and working groups that regularly bring OECD staff into dialogue with national officials and other experts in their field (Salzman and Terracio, 2006: 324). 

In conducting research, producing the questionnaires that guide data provision by member country officials, and drafting reports, OECD Secretariat staff draw on their disciplinary knowledges and on the links to the wider epistemic communities associated therewith. As economists constitute approximately 40% of its staff, in much of its work the OECD draws on the discipline of economics. Yet economics is neither a static discipline nor one innocent of “external” influence. Rather, “economic theory…is embedded within a highly complex system of articulation along with various ideologies and common sense” (Rosanvallon, 1989: 171). Initially, the OECD’s analyses bore the imprint of Keynesian economic discourse. In fact, during the 1960s it operated as an important source of transmission of “Keynes plus” prescriptions such as active labour market policy and wage and price controls. In the late 1970s, however, it became an early convert to the neoliberal supply side paradigm (Serré and Palier, 2004: 111). With the publication of the McCracken report (1977), Keynesian demand management was no longer seen as appropriate. Neoliberal nostrums continued to shape its country reviews throughout the 1980s and 1990s (Armingeon and Beyeler, 2004), and underpinned its 1994 Jobs Strategy (McBride and Williams, 2000). 
Such disciplinary knowledge, however, is normally tempered by what Dostal has called “organisational discourse” – “claims encapsulating long term political projects as defined by the organisation in question” (2004: 445). Organisational discourses, developed in the various divisions and directorates, inform the ideational grid through which the organisation  - or, more specifically, the relevant branch or directorate - interprets the world. In studying an organisation like the OECD it is therefore important to identify themes and concepts running through key studies and policy documents, which infiltrate and modify “pure” disciplinary discourses. The term organisational discourse can be helpful, however, only if it does not involve the assumption that all parts of a complex organisation like the OECD “sing from the same hymnbook.” As we shall see, they do not. Thus whereas the neoliberal Jobs Strategy remained dominant in the Economic Department and conditioned its country reviews, documents produced for the social division of the Directorate for Employment, Labour and Social Affairs (DELSA) 
 marked a distinct turn toward inclusive liberalism (Mahon and McBride, 2007). 
Nor should the concept of organisational discourse be allowed to obscure the possibility that not all ideas produced at the organisation’s behest come to be incorporated into its official discourse. In fact, it will be argued that recognition of the need for child care and related measures is not as “new” as might seem. Certainly Starting Strong (1998-2006) and Babies and Bosses (2001-2005) are the first high profile treatments of the area. Yet in the 1970s the OECD commissioned studies of the need for early child education and care and other arrangements supportive of the emerging “dual earner” family. Despite important elements of continuity, especially with Starting Strong, however, the results of these studies were not incorporated into the OECD’s  - or, more specifically,  DELSA’s - discourse. It only began to be integrated into the organisation’s main business when DELSA’s organisational discourse changed from neo-liberalism’s view of the welfare state as a burden to “inclusive liberalism’s” emphasis on social investment.
The new family policy phase one: the 1970s

As Bonoli recognizes, the “new” in new social risks is not meant to suggest that these needs suddenly appeared; rather, they emerged over the last three or four decades (2004:5). This is certainly true of the labour force participation of women. Already by 1975, the average labour force participation rate for women in OECD countries had reached 46.2%, and was above 50% in 11 of 25 countries surveyed (OECD: 1979:16-17). As much of the expansion occurred among married women, especially those with young children, not surprisingly, all nine of the countries
 included in a 1974 survey reported that the last decade had been one of “demand explosion” for out of home child care (1975:9). 
The “new social risk” associated with women’s labour force participation thus first emerged not in an era of neoliberal cutbacks, but rather when the Keynesian welfare state was in full flower. It was an era of “Keynes plus” measures,
 when states were still committed to maintaining high employment. In the tight labour markets of the 1960s, the scope of the full employment commitment expanded to include “the most productive employment of all workers, with due account of their potential skills and abilities”, as the 1968 meeting of the OECD’s Manpower and Social Affairs Committee noted. As this included not only older workers and (genderless) youth but also women with family responsibilities, the Committee recognized that “the provision of adequate and convenient community services, including facilities for child care, would relieve the burden of those who assume multiple responsibilities; advance the well-being of individuals, families and society; and facilitate employment, while helping to avoid undesirable social consequences.”

This was also a period of welfare state expansion in the name of “equal opportunity for all.”
 Concomitant with this, child psychologists were mounting a serious challenge to Bowlby’s argument that out of home care was necessarily harmful to the child (OECD, 1974: 9 CERI, 1977:8-9). Programs like Head Start in the US were launched to compensate for the inadequate stimulation of young children in the home environment, while in Western Europe, dawning recognition of the importance of the “early years” supported the expansion of universal preschool programs. Last, but by no means least, the 1960s marked the emergence of second wave feminism, which stressed inter alia, economic equality as between women and men. While initially this was cast as leveling the playing field so that women could freely choose as between paid work and a domestic caregiver role,
 by the end of the 1970s, working women were “here to stay.”
To some extent, the American government can be credited with putting this cluster of new social risks on the OECD’s agenda
 – an example of progressive influence by the US. Within the OECD, a new working party on the role of women in the economy (ROWITE) was established in 1974, following on a meeting organised by the OECD at the behest of the American government to examine “ the economic and social repercussions of the growing participation of women in the labour market” (OECD, 1979: 7). Although the new working party’s agenda was broad, including education and training, conditions of work and remuneration for women, work time arrangements and social security reforms, its first report, Care of Children of Working Parents (1974) focused on child care. At the same time as this investigation was being conducted, the OECD’s Centre for Research and Education (CERI) was directed to identify common problems and exchange ideas on possible solutions in the field of early childhood education.  While it was working on its report, the US Office of Child Development in the Department of Health and Welfare commissioned Alfred Kahn and Sheila Kamerman to prepare a report on child care programs for ROWITE, as part of their larger study of social services (Kahn and Kamerman, 1976).
  
These studies can be viewed as a process of learning on the OECD’s part about the new social risks posed by women’s incorporation into the labour market. This involved the production of ideas in what was essentially a “new” field, something which the reports’ authors were all too aware of. Thus, as the author(s) of the first ROWITE study noted, any lack of “tidiness” in the report simply mirrored “the conceptual difficulties encountered in structuring the child care topic. Such is the work of pioneering” (1974:8). The 1976 report by Kahn and Kamerman was especially important in establishing a grid for future data collection
 - although the OECD would not institutionalise the collection of such data for another thirty years. Key elements in the original grid included: structure; age groups covered (<3, pre-school, out of school hours care for < 12s); financing; eligibility criteria; standards; staffing; access, including socio-economic and geographic disparities; and research and evaluation.

Instead of going through each of these studies individually, in what follows I will summarise the main points running through them, many of which will resurface in Starting Strong. That there is a certain coherence is not surprising for both the CERI and ROWITE reports refer to an on-going exchange among the researchers. This exchange helps to account for the most important innovation: putting early childhood education and care together. As the 1974 report noted, “…it is no longer desirable, at a policy level, to maintain any degree of separation between planning for full day care and planning for pre-primary education. The existence in most OECD member countries of administratively separate traditions – ministries of health or social work on the one hand, and of education on the other – will render difficult the process of integration” (1974:11), while the Kahn and Kamerman study noted that “the inclusion in one report of material relevant both to day care and to preschool programs violates administrative and planning practices in a number of countries; nonetheless, it is the only way to achieve a viable overview” (1976:5). 
The inclusion of both child care and early childhood education had the effect of highlighting the simultaneous need for quality and quantity. As The Care of Children noted, the politics of need (or, in its words, “sources of demand”) currently being played out in many member countries provided several contradictory ways of framing the issue (1974: 10-12). If framed in terms of the “developmental needs of the child”, the appropriate response would be universal part-day education (or high quality care) for children from 2 ½ to school age, with strict regulations re personnel training, staff:child ratios, physical facilities, and parent involvement. If framed in terms of “equal life chances”, it would more likely take the form of a mix of educational (part day) supplemented by social services, targeting the children of working and single parents, immigrants and those from deprived homes. If framed as a service for working mothers, emphasis would be placed on expanding the quantity of full day, full year places. Children would be taken care of at a minimum level of costs, but with certain basic standards so parents would be willing to entrust their children to care. 
By combining early education and care, the reports stressed the importance of policies that sought to balance quantity (number of places, opening hours, geographical and class-based distribution) and quality (emphasis on content and age-appropriate methods). It also meant training and hiring of caregiver-educationists, breaking through the division, especially marked in the dual systems, between “nursery teachers” with a grounding in child psychology, and the medical training predominant among those in charge of the crèches. The CERI study also noted the emergence of a new category - the “social pedagogues” - in Germany, Denmark and Sweden, a concept that would later be commended in Starting Strong for its emphasis on a holistic approach to early childhood education and care.
 
In addition, the emphasis on early childhood education and care drew attention to the problem posed by most existing administrative and planning structures. Three patterns were discerned: the “voluntaristic” or “laissez-faire” approach, which is characterized by the co-existence of several systems, partially age related, with auspice often proprietary or voluntary typical of Canada, the UK, the US “and other countries of Anglo-Saxon heritage” (OECD, 1974:7); the dual system, based on an age break (crèches for infants and toddlers; preschools for 2 ½ to school start typified by France and Italy); and the coordinated system then being pioneered in the Nordic countries. The Care of Children and the CERI study made clear its preference for the Nordic model, which facilitated planning for an integrated early learning and care system by placing responsibility under one ministerial roof. 

The importance of involving both central governments, seen to possess the capacity to finance the expansion of an ECEC system across the country, and local governments, where the services are provided, was also underlined in The Care of Children and the CERI studies. Striking the appropriate balance was necessary if a “top-down” planning process was to be avoided. Sweden, which was at that time working out a new relationship between the central government and local authorities, was again singled out.
 All three studies also drew attention to the need to involve local communities and parents in the choice, planning, staffing and operation of ECEC services. Parental involvement had a dual purpose: to teach parents about early child development and to enable child care staff to learn from the parents. 
Finally, all three studies recognized that ECEC was only part of the puzzle. The Kahn and Kamerman study raised the idea of a family policy “that would include some appropriate balance among income supports, housing, health services, employment, social insurance benefits and social service supports for families as well as alternative forms and approaches to child care” (1976:72). Addressing more specifically the concern to promote “equal life chances through greater equality of educational opportunity,” The Care of Children noted that “policies for preprimary care and early primary education should be conceptually linked and coordinated with a spectrum of broader social, housing and health policies which treat the child and family as a unit. The comprehensive, integrated neighbourhood child center might be the most appropriate focal point for this socio-educational policy approach to care provision” (1974:12). This way of seeing ECEC as part of a broader web of social supports would later be reiterated in Starting Strong. 

The main “equity” preoccupation, however, was with achieving equality of the sexes. While access to child care was seen as indispensable, it needed to be flanked by other policies – and by a change in men’s roles. Thus The Care of Children noted “that women’s responsibility for taking advantage of increasing equality opportunities are still severely limited because society continues to assign them the principal responsibility for the care of young children….if equal life chances and life roles are to be enjoyed by both men and women, then this responsibility must be more equally shared” (1974:12). Similarly CERI noted that “the ‘liberation’ of women from the home may in the long run depend, for essentially practical reasons, on the ‘liberation’ of men from the workplace” (1977:15). In support of this, The Care of Children called for the “creation of vastly more non-marginal part time jobs for both men and women; wider adoption of flexible working hours; compensated leave time for the care of sick children; and a shorter working day for parents of young children or possibly for all parents or simply all workers” (1974:64). 
These themes were picked up in a later ROWITE report, Equal Opportunity for Women (1979) where a whole chapter was devoted to child care. Equal Opportunity also expanded upon the argument for changes in men’s lives as well as women’s, through shared parental leave and changes in working time for both sexes. More specifically, it noted that “while increasing interest is being shown in many countries in longer insured post-natal leave periods and in the possibility of social insurance to cover salary loss of parents who stay home when children are ill, much remains to be done to facilitate more equal sharing between parents of the responsibility for child care” (1979:158). Its real contribution, however, was to explore in greater depth the question of work time. While noting that flexible working times could contribute to the solution, it cautioned that “in isolation, a policy of encouraging working time flexibility might merely permit the continuation of the present unsatisfactory position of many women workers by making it somewhat easier for them to carry the double burden of employment and family care” (1979:112). Similarly, while recognizing the potential contribution of part time employment (especially in “non-marginal jobs”), the working party “concluded that the increasing availability of part-time employment will not benefit families as long as its predominant feature remains its marginality, its vulnerability in times of economic downturn and its inferior pay and benefits. Measures are needed to regularize part-time and part-year work and give it social benefit coverage” (1979:117). 

Over the next decade, ROWITE issued “high level” statements and released reports on the status of women in the economy, but child care largely disappeared from its agenda. Its 1980 and 1985 reports focused attention instead on problems like occupational segregation and the gender wage gap. Child care did not appear again until 1990, when it figured in a volume on Lone Parent Families: The Economic Challenge as well as a chapter of Employment Outlook.  
Although these chapters had different authors,
 once again common themes link them – though no reference is made to the 1970s studies. The chapter by Ergas in Lone Parent Families lamented the fact that “systematic comparative research that documents the provision of services in different countries is still lacking”, with the notable exception of Kamerman and Kahn’s (follow-up) study, Child Care, Family Benefits and Working Parents: A Study in Comparative Policy (1981).
 The chapter in Employment Outlook similarly noted the difficulty in getting comparable data on child care provision from the member countries: figures were often incomplete and it was difficult to obtain longitudinal data. What these studies thus make clear is that the earlier research done for ROWITE and CERI had not led the OECD to begin systematically to gather data on this area, despite the path-breaking work in the 1970s of Kamerman and Kahn. 
These two chapters also deploy the same classification of child care systems, one that differed from the integrated versus stage classification employed in the 1970s studies. Instead of focusing attention on two ECEC systems in which governments played an active role, albeit in different ways, these studies zeroed in on the difference between the “maximum private responsibility” and “maximum public responsibility” models. In the first, “children represent a private choice and good, and public policies tend to be minimalist, attributing an important role to the private organisation and delivery of child-care services. Public intervention is considered necessary only to the extent to which major difficulties intervene impeding the fulfillment of parental obligations” (Ergas, 1990:176). The American, British and Canadian systems most closely approximate this model.  In the second,

explicit policies define…objectives and delineate strategies for their attainment….Although the policies designed to attain these objectives may attribute particular responsibilities to local government and assign specific tasks to different public agencies, their broad outlines are defined by the institutions of central government….Public participation in the governance of child-care services, therefore, occurs through the political process and well-defined participatory institutions such as child-care services boards (Ergas, 1990:176).

This classification scheme thus framed the choice in starker terms, between a liberal, market-based approach and one in which child care was seen as a “public good”. 

This shift reflects the broader change from the Keynesian world of the 1970s where it was still possible to assume that the real choice lay between an integrated versus a staged model of government intervention, to the “neoliberal” world of budgetary restraints that had emerged in the 1980s. The OECD certainly participated in this shift, with the abandonment of Keynesian policies signaled by the release of the McCracken report (1977). Its 1980 conference on the “crisis of the welfare state” moreover declared social expenditures a burden (Deacon et al, 1997). While ROWITE may have continued to press for positive initiatives to improve the status of women throughout the 1980s, its voice had become increasingly marginal within the OECD.

This is not to suggest that the authors of these reports had given up on change. Thus Ergas concluded, that while “the cultural and political constraints and options incorporated into…existing systems” would likely shape choices, “it is worth recalling…that the massive increase of women’s labour force participation has created new opportunities for redesigning employment, education and family policies. In view of the difficulties facing lone-parent families, such opportunities should be made widely known” (1990:184). While both studies stressed tradeoffs associated with each path, they also made it clear that the private provision model was the least satisfactory. For instance, the chapter in Employment Outlook noted that adequate public provision will involve increased taxes “or a reduction in the moneys devoted to other programs” (1990:146), whereas a laissez-faire approach will leave many women unable to work or force families to choose inferior, informal care arrangements. More pointedly, “if parents cannot or will not finance the services which will be most beneficial for their children, the market equilibrium which results may be as sub-optimal as an education system which does not cover all school-age children” (1990:146).
The OECD’s Inclusive Liberalism Turn: Babies and Bosses

The new context of slow growth, persistent labour market difficulties, ageing populations, increasing female labour force participation, a growing rate of marital dissolution and lone-parent families, urban decay, disaffected youth, and other changes, are leading to a re-examination of the role of social policy, and public policy in general. There must be a partnership between public policy and individuals which enables and empowers people, rather than passively providing for them” (OECD, 1994: 10).

If the studies published in 1990 reflected the reduced optimism engendered by the spread of neoliberalism in the 1980s, Babies and Bosses, launched in 2002, built on the shift in the OECD’s social policy discourse that began in the mid-1990s. This is not to suggest that the OECD as a whole underwent a conversion to inclusive liberalism. In fact, the very year (1994) that DELSA’s social policy division began to chart an inclusive liberal course, the OECD released its new Jobs Strategy, which counseled a “one best (neoliberal) path” to “efficient” (flexibilised) labour markets. Initially the joint product of DELSA and the Economics Department, the Jobs Strategy operated as the dominant strand in the Economics Department’s organisational discourse for more than a decade. DELSA’s organisational discourse was not unaffected. Yet while accepting many of the Jobs Strategy’s core assumptions, the social policy division identified the need for important flanking mechanisms, including new “family-friendly” measures.
 As then-new Secretary General, Donald Johnston remarked, while there is a need for “prudent macroeconomic policy, including fiscal consolidation, structural reform and market liberalization”, “I am concerned that we risk a backlash against this strategy because of the impression that it places too little emphasis on social objectives.” (OECD, 1997:9). The social policy division sought to address this, by re-imagining social policy.
The new social policy turn seems to have begun in 1991, when the Council of Ministers commissioned a fresh round of social policy studies by DELSA (Deacon et al, 1997:71). The fruit of this labour, New Orientation for Social Policy (1994), staked out the main lines of the new approach:

· “Non-inflationary growth of output and jobs, and political and social stability are enhanced by the role of social expenditures as investments in society” (OECD, 1994:12. emphasis added)

· “There is a need to reconcile social programme costs with overall limits on public budgets, but at the same time to ensure that economy measures are consistent with programme effectiveness and social objectives;” (OECD, 1994:13)

· “The optimal balance should be sought between public and private sector responsibility in providing for the variety of needs of society, and in light of the comparative advantages of each sector;”
 (OECD, 1994: 14)
· “High priority should be given to active measures…rather than to reliance on income maintenance alone; in general, the emphasis should be on the encouragement of human potential as an end in itself, as well as to a contribution to market efficiency….” (OECD, 1994: 16. Emphasis added)

· “Greater policy coherence should be achieved by a renewed focus on the means by which the strands of policy…may be pulled together across social, labour market, education, economic policies and across levels of government” (OECD, 1994:17).

What was required, then, was not cuts to social expenditures but rather the development of “effective and efficient” social policies designed to address the new social, economic and political realities.

The new social policy orientation had an important gender component. The rise in women’s labour force participation was welcomed for increasing the possibilities for women’s self-realisation
 and for providing the economic independence “to end incompatible relationships” (OECD, 1994:10). It also posed new social policy challenges, in particular “the changing use of household time is creating new demands for services traditionally produced within the home, particularly those relating to the care of children and other dependent relatives, and an increasing need for policy directions that will facilitate a balance between work and family responsibilities” (OECD, 1994:10). Work on a new family-friendly policy would not, however, be informed by the work commissioned by ROWITE (and CERI) in the 1970s, which was left to collect dust in the archives. Rather the social policy division initiated a new round of learning. This included a conference on “family, market and community: equity and efficiency in social policy”, that brought together social policy ministers and invited experts. The conference aimed to get the participants to think about families and social policy in novel ways. As Johnston explained, “the papers prepared for this conference do not focus narrowly on the performance of specific social and health programmes. Instead, they deal more broadly with the ways that markets, families and social programmes together are impacting on human welfare, and on how the wider policy framework may have to change if it is to support, rather than hinder, the contributions that market and family can make to welfare” (OECD, 1997: 10). 
One of the key papers was Esping-Andersen’s, on the challenges posed by labour market, family and demographic change. Accepting the “new realities”, Esping-Andersen argued the need to restore a positive sum relationship among families, markets and welfare states: “for households welfare maximization is primarily a function of jobs and income adequacy; in contrast, for labour markets, job growth is said to require less job security (i.e. deregulation) and more wage inequality; and for welfare states, long-term financial solidity means greater fertility and less unemployment” (1997:73). As low wage, nonstandard jobs are to remain a feature of post-Fordist, post-industrial labour markets, new ways have to be found to square the circle. Esping-Andersen’s answer was very much in tune with A New Social Policy Orientation - lifelong learning and a greater emphasis on young (dual earner, or lone parent earner) families, making it “possible to combine high fertility rates with female careers” (1997:65). Child care figured prominently among the measures to help such families reconcile work and family life, but forgotten was the 1970s’ emphasis on quality as well as quantity. The Nordic model of publicly financed, integrated services was now considered too expensive, “implying the likelihood of reliance on (possibly regulated and at least partially subsidized) private care in order to ensure broad access” (1997:74). 
The ideas originally laid out in New Social Policy Orientation, and developed through conferences and in-house research, were reflected in A Caring World (1999), which formed the basis for the 1998 meeting of social policy ministers. Produced under the direction of Mark Pearson and Willem Adema, who would later be responsible for Babies and Bosses, A Caring World accorded well with inclusive liberalism’s emphasis the state’s support for economically active, “empowered” individuals. Fiscal constraints and flexibilised labour markets are the new realities. From this perspective, women’s labour force participation is positive as it contributes to labour market flexibility providing “a form of self-insurance to households, with the income risks attached to involuntary non-employment reduced” (1999:14). This new family requires public support, of course, but in different ways from that accorded the male breadwinner/female caregiver family of the past. Of particular concern are lone parents, and the poverty to which their children are exposed. Here, early intervention programmes can help break the cycle of poverty but as these are costly, such programmes should be narrowly targeted on the most disadvantaged (OECD, 1999:86). The best way to address the poverty of lone parents is through welfare-to-work.
The organisational discourse developed by the social policy division in the 1990s provided the theoretical basis for Babies and Bosses, a detailed 13 country study of “family-friendly” policies, launched in 2001.
 The scope of the investigation included many of the areas examined in the 1970s ROWITE studies – child care arrangements, leave policies for parents, time-related workplace supports – but “quality” in child care provisions was now defined quite differently and, at least initially, Babies and Bosses did not share ROWITE’s ambition to change men’s behaviour. There was, however, room for learning - and thus the injection of new ideas into the organisational discourse - because the research team rejected a large sample, quantitative comparison as adequate indicators had yet to be identified. Instead, they chose to develop small set comparisons, which allowed for a greater attentiveness to country-specific concerns and institutional patterns.  
Consistent with the emphasis on “active social policy” first mapped out in New Social Policy Orientation, one aspect that received particular attention was tax and benefit policies, carefully scrutinized to identify disincentives to labour market participation.
 The message was that member states should eliminate social benefits that provided an incentive for women to stay at home. Here Australia, Austria, Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands and the UK were particularly subject to criticism. In some countries, the solution was to eliminate spousal allowances from government and/or employer social insurance schemes (e.g. Japan). Others were encouraged to move from family to individual taxation. Of particular concern was the exemption of lone parents from the obligation to seek work. Such “barriers to employment” should be eliminated. 

Babies and Bosses recognized the need for public support for non-parental child care, as on their own, markets may not be capable of delivering the number of spaces needed, at a price parents can afford. For the authors of Babies, however, public sector monoplies were to be avoided, even though Babies’ authors recognised that wage rates and employment conditions in the Nordic countries tended to be better than in countries relying on private sector provision (OECD, 2002:88). In addition, Babies showed a clear preference for cheaper forms of care. For instance, it recommended that “where possible” Sweden maintain lower cost forms such as family child care to strengthen the system’s “long term [financial] viability” and to improve choice (OECD, 2005: 14, 21). Demand-side subsidies were also to be preferred to investment on the supply side, in part for reasons of “equity.” From DELSA’s perspective, in the context of scarcity, supply-side subsidies only benefit those who were able to obtain a place and do nothing for parents who could not find one. If governments subsidise parents instead, then the latter could presumably find some form of care, especially if the government improved the flow of information. The main reason, however, has to do with its view of “efficiency”: demand-side subsidies put pressure on providers to keep costs low and to meet parental demands for e.g. more flexible opening hours. 

While Babies seems especially concerned with expanding the quantity of places, it did not ignore quality. It defined this, however, very differently from the 1970s studies. Quality is no longer seen to rest on the development of an integrated system, provided by experts in early childhood education and care, with strong parental and community involvement. Instead, adopting the new public management perspective that informed A Caring World, child care providers are seen as agents pursuing their own self-interest at the expense of children and parents, unless checked by market-like mechanisms. Thus the first volume noted the important role parents play in the Danish system, but raised the concern that “without any external bench-marking, the system leaves local professionals in a very powerful position relative to parents “(OECD, 2002 108). The best method was “quality assurance,” backed by the discipline of market forces. 

Parental leave was seen as an important part of the new family-friendly tool kit, but long leaves were rejected as destructive of mother’s human capital and weakening their labour force attachment. Thus Austria was encouraged to “introduce higher Childcare Benefit payment rates for those who return to work at an earlier stage, for example, upon one year of parental leave” and to “ensure parents are fully aware of the different durations of Childcare Benefit (30/36 months) and the employment-protected parental leave period (up to the child’s second birthday), to reduce the risk of parents not returning to work when the parental leave period is over” (OECD 2003:11). In neither of the first two volumes was serious consideration given to providing incentives for shared leave. This began to change in the third volume, however, where Portugal was commended for its efforts to do so. By the fourth volume, Babies was prepared to criticize Sweden – the country that has done the most in this regard – for not going far enough (Mahon, 2007).
Like the 1970s studies, Babies and Bosses recognized the importance of work life arrangements, especially those governing working time. Its advice, however, reflected its acceptance of labour market flexibilisation as a wider goal. Thus Babies 4 noted that the growth of temporary work in Finland and Sweden has had a negative impact on family formation, which contributed to the 1990s fall in fertility rates. This however was blamed on the “stringent employment protection” measures still in force. Here Finland and Sweden are compared unfavourably to Canada and the United Kingdom where

the incidence of temporary employment is much lower….Apart from the United States, these countries have the least strict employment protection legislation among OECD countries. The cost of dismissing regular workers is relatively small and hence British and Canadian employers do not need to hire on a temporary rather than regular basis in the same way as their Finnish and Swedish counterparts (OECD, 2005:)

Yet temporary work in Sweden (14.6%) is just a little higher than in Canada (12.5%) according to the OECD’s own figures (2005:64). This is not to say that Babies embraced a neoliberal version of flexibilisation. Rather, its approach was more in tune with the “flexicurity” option that would appear in “The Revised Jobs Strategy” (2006a), which DELSA had a hand in writing. Thus while Babies was quite critical of Japan for a highly gendered split between regular and irregular employees. Instead of recommending the abolition of “insider” privileges, typical of neoliberalism, it enjoined the Japanese government to “enforce more actively gender equity and equal pay for equal work legislation” (OECD, 2003:13), a stance consistent with the “flexicurity” approach. Babies 4 also recognized the positive role that collective bargaining could play in systems, like Finland and Sweden’s, where collective agreements cover a large part of the labour market. Where unions are weaker, however, governments are enjoined to offer “tailored” family-friendly advice to individual firms, especially small and medium enterprises (OECD, 2005:29). 
Whereas the 1979 study was concerned about the gender implications of the expansion of part time employment, Austria, Ireland, Portugal and “perhaps” Finland, were encouraged to support the expansion of part time work as one solution to the care of very young children. This is not to say that Babies ignored the way part time work contributed to channeling women into low paid, non-standard jobs. Even in the first volume, it noted that “many households in Australia and the Netherlands distribute paid work along the ‘one and a half’ earner model in terms of hours of paid employment, while in terms of contribution to household income a ‘one and a quarter’ model appears a better description” (OECD, 2002: 28). Reflecting on the Japanese experience, the second volume went on to acknowledge that “not all part time work is equal, and its value as a reconciliation solution depends in part on it not becoming a trap for those (mainly women) workers in low-paid, dead-end jobs” (OECD, 2003: 19). Nevertheless, as it did not consider the reduction of working time for all or a change in the allocation of work time as between men and women, part time work at least offered a way to enable mothers to return to the labour market.
The Babies volumes did, in fact, recognize that it is women whose lives were being changed in this new “family-friendly” world, not men. In fact, men’s patterns had not changed in most of the countries examined. The first volume noted that “men do not appear to have changed their behaviour markedly….Indeed, male behaviour remains largely traditional in all three countries
 (OECD, 2002:14). The Japanese experience was especially instructive. Reflecting on the fact that all three countries in Babies 2 had a problem with a “long hours” male culture, the report went on to note that the Austrian and Irish experiences paled in comparison to Japan. The point was reiterated in Babies 4, where it commented that “in all four countries, women spend more time providing care for children then men; they overwhelmingly take more parental leave than men, and they are most likely to reduce working hours after childbirth” (OECD, 2005:29). 

As noted above, when the first volumes were written, the authors saw little possibility of changing the gender division of care in the home, either with regard to parental leave or reduced work time. Thus the vision of shared care through the reduction of working time for both parents that appeared in The Care of Children and had been taken up by Dutch feminists “is likely to remain illusory for the near future, as it would require a fundamental change in male labour market behaviour, evidence for which is lacking” (2002: 15). In the second volume, Babies noted that “everywhere, take-up of existing family-friendly measures is predominantly a female affair, as illustrated by the proportion of eligible fathers taking up parental leave….traditional gender patterns appear difficult to change” (OECD, 2003: 21). As its work progressed, however, Babies came increasingly to recognize that genuine family-friendly policies had to include measures to change this, especially with regard to parental leave.

The increasing weight given to gender equity was reflected in changes in the table of contents. Whereas the first two volumes organised the key summary chapter around more technical aspects of reconciliation, the third and fourth volumes concluded with sections that focused on promoting gender equity. Whereas the chapter on labour markets in volume I spoke of “labour market outcomes’ in general terms, the second highlighted the experience of “mothers in employment. In the third volume, this section was preceded by one on “gender differences in employment outcomes” and followed by one on gender earnings differentials. The fourth volume also included a section on gender differences in pay. 
The lessons that might have been learned from the earlier ROWITE studies were thus being learned anew by the social policy division over the course of this project. This reflects, in part, the impact of the expert (Janet Gornick, a leading American feminist expert on the new family policy) hired to help the team to develop a framework for the family data base, which would be established on completion of the review. It also reflects the team’s exposure to debates in several of the countries visited, especially Portugal and Sweden (Mahon, 2007). That data base, which lays the foundations for future country evaluations, includes many of the kind of issues highlighted by ROWITE: pay gaps between full and part time workers; male and female earnings, sectoral/occupational concentration by gender, the gender of workers with supervisory responsibility; distribution of working hours between men and women, “family-friendly” work time practices, the gender distribution of child care leave and a typology of child care benefits, including quality indicators.
 The new gendered understanding also was reflected in the OECD’s Society at a Glance Social Indicators. While the 2005 version lacked data on child care costs and gender wage gaps, the 2006 version reworked its “self-sufficiency” and “equity” indicators to include both. In addition, the OECD has a new gender site (www.oecd.org/gender) that brings together data on gender from all directorates. The coordinator is Mark Pearson, head of the social policy division.
Thus Babies began to recuperate some of the ideas produced by the earlier ROWITE studies. Moreover, to the extent that the collection of data reflecting this understanding has been institutionalised, Babies has laid the groundwork for ongoing evaluation of the member countries’ “family-friendly” policies. Nevertheless, realisation of gender equality, not to mention class equality, will remain limited as long as states are constrained to operate within tight fiscal parameters and as long as flexible labour markets, even of the “flexicurity” variety, are the ideal. After all, Denmark and the Netherlands are both held up as exemplars of the flexicurity model. Yet as Babies acknowledged, in both countries, caring remains primarily a female activity. Under these circumstances, flexibility comes largely at their expense.
 It was the second OECD thematic review, Starting Strong that took on the task of elaborating a new family policy built on egalitarian principles.
Egalitarian Vision Recovered: Starting Strong

Starting Strong was launched before Babies, as the OECD began to push for “lifelong learning”.
 The impetus for both studies can be traced to the OECD’s adoption of the “social investment” paradigm. While, for the most part, Babies worked within the inclusive liberal discourse, Starting Strong interpreted its mandate in a way that recalled the egalitarian vision that inspired the 1970s studies. Thus while the Final Communiqué of the 1996 meeting of the Ministers of Education that led to its launch called for an examination of early learning and child care, with a particular emphasis on access for disadvantaged children, Starting Strong shared the earlier studies’ view that ECEC was for all children, irrespective of their parents’ labour market status
. It also rejected the narrow “child as human-capital-in-the-making”, stressing instead a holistic view of children as active learners and citizens in the here and now. To some extent this reflected the disciplinary base of those in charge of the study – specialists in early childhood development and social policy – but there was also a direct connection to the earlier work. Sheila Kamerman, co-author of the 1977 study, was asked to prepare background paper for the thematic review and her student, Michelle Neumann worked on the first round of country studies and Starting Strong I. In addition, John Bennett, formerly head of the early child and family division of UNESCO, was chosen to head the project and remained at the helm for the duration. Through the course of his earlier work, Bennett had developed a strong interest in the rights of the child.

Kamerman’s background study built on the foundations laid in the 1970s. Of particular importance here was the recovery of the earlier emphasis on governance arrangements, notably administrative auspice and locus of policy-making authority. With the first, Kamerman brought back into focus the distinction among integrated, age-segregated and the Anglo-American patchwork so critical to the conception of early childhood education and care. With the second, she called attention to the need for balance between strong financial and other supports from central governments and local, including parental and community, involvement. The original analytical grid had of course been further refined in the intervening years. Two aspects points are worth noting here.

First, whereas in the 1970s attention had focused on preschool and school-aged, care for the under threes was now flagged as “the major child care issue for the 1990s” (Kamerman, 1998: 25). Here Kamerman noted that there was a growing consensus parental leave as the best form of infant care, especially when supplemented by family support services (1998:34). There was less consensus on whether toddlers were better off in integrated child care centres (the Swedish model) or in family day care. Her report noted, however, that if quality as well as quantity remained a concern, family day care was not a cheaper option. Rather, its advantages were as “an alternative for those preferring smaller groups, sibling groups, more flexible hours and, perhaps, greater intimacy” (Kamerman, 1998:35). 
Second, in terms of the definition of quality, features such as group size, staff-child ratios, physical space, staff training, active involvement of parents remained important (to which was now added, presence of male staff). Kamerman also flagged the important work of Peter Moss and the European Union’s Childcare Network. The Network’s core assumptions were as follows:
· “quality is a relative concept, based on values and beliefs;

· defining quality is a process, and this process is important in its own right, providing opportunities to share, discuss and understand values, ideas, knowledge and experience;

· the process should be participatory and democratic, involving different groups including children, parents and families and professionals working in services;

· the needs, perspectives and values of these groups may sometimes differ;

· defining quality should be seen as a dynamic and continuous process, involving regular review and never reaching a final, ‘objective’, statement” (European Childcare Network, 1996:C7-8).

This approach to assessing quality, which is quite different from that deployed by Babies, not to mention some of the more technical scales developed by specialists in child psychology, is important to note because it would be taken up and developed in Starting Strong. 


Starting Strong produced numerous documents – twenty background reports, prepared by experts in the participating countries; country reports on each, prepared by the project team; and reports prepared for a series of thematic workshops.
 In what follows we focus on themes emerging in the two synthetic volumes, the first (2001) co-authored by Bennett and Neumann, the second by Bennett and Colette Tayler (2006). 
As flagged in Kamerman’s preliminary background paper, governance structures formed a major concern running through the volumes, consistent with its emphasis on a systematic and integrated approach to ECEC. Here, as in the 1970s studies, the focus was on five challenges: “ensuring co-ordinated policy development at the central level; appointing a lead ministry; the co-ordination of central and decentralised levels; the adoption of a collaborative and participatory approach to reform; and forging links across services, professionals and parents at the local level” (OECD, 2006:13). While commending moves toward decentralisation as this created greater opportunities for children, parents, staff, and local communities to develop programs sensitive to local needs, Starting Strong also underlined the importance of “a national approach to goal setting, legislation and regulation, financing, staffing criteria, and programme standards” (2006:13). 
The importance of governance arrangements needs to be located in relation to the philosophy which animated both reports. Even more strongly than in the 1970s studies, Starting Strong placed the interests – and the rights – of the child at the centre. While this is clear through all the individual country reviews and volume I, volume II highlighted the importance of placing “the well-being, early development and learning at the core of ECEC work, while respecting the child’s agency and natural learning strategies” (OECD, 2006:207. Emphasis added). Noting that for many countries, this remains a challenge that needs to be addressed, the report singled out the Norwegian and Swedish systems for their recognition of the agency of the child and Reggio Emilia’s outstanding work on “listening, project work and documentation as major means of working with young children” (OECD, 2006:207). This perspective runs through all aspects of the study.

The emphasis on the child does not mean that gender equality was forgotten, although it received greater emphasis in the second volume. Here, in fact, a distinction was drawn between “gender equality” – women’s right to equal treatment in recruitment and access to work; equal pay for work of equal value, and equal opportunities for advancement – and “gender equity” – “equal sharing of child rearing and domestic work” (OECD, 2006:30). Accordingly, it took a critical view of part time work, long maternal/child care leave, and the lack of genuinely shared “parental” leave, although it stopped short of recommending shorter working hours for all. Nor was socio-economic class ignored. More specifically, Starting Strong II clearly recognised that ECEC could only form one part of the solution to child poverty. Child poverty is rooted not in the welfare dependency of lone parents, but rather in the underemployment of parents, income inequalities and insufficient transfer payments (OECD, 2006:23) – in other words, in the “flexibilised” labour markets and restructured welfare states that are the product of neoliberal restructuring. For Starting Strong,  “governments need to employ upstream fiscal, social, and labour policies to reduce family poverty and give young children a fair start in life” (OECD, 2006:206)

Starting Strong took a very different view of child care staff than Babies. For the former, care providers are seen as self-interest maximising agents who are inclined to use their professional knowledge to fend off principals (parents, governments). In contrast, Starting Strong was critical of the “low recruitment and pa levels…the lack of certification in early childhood pedagogy…; the feminisation of the workforce; and the failure of pedagogical teams to reflect the diversity of the neighbourhoods they serve” found in many countries (OECD, 2006:17). It argued that appropriate training, fair wages and good working conditions were crucial for recruitment and retention and thus for the provision of quality care (OECD 2001:11). Starting Strong II paid even greater attention to early child pedagogy than the first volume, devoting a whole chapter (chapter three) to this issue. Here it drew a contrast between “school readiness” approaches (France and the English-speaking countries) and the social pedagogy tradition in the Nordic and Central European countries “an approach to children combining care, upbringing and learning, without hierarchy” (OECD, 2006:59), making a plea for the incorporation of this perspective into the training of early primary school teachers. In this respect, too, Starting Strong recuperated ideas originally articulated in the 1970s studies. 

Although Starting Strong recognised the skills required to deliver quality ECEC, it also acknowledged the importance of quality assessment. Chapter six of volume II is devoted to outlining “a participatory approach to quality improvement and assurance.” In this stress is laid on evaluating “contextual (funding, regulation and support by the state), structural (e.g. programme standards, stimulating learning environments, teacher certification, strong staff supports, professional development etc.) and process variables (the relational and pedagogical skills of educators)” (OECD, 2006:209-10) rather than child outcome or performance standards. For Starting Strong as for the European Childcare Network, moreover, genuine quality is a moving target, defined through a dialogical, democratic process involving staff, parents and children. It should be noted, that Starting Strong is no more naïve about power relations involved than Babies though it opted for a different solution. Thus it cautioned:
In speaking with parents, an awareness of power relations is necessary. Despite the unique interests and knowledge of parents in regard to their children, the tendency to know better than parents is difficult to overcome. Sensitivity to socio-cultural difference is also needed….To avoid prejudice, gender assumptions, class attitudes or ethnocentrism, more anthropological, political and socio-historical analysis of child rearing and early child practice is needed…and of course more rigorous training of educators and administrators in anti-bias attitudes” (OECD, 2006: 215)

In other words, “educating the educators”, rather than market imposed discipline, backed by external assessment, is the solution, as well the design of an appropriate governance structure.


 Starting Strong thus staked out an approach to family policy that moved well beyond the limits of the inclusive liberalism that animates the OECD’s new social (and educational) policy orientation. How did it structure its work so as to change the practices of the member countries and the OECD itself?
 Here we have the advantage of Starting Strong’s inclusion of a reflexive appendix on the methodology employed.

One source of (gentle) pressure for change lies in the OECD’s data collecting function. As we saw in the first section, member countries are obliged to provide data on their practices to the OECD. As Babies and Bosses experience suggests, an important outcome of such idea production exercises is the institutionalisation of new data collection practices. Chapter 8 of Starting Strong provided a useful critique of existing data sources in this field, especially the UNESCO/OECD/EUROSTAT (UOE) project, where “the underlying model of early childhood education is limiting, and information provided on young children lacks comparability and analysis” (2006:175). Noting that new work is being done through the OECD International Indicators of Education Systems (INES) Technical Group, volume II signalled the need to involve early childhood experts in these discussions. Apparently, the Starting Strong team itself was consulted, though the results have yet to be made public.
 
Second, like Babies and other OECD investigations, Starting Strong relied in part on interaction with officials and others in the countries included in the study: “the participatory nature of the review process allows national policy makers to debate with the review experts, and become familiar with principles, standards and practices that are current in the early childhood policy field in other countries” but it cautioned that “information of this nature can widen choice but still needs to be followed by the mobilisation of assent and energies at the national level” (2006:238). The circulation of its country and synthetic reports among child care advocacy networks in each country might be of help here but what is of greater importance is the way the team designed the research process to include network building among child care advocates and experts. The 4 international workshops played an important role here. As Starting Strong II notes, “this systematic exchange of ideas on policy issues and their implementation was helpful and allowed participants to establish their own ‘critical friend’ networks” (OECD, 2006:233). Moreover, at the final conference, held in Reggio Emilia September 2006, a resolution was passed to give this network an institutional base within the OECD, which is to report through the Education Policy Committee.
 The question is, will it succeed in getting its radical vision incorporated into the organisational discourse of both the education and social policy directorates or will its work, like ROWITE’s be forgotten?
Conclusions

This chapter has examined the production of ideas about appropriate “family-friendly” policies designed to address the new social risks arising from women’s incorporation into the labour market. The comparison between the earlier studies, conducted in the 1970s for ROWITE and by CERI, with Babies and Bosses some thirty years later, underlines the importance of getting the new ideas embedded in the organisation’s discourse. ROWITE, which was “suspended” some time in the 1990s,
 never possessed the resources needed to sustain a research program comparable to DELSA’s main divisions. Moreover, the officials it brought together – mainly drawn from offices of gender equality or women’s bureaux – typically lacked the power to alter the economic and labour market policies of their governments. Within the OECD, the “gender mandate” was briefly assumed by office of the gender coordinator, reflecting the wave of enthusiasm for “gender mainstreaming” but the coordinator was charged with a large task – to ensure that OECD research in all areas incorporated a gender perspective and to promote women within the ranks of the OECD Secretariat – and a limited budget. When that office was disbanded, the funds were attached to the office of the deputy secretary general responsible for gender mainstreaming and directorates can bid for funding for special projects. 

In contrast, Babies was launched as a major thematic review by the social policy division, which holds a strong position within DELSA. Moreover, the stance taken by the Babies team fit well with the division’s “new social policy” discourse, although it engaged in a certain “policy learning”, especially on the question of gender equality. Its success in incorporating these new insights into the division’s organizational discourse is reflected in the new family data base, which will require member countries to provide data on gender inequality. This, in turn, provides a basis for future comparative, peer reviewed studies that may “name and shame” those that have not made progress in adopting “family-friendly” policies. Starting Strong more effectively recuperated and developed the egalitarian themes articulated in the earlier studies. It remains to be seen whether the OECD will indeed begin to collect data that would support future evaluations of ECEC policies based on its holistic view. Without this, it is likely that the ECEC network will enjoy a fate similar to ROWITE.

The broader question of the actual impact of the OECD on ECEC and family-friendly policies more broadly defined is beyond the scope of this chapter. As other studies suggest,
 however, even if the OECD were to collect the kind of data recommended by Starting Strong, and to use this and the new family data base to make visible the gaps in the policies and practices of the member countries, whether the latter will change largely remains a question of the capacity of actors within each country to push things forward. The constitution of a transnational network of the sort envisaged at the final Starting Strong conference, may however add to the resources of those favouring change. 
REFERENCES
Armingeon, Klaus and Michelle Beyeler, eds. (2004) The OECD and European Welfare States London: Edward Elgar
Armingeon, Klaus (2004) “The OECD and national welfare state development” in the OECD and European Welfare States

Barnett, M. N. and M. Finnemore (1999) “The politics, power and pathology of international organizations” International Organization 53:4 pp 699-732

Bonoli, Giuliano (2004) “New social risks and the politics of post-industrial social policies” The Politics of Post-Industrial Welfare States: Adapting post-war social policies to new social risks K. Armingeon and G. Bonoli eds. London: Routledge
Center for Education Research and Innovation (CERI) (1977) Early Childhood Care and Education: Objectives and Issues author Alastair Heron Paris: OECD
Craig, David and Doug Porter (2004) “The third way and the third world: poverty reduction strategies and the rise of ‘inclusive’ liberalism” Review of International Political Economy 11(2) pp 387-423

Deacon, Bob with M. Hulse and P. Stubbs, (1997) Global Social Policy: International Organizations and the Future of the Welfare State London: Sage

Djelic, Marie-Laure and Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson (2006) “A world of governance: The rise of transnational regulation” in Transnational Governance pp 1-28
Dostal, J.M. (2004) “Campaigning on expertise: how the OECD framed European Union welfare and labour market policies and why success could lead to failure: Journal of European Public Policy 11:3

Ergas, Yasmine (1990 “Child Care Policies in Comparative Perspective: An Introductory Perspective” Lone Parent Families: The Economic Challenge Paris: OECD
Esping-Andersen, Gösta (1996) :Welfare states at the end of the century: the impact of labour markets, families and demographic change” in Family, market and community: equity and efficiency in social policy Social Policy Studies #21 Paris: OECD
European Commission Childcare Network (1996) Quality Targets in Services for Young Children: Proposals for a Ten Year Action Programme European Commission Network on Childcare and Other Measures to Reconcile Employment and Family Responsibilities of Men and Women  Reproduced in Quality in Early Learning and Child Care Services: Papers from the European Commission Childcare Network Toronto: CRRU

Fraser, Nancy (1989) Unruly Practices: Power, Discourse and Gender in Contemporary Social Theory  Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press

Graefe, Peter (2006) “The Social Economy and the American Model: Relating New Social Policy Directions to the Old: Global Social Policy pp 197-219

Grinvalds, Holly (2007) “The power of ideas: Denmark and the OECD Jobs Study” Prepared for forthcoming volume The OECD and Global Governance R. Mahon and S. McBride, eds. UBC Press

Grinvalds, Holly (2007a) “The Power of Ideas: Canada and the OECD Jobs Strategy” Presented at the annual meetings of the Canadian Political Science Association, Saskatoon Saskatchewan, 29 May
Jackson, Andrew (2007) “Crafting the conventional economic wisdom: the OECD and Canadian economic policy” Prepared for forthcoming volume The OECD and Transnational Governance
Kahn, Alfred J. and Sheila B. Kamerman (1976) Child Care Programs in Nine Countries: a report prepared for the OECD Working Party on the Role of women in the Economy Paris: OECD

Kamerman, Sheila B. (1998) Early Childhood Education and Care: An Overview of Developments in the OECD Countries Paris: OECD
Lodge, M (2005) “The importance of being modern: international benchmarking and national regulatory innovation” Journal of European Public Policy 12:4 
Mahon, Rianne (1999) “’Both Wage Earner and Mother’: Women’s Organizing and Childcare Policy in Sweden and Canada” in Women’s Organizing and Public Policy in Canada and Sweden L. Briskin and M. Eliasson, eds. Montreal-Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press
________ (2007) “Babies and Bosses: Gendering the OECD’s Social Policy Discourse” Prepared for forthcoming volume on The OECD and Transnational Governance
Martin, Andrew (1978) “The Dynamics of Change in a Keynesian Political Economy” in C. Crouch, ed. State and Economy in Contemporary Capitalism London: Croom Helm
McBride Stetson, Dorothy (1995) “The Oldest women’s Policy Agency: The Women’s Bureau in the United States” in Comparative State Feminism, D. McBride Stetson and Amy G. Mazur, eds. Thousand Oaks: Sage, pp 254-71

________ (2004) Women’s Rights in the USA: Policy Debates and Gender Roles 3rd edition, New York: Routledge, 

McBride, Stephen and Russell Williams, “Globalization, the restructuring of labour markets and policy convergence: the OECD jobs strategy” Global Social Policy 13, pp 281-3-9
McBride, Stephen, Kathleen McNutt and Russell Williams (2007) “Policy learning? The OECD and its Jobs Study” Prepared for forthcoming volume on The OECD and Transnational Governance
McCracken, P.W. (1977) “Towards full employment and price stability: report to the OECD by a group of independent experts Carnegie-|Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy Vol 11. Paris: OECD

OECD (1974) Care of children of working parents MS/S/74.9 Directorate for Social Affairs, Manpower and Education, Social Affairs and Industrial Relations Division for the Working Party on the role of Women in the Economy, Paris: OECD
______ (1979) Equal Opportunities for Women Paris: OECD

______ (1980) Women and Employment
______ (1990) “Child Care in OECD Countries” chapter 5 of OECD Employment Outlook 1990 Paris: OECD
_______ (1994)  New Orientations for Social Policy Social Policy Studies #12  Paris: OECD

_______ (1996) Family, market and community: equity and efficiency in social policy Social Policy Studies # 21, Paris: OECD
________ (1999) A Caring World: The new social policy agenda Paris: OECD

______ (2001) Starting Strong: Early Childhood Education and Care Paris: OECD

OECD (2002) Babies and Bosses: Australia, Denmark and the Netherlands Volume 1, Paris:OECD

______ (2003) Babies and Bosses: Austria, Ireland and Japan Volume 2, Paris: OECD

______ (2004) Babies and Bosses: New Zealand, Portugal and Switzerland Volume 3 Paris: OECD

_______ (2005) Babies and Bosses: Canada, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom Volume 4, Paris: OECD

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​________ (2006) Starting Strong : Early Childhood Education and Care Paris: OECD

​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______ (2006a) Boosting Jobs and Income: Policy Lessons from Reassessing the OECD Jobs Strategy Paris: OECD

Rosanvallon, Pierre (1989) “The Development of Keynesianism in France” in The Political Power of Economic Ideas Peter Hall ed. Princeton: Princeton University Press
Ruckert, Arne (2007) “Making neo-Gramscian sense of the Development Assistance Committee: towards an inclusive neoliberal world order” Prepared for forthcoming volume on The OECD and Transnational Governance R. Mahon and S. McBride, eds.
Salzman, James and Julio Bacio Terracino (2006) “Labor rights, globalization and institutions: the role and influence of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development” in Social Issues, Globalization and International Institutions: Labor Rights and the EU, ILO, OECD and WTO, Virginia A. Leay and Daniel Warner, eds. Boston: Martinus Nijhoff

Serré, M. and B. Palier (2004) “France: moving reluctantly in the OECD’s direction” in K. Armingeon and M. Beyeler (eds) the OECD and European Welfare States

Webb, Michael (2004) “Defining the boundaries of legitimate state practices: norms, transnational actors and the OECD’s project on harmful tax competition” Review of International Political Economy 11:4 

Wolfe, Robert (2007) “From reconstructing Europe to constructing globalization: the OECD in historical perspective” Prepared for The OECD and Transnational Governance
� This paper is the first draft of a chapter written for a volume on the OECD, to be co-edited by Kerstin Martens and Anja Jakobi, University of Bremen. I gratefully acknowledge financial support for the research from the Social Science and Humanities Research Council of Canada. I would especially like to thank the following for their patience and willingness to answer my many questions: Willem Adema, John Bennett, Sheila B. Kamerman, Mark Pearson and Collette Patria Tayler. In addition, I would like to thank Bob Wolfe, for drawing my attention to ROWITE and Dorothy McBride for graciously answering my question about the 1973 US initiative. PLEASE DO NOT CITE WITHOUT THE AUTHOR’S PERMISSION.


� The OECD has a substantial  that includes approximately 800 professionals.


� While the original membership was based on non-Communist countries of western Europe and North America – with Japan, Finland, Australia and New Zealand added in the first decade - the current membership includes the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, the Slovak Republic, Korea, and Mexico. At its 2007 meeting the Council of Ministers agreed to invite Chile, Estonia, Israel, the Russian Federation and Slovenia to join and initiated an “enhanced engagement” process with Brazil, China, India, Indonesia and South Africa, with an eye to future membership.


� Most recently, Canada and Mexico – the United States’ partners in NAFTA.


� The US was followed by 90 from the UK, with Canada, Germany, Japan and Italy accounting for between 51-62 each.


� www.oecd.org/document/25/0,3343,en_2649_201185_38586713_1_1_1_1,00.html


� The Directorate has undergone various name changes – from Social Affairs, Manpower, and Education to Directorate for Education, Employment, Labour, and Social Affairs. When Education got its own directorate in 2002, after Starting Strong’s first synthetic report had been released, it was renamed DELSA.


� Canada, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Israel, Poland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, the United States, and Yugoslavia


� For a good piece on the expansion of Keynesian measures beyond the original macro-economic demand management, see Martin (1978).


� Conclusions of the Manpower and Social Affairs Committee on the Implementation of an Active Manpower Policy, OECD January 1968, cited in OECD (1979: 127).


� In Canada and the US, this came as part of a “war on poverty”; in Sweden, it occurred under the banner of class equality.


� In Sweden, this definition of choice dominated debates in the 1960s; in Canada, such “choice” was the watchword of the Royal Commission on the Status of Women (1970). See Mahon (1999).


� This raises the question of why. In 1971 the Nixon Administration vetoed the 1971 child care bill, passed by a Democrat-controlled Congress. The following email from Dorothy McBride provided the following insight: Feminists “were active in both parties and the US Women’s Bureau was supported by active and growing women’s lobbying organisations. Nixon had a President’s Commission on Women’s Rights and Responsibilities in the early 1980s which made a series of recommendations. Not only the WB [Women’s Bureau] but also the Citizen’s Advisory Committee on the Status of Women…housed in the WB were struggling with the problem of maternity leave all during the 70s and trying to reconcile that with Title VII of the Civil Rights Act and the Supreme Court’s interpretation that failure to provide maternity leave was NOT sex discrimination…..Also in those days the WB leadership…was quite involved with international exchanges and may have had a link with the delegation to the OECD.” Email exchange with the author, 12 July 2007. For further detail, see McBride Stetson (1995; 2004: chapter 8)). 


� I have also benefited from email exchanges with Sheila B. Kamerman, who has been remarkably patient and helpful in the face of an ongoing barrage of questions. Any remaining errors are my responsibility alone.


� Kahn and Kamerman note that the research teams in each of the 9 countries studies used “a semi-structured data collecting guide designed in the US, focused on policy and programming issues under discussion in the US…”


� The CERI report noted the emergence in Germany of this new category: “Previously the supervisor had a minimum of three years’ experience beyond training as a kindergarten teacher; such positions are now being filled by social pedagogues, whose professional preparation consists of three further years of polytechnic plus one year of practical work” (1977:22)


� The CERI study in fact chose three federal cases (Austria, Switzerland and the Federal Republic of Germany) and three others “where things were happening” (Denmark, Finland and the Netherlands). Sweden figured in the 1974 and 1976 studies. 


� Yasmine Ergas researched and wrote the first, initially presented at an OECD conference in 1987, and Hélène Goulet is the author of the second.


� This study was not commissioned by the OECD but Kamerman notes that this and other subsequent studies “involved OECD discussion albeit not necessarily directly” (email to author, 9 July 2007).


� For discussion of the points of agreement and disagreement between neo- and inclusive liberalism, see Mahon (2007). 


� A number of subsequent studies done by the division do a good job of bringing out the costs of privatisation of social programs. See for example Pearson and Martin (2005).


� It went on to note, however, that “full equality of opportunity in the labour market remains elusive in all countries.” Moreover, the rise of the dual earner family “may also reflect income insecurity and the inability of many households to sustain an adequate level of living without two pay checks” (OECD, 1994:10).


� This thematic review included five Anglo-American countries (Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand and the United Kingdom), three Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland and Sweden), plus Austria, Japan, the Netherlands, Portugal and Switzerland.


� The social policy division had earlier done some work on the way tax systems could discourage women’s labour force participation. The team reported its findings to ROWITE. Email communication with Mark Pearson 5 April 2007.


� Australia, Denmark and the Netherlands


� Note: the Starting Strong team, discussed in the next section, was apparently consulted about the construction of the appropriate indicators for this section.


� Women are not the only ones in this position. Immigrants too often fill the low wage, nonstandard jobs that are characteristic of these “flexible” labour markets.


� The study itself commenced in 1998. Over the course of 8 years, the conducted in-depth analyses of 20 member countries’ ECEC systems; produced two synthetic reports; and organised several workshops and two conferences. The countries included were: Australia, Canada, Ireland, the UK and the US; Austria, Germany and the Netherlands; Belgium, France and Italy; Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Norway; Korea, Portugal and Mexico; Hungary and the Czech Republic.


� The framework, scope and process for the review were worked out between the Secretariat and the participating countries (OECD, 2006:232). 


� These addressed the role of ECEC for children from low-income or minority backgrounds, the need for additional data in the field of early education, the financing of ECEC services and “outstanding pedagogies” in the field. 


� The Education Directorate has adopted Starting Strong’s holistic view of ECEC, as have the representatives of the OECD’s Education Policy Committee, according to the retired director of the branch in charge of the study, Abrar Hasan. Email communication 18 June 2007.


� Bennett indicated that he had been contacted by both Family Data Base (Adema) and the INES project concerning eventual inputs. The will be meeting in the fall to discuss this (email from John Bennett, 22 June 2007)


� The network, based in Belgium, held its first meeting in June. The intent was that John Bennett and Peter Moss, who headed the earlier EU Childcare Network, would play a key role in keeping the network vital. 


� It was never officially disbanded. Rather, no new resources were allocated to it. I thank Mark Pearson for sharing his insights on the fate of ROWITE. Email communication 5 April 2007.


� See for example Lodge (2005) Grinvalds (2007a; 2007b), McBride et al (2007), and Jackson (2007). This is also confirmed by my own research (still in progress) on the impact of Starting Strong and Babies and Bosses on Canadian and Swedish policy.





