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Abstract

This article comparatively analyses how familyippl issues have been framed and
addressed in ltaly and the Netherlands — two camthat at the beginning of the
seventies were characterized by very traditionailfalaws and family arrangements, but
also differentiated with regard to maternity andep#al leave policies and attention for
early child education. . The analysis focuses iri@dar on changes in these fields of
policies. It argues that in Italy changes wer¢ filrsven by a meeting of interests between
the women’s movement, trade unions and partieheldft in a period of social unrest
and social change. Changes however left substigntislouched a subsidiarity approach
to family policy, not only because the principlesafbsidiarity has remained inscribed in
family law, but because interests of core workerd pensioners remained the central
ones in defining social expenditure. In the Netaalk, family policies were very
minimal until the 1990s. But when changes took @|abey were more radical than in
Italy both in family law and in family policies. Fowing liberal cultural and political
developments in the 1990s, which favoured indiviidation and freedom of choice,
changes systematically pointed towards an incrgasirxture of individual, family and
market responsibility via commodification supporisdtax expenditures.



1. Introduction

This article comparatively analyses how family pgli issues have been framed and
addressed in Italy and the Netherlands. In bothntas, traditional expectations
concerning family responsibilities and the genderstbn of labour have for a long time
inspired both policies and behaviours. Confronteith wsimilar equal opportunity
demands, changing women’s behaviours, and EU reemdations, since the second
half of the twentieth century the two countries édwollowed different and sometimes
divergent paths in changing their legal regulatiand their policy measures addressing
family relations and responsibilities. These diéfeces are the outcome of differences in
the institutional framework at the beginning of thcess, in the role played by the
women’s movement, trade unions, as well as in lli@naes formed between these actors

and specific parties at given points in time andHgyoverall political culture.

In Italy, the most important changes — in familyvland in childcare provisions -
occurred in the seventies, when the women’s movéedemands could be integrated and
reframed in a broader demand for modernizationiaf aw and for greater social
justice. But changes stopped short of a radicakéfretion of family boundaries, of
family solidarity as the mean means of redistrilmoiti and of priorities in social
expenditure. The cultural and political influenck @atholicism and of the Catholic
Church as an institution, together with the lowopty that family policies have had for
the left parties and trade unions, reduced theilpigsto change not only the legal
definition of the family, but the system of sogmabtection focused on core (mostly male)
workers, particularly in the face of tight budgetonstraints. Consequently,
notwithstanding increasing women'’s labour forceipgration, changes in family polices
in Italy have been minimal and mostly incremenéa in the case of parental leaves), of
the first or second order in Hall's (1993) concetzation. In the Netherlands,
familialistic policies lasted till the 1990s in #piof women’s claims for individual and
equal rights and childcare facilities. Among thelation at large, political parties as
well as the trade unions’ concern for the male dbnéaner family model dominated. At
the same time, the 1982 social agreement on progep@art-time work as a way of

contrasting unemployment (the ‘Wassenaar agreeinefi€red an unintended basis for



‘the Dutch solution’ for reconciling work and familife; the one-and-half-earner family.

Only in the 1990s, when changes in family life ¢bab longer be denied and women’s
employment became an economic necessity familyicyp@hanges were initiated. By
that time, liberal political approaches dominatédgalitical parties, including the social

democrats, changes, therefore, have been drivenlyriay a concern with individual

choice and individual responsibility. This has ewatly brought about one of the most
individualized regulations of family arrangemerds,well as a policy framework where,
in order to incentive freedom of choice, direct lpulprovisions are reduced to a
minimum, particularly in the case of early childeaRedistribution directed to support
individual costs (be it of taking parental leaveobpaying for a service) is mostly dealt
with through tax expenditures. Although both inilciaw and in family policies changes
have followed an incremental path, they eventuedgulted in second and third order

changes in Hall's definition.

For different reasons and pathways, therefore,etlie® countries seem to defy the
hypothesis of a convergence in family policies urdpe in recent decades. In ltaly, after
the late sixties and seventies, there has beén ditange in instruments, in expenditure
and in goals, although the work-family conciliatiand the gender equality discourses
have been increasingly used to argue for pre-egispolicies. In the Netherlands,

important innovations have been introduced bothoials and in instruments.

Adopting Peter Hall's (1993) distinction of firssecond and third order changes, the
article looks at changes in family policies whichthe two countries have reframed the
needs and goals to be fulfilled and the instruméotgards this end. Our dependent
variables and indicators are therefore not stasiktrather conceptual (Clasen & Siegel
2007). The areas of change we focus upon areydaw and childcare arrangements
(including parental leaves). The first has beenagomarea of third order change in both
countries, thus changing the legal framework of tfender and intergenerational

obligations, which are in the background of manyifg and social policies (Kaufmann

2002). The second is the area in which most castin the past twenty years have
witnessed a redefinition of public and private, well as maternal and paternal

responsibilities with regard to child care. Otltems of the family policy package will be



mentioned only in passing, either because — abkdrncase of child benefits — although
based on different principles, they are relativelgrginal in both countries and with no
substantial change, or because they have a higharate in one country, but none in the
other. It is the case of elderly care policiesgvaht in the Netherlands, very marginal and
underdeveloped in Italy (Da Roit 2005; Saraceno320aldini & Saraceno 2008). Our

time frame spans the second half of the twentiettiury up to the present.

2. Legal reforms: a short window of opportunity in Italy, a long incremental process
in the Netherlands

Both Italy and the Netherlands at the end of th@0%%had a family law still premised on
inequality between husbands and wives and betwiei&giren born in and out of wedlock.
In both countries, abortion was illegal. In Itatiyorce was also not allowed and any
form of contraception was banned. In both countribsse legal regulations of gender
and family relationships, of sexuality and of reguotive rights came under attack from
the social movements of the time, particularly shedents and the women’s movement.
And in both countries, they were changed, reshapioiy the contours of the “legal”
family, and gender and intergenerational familyigddions, in ways that had a direct and
indirect bearing also for the development of soara family policies. Changes were at
first more radical in Italy, also given the stagtipoint. But over time they were more
radical in the Netherlands.

In Italy, a window of opportunity for change opdna the late 1960s and 1970s,
when the political alliances of the post-war yeasse reshuffled. The Socialist and
Communist parties, until then at the oppositionetbgr, broke their alliance and the
former allied instead with the Christian Democrat€entre-left government coalitions,
competing with the Communists in the representatiotminority” interests and of civil
and social rights. In the late 1960s, this newtjwali framework was confronted not only
with the women’s and the students’ movements, ksd the new season of industrial
conflict started with the 1968utunno caldahot fall) and the emerging of explicit and
organized dissent groups within the Catholic chufolowing the Vatican Il Council.

These different movements became a driving forcgorial and cultural change, forcing



political parties, particularly on the left, to Inde in their platforms reforms in legal
regulations concerning the family and reproductigats. After over a century of debates
and bill proposals, a law allowing divorce was awad in 1970. This law, which
represented a third order change in marriage régnfa since it defined marriage as a
reversible contract, was later confirmed by a esidum. Following this, in 1975, a new
family law substituted the one introduced by thedist regime in 1941. Fulfilling with a
thirty years delay the constitutional mandate,litnimated the asymmetry in authority
between husbands and wives, fathers and mothatssteengthened children’s rights. It
equated the rights of legitimate and illegitimatew redefined “natural”) children,
allowing also a married parent to acknowledge addborn out of wedlock. This new
family law radically overturned the perspectivetted previous norms that was centred on
the rights and power of the husband/father andhenprotection of the “legitimate”
family.! It had consequences also on the system of taxatwmch became
individualised, and on survivors’ pensions, whiadwncould be derived (to a spouse or
children) from each spouse/parent and not only ftben husband/father. At the same
time, the law kept in place the pre-existing exeshdamily obligations with regard to
financial support in case of need. In particulagremts remained financially liable
(“obliged kin") for their adult children and aduthildren for their parents. This in turn
legitimizes the subsidiarity approach in social &édily policies.

The trend towards a widening of individual rigltishin the family and with regard
to the family stopped and to some degree invertedirection from the late 1980s
onwards. In a political context where traditionadrtges, including the Christian
Democratic one, disappeared due to corruption stantthe Communist Party underwent
radical changes, and totally new political pareéeserged, the Catholic Church entered
increasingly the debate as an explicit politicabgcwith all political parties competing
for its support. In spite of the increasing numbeunmarried couples and the visibility
of the homosexual movement, cohabiting couple$ dtil not get even limited rights.
Article 29 of the Iltalian constitution - which stilates that “the Italian Republic

acknowledges the rights of the family as a natswalety based on marriage” - is taken as

L A similar, third order change occurred with thenowal of the ban against contraception in 1971thrd
legalization of abortion in 1978.



a barrier to the acknowledgement of a legal statay form of partnership not based on
marriage. The only change in family legislation weed in this period has been a second
order change, with the introduction, in 2004, ofwgld custody in case of marital
separation as the norm and not the exception, dtraagthening the rights of fathers in
the name of gender equality and of the rights dticén.

Reforms in the Dutch family law initially followethe same pattern. A renewed Civil
Code, including a new family law, was approved @YQ@, stipulating equality between
husband and wives and eliminating the fault rule divorce. Full equality between
fathers and mothers and between children born th @ant of wedlock was however
achieved only in a new Family Law approved in 1998der this law, also a further shift
in the meaning of family and marriage was impleradntn so far (heterosexual) co-
habiting couples obtained the same rights (andedgutas married couples; divorced
women and men got half of the pension rights cutaedladuring their legalised
relationship as members of a married or cohabitiagple. Furthermore, parenthood
became formally distinguished from partnership shared custody was introduced as the
norm, de facto strengthening the rights of fath@rgs change was welcomed by fathers
rights activists and youth care workers, but olg@gcby some feminist law scholars
(Holtrust & De Hondt 1997). The incremental changentinued also in the following
years® After 2000, the rights of same-sex partners weamgmessively acknowledged,
until, in 2005, marriage was opened also to theareal third order change initiated by
the homo and lesbian movement and supported bythetsocial democratic and right-
wing liberal parties. This individualisation trendith its focus on individual rights, has
become contested with the installation of the eurdutch coalition dominated by
Christian parties (Social Democrats are a minacdglition member) and the Christian
minister of Family and Youth in 2006. Moral and isbéamily policies are now high on
the political agenda, shifting the liberal notiohindividual responsibility into a more
normative direction than just freedom of choice.

Another important, third order, change in familyargements in the Netherlands was

introduced not through civil law, but through th89% Social Assistance Law. In the

2 After a period of de facto de-penalization abartigas legalized in 1984 and good healthcare fassilit
(abortion clinics and regular hospital service®) available since then (Knijn 2008).



name of gender equality, individual responsibilggd “activation”, this law lowered
from 18 to 5 years old the age of the youngestdchihich allowed lone mothers on
social assistance to be exempted from the requiremoebe available for paid work..
Motivated by the increasing number of divorced reaghon social assistance, as well as
by the gradual acceptance of employed mothersygéor a child was no longer enough
to be *“deserving”; and lone mothers were re-defin@sl mainly breadwinners
(Bussemaker, Van Drenth, Knijn & Plantenga 1997).

What was the impact on family policies of thesarafes at the legal level? Legal
reforms of family arrangements in Italy supportedoaly partial diversification of family
forms and a limited individualisation of sociallitg. The family continues to be assumed
as the first “welfare net” not only for young chriésh, but also for adult children and the
frail old — financially, but also with regard toreaneeds. Furthermore, expectations of
family solidarity still cross household boundari@syolving close kin. Consequently,
social provisions remain largely means-tested:henldasis of income, as in the case of
child benefits, but sometime also on the basis amfskhold composition and family
networks, as in the case of care services forrdiedlderly or for children under three.
Particularly, assumptions concerning the availgbodif family support have reduced the
pressure for a stronger development of social csevices. In the case of the
Netherlands, legal reforms have diversified fanfdiyms to a greater degree than in Italy.
This, together with a higher consensus on individegedom and individual rights, has
legitimized policies based on the concept of irdlinal choice and responsibility. This
development, however, in many cases hides thespemsiasymmetry between men and
women as well social class differences. It alsostone degree underplays small

children’s rights and needs.

3. Modes of dealing with child care: the Dutch innovation and the Italian
familialistic solution.

Childcare policies respond to at least three differgoals: supporting the welfare and
development of children, helping mothers to comlgagl work and care and supporting
gender equality at home and in the work place. tfditional policy instruments to deal

with these goals are maternity and parental leaskek] care services and working time



schedules. In ltaly, the first goal has been trawdlly in the forefront: in arguing for
long maternity leaves, in presenting services foldeen under three years old as second
best compared to mother’'s (or grandmother’s) carel in arguing in favour of the
educational dimension of childcare services. Thiglaans why, until the early eighties,
Italy was one of the European countries with thengaratively longer maternity and
optional (later parental) leave, a high kindergasteoverage for children 3 to school age,
but a very low coverage of services for the unteed. Equal opportunities and gender
equality as a motivation for policies in this fidhdd a secondary place and never really
motivated important reforms in this field, exceptr the extension of entitlement to
parental leave to fathers in 2001. In the Netheldarthe comparatively late (1990s)
policy initiative in this field appears to be inatk explicitly motivated by women’s
employment and equal opportunity discourses, caoupkgh a focus on choice and
individual responsibility. Policies of time (mainlyorking time arrangements) dominate
almost all initiatives, together with financial entives for services and leaves. As a
consequence, all change observed since the 198tmnéy of the second and third order

in the Netherlands, mainly of the first order,tiad, in Italy.

Away from the breadwinner/female carer model? TlecB combination scenario and
the Italian piecemeal changes

In the Netherlands, a major policy change tooklacthe 1990s, when for the first time
in the Dutch political history Christian-democratsre excluded from government. The
so-called ‘Purple Coalition’ of Social-Democratsdarnght-wing Liberals presented the
‘combination scenario’ as the major solution tofkéegether the goal of gender equality
and work-family life conciliation with that of prading adequate care for children
(Ministerie van Sociale Zaken en Werkgelegenhe@897). This scenario was based on
the report ‘Unpaid work Equally Divided’ preparegt bn ad hoc advisory committee,
Commissie Toekomstscenario’s Herverdeling Onbegaaldrbeid, comprising
representatives of employers, employees, seveliticpbparties and feminist academics.
The committee had concluded that neither outsografrfamily tasks (such as childcare

or housekeeping), nor supporting full-time mothedhovould be an appropriate and



acceptable option for the Dutch population. Theautythg view was that future work
and care policies should be based upon three phasci

a) The combination of work and care by every individadult, expected to work an
average of 32 hours a week

b) The sharing of work and care responsibilities oividual households

c) The outsourcing of a small part of care to collextiprovisions (Commissie
Toekomstscenario’s Herverdeling Onbetaalde ArbiEd@5).

This scenario was intended to promote the growthwwmen’s labour market
participation in a way that best fitted a cultufecare founded on a preference for family
care for at least part of the week. Among the psepgancentives, were a legal right for
both women and men to reduce their working houd, &or the first time in Dutch
history, to paid parental leave following the athgaexisting compulsory 16 weeks of
maternity leave, individualisation of taxation aswtial assistance, extension of childcare
facilities, and lower taxation of personal servicesch as housekeeping and
childminding.

The Combination Scenario became law in the 2001kvdod Care Act (Ministerie van
Sociale Zaken en Werkgelegenheid 2001), by whiehRbrple Coalition accentuated
‘time policies’as a means to facilitate a re-division of workjigy mothers and fathers
equal legal means to negotiate their own prefearedngements. In this perspective, it
can be interpreted as a third order change, sinoedlved both a change in goals and the
setting in place of new instruments. The law, hosvedid not include all the incentives
suggested by the advisory committee. In particupatrental leave (thirteen weeks
following the fully compensated maternity leaver;, both fathers and mothers until the
child turns 8, which can be used on a flexible $asi@as financially compensated only for
public sector employees. This, at least partly|arp why it is mainly women who take
it, as well as it is mainly women who work part éimAlthough the Netherlands has also
the highest percentage of men working part timé&umope, this only concerns young
(students) and older (partly retired employees),march less fathers of young children.
Given the lack of compensation for parental leave d@he still inadequate offer of child
care services, the 2001 law left the main bulkaiciliation problems on the shoulders

of women, while granting them one of the shortestamity leave in Europe.
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Payments for parental leaves remained high onahicpl agenda. Given the reluctance
of Dutch political parties to appear as supportihgough public resources, one specific
family model (i.e. the dual earner one), and theoldgical shift towards the neo-
liberalistic individual responsibility approach thevas also supported by the Social-
Democrats in the 1990s, however, the social in@eraor flat rate benefit solution
adopted in most EU countries was not taken intesiclemation. After a number of failed
experimentations with market responsibility by wafycollective labour agreements and
later the privately funded Life Course Saving Sclethe current coalition of Social-
democrats and Christian-democrats took parentakleat of the Life Course Saving
Scheme, extended the leave period from 13 to 2&svaed introduced tax deductions to
compensate unpaid parental leave. From January, 2808loyees who take unpaid
parental leave can deduce their taxable income08y &f the minimum wage per hour
leave. This mechanism is argued as fitting thressgagender equality (each parent can
take the leave on an individual basis), sharedipuimd private responsibility, and
supporting caring parents’s labour market attactir(iey combining care with a reduced
working week). Given the persistent asymmetry ientea and women’s labour force
participation and wages, and the low compensatiocch sa mechanism allows, it is
arguable that the first two goals are actually eedd. It is most likely that the lower
earner parent will take most of the leave. Thedtlgoal is more realistic; empirical
evidence suggests that when both mothers and $athke some leave (a minority of
cases), they opt for a reduction of working timattls partly compensated for by tax
deductions (Portegijs, Hermans & Lalta 2006).

Italy has an overall more generous system of baitemity and parental leave than the
Dutch one. Its legal framework has even a consiitat basis, in so far article 37 of the
Constitution stipulates both gender equality in wwrk place and that “work conditions
must grant women their crucial family responsit@it and grant mothers and their
children adequate protection”. Since 1971, workimgthers were entitled to two periods
of leave: one compulsory and the other optionak Tdrmer consisted of five months,
paid at 80% of wage. The optional leave consisteatiditional nine months —i. e. until
the child reached its first birthday - and was pamdly at 30% of wage and only for the

first six months. While the optional leave was resd to all dependent employees,
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maternity leave was progressively extended to #iieesnployed, the professionals, and
to all those holding some kind of atypical work trant. Since 1977, also fathers could
take the optional leave, but only if the mother wastled and renounced to it. Finally,
Law 53/2000 on parental leave acknowledged an iddal entitlement to parental leave
for fathers. It represented lItaly’s implementatafrthe European directive on maternity
leaves. But it was also the outcome of a long cagmpanitiated in the 1990s by sections
of the women’s movement near to the former Comnmuasty and also to trade unions,
for the approval of a very ambitious people’siative bill. This bill aimed at a different
regulation of life and social time, within a persppee that echoes later discussions on
time accounts and even transitional labour markets flexisecurity. Law 53/2000 is
much more modest in scope, dealing mainly with dsalinked to the presence of
children. Working fathers of newborn children amwnindividually entitled to a portion
of the parental leave:10 months in total for thepte, until the child reaches the age of 8
years, of which neither parent may take more thaméths, also in a flexible wayAll

10 months are compensated at 30% of lost waghsyfdre taken within the child’s third
birthday; afterwards, they are unpaid. And if théhér takes at least 3 months of leave,
he is entitled to an additional month. In this ¢aberefore, gender equality has been
promoted by rendering men’s responsibilities agtits more similar to those of women.
It represents a third order change at the levgbals, but not of instruments.

This policy shift, however, did not really gain mentum in the public discourse for
three main reasons: 1) the change in governmenO@l (the new centre-right
government did not particularly support the new,lalthough it did not oppose it); 2) the
resistance from employers, coupled with the low pensation rate; 3) changes in the
labour market due to the increase, particularly fbe young, in non-standard
employment contracts, which do not give entitlenterthe new parental leave. While the
number of workers not covered by the new policyeased, so did also the feeling of
insecurity among young adults. Tohether with pengitraditional gender models, these
changes in the labour market contributed to a Ipiake (estimated around 4 per cent,
and for an average of one month, in 2006, accorttingocial security data) of parental

leave by eligible fathers.

% Single mothers may take the full 10 months ifféiteer does not acknowledge the child.
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When the center-left coalition returned to governtria 2006, budget constrains were
tighter and the coalition was also more fragmenite@ddition to the very short time this
government lasted, these factors did not allowttengthen at the practical level the
cultural shift represented by the law, throughrarease of the level of compensation of
parental leave. Since any increase in social expendin this field would require a
rebalancing of expenditure in other fields, andtipalarly in the pension sector, also
trade unions were not particularly keen to push gochangé. The strength of what
Ferrera (1996) has called the pensioners’ welfdete shas remained untouched,
notwithstanding the important pension reforms @& thid-1990s. Thus, a change which
in principle might appear of the third order, mfar it has radically changed the image
of the working father, seems to rest on an instntnvehich, with regard to gender

divisions, has remained substantially the same.

Overall, both in the Netherlands and in Italy cltesin leave policy have rested more on
important symbolic shifts, which call for a reneégtibn between fathers and mothers,
and are based on their relative strength in thedalmarket, than on changes in the effort
made by the state in compensating the time to f@mrejoung children. Even if the
duration of leaves has been lengthened, as in athantries, its financial cost remains
mostly on parents — more so in the Netherlands thdtaly. In both countries, gender
equality and supporting women to remain in the labmarket while having children
have been among the main rationales for recentgasaBut the meagreness of financial
support, which in the Netherlands is coupled widmamistrative complexity and delayed
benefits, greatly reduces their efficacy

Childcare Provisions
In the Netherlands, childcare policy entered tladitipal agenda for the first time only in

the early 1990s, configuring a third order changeso far both a new goal and new
instruments were introduced. The main policy goakvand still is, in line with the
Combination Scenario, defined as the conciliatidnwork and care for parents.

Children’s education till now has not been an imgar goal in stimulating early

* For the same reason, together with the preferéaraneans-tested benefits, it has so far beenssiple
to reform in a more universalistic direction chéltibwances, which are both categorical and incasstet,.
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childcare in the Netherlands, with the exceptiorsame small scale programs for pre-
school education for ethnic minority children. Qaler Dutch governments have
described their role only as that of ‘a stimulatir childcare services, defined as a
‘shared responsibility’ of the state, employers] parents.

At first, in the early 1990s, the state made angfrinancial investment for the creation of
childcare centres, provided by the municipalitiddin{sterie van Volksgezondheid,
Welzijn en Sport 1997). State contributions to tiverall costs of childcare, however,
rapidly shrank from 58% in 1990 to 29% in 1999. Othee same period, also parents’
share in the costs of childcare decreased from @&%0) to 19% (1999), while that of
employers increased from 14% (1990) to 49% (198@8)erage rates for the under four
years old went from 3 per cent in 1990 to 14,5qeat in 2004 (Portegijs, Boelens &
Keuzenkamp, 2002). Since most children attend lalcdme centre part-time or for a few
days per week, about 25 per cent of all pre-scbhitiren attend a childcare centre at
least some day a week (Portegijs, Hermans & La@®6). Lone parents have special
access to childcare via a so-called premium froe Mhnistry of Social Affairs and
Employment §ZW-plaatsenas long as they do not earn a wage over 130%hef t
minimum wage. The still relatively low coverage fdrildren under 4, compared to the
occupation rate of their mothers, is not perceigediramatically inadequate as it might
seem. Demand is comparatively low. Many motherskvpart-time. For cultural or other
reasons, minority children have a very low attergaiMinisterie van Volksgezondheid,
Welzijn en Sport 1997). And many parents, includmgher educated ones, prefer only
part-time childcare, low scale informal childcaréamily based childcare (by
grandparents), or a childminder in the family horiibese preferences may also be
strengthened by the fact that the education dirensi collective child care services has
never been on the foreground.

In January 2005, the Dutch Childcare Law (Minigewan Sociale Zaken en
Werkgelegenheid 2005) introduced a major secondractdange - in instruments.. The
law forbids municipalities to provide childcare. I@private, for profit or not-for-profit,
childcare centres are allowed. Municipalities hamty the responsibility to control the
quality of childcare. From January 1, 2007, empisyare statutorily obliged to pay a

sixth part of the cost of child care per parentviges, therefore, are organized privately
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and funded by parents, the state (via income basetlansfers) and employers. This law
confirms the steady shift towards marketisation arpteference for tax deduction rather
than direct provision of services, without actuafjyaranteeing a right to childcare.
Parents, assumed as having free choice, are rededsrconsumers in a childcare market
where private child care providers compete. Thairapsion is that private providers
(profit and non-profit) will work more efficientlgnd take better notice of the demands of
parents. This market-driven, demand oriented, agbrowhile constituting an important
change in the form taken by public responsibilioy thild care, is in line with the
individualisation and shared responsibilities apgtoof the Combination Scenario.

The complicated procedure for applying for tax ddiuns may however limit access to
childcare subsidies for the low income and low eded parents, rhetoric of “freedom of
choice” notwithstanding. In addition, developmergaychologists, parents and childcare
workers worry about the decreasing quality of atal@ following its marketisation.
Evaluation studies of the Dutch Consortium on Qfdle ResearchNgderlands
Consortium Kinderopvang Onderzoelndicate that the quality of childcare has
decreased as the supply of childcare places haeased in the period from 1995 to
2005, and again in the period from 2005 to 2009isltin many aspects below
international standards (Vermeer et al., 2005; DdjkKet al. 2009).

The debate on early child care in Italy startedhe late 1960s, first with regard to
kindergartens for children three-to school age ¢lstarts at 6 years in Italy), then also
with regard to the under three. With regard to kngarten, the debate was first and
foremost framed as an issue of education and afigian equal start to children coming
from different social backgrounds, irrespectivetaf mother’s working status. Already in
the late 1970s, public or publicly financed kindmtgns covered about 70 per cent of
three to five years old children, reaching over 88%2007. More complex is the history
of services for the under three. First developectater to children of poor working
mothers, they were partly financed by the empldyastributions, based on the number

of female employees (therefore resulting in a disittive from employing women). After

® In the case of the frail elderly receiving cargirailar goal has been achieved through a lesstidra
change. Since the end of the 1990s the optiorvéngbetween receiving services provided directlyhzy
home care offices or receiving an individual budgétof which to hire a carer of own choice (Knfin
Verhagen 2007)
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a long battle promoted by the women’s movement1®71, a law was approved
according to which créches had to be financed leydfate and the municipality, in
addition to parents’ fees. Workers in these sesvasked for a better professionalisation,
thus upgrading their work and stressing the edoalj not only custodial and health part
of it. This contributed to a redefinition of theservices from social assistance to
education ones, although not as clearly and urallgras in the case of kindergartens.
Given the direct assumption of a public responigybih providing early child care, this
law may be read as a third order change. But ce2alege also defined as a second best
compared to mother’s care, thus reducing the imphthis change, while keeping the
focus on “needy children”, rather than on the nesdshildren.

Since the 1980s, changes in child care policid&alg have been only of the incremental
type (a slow increase in provision), with no subs#d innovation. At the symbolic level,
work-family reconciliation arguments have been @asingly in the forefront in policy
debates, also due to the influence of EU recomntentaand the Barcelona targets. Yet,
budget reasons, a tepid interest by trade uniornsersistent ambivalence concerning
proper child care arrangements for the under thtestified also by national and
international opinion surveys, the availability faimily (grandparental) care — all these
have kept the demand for childcare services foutiger three at a comparatively lower
level than one would expect given the labour fqyadicipation rates of mothers of very
young children. To these, a new institutional caaistshould be added. A constitutional
reform in 2001 gave local governments prevalenpoesibility and authority on social
services, without setting minimum standards andecage thresholds (Naldini &
Saraceno 2008). The only practical innovation ggawving market of child care services
for the under thre@ given the very limited coverage by the municipaés. These offer
only a 11 per cent coverage at the national leveeh a range of variation from 24 per
cent in Emilia Romagna to less than 5% in SardegmhBasilicata (ISTAT 2008). It is
estimated that the private offer redoubles the @& with similar regional differences.

These differences to a large degree correspondffeyeshces in women’s employment

® The same has happened in the area of frail gldarke, which is much more underdeveloped tha chi
care. Here the development of market of serviessbieen helped by the explosion of immigrationr(Go
2002, Da Roit 2007; Bettio, Simonazzi, Villa, 2006)
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rates, thus indicating that local administrators sensitive to their citizens’ demands.
But, even in the regions where coverage is higheis much below the number of
children having a working mother (over 51% of meshef children under three are in
employment at the national level, mostly full tim&urthermore, since it is a rationed
resource, childcare for children under three iemftransformed in a social assistance
measure, in line with much of Italian social polayd with the subsidiarity view of state
intervention. Access is regulated by, locally definhierarchies of “need”. A substantial
guota of working mothers and dual working paretitsrefore, must either recourse to the
market, or rely on grandmothers. Overall, 27% ofkig mothers send their child to a
center, while 51% rely on grandparents and 9% doyditiers. Relying on grandparents
is often the result of a preference (ISTAT 2005yt Brvaiting lists are longer where
services are more abundant and of a generally adkdged good quality, suggesting
that preferences change when the offer is greagtherefore use also more common.
In both countries, therefore, marketisation is @asing in early childcare, but through
different ways. In the Netherlands, it is an explolicy solutions, financially supported
through tax expenditures, in the name of choice ahd public-private shared
responsibilities. In ltaly, it is rather a de factotcome, with no public financial support

or incentive.

4. Conclusions

In both countries, since the 1970s, third ordemgea have occurred in family law. The
Netherlands initiated the process later than Italy, then pushed it farther, strengthening
the degree of individualization and progressivellasying the perspective of equal rights
and equal opportunities from the married couple ehidren born within or out of

wedlock, to the heterosexual cohabitant couplesthed to the homosexual individuals
and couples. It also developed more explicitly separation between relationships of
marriage and relationships of parenthood. Changinfjural practices in family

composition and family life, less in gender-eqyalltave been backed up by the social-
democrats (for reasons of equality) and the rigimgMiberals (for reasons of freedom of
choice) and at least been tolerated by the Chmisteanocrats. Given the always fragile

balance between the governing coalition partnars,resulted in gradual and incremental

17



family policy reforms which eventually added up reical changes. This was not so
easily possible in the Italian context, where Chestate competition over the regulation
of family matters is acute. The window of opportyropened in the 1970s was unique.
Parties on the left, trade unions and social movesneonverged, albeit from different
perspectives and interests, in pushing for chaimgtkee political equilibrium and towards
a modernization of gender and intergenerationatimgiships within the family. Change,
however, occurred more in the direction of powsd abligations within the family than
with regard to the variability of family forms amige boundaries between family and state
responsibilities. The reformed family law, in pediar, confirmed extended family
obligations, thus legitimizing a residual role afytic policies.

These two different processes in the reform of kamaw are mirrored to some degree
also in what happened in family policies at thentof the century. The Netherlands
appears to have focused on issues — work familgikation and gender equality - that
were already present in the Italian policy contaxhe seventies. But, compared to Italy,
it has introduced more radical changes: a redefmibf mothers, particularly lone
mothers, as breadwinners, a discursive reshapinghef male breadwinner/female
caregiver model in a part-time dual worker/caregimedel through the combination
scenario, a strong individualization of choiceshwi¢égard to how to combine work and
care and what kind of care to have and a triparitetate, employers, employee -
responsibility in supporting the costs of care. €ehtly with this approach, tax
expenditures rather than direct transfers in maaey in kind have become the main
policy instrument with regard to early child cabeth in the field of parental leaves and
in that of childcare services. Supported commodiion - or de-familization via market
incentives - seems to be the privileged instrunmenhis field, although a large space is
left to what Leitner (2003) calls ‘implicit familism’ and would be better defined
familialism by default. It seems to accord with laased culture in which individual
choices are mainly framed as family, or couplelmices, based on negotiations within
the couple.

In Italy, the important role of trade unions andloé Communist party, together with the
traditional concern of the Christian-democrats aofd the Catholic Church for

motherhood, has allowed an early development dfyfgenerous maternity and parental
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leaves. The women’s movement has found in thigtioadan important stepping stone
and a relatively easily shared approach, eventiffulty attuned to recent developments
in the labour market. At the same time, the conocetronly for those mothers who “had”
to work, but for building a shared linguistic, edtional, relational basis in a still
strongly differentiated country, has historicallssmned to early education an important
role. This concern to some degree has trickled dalsm to services for the under three.
But the persistent ambivalence with regard to essly child care, an abundant offer of
family care in the form of grandmothers, togethethvthe marginality of the gender
equality discourse in the political arena since 18890s, have not helped to create a
strong pressure towards a greater public intereantiVork-family conciliation seems to
remain not only a women’s, but a family affair: twe dealt with by mothers,
grandmothers, or by the market on the basis ofahsly resources. In this perspective,
we might say that, notwithstanding important change women’s behaviour and the
weakening of the male breadwinner model (less sahef female caregiver one),
coherently with the subsidiarity approach inscrilethe family law, the crucial pillar of
the ltalian welfare state remains what Naldini (206as defined the extended family

solidarity model — an extended form of familiali&y default.
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