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Abstract

This paper examines how a social investment approach can be applied in a comparative analysis of
childcare arrangements. We compared changes in Sweden, France, Germany, the UK, Japan and
Korea during the 2000s, focusing on four dimensions of social investment: activation, gender equal-
ity, quality of care, and the degree of state’s intervention in the family. We considered leave systems
and the number of children enrolled in formal care and education facilities as indicators for labour
market activation. For gender equality, women’s position in employment is considered with respect
to labour market participation rates, proportion of permanent employment, and wage-sex ratio.

Quality of care concerns child-to-staff ratio and care provided with government quality control. The
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state’s intervention was measured as social spending on families as proportions of GDP and total
social spending. Our analysis provides empirical evidence that Sweden and France are pioneers in
this arena and that the UK, Germany, Korea, and Japan are path-shifters in their care paradigms, al-
beit to varying degrees. Is the social investment approach an adequate paradigm for care? In a nor-
mative sense, this approach has potential. However, the following issues remain unaddressed: gen-
der equality should be achieved through an expansion in good-quality jobs, fathers should be en-
couraged to take on childcare duties, and families should have universal access to good-quality child-

care services controlled by the government.

Key words: childcare, social investment, activation, gender equality, quality of care,

social spending on family

1. Introduction

Recent welfare reforms in Europe and East Asia, particularly Korea, have legitimized state
involvement. Normative ideals and pragmatic responses have changed, albeit to a different
extent across countries. Daly (2011) considers that these developments are occurring along
three lines. The first can be found in the literature on new social risks (Bonoli, 2005;
Taylor-Gooby, 2004). Welfare policy reforms, referred to as ‘modernization’, are being enact-
ed in response to new social risks associated with the transition to post-industrial society. The
second is the adult worker model (Lewis & Giullari, 2005), which addresses assumptions held
about men and women embedded in the welfare states and argues that social policy increas-
ingly regards them as individual workers. The last line of the framework is a social investment
perspective, which maintains that contemporary welfare developments are oriented toward
children and the futute, and that greater social spending is justified and should be targeted to-
ward the enhancement of individual and social capital, mainly through activation (Giddens,

1998; Midgley, 1999; Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2003; Abrahamson, 2010; Jenson, 2012). I will
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focus on this last perspective.

Analyses of family policy models or care regimes, with their new taxonomy, have con-
tributed novel dimensions to welfare regime classification (Gauthier, 1996; Kaufmann et al.,
2002). Feminist scholarship took the lead, insisting that care involves the very relationship be-
tween men and women, and that variance in the state’s interventions (and the implications
thereof) needs to be incorporated in the regime analysis (Lewis, 1992). Many of the institu-
tional atrangements for care have centred on the concept of familisation/defamilisation
(Anttonen & Sipild, 1996; Leitner, 2003; Michon, 2008). Acknowledging the limitation of the
dichotomous logic of public/ptivate, formal/informal, and/or family/out-of family, care mix
approaches highlight that countries differ in their directions and degree of defamilisation; care
arrangements between the state, market, family, and non-profit sectors have recently been the
focus of the dialogue (Razavi, 2007; Peng, 2009; An, 2012, 2013).

The concept of social investment is ambiguous (Morel et al. 2012; Jenson, 2012). On the
ideational level, the ambiguity is the product of different viewpoints. Morel et al. (2012) point
out that no consensus exists as to whether the perspective put forward since the late 1990s
constitutes a new policy paradigm. Lister (2004) argues that the normative ideal in welfare
states has moved towards social investment; children and community are idealized as em-
blems of the social investment state. The social investment perspective is nothing new, since
it, like the neoliberal viewpoint, highlights the creation of responsible citizens and families.
Kaufmann et al. note that the principles of gender equality and children’s rights adopted by
welfare states derive from Scandinavia’s family policy (2002: 419). Furthermore, empirical
analyses suggest diverse ideas. While the increase in social expenditure has not translated into
the growth of social investment policies (Hudson & Kiihner, 2009; Nicolai, 2012), a social in-
vestment model is slowly but surely replacing the social security paradigm inherited from the
sixties (Sipild, 2008: 12; De Deken, 2012). Nonetheless, the important fact is that family is the
arena on which the increase of social expenditure was focused during the 2000s.

This paper aims to examine how the social investment perspective can be employed in a
comparative analysis of childcare arrangements and provide empirical analysis of differences
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and similarities in care arrangements in Sweden, France, Germany, the UK Japan and Korea
during the last decade. The following section engages existing perspectives on care regimes
and the social investment perspective in otder to develop an analytical framework for the cut-
rent study. The third section discusses the indicators for the dimensions and their usefulness

and limitations. This is followed by sections containing our results and their implications.

2. Locating the social investment perspective
in the comparative study of care

HEsping Andersen’s famous comparative analysis of welfare regimes (1990) encouraged the
placement of family or gender and care at the centre of the studies. Such scholarly endeavours
fall into three groups (Table 1). The first, developed by feminist scholars, focuses on how wel-
fare states apply to the boundaties of care provisions at the individual level, that is, gender. An
approach that differentiates weak, moderate, and strong male breadwinner states (Lewis,
1992: Lewis & Ostner, 1994) is a stepping stone to the perspective. Various nations are com-
pared based on the degree to which state policies view women as paid workers or dependent
wives. Lewis (2001) continues to develop her analytic interest in the implications of welfare
state redesign for individuals, arguing that the emergence of individualisation is the normative
model of social policy at the EU level at the turn of the twenty-first century. Her thesis holds
that the new norm of social policy is the adult worker model, which includes assumptions
about individuals and their work and family lives.

The second is familisation/defamilisation scholatship. In response to the concept of de-
commodification, the concept of defamilisation (Lister, 1994; Esping Andersen, 1999) con-
cerns the degree to which state intervention reduces family care burdens and enhances the
economic independence of women. Anttonen and Sipild (1996) proposed two care regimes

based on the degree of social care services: social democratic and Southern European. Leitner
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(2003) defined defamilialising policies intended to reduce families’ caring burden and familial-
ising policies which aimed to strengthen the family in its caring function. Four regimes were
proposed: Explicit familialism, featuring policies that actively support the family in its cating
functions; optional familialism, which allows the family to choose to provide care to a family
member themselves or to receive state or market assistance; defamilialism, which provides
care services but lacks support for familial care; and implicit familialism, in which there is vir-
tually no public support for family or non-family care. Michon (2008) developed cost/cate de-
familiation and care familisation and proposed three care regimes: the coherent regime, which
provides relatively long, well-paid leaves and universal childcare facilities; subsidiary regimes,
under which care begins only when the family’s capacity to provide care for their children has
ended; and the neutral model, in which the state provides no setvices or suppottive care
policies.

The third group concerns the welfare mix approach and addresses the various types of the
care responsibility mix (Razavi, 2007; Peng, 2009; Ochiai, 2009; An, 2012, 2013). The analysis
of the care mix is complex, since the types of care provided by different sectors are not mu-
tually exclusive (Razavi, 2007), and the boundaries between providers and financiers ate blut-
red across sectors. However, such scholarly endeavours have enhanced the understanding of
the role of the state, with regard to directions of defamilising, through state, market or
not-for-profit sectors and its scope. An (2012) found that the directions of defamilisation dif-
fer for children and the eldetly in Korea; defamilisation of childcare in Korea has been largely
through market rather than state channels while it is through community sector for elderly An
(2013) further noted that the defamilisation of childcare through state provisions was larger in
Japan than in Korea. Ochiai (2009) classified six Asian countries into four cate regimes. She la-
belled Singapore and Taiwan’s eldercare and Korea’s child and eldercare arrangements the
‘Asian liberalist regime’, in that it involves a strong dependence on market solutions and ex-
tensive relative supports as in family members. She describes childcare in China as the product
of socialism: the government abolished the role of family and relatives and teplaced them with
People’s Communes. Childcare in Singapore is considered ‘developmentalism’, as daycare fa-
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cilities were not intended to be supports for work and family, but rather to promote economic
growth. She lists Japan and Korea as examples of Asian familialism, featuring weakly devel-
oped state interventions.

The links between care and welfare state policies are complex, as cate involves various
relationships and dimensions at different levels. Care involves the relationships of caregivers
and receivers, and their relationships with the welfare state. Thus, redesigning state and re-
frames the concept of social rights and repositions all of these relationships. Furthermore,
care is an activity that involves labour, time, and cost; welfate states are comparable as strat-
egies, but their social and economic implications vary. Cate policies also have multi-level in-
fluences that alter the responsibility mix among the state, market, family, and community sec-
tors at the macro level as much as gender relationships at the micro level.

Therefore, despite their great variety in influence and utility, the three approaches may be
found to be limited for the following reasons. Gender matters, but the individual level may
not be both conceptually and analytically comprehensive. Daly (2011: 6) notes that even
though the adult worker model is rather widely accepted as both a conceptual framework and
a characterization of real life in Europe, it pays insufficient attention to collective issues.
Furthermore, defamilisation may not automatically lead to women’s economic independence.
Empirical analyses have shown that although parental leave in general has been found to be
positive for female employment (Jaumotte, 2003; Boushey, 2005), extended parental leave has
been found to be discouraging (Fuwa & Cohen, 2007). Kim (2009) reported that in Korea, pa-
rental leave has a negative impact on mothers’ job continuity. Moreovet, a single policy meas-
ure has been classified in two opposing directions: parental leave has been cited to indicate
both care familisation (Leitner, 2003; Michon, 2008) and defamilisation (Bambra, 2007). In
addition, indicators for the intention of care policies have sometimes been mixed with in-
dicators that correspond with outcomes (Leitner, 2003). For example, female wages and la-
bour market participation rates are used together with the leave system (Bambra, 2007), the
indicator of policy intent. Finally, the care mix approach has provided a rather weak dis-

cussion of its implications for micro-level arrangements in care provisions; Furthermore, the
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approach lacks of recognition that welfare states are not only familizing but also defamilizing.

[Table 1] Comparative studies of care arrangements

Indicators
Women’s position in labour
Lewis market, childcare availability,
(1992)

maternity rights, social security
rights
Children under three in day

Anttonen &  care as a proportion of the age
Sipild group, Children aged 3-5 in
(1996) preparatory school as a
proportion of the age group
' Paid parental leave
|(_2e(|;8§)r % of children under 3 in formal
childcare
Tax relief and family cash
transfers paid in respect of
dependent children,
non-working spouse, Take
SN home pay of a single person
(2008) )
earning average gross wage,
children coverage rate for
children 0-3, Number of weeks
with full replacement rate
(C;ngl) Social networks

Country groups

Strong male breadwinner

Modest male breadwinner

Weak male breadwinner

Southern European

Social democratic

Optimal familialism

Explicit familialism

De-familialim

Implicit familialism

Coherent

Subsidiary

Neutral

Asian liberalism

Developmentalism

Reconstructed socialism

Asian Familism

UK, Ireland

France

Sweden

Portugal, Greece,
Spain,
Denmark, Sweden,
Finland, Belgium,
France, Italy
Belgium, Denmark,
France, Sweden
Austria, Germany,
Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands
Ireland, UK
Greece, Portugal,
Spain
Denmark, France,
Sweden, Iceland,
Norway, Finland,
Slovakia, (Czech)
Germany, Belgium,
Netherlands, Italy,
Hungary, Austria,

(Spain), Luxemburg
UK, Poland, Portugal,
Switzerland, Greece,
Ireland
Singapore (elder care),
Taiwan (elder care).
Korea (eldercare and
childcare)
Singapore (childcare)
China (childcare)
Japan and Korea

(eldercare and
childcare)
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Social investment as a method of interpreting recent social policy changes has received in-
creasing scholarly and political attention. The social investment perspective has the potential to
be applied to comparative analyses of care arrangements. First, it speaks largely of responsi-
bility mix. Anthony Giddens, who coined the term ‘social investment state’, calls for a new
partnership in the assignment of the welfare function to families, markets, and states, and chal-
lenges the state to develop an entrepreneurial culture, offering protection in a way that encour-
ages tisks and opens possibilities. The goal should be to shift the relationship between risk and
the security of the welfare state in order to generate a society of responsible risk takers
(Giddens, 1998: 100). Jenson (2012) argues that assumptions about welfare mixes differ from
the neoliberal regime’s insistence that the market, though it bears the primary responsibility
for social security, may not provide sufficiently for all. Families have important re-
sponsibilities in the provision of welfare, but the role of the state must also be highlighted.
Governance through partnerships and an enabling or ensuring state are the core of this
approach. Thus, the state does not aim to limit social spending in order to prevent welfare de-
pendency but to increase it if it is targeted for investment. In addition, it also highlights the
role of community commitment for greater coherence. Jenson (2012) argues that the role of
community in neoliberal regimes may serve to cushion spending cutbacks and market failures,
while the social investment perspective views it as a potential partner in the provision of
services.

Second, social investment focuses on the activation of adults in terms of human capital
investment. Lister (2003, 2004) argues that the ideology behind human capital investment re-
activates present adult citizens as paid workers. Fostering participation in the labour market is
appreciated both with respect to individual welfare and social cohesion (Council of the
European Union, 2000: point 7 cited in Esping Andersen, 2002). Kaufmann et al. (2002) and
Morgan (2012) regard gender equality as a hallmark of the emerging social investment para-
digm, and a departure from the gender-blind understanding of the welfare state in social rights
citizenship regimes. Managing the margins of the labour force, including people transitioning

from social assistance to work or from non-patticipation to employment, largely women, is
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part of this challenge.

Finally, the social investment approach is often called a child-centric approach. The hu-
man capital focus on children helps us to develop another line of reasoning for compatative
analysis: children’s rights. Esping-Andersen (2002: 9) notes that we need to offset the limited
numbers of future cohorts with greater productivity. Good initial cognitive ability yields in-
dividual future returns because it is an absolute precondition for educational attainment.
Universal access to high-quality day care is thus proposed as an effective tool to abolish social
inheritance (Esping-Andersen, 2002). Jenson (2012) argues that in the social investment ap-
proach, security can come from social protection, as in the social rights regime. The social in-
vestment regime differs from the social rights regime in that it produces social cohesion
through the adaption to change, or through the cteation of healthy childhoods. As such, social
investment regimes extend the targeted groups to children, creating new notions of citizen-
ship and potentials that result in new macro- and micro-relationships. In the ideal social in-
vestment paradigm, the equality of opportunity creates equal access to good-quality childcare
services, thus enhancing social equality and cohesion.

In a normative sense, the social investment approach is useful as it encompasses various
issues and dimensions of care arrangements. First, bringing more women into the labour mar-
ket would reposition their social rights and gender relations. Second, the child-centric notion
would change in the relationship between caregivers and receivers; this is influential for the
social rights of the care-receivers. Third, it would generate a different paradigm with regard to
the role of the state from neoliberalism and its relationships with other institutions, the mar-
ket, family, and community sectors. In her analysis on the promotion of social investment
through work-family policies, Morgan (2012) proposed three analytic dimensions: activation,
gender equality, and quality of care. In addition to these three, I examine the degree of the
state’s intervention.

Ideally, activation covers all policy measures that aim to support mothers’ labour market
patticipation. Gender equality means equality both in paid and unpaid work. Quality of cate
indicates the degree of equality of access to good care. Lastly, the degree of the state’s inter-
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vention encompasses the types of state interventions and their degree (Jenson, 2012).
However, due to lack of data availability, we operationalise them adequately for the current

study.

[Table 2] Dimensions, indicators and source of data

Dimensions Indicators Source of data

Total enrolment rates of children

. OECD education and training data (2000), OECD
under age 6 in formal care or early

L . . family database (2008)
Activation education service (TER)
Average payment per week of leave Comparative family policy database (2000,
(APPW) 2009), Gauthier, A. H. (2010) (2011)

Female labour market participation
rates 25-54 (FLEP)
Gender Female permanent workers 25-54
equality (FPW)

OECD labour statistics (2000, 2008)

OECD labour statistics (2000, 2008)

Wage sex ratio (female/male)

Comparative family policy database (2000, 2009
(WSR) parativ y policy ( )

. . OECD education and training data (2000), OECD
Child-to-staff ratios (CSR)

family database (2008)
Quality of . .
Children at public care and
care
education facilities as % of total OECD education and traning data (2000, 2008)
enrolled (CPEF)
Total budget on family as % of . .
OECD social expenditure database (2000, 2009)
GDP (SSFG)
State’s . . .
. . Social spending on family as
intervention

proportion of total social spending OECD social expenditure database (2000, 2009)
(SSF)

3. Methodology

This study considers six countries: Sweden, France, Germany, the UK, Japan, and Korea. The
selection of the countries was based on Morgan’s suggestions. She regarded Sweden and
France as pioneers of the social investment approach, Germany and the UK as path-shifters,

and Spain as a latecomer. We include the pioneers, the path-shifters, Japan, and Korea.
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Neither Japan nor Korea had anything resembling a comprehensive family policy. During re-
cent decades, families have become the third largest benefactors of social spending after old
age and health-related programmes in Korea. In Japan, spending on family has demonstrated
the second-fastest growth rate after old age provisions (An, 2013).

Nearly all writers of comparative analyses of care stress that it suffers from and is ham-
pered by a lack of comparable data. The measurement of indicators for the four dimensions
are provided in Table 2. For activation, we include two indicators: total enrolment rates of
children under age six in formal care or eatly education services (TER) and average payment
per week of leave (APPW). The APPW follows the formula suggested by Bettio and
Plantenga (2004), where the duration of the leave is weighted by the level of pay and divided
by the total number of weeks of leave. I include the APPW despite the contrasting ideas about
the effects of leave on mothers’ employment, and adopt the idea that it generally encourages
it. I include the TER based on the empirical finding that the availability of childcare is pos-
itively related to mothers’ employment (Cobb-Clark et al., 2000; Doiron & Kalb, 2002;
Rammohan & Whelan, 2003).

The dimension of gender equality includes indicators of female labour market partic-
ipation of women aged 25-54 (FLEP), the proportion of permanent workers among em-
ployed females aged 25-54 (FPW), and wage sex ratio (WSR). The measurement of quality of
care is composed of child-to-staff ratios (CSR) and children at public care and education fa-
cilities as a percentage of total enrolled (CPEF). The CPEF is used to indicate the degree of
childcare service provisions by government and it is assumed that such services have con-
trolled quality. I included indicators of total budget on family (SSFG) and social spending on
family as the proportion of total social spending (SSF) to indicate the dimension of the role of
the state. In order to make such compatrisons, I standardised the sum values of all the in-
dicators of each dimension by dividing each value by the maximum value and multiplying it by

the average value.
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[Table 3] Data

Activation Gender equality Quality of care State intervention

TER APPW FLEP FPW WSR CSR CPEF SSFG SSF
2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 2008

France 64.0 71.0 38.6 334 78.6 834 86.8 87.1 82.1 852 183 188 874 87 3.1 32 97 9.1
Germany 44.0 553 184 287 769 80.9 919 902 73.5 73.5 185 139 412 357 21 21 73 638
Japan 44.6 51.1 324 442 66.5 71.1 80.7 80.7 66.2 66.2 154 17.7 347 31.8 06 09 32 3.6
Korea 26.5 53.0 16.1 52.2 57.8 61.5 73.2 77.8 65.0 650 11.8 20.8 224 222 02 09 19 7.1
Sweden 64.0 689 64.1 656 85.6 87.1 86.1 86.0 91.3 913 12.8 112 8.3 849 30 3.7 99 113
UK 40.0 66.8 70.7 62.3 762 78.5 93.4 954 755 755 232 17.6 940 705 2.7 3.8 102 12.6

Note: Korea parental leave increased the level of payment in 2011; we consider this in the analysis. Data for CSR 2000
are drawn from OECD education and training data. It may be limited as they are largely concerned with
pre-primary education. Data of FPW for Korea as of 2000 is the value for 2003. Data of SSFG and SSF as of
2008 is the value for 2009.

4. Results

Figures 14 show the results for activation, gender equality, quality of care, and the degree of
the state’s intervention across nations during the 2000s. In 2000, activation was highest in
Sweden, followed by the UK and France. The UK had a high activation level because it of-
fered women long, well-paid maternity leave-in fact, the longest in the EU (Deven & Moss,
2002). Activation in France was also close to Sweden’s largely because of good childcare cov-
erage, which included 64% of preschoolers, the same percentage as Sweden. Korea, on the
other hand, had the lowest activation level, which they attributed to the least-developed child-
care leave system and lowest childcare coverage. After a decade, we observe a dramatic
change in the picture. All countries under examination attained significant activation. The
largest change occurred in Korea, followed by the UK, Germany, and Japan. Activation in
Korea is attributed to the expansion of childcare coverage from 26.4% to 53% of total pre-
schoolers, the increase in the duration of maternity leave from two months to three in 2001,

and in its payment rates. The increased activation in the UK reflected the increased pro-
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portion of children in childcare or education facilities, from 40% to 67%. Germany’s increase
in activation is attributed to the augmentation of the average leave payment: the previously
tested small flat rate benefit was exchanged for a wage replacement of 67% in 2007 (Lewis et
al., 2008). The increase in activation in Germany also stems from the expansion of childcare
coverage mandated by the 2004 Day-care Expansion Act. In addition, Japan tried to increase
activation further by raising the payment level of wages during parental leave from the pre-
vious 25% to 40% in 2001 and to 50% in 2007. In contrast, Sweden and France demonstrated
a relatively small increase in activation. As a result, the differences between nations were re-
duced by the end of the 2000s. The UK’s activation level has surpassed that of France, be-

coming similar to Sweden, while Korea’s activation level became similar to that of France.

[Figure 1] Activation
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The second measure, gender equality, also gained in all six nations. Sweden again pet-
formed best in this regard, and East Asian countries least well. The results must be interpreted
with caution. Because of the lack of data on time spent by men and women on care, this di-
mension is measured in terms of the labour market participation of women aged 25-54 and
the wage sex ratio. To be precise, this dimension represents the gender equality of paid
workers. It is important to note that this dimension shows the least change over time of all
four dimensions. The third dimension is quality of care, which shows striking national
differences. According to this, Sweden provided the highest quality childcare over the years

studied, while Germany, Japan, and Korea performed lowest. By the end of the 2000s, the
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countries show a reduced level of quality of care, largely attributable to the decrease in pre-
school children enrolled at public facilities. This degree of reduction was found to be highest

in the UK and Korea and lowest in Germany, France, and Sweden.

[Figure 2] Gender equality
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[Figure 3] Quality of care
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The fourth dimension is the degree of state intervention, which shows striking national
differences. By the early 2000s, Korea and Japan were spending the least-an amount which ac-
counted for only 15.7% of expenditures in Sweden and the UK. Over time, Japan, Korea,
Sweden, and the UK demonstrated more intervention; Korea in particular increased its spend-
ing by nearly four times, approaching Germany. However, even with the increase, Japan and
Korea rank lowest in spending among the countries under examination. Figure 5 shows the

degree of social investment in care, which I sum up in terms of the values of the four
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dimensions. It shows that during the 2000s, the social investment perspective on care was
found to increase in all countries, Korea in particular. The UK also became closer to the levels

of France and Sweden.

[Figure 4] State’s intervention
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[Figure 5] Social investment on care index
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5. Discussions

Is it possible to classify nations? It seems feasible to group them into two based on the degree
of social investment on care index (SICI): Sweden, France, and the UK as high SICI and
Germany, Korea, and Japan as low. The high SICI group featured relatively high activation,
gender equality, quality of care, and state intervention. By contrast, the low SICI member
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countries demonstrate low to medium levels. A weak male-breadwinner family model is prev-
alent in Sweden (Lewis, 1992), which provides institutional structures with options for arrang-
ing childcare (Leitner, 2003) and childcare facilities as well as relatively long, well-paid leaves
(Michon, 2008) (Table 1). Morgan (2012: 162) notes that the social investment approach in
Nordic countries arose during the golden age of the welfare state, when the economic context
favoured the greater involvement of women in the labour market. Social democratic govern-
ments have also supported the dual-ecarner model as a norm, with the expansion of public
childcare services. In addition, the strong gender egalitatianism is attributed to the high pro-
portion of women in government and the political parties of the left. France was classified as a
moderate male-breadwinner family model and was found to be in the same group with
Sweden, as optional familism in Leinet’s analysis, and a coherent regime in Michon’s work.
Our results confirm the features of these countries in their legitimization of childcare during
the 2000s.

The UK was also found by Lewis to lack gender egalitarianism (1992). With regard to ac-
tivation and the role of the state, diverse ideas prevail. Leitner (2003) found that strong de-
familisation was present in the UK in the form of institutional options offering care services
provided by the state, market, and volunteer sectors, and a lack of support for family care
(Leitner, 2003). In contrast, Michon (2008) classified the UK as a neutral model in which nei-
ther services nor supportive care policies are provided by the state; the family provides much
of the care. Morgan (2012) argues that the decline in the working class base of the leftist pat-
ties in the UK has resulted in outreach to female workers which resulted in the path-shifting
pattern in work-family reconciliation. Our analyses found that during the 2000s, state efforts
to encourage women’s involvement in paid work were noticeable and resulted in improve-
ments in gender equality in paid work, in terms of rates and status.

While Sweden, France, and the UK might be grouped as one, it is also possible to divide
them into two. The UK differs from Sweden and France in two dimensions: Gender equality
in paid work and quality of care. The higher reliance on market solutions is distinctive to the

UK. The number of children in public facilities in the UK was found to be the smallest

® 184



among the high SICI group. In addition, the country demonstrates lower female labour mar-
ket participation and wages. According to OECD (2009), Swedish men spent on average
78.8% of the time spent by women on unpaid care work, French men spent 60.6%, while
British men spent 54.3%. This means that as far as gender equality is concerned, the UK per-
forms lowest among the high SICI member countties.

The low SICI countries also can be further divided into two: Germany differs from Japan
and Korea. Germany was classified as explicit familialism, in which families are actively sup-
ported in their caring activities (Leitner, 2003). Michon (2008) had a similar view. Our analysis
shows that although their efforts were not strong enough to catch up to Sweden, France, and
the UK, gender equality in paid work and state intervention in terms of social spending are
greater than that of their East Asian counterparts. Morgan (2012) suggested that the Social
Democratic Party of Germany sought to increase women’s party involvement by adopting
policies in support of the employment of mothers.

Japan and Korea were lowest in all four dimensions. By the early 2000s, Japan pulled
ahead of Korea in its activation, gender equality in paid work, quality of cate, and state intet-
vention, but by the end of the first decade of the century, Korea was ahead of Japan in these
areas except the quality of care dimension. This may be related to the features of political
discourse. In Japan, family policy reform initiatives have increased and expanded in scale since
the 1990s. The overall direction from the 1990s to the middle of the last decade was to pro-
vide more public support for care services while accommodating female labour market partic-
ipation and addressing low fertility rates. However, it is important to emphasise that there has
been a strong disparity in normative ideas about care. One side of the argument emphasises
gender equality and the balance between work and family; this side has made childcare policies
morte interventionist through the expansion of leave systems and formal childcare facilities. At
the same time, the traditional paradigm has persisted. This side claims that childcare is the re-
sponsibility of the family, and that the role of society and the state should be limited to pro-

viding supplementary support.
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State intervention began in the 1990s in Korea but became more noticeable in the first
decade of this century. Various lines of reasoning for the expansion of childcare services have
prevailed in the political arena, such as pro-birth policies and work-family reconciliation. The
state’s interventions in childcare increased continually during the two centre-left governments
of Kim Dae Jung (1998-2002) and Roh Moo Hyun (2003-2007), and the rightwing govern-
ment under Lee Myung Bak (2008-2012). Peng (2004) highlights the success of the pro-
gressive agendas of centre-left governments and the role of the feminist agencies of these
governments. Party politics worked efficiently to attract young voters in the elections for the
second government of the left (Fleckenstrin & Lee, 2012). Korea has now become larger than
Germany in their female labour market activation efforts, and similar to them in terms of state
intervention through social spending. Our analysis provides empirical evidence confirming
that the UK has become a strong path-shifter, while Germany has been a moderate shifter.
Furthermore, we found that Korea has become one of the moderate shifters, and that Japan
shifted their paradigm least towards childcare.

Does social investment have the potential to be an effective paradigm for care? From a
normative viewpoint, the social investment approach stands on its own merit. It has the po-
tential to expand women’s social rights as paid workers, raising children as citizens who have
the right to receive good-quality care, and repositioning the relationships between the state,
matket, family, and community sectors. Therefore, the social investment approach would
contribute to social cohesion. However, the state’s efforts to activate mothers have not co-
incided with good-quality jobs. Moreover, childcare expansions during the last decade have
failed to make significant changes in gender equality for unpaid care work. Jenson (2009: 1)
noted that adult women’s claims for equality and attention to their needs ate sidelined in fa-
vour of children. Further, the expansion of the state’s role has increasingly involved market
solutions, which carries risks of varying degrees of the quality of childcare services. This in
turn might result in social and economic inequalities during eatly childhood, representing the
failure to end the inter-generational transmission of disadvantage. In order for the social in-

vestment perspective to become a new paradigm for care, we must strive for the provision of
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universal childcare services quality-controlled by the government, generosity in parental leave
with job security, support for fathers as childcare providers, and activation of women in the

labour market with good-quality jobs.

6. Concluding remarks

This paper examined how the social investment perspective could be utilized as a tool for a
comparative analysis of care arrangements. This paper has found its usefulness. While pre-
vious analytic endeavours have exclusively addressed only a few dimensions—gender rela-
tions, familisation/defamilisation, or responsibility mix—the social investment petspective
brings useful insights derived from a comprehensive analysis of the similarities and differ-
ences of varying degrees across countries.

The changing paradigm towards childcare is welcome; however, low-quality employment
opportunities would not do much to ameliorate the two-track welfare system of full-time paid
workers, mainly men, and part-time female workers. Regarding quality, good childcare is
requisite in order to adequately reduce the caring burden on mothers; we also need to consid-
er whether children’s right to good cate is being recognized (Hubenthal & Ifland, 2011). In
addition, the relationship of mothers to the welfare state should be considered in parallel with
that of the state, husbands, and family. Without changes in the gender division of unpaid care

work, the social investment approach will not be significantly different from previous welfare

paradigms.
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