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Introduction

In a number of  jurisdictions and almost regardless of the welfare regime to which they belong, policy communities are focussing on investing in the early years and children more generally. Even in those places that have long had generous family programmes and explicit family policies, there is new attention to children. In these policy circles, this shift is considered an optimal anchor for the redesign of their welfare regimes, a broader event occurring everywhere in the European Union and North America. Many of the principles of redesign are similar, with attention going to human capital, "investments" for the future, life-long learning, activation and so on. These signs of convergence prompt us to speak of shift from the Fordism that characterised the post-1945 years and shaped welfare regimes to a LEGOTM model. 

How might we account for this convergence in policy thinking and visions? Are there theories or approaches that are helpful for understanding the similarities in ideas and recommendations that a growing number of policy actors advocate to address the various problems and pressures that beset the contemporary state, and that we term the LEGO model? These are the key questions we explore in this paper. 

Little recent research on welfare states undertaken by those using a new institutionalist approach, addresses the matter of policy convergence.
 As Desmond King says of this literature, “cross-national policy convergence is not normally expected by new institutional analysis” (1992: 219). In fact, Steinmo et al.  (1992: 4) remind us that the new institutionalist project took hold as a reaction against the “grand theorising” that characterised behaviouralist and neo-Marxist research in the 1950s and 1960s. Where grand theories underlined similarities and convergence in trends and processes across space (and sometimes time), the new institutionalism sought to provide a new window through which better to understand “policy variations across countries” and the institutional configurations that account for them (Steimo et al., 1992: 13). This tendency has been, if anything, reinforced by the encounter between those analysing welfare states and those conceptualising the "varieties of capitalism" (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Kitschelt et al., 1999; Pierson, 2001: 5ff.).

In the past 20 years, analysis of variations has undoubtedly helped to illuminate differences in social policy that were previously obscured. For instance, a tradition of quantitative sociological studies described a common pattern of movement toward the welfare state occurring as modern industrial relations broke down traditional social institutions (for example, Flora and Alber, 1981). Critical of such generalisations, and by highlighting the differing roles of intermediate institutions linking state, market and society, Gøsta Esping-Andersen could generate his influential “three worlds” typology of welfare regimes (1990). This in turn led others to insist further on divergence, for example by identifying a fourth regime (Ferrara, 1998). Subsequent research also underlined key differences in the extent of reform possible (or impossible) given the “path dependent” logic and “institutional stickiness” of each case (Pierson, 1994; 2001). Even if welfare states across the OECD world faced similar pressures, each was expected to respond in different ways – essentially because politics, institutions and history matter. As Ferrara and Rhodes summarise in a book arguing for the importance of internal rather than external (globalisation) challenges to welfare arrangements (2000: 3):

These transformations have generated mounting pressures on institutional arrangements that were not only designed under very different ‘environmental’ circumstances, but which have become increasingly rigid over time. …. The scope and intensity of such pressures are obviously filtered (or obstructed) by … national institutions and traditions and the web of vested interests that welfare programmes tend to produce. As the case studies in this volume clearly show, in each country the reform agenda responds to specific problems with differentiated solutions – necessarily given particular national circumstances, both facilitating and constraining, and different types of problem constellation.

Obviously, it would be difficult argue that such factors of national circumstances and tradition are not important.  To focus almost exclusively on the sources of variation, as done by much recent research on welfare regimes, however, may blind us to patterns of similarity in welfare regime redesign.
 

Of course, there is no point going to the other extreme and suggesting that social policy is simply converging because of "globalisation", "Europeanisation", "neo-liberalism", or "OECDism". The criticisms made by the new institutionalists of the generalisations of grand theory remain as valid today as they were in the 1990s. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to ask whether there are certain patterns of convergence within policy communities, and then to ask why they might occur.

Convergence does not mean uniformity.
 The expectation of convergence used here is to a very large extent comparable to the convergence that resulted in the implantation of Keynesianism in many countries after the Second World War, albeit in different ways and with more or less respect for John Maynard Keynes' basic theoretical principles (Hall, 1989). This notion of convergence does not mean an elimination of differences among countries (Kitschelt, et al., 1999: 438), or that institutions and policies are mimicking those developed elsewhere (the idea of Americanisation, for instance). Rather, we use it to imply that there is movement toward a new configuration comparable in scope to that of the Keynesian welfare states of the post-1945 decades. At the same time, then, we must also account for divergence.

Because our goal is to strike a better balance between the study of social policy differences and similarities, we will work with a key distinction between convergence in policy visions and divergence in implementation. This distinction is important because our major proposition is that most advanced democracies are currently in the process of renegotiating the terms of the post-war social contract. Therefore, they are in a phase of basic redesign that goes beyond retrenchment and is no longer one of permanent austerity.
 It is a moment for re-thinking the blueprints for the very architecture of welfare, that is the respective responsibilities of families, markets, and communities as well as states. Our second proposition is that, as they undertake this redesign, many are converging around a policy vision that we describe by using the image of LEGOTM, the building blocks invented in Denmark in the 1930s. We use the name in two ways. One is as a metaphor, to describe convergence around some basic building blocks of a future social contract and model. The other is as an ideal-type to capture the key features of the child-centred and future-oriented strategy currently advocated as a blueprint for welfare state redesign by an increasing number of people in policy circles. 

Some advocates are already describing what we term the LEGO approach as a potentially “win-win strategy” for welfare regimes under threat (Esping-Andersen, 1999: 173). Of course, no where is there a fully formed LEGO welfare regime, although some countries contain more elements than others. Nonetheless, the ideas about how to construct it are becoming increasingly influential in policy circles and implementation is moving forward in some places. How can this kind of convergence around policy visions and initial movement to implementation be explained? And then, how can we understand divergence, both within regime types and across them?

The paper is organised as follows. Part I briefly outlines, in ideal-typical form, the key elements of the LEGO model. By assembling a range of sources, from national to supra-national and international, we aim both to describe the key components of the model and to show how policy communities deploy it in their policy discourse. The rationale for the selection is to show the range of organisations that are converging around a similar policy vision. Part II reviews existing approaches to understanding the welfare state and welfare regimes, in order to assess their utility in understanding such convergence. There are three broad approaches: (i) power resources theories; (ii) new institutionalist approaches emphasising path dependency and regime continuity; and (iii) ideas-based accounts stressing the role of social learning. Building on the insights of all three approaches, Part III documents recent reform initiatives to highlight how features of the LEGO model have been incorporated in response to two challenges: child poverty in liberal regimes and sustainability in continental regimes. 

Before moving through these sections, several clarifications are worth stressing. First, to say that ideas about a LEGO model are circulating widely does not mean either that they have become hegemonic or that they will. There is no inevitability to this process; political action will determine the future. Second, the fact that we describe this tendency does not mean that we embrace it. This is not necessarily our view of an ideal or normatively preferable social order. It is a description of an ideal only for the proponents of such a child-centred strategy; they speak in the next pages. Third, to say that policy circles use a language of investing in children or "investment" in general should not be interpreted as meaning that they actually do so. When the architects of post-1945 welfare regimes embraced an equality discourse, they did not all provide equality. Similarly not all LEGOists provide investments.
 Nonetheless, when these policy communities think about what to do, they often phrase their prescriptions in child-centred and future-oriented terms.

I. THE LEGO MODEL

The LEGOTM Brand sees “children as natural learners. These are precious qualities that should be nurtured and stimulated throughout life… ‘Play’ in the LEGO sense is learning. By helping children to learn, we build confident, curious and resourceful adults. For their future. And ours”. http://www.lego.com/build/
This quote from the LEGO web site describing the company’s philosophy, illustrates at least three key features of what we term the LEGO model. First, it clearly focuses on life-long learning. Second, it is oriented towards the future more than the present. And finally, it suggests how activities in the present are, ultimately, beneficial not only for children themselves, but for the community as a whole. The goal of play in childhood is to enrich the future collective good as well as to prepare children for their working years.  All three of these principles organise current policy discussions about redesign of welfare regimes, and place children - as the symbols of the future - at their centres. 

Lifelong learning as the route to security

Currently, lifelong learning is almost everywhere discussed in relation to factors such as de-industrialisation, the growth of services and, particularly, the emergence of a knowledge-based economy. Earlier, when formal schooling and apprenticeships could prepare workers for their whole working life, lack of access to new technology and up-dated skills was perceived as less of a challenge. Now, in the knowledge-based economy there is a new social risk - that is lack of access to knowledge.
 Without adjustment to this new risk, welfare regimes are less able to protect citizens from the insecurities inherent in a capitalist economy, and to ensure that they will gain access to paid work, which remains as under the Fordist regime, the best guarantee of security. And, this new risk is not evenly distributed across the population. Certain categories are more "at-risk". As we will see below, women who may have withdrawn from the labour market for a time to care for children or were not well-trained initially are one target.

For example, the book assembling documents and policy papers developed during  the Portuguese Presidency of the European Union (the first half of 2000), a presidency during which the European social model was given new direction,
 puts it this way (Rodriques, 2002: 5-6):

Knowledge is becoming the main source of wealth and power, but also of difference, between nations, regions, companies and people. … new risks of social exclusion, of a digital divide, emerge involving all the workers who can not keep up with this pace of change. Labour markets tend to new forms of segmentation between workers with voluntary mobility based on up-dated skills and workers who run the risk of involuntary mobility due to out-dated skills. The institutional framework of labour markets is being shaped in order to recombine employability and adaptability with basic conditions of security and citizenship.

Canada's recently released "innovation strategy", as described by Prime Minister Jean Chrétien, makes a similar point (Canada, 2002):

The Canadian way also entails an abiding national commitment to sharing prosperity and opportunity; … In the new, global knowledge economy of the 21st century prosperity depends on innovation, which, in turn, depends on the investments that we make in the creativity and talents of our people. We must invest not only in technology and innovation but also, in the Canadian way, to create an environment of inclusion, in which all Canadians can take advantage of their talents, their skills and their ideas; in which imagination, skills and innovative capacity combine for maximum effect.

The emphasis on flexibility and adjustment led the OECD to initiate calls for an “active society” (Walters, 1997). In policy circles, security no longer means protection from change or risk. Hence the emphasis on “investing in human capital” and lifelong learning as the surest form of security in the modern world (Banting, 1997; Blair and Schröder, 1999). 

The concept of human capital has been used since the 1960s in conjunction with the concept of investment; individuals supposedly choose or not “to invest” in their human capital by pursuing educational opportunities and families face choices about how much “to invest” in their children’s human capital throughout their childhood and youth.
 Because the expected results of investments are in the future, children – as future workers – are central to thinking about lifelong learning. It is in childhood that people acquire both cognitive abilities and a motivation for learning. In the context of a knowledge economy, children who begin life with insufficient schooling or motivation to learn will likely face a difficult life course of low wages, poor training opportunities and precarious employment. 

In Canada, the notion of investing in children dominated the last part of the l990s (Jenson, 2001); this policy statement by the Canadian Province of Nova Scotia (2001: 8) summarises a growing international consensus about the importance of the early years to a knowledge-based economy, as well as a new division of responsibilities for children’s well-being, in the context of labour market strategies of activation: 

It makes sense to invest in the early years as an economic strategy…The fiscal argument for investing in early childhood programs has gained momentum. Recent shifts in economic policy emphasize open economies and require a well-educated and flexible labour force in order to compete globally. Therefore, it is vital that we support and value children today in order to ensure their futures…. We can no longer consider the needs of young children solely as the private responsibility of their parents. Policies and systems that support families must reflect the new realities of family life.

The logic of the argument is very close to that advocated for the European Union by the four social policy experts advising the Belgian Presidency of 2001 (Esping-Andersen et al, 2001: 2 of Executive Summary):

If our concern is with maximising our future productive potential we need to invest far more in the cognitive development of children. And if our aim is to avert social exclusion, we need to equalise the resources that citizens command beginning in childhood and youth, and extending throughout their adult lives. We know that the parental effect, combined with the economic and social conditions in childhood (especially early childhood), have an overpowering effect on subsequent school performance, career prospects and, more generally, life chances. We also know that remedial policies, such as ‘activation’, are only truly effective if people already possess sufficient abilities and motivation to begin with. [They] boil down to one overriding prescription, namely to invest massively in children.

Finally, in popular Third Way political perspectives, investing in children has also been front and centre. As Myles and Quadagno recently wrote: “if the Third Way has a soft spot, it is for children” (2000: 166). The soft spot comes less from benevolence than from hard-headed economic considerations about the longer-term implications for economic performance of a large number of children growing up poorly educated or in poor health. 

The language of “investment” in human capital and talk of children are, then, more and more widely used, and indeed, can be said to be integral to the LEGO model. 

Equality and future life-chances 

Strategies focused on investments imply a particular notion of time. Investments generate dividends in the future, whereas consumption (labelled an expense by accountants) is something that occurs in the present. In the LEGO model, social policy is future-oriented. In an important social policy overview undertaken in 1996, the OECD quotes the-then Minister of Social Affairs of the Netherlands, A.P.W. Melkert as saying:
 

Social expenditures should be viewed as social investment... This approach requires that social expenditures be focused on areas where returns are maximised in the form of social cohesion and active participation in the labour market. As with all investment, this implies taking a long-term view of the costs and benefits… Such an approach implies greater investment in children and young adults, as well as the maintenance of human capital over the life course.

This future-oriented perspective also implies a conception of equality different from the one embedded in the post-war welfare state. Social policy traditionally focused on redistribution, on fostering greater equality in the here-and-now, whereas the LEGO model emphasises equality of life chances. For its proponents, low wages, poor jobs, or temporary deprivation are not a serious problem in and of themselves: they are so only if individuals become trapped in those circumstances. They become important when they affect opportunities for mobility and future life chances, particularly when children will spend their crucial childhood years in the deprivation of poverty. 

For example, in the manifesto for the Neue Mitte that Chancellor Gerhard Schröder co-authored with his British counterpart, poverty was identified as "a central concern, especially among families with children. We need specific measures for those who are most threatened by marginalisation and social exclusion" (Blair and Schröder, 1999). This statement is not surprising; Germany does less than many countries to reduce child poverty, and therefore ranks in 11th position among OECD countries in UNICEF's League Tables of child poverty, although when only market incomes are considered, it is only 4th (2000: 4, 15; see also Table 1 below).   In other words, public policy is not counteracting market inequalities for families with children in Germany as much as in many other welfare regimes. 

The policy implications are also clear for Frank Vandenbroucke, the Belgian Minister for Social Affairs and Pensions and an emerging leader in efforts to modernise the European social model (2001: 4):

Active labour market policies presuppose a correct balance between opportunities, obligations and incentives for the people involved. Hence, taxes and benefits must not lead to a situation in which the poor (or their families) face very high marginal tax rates when their hours of work or their wages increase, or when they take up a job. Poverty traps and unemployment traps which discourage mainly low-skilled workers from taking up jobs are typical not only of selective welfare systems but also in some other more universal systems as well.


Thus, the LEGO model tends to re-conceptualise social rights in terms of effective guarantees against entrapment and/or social exclusion, whether the result of policy incentives or individual and family choices. They are, in short, a basic set of life-chance guarantees. Wolfgang Streeck (1999: 6) calls this “supply-side egalitarianism”, by which he means the deployment of social resources to improve and equalise the marketability of individuals and their ability to compete. When one mentions life-chances, of course, children come immediately to mind.

This child-centred discourse has consequences as social policy is reformed. For example, a whole series of in-work benefits have been put into place and are designed to substitute for the supposedly passive welfare instruments of post-war systems (Ferrara and Rhodes, 2000: 5; Vandenbroucke, 2001). More and more these focus on families with children. In Canada, for example, a major reform of social assistance and support for families created the National Child Benefit, whose stated goal is to increase the labour force participation of parents by removing the "welfare wall" and "making work pay". As children are "removed from social assistance" as part of this design, adults and young people without children under 18 find their access to benefits significantly reduced, while working but poor parents receive the maximum benefit.

In a similar way, the United States' Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) was "improved" as part of the 1996 welfare reform. While it is available to individuals or couples without children, the cut-off is very low (less than $11,000), whereas for those with children, “it is the only income-related scheme in the USA which extends its benefits some considerable way up the income scale” (Eardley, et al., 1996: 422). A couple with two children and an income of $32,000 receives the EITC and often too the Child Tax Credit, designed in 1998 for families with children and an earned income of at least $10,000.

The goal of such in-work benefits, beyond increasing labour force participation, is to fight child poverty and to achieve, through investments starting in the early years of life, a relative equality of initial endowments. The British government has made perhaps the most explicit promise in this regard, committing itself both to cut child poverty in half by 2010 and to give all children a "running start in life". In the 2001 election campaign, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Gordon Brown, unveiled the Child Trust Fund and announced consultations on it. It would provide a cash lump sum of up to £500 to all children at birth and be kept in trust until they reached adulthood, by which time, the Treasury estimated its worth would be more than £2000. He said that New Labour was initiating such a programme, “for reasons not just of social justice but also of economic efficiency, we should invest in the potential - not just of some children - but invest, as we propose today, in the potential of all our children.”
 The notion was that such a Trust Fund could help reduce some inequalities in access to capital due to growing up in families with very different resources. It also reflects the shift in time perspective. It is a promise of future well-being long after the current government would be gone from the scene. 

Active children enrich the collective good

The company promises that playing with LEGO will benefit everyone’s future, by building  "confident, curious and resourceful adults".  It is a promise that its product will help generate increased human capital - play is work - and even social capital. The benefits of investing in the early years do not accrue only to the children who participate in pre-school interventions. Other children benefit by having peers who are more focused and motivated in the classroom. “Society benefits as the children in whom we invest today… are the parents of tomorrow. Effective investments in children today will benefit the next generation of children, as tomorrow’s parents will be better positioned to support their development” (Danziger and Waldfogel, 2000: 15). 

The LEGO model is also advanced as a way to ensure the future fiscal sustainability of the welfare state. It is intimately linked to policies of activation currently promoted almost everywhere in order to reduce the costs of long-term dependency, inadequate pensions, and too few contributors as birth rates plummet (Ferrara and Rhodes, 2000: 5). In addition to a focus on the long-term unemployed, youth and other difficult categories, activation has meant reducing the categories of the population "excused" from labour force participation. Here a frequent target is mothers, whether living in couples or as lone parents. At the Stockholm summit in spring 2001, the European Union, for example, made an explicit commitment to raising the female participation rate to 60% by 2010, an 8% increase in a decade. If women are to enter the labour force, and to do so under conditions of equal opportunity (to which the EU is also committed), child care and early childhood education must be provided so as to enable families to balance (reconcile) their work and family responsibilities. 

Finally, investing in more preventive strategies that focus on the early years can reduce the need for more expensive and often less effective "second chance" interventions later in life. The logic is this: the greater the early investment in prevention, the greater the subsequent payoff in terms of preparation for lifelong learning and retraining, and the smaller the burden of compensating those suffering from social exclusion. Taxpayers are told they have an interest, current and future, in such investments. A report to the Government of Ontario, that has influenced Canadian policy discourse, puts the issues together this way (McCain and Mustard, 1999: 15)

Over time, increased community-based initiatives and investment (public and private) in early child development and parenting, will pay off through a population with better competence and coping abilities for the new global economy…. This investment will be much more cost-effective than paying for remediation later in life, such as treatment programs and support services for problems that are rooted in poor early development.

For they part, the authors of the Innocenti Report for UNICEF combine the issues in almost the same fashion (2000: 3):

For while it is true that many poor families make sacrifices to give their children the best possible start in life, the broader picture shows that those who grow up in poverty are more likely to have learning difficulties, to drop out of school, to resort to drugs, to commit crimes, to be out of work, to become pregnant at too early an age, and to live lives that perpetuate poverty and disadvantage into succeeding generations. In other words, many of the most serious problems facing today’s advanced industrialized nations have roots in the denial and deprivation that mark the childhoods of so many of their future citizens.

This overview of the three principles of the LEGO model maps a certain consensus in policy thinking and prescriptions for the redesign of welfare regimes. From policy experts to international agencies, there is adherence not only to the view that it is necessary to recast welfare and the post-war social contract but also that the way forward is a strategy that is both future-oriented, focused on human capital, and protects against new risks. In all of this children and early childhood appear as key moments for state action, intervention and investment. This is so even in countries where previously such matters were left solely to family responsibility, as in the liberal welfare regimes.
 There is also some re-focusing in countries which in the past already had generous family benefits, such as the continental regimes and even social democratic ones.

Does this mean that the LEGO model involves a certain Swedish-ization of social policy? There is no doubt that the LEGO model draws part of its inspiration from a social democratic “de-familialization” strategy, and it is for this reason that we think it encompasses much more than the Third Way thinking to which it is also indebted. 

For instance, one of the major policy intellectuals who is a proponent of the LEGO model, Gøsta Esping-Andersen, claims that “up to a point, but no further, a ‘social democratic’ approach might furnish the basis” for a renewed social model (1999: 178): 

A politics of collectivizing families’ needs (de-familialization) frees women from unpaid labour, and thereby nurtures the dual-earner household. And this reduces child poverty, and makes households better equipped to weather the storms of flexibilization, since they will usually have one member’s earnings to fall back on if the other is made redundant, needs temporary retraining, or suffers wage decline. Two-earner households have stronger social networks, and are less likely to run them down if one partner becomes unemployed.

But while he advocates policy options that are, to some extent, social democratic in origins, Esping-Andersen also argues that in the future Nordic countries will need to become somewhat more like liberal regimes and opt for a different conception of equality – one that no longer focuses on equality for all "here and now" but which emphasises equality for future life chances (1999: 182).

Prescriptions borrowing elements of both social democratic and liberal regimes generate a hybrid model, typical of the so-called “ideological pragmatism” propounded by another LEGO policy intellectual. As Anthony Giddens says: “what counts is what works” (2001: 5).

We now to turn to the three academic approaches for understanding state-society relations and policy-making in welfare capitalism and assess their contributions to understanding the emergence of the LEGO model.

II. EXPLAINING THE RISE AND SPREAD OF THE LEGO MODEL

Explanations for the growing influence of a child-centred strategy for welfare reform, and more broadly for a learning and investment one, have not yet been the subject of extensive inquiry or debate. Nevertheless, a review of the literature suggests that we might distinguish between three broad approaches to this kind of problem, and each can make its contribution. These are: power resources theories, neo-institutionalism, and social learning approaches. The recent literature contains important examples of these approaches. For analytical clarity, the three perspectives are examined below in ideal-typical form.

The Power Resources Approach and New Social Cleavages

The Power Resources Approach played a key role in explaining the history and political economy of welfare state expansion. In the on-going structure/agency debate, this approach came down for agency, and more specifically, the role of the labour movement as the key influence on the direction of social policy development. Seeking the primary determinants of differences in welfare state development across countries and over time, this approach identified the distribution of organisational power between labour and left-wing parties on the one hand, and centre and right-wing political forces on the other hand (Korpi, 1978; Stephens, 1979; Esping-Andersen, 1985 for example).  

In the 1990s, however, with the analytical focus shifting from the politics of expansion to the politics of cut-backs, those using a traditional power resources approach attentive to production-based social and political actors have become much less visible in comparative welfare state research. Class politics is assumed to be in decline, as post-industrial trends break up the homogeneous and collective experience of employment, thereby promoting individualisation, differentiation and class fragmentation. Of course, this hypothesis about the end of classes, their transformation and the rise of new historic actors is widely debated (Krieger, 1999). Our goal here is not to review that debate. Rather, it is to ask what, if anything, might those continuing to use a power resources approach contribute to understanding what we hypothesise to be a shift from a Fordist model, and the welfare politics associated with it, towards a LEGO model.

Building on the insights of power resources thinking, Herbert Kitschelt (1994) developed his “strategic adjustment model” suggesting that left-of-centre parties can still be successful in elections as long as they are willing to shift their focus away from representing the preferences of industrial workers and forge new coalitions across the various social cleavages engendered by post-industrialism. From a similar perspective, Giuliano Bonoli (2001) provides an analysis of the political potential of the Third Way discourse, promoted in the late 1990s by a number social democratic parties, for addressing post-industrial cleavages.  The initial hopes of enthusiasts that Third Way thinking would transform and revitalise the Left have not been realised, but the initial enthusiasm provides some pieces for the puzzle of this paper: to wit, why the convergence towards a LEGO model.  

Part of the reason is the ascendancy of Third Way thinking in the crucial years of the late 1990s, when it seemed that it might generate the electoral realignment that social democrats were seeking. In 1999 Prime Minister Tony Blair and Chancellor Gerhard Schröder co-authored Europe: The Third Way - die Neue Mitte, which contained the now-standard arguments about the knowledge-economy, new risks, and about children being particularly at-risk. Eventually, of course, many social democrats took their distance. But even as the Third Way label lost its ascendancy, the themes popularised by Third Way analysts did not disappear.
  Frank Vandenbroucke of the Belgian Social Democrats writes of "modernising social democracy" in ways that he intends to go beyond the simple-minded "social investment state" (2001: 4). This notion of the role of the state is, of course, central to the British Third Way since it was advocated by the movement's guru, Anthony Giddens (1998). Vandenbroucke rejects the label Third Way, yet his proposals for a revitalised social democracy retain the elements we have identified - investment, equality of opportunities not outcomes, future-orientation, and so on - that are key to the LEGO model. Despite some tempering of the enthusiasm for explicit Third Way talk in Germany, the attention to children remains. For instance, in an attempt to bring his party closer to the centre of the political spectrum, Joschka Fischer, Germany’s Foreign Minister and leader of the so-called “pragmatist” wing of Greens, said that in the fall 2002 campaign, “improved daycare” as well as “the issue of fondness for children will play a central part in the campaign” (reported in the Guardian Weekly, vol 166: 10, p. 37, 28 February 2002). Gøsta Esping-Andersen, in his recent policy writing, dismisses as a "dangerous fallacy" the exclusive focus on education among those he chastises as "simple-minded 'Third Way' promoters" (2002: 55). He is, however, a key proponent of what we have called the LEGO model. In other words, LEGO is not a synonym for Third Way; it has a broader reach.

The Third Way was also popular in the United States during the years of welfare reform. As the ex-Secretary of Labour in the Clinton Administration, Robert Reich, once declared: "we are all Third Wayers now” (1999). This is precisely this type of ‘strategic adjustment’ by American ‘liberals’ that Theda Skocpol denounces when describing the rise of what she calls “child-focused liberalism” in the United States (2000: 16-17): 

Socially minded liberals tend to presume that expensive and inclusive new social programs are impossible. Many try, instead, to appeal to public sympathy by arguing that children should be helped as a separate category. Advocacy groups […] believe that upper-middle class and corporate support is most likely to be forthcoming for social programs framed as ‘saving the children’ or… ‘Investing in America’s future’… [Because they are] publicly appealing, public initiatives aimed at children seem like the surest bets at a time when the terms of public debate on fiscal fundamentals and the overall scope of government have been ceded to conservatives.

According to the power resources approach, then, the LEGO model might provide a set of policy prescriptions and ideas that politicians could use to forge new social coalitions in support of a renewed social model.

The real value of the approach is to remind us that politics is ultimately about power, and political and social groups seek to forge coalitions so as to gain office so as to exercise state power. Therefore, the power resources approach leads analysts to ask about potential combinations and alliances that can be constructed by appealing to a set of common principles or commitments. It reminds us, as Esping-Andersen's important first book and debate with Adam Przeworski did, that class boundaries are not fixed. Classes are created in action, including via astute policy design (1985: Chapter 1). Policy redesign can thus shift class identities and alliances.

But as with most theories based on rational choice assumptions,
 the power resources approach treats policy ideas, whether new or well-weathered, as mere “hooks on which politicians hang their objectives and by which they further their interests” (Shepsle, 1985: 233). From this point of view, ideas play a wholly subordinate and purely instrumental role – as the servants of interests, so to speak. Is the LEGO model, then, simply a “hook” that left-leaning politicians use to further their electoral interests? Is it even something that fiscal conservatives may use to project a more socially caring image of themselves and their parties? 

Opportunism may well motivate some politicians. Certainly the lack of follow-through on some of the key principles, such as really investing in early childhood education, might lead sceptics to believe this. In the US and Canada, where talk of the importance of the "early years" is widespread, there is also little access to quality child care services and early childhood education for parents who need and want it (Michel and Mahon, 2002: Chapters 8, 10). However, such a view of rational politicians, even if they were as prescient as they are assumed to be, can not account for why these particular ideas are the ones onto which they fall enthusiastically. Political choice invariably occurs in conditions of uncertainty: political entrepreneurs rarely know which policy idea will maximise their interests (Goldstein, 1993: 3). In such a context, ideas themselves might become predictors of the direction of policy at least as powerful as simple calculation of interests. More is needed, then, to account for convergence around LEGO-like policy visions.

New Institutionalism and Path Dependency

If power resources approaches largely focused on the post-war politics of welfare state expansion, in the past 10 years research on welfare state restructuring has been dominated by a new institutionalism deploying notions of path dependency, lock-in effects and electoral hazard.
 Whereas in the power resources approach the agents of change are usually located on the left side of the political spectrum, in most of these new institutionalist accounts, the story starts in the 1980s when New Right politics forcefully emerged, promoting its agenda of reducing the size of the state so as to unleash the dynamic forces of the market. For example, Paul Pierson (1994) focused on the sources of resistance to change in Britain and the US, despite the political will of Thatcher and Reagan to make substantial changes to the welfare mix.  He attributed the failure of New Right leaders to achieve their goals to institutional constraints and the power of interests generated by the very social programmes they sought to cut. As a result of his study and others, the notion of the resilience of the welfare state and a focus on continuities in social policy across time has become a major theme in the scholarly literature.

Students of “retrenchment politics” took the political goals of the New Right seriously. The New Right leaders framed their objectives in the quantitative language of reduction. Therefore, the key indicators used to measure success or failure were primarily quantitative and focused on social expenditures. When the budget cuts proved to be relatively modest or non-existent, analysts concluded that radical restructuring was not politically feasible. In consequence, the issue of welfare state re-structuring has been defined for the past few years as one of “permanent austerity” (Pierson, 1998). 

Yet, there have been increases in spending, especially as governments declare they have slain, or at least tamed, the deficit dragon. Nor can "permanent austerity", where cost containment and the control of public expenditure are supposed to be the number one policy priority, account for spending in the areas dear to the LEGO model and for redesign decisions which significantly alter the principles of access to programmes (Jenson and Sineau, 2001: Chapter 1).

It is worth noting, first, that expenditures on social protection have neither gone done nor stayed the same since 1980. In the Europe of the 12, in all cases (but Luxembourg), between 1980 and 1996 there was an increase in expenditures on social protection as a percentage of GDP (Guillén and Álvarez, 2001: 110). Moreover, care for children (obviously a key element of the LEGO model) often represents a case of new and expanded initiatives rather than cutbacks or red-lining. In their broad cross-national overview, Kamerman and Kahn report, “the overall trend in child and family expenditures has been upward especially in the last half of the 1990s” (1999: 24). Support for caring constitutes “one of the few growth areas in contemporary welfare states” (Daly, 1998: 14). 

In general, as a range of studies show, there is not only new spending in areas important to the LEGO model (even if they are sometimes at the margins of social protection systems).  There are also significant elements of redesign going forward, as countries rethink their treatment of care (the boundaries of public and private; the role of markets and families; and so on). Here there are some common patterns. Ferrara and Rhodes (2000) have identified four trends, several of which underpin elements of what we are calling the LEGO model. Others have described what they term "path-shifting reforms", that are direct refutations of the notion of path dependency and have documented such in range of countries (Palier and Sykes, 2001: 10). 

When trying to explain why policy prescriptions from a variety of sources seem to be increasingly shifting, and we would argue converging towards the LEGO model of welfare redesign, what answers can the new institutionalists focused on path dependency provide? 

First, as already mentioned, in general, the new institutionalism does not usually expect cross-national policy convergence. In large part, this is now because of the emphasis on path dependency; any change will maintain the logic and the distinctiveness of the regime. For example, for each of the three worlds of welfare capitalism, Pierson (2001: 421) maps changes that are specific to regime type: re-commodification in the liberal welfare states, cost-containment in the Nordic welfare states and recalibration in the continental systems. This expectation of continuing divergence clearly poses a problem for those who might suggest "path shifting" could occur or that a new hybrid model can emerge (Palier, 1997).

Yet, the LEGO model has many of the hallmarks of hybrid logic, of liberal re-commodification coupled with the de-familialization usually associated with social democracy. Moreover, if activation, including investment in human capital (one of the key elements of the LEGO model) is stripped of its punitive tone and practices, re-commodification becomes difficult to distinguish from long-standing practices within social democratic regimes. "This type of policy orientation, which also includes 'in-work' benefits or work subsidies, is sometimes seen as 'neo-liberal' and coercive, but actually has a long and honourable history as part of Swedish social democratic active labour market policy," (Ferrara and Rhodes, 2000: 5), which is where the OECD found it, after all! 

The second reason neo-institutionalism has difficulty accounting for policy convergence is that it frequently hews to cross-national comparisons that identify endogenous factors as the primary determinants of change. Therefore, common exogenous processes - here "globalisation" is most often mentioned - become difficult to integrate into the analysis (for an overview see Palier and Sykes, 2001). More and more policy communities are - we believe correctly - seeing globalisation not only as a constraint on choices, but is also as an opportunity that can expand the range of possible policy alternatives (Palier and Sykes, 2001: 10; Rodriques, 2002: 3; Vandenbroucke, 2001: 2; Blair and Schröder, 1999). It is imperative to have ways of analysing it, then, without falling back into the grand theorising discourses of the past.
Social Learning and Paradigm Shifts

In his classic study of social policy in Britain and Sweden, Hugh Heclo (1974) focussed on policy development, that is on change and reform. Therefore, his approach has been used by new institutionalists who are less committed to the concept of path dependency and who want to understand when and why policy regimes move off a given trajectory, or shift to another paradigm. Heclo identified ideas as important to certain moments of change.
 He suggested that policy development was not only a matter of powering, that is of power struggles among competing interests, as power resources approaches would have it. Policy-making in his view was also about puzzling - learning what to do in a complex social environment. 

This view of the policy process has produced a significant literature on policy learning or “social learning”, which Peter A. Hall defines as “a deliberate attempt to adjust the goals or techniques of policy in the light of the consequences of past policy and new information so as to better obtain the ultimate objects of governance” (1993: 278). This learning may lead to a major shift, such as the move from the economic paradigm of Keynesianism to that of monetarism, described by Hall. To understand such changes, the learning approach to policy pays attention to ideas and their contribution to “paradigm shift” (Jenson, 1989; Surel, 1997). While never abandoning an analysis of the actors and institutions that develop, transmit, impose and spread ideas and the power relations within which they act, notions of social learning attribute some independent effect to the intellectual processes that help forge coalitions around sets of ideas or worldviews. Thus the social learning approach is not an alternative to either power resources or path dependency; but it is a major supplement.

How might a social learning approach help account for the rise of the LEGO model? The story inevitably has to start with the identification of "anomalies" or policy failures, as these constitute the driving force in the social learning perspective (Hemerijck and van Kersbergen 1999: 176).  Policy "failures" may arise because the results are not those that are intended, for example when the design of social programmes actually discourages employment, because of high tax-back rates and so on. Or, they may be defined as anomalies when an ideological shift in preferences leads policy circles to define a certain behaviour as unacceptable. For example, in number of countries, critics pointed to the anomaly  that lone parents were supported to remain out of labour force while caring for young children, but couples received little support when they chose parental care.
 

The identification of anomalies is the product of policy feedback, of decision-makers and policy communities drawing lessons from the results of social policies. In this sense, new institutionalists are absolutely right to say that “policy shapes politics”. Nonetheless, the prescriptions for change, the framing assumptions that organise responses, the commitments to equality, the goals for redistribution and for equity, all these and many more things occur as part of the puzzling in the policy process. Just as powering merits attention, so does puzzling. 

In doing so, it is also important to recognise that social learning is not simply about "looking backward".
 It can originate within government, as policy-makers attempt to refine and adapt their policies in the light of their past actions. It can also involve “looking sideways” in the sense that it involves learning from others. A first type of exogenous learning may come from processes including groups outside government. Here independent policy intellectuals (in research institutions or NGOs) can play a key role. A second type of exogenous social learning may involve broadening the policy community to include international agencies. Policy transfer from abroad is not new, of course (Hall, 1989; Bradford, 1998 for example). But the rapid growth in communications of all types, combined with the dramatic increase in the number of international organisations in the past 50 years, has accelerated the process. Bodies such as the OECD or the European Union have strong research and knowledge dissemination capacities, that can feed into domestic policy processes (Radaelli, 1997).  It is therefore even easier for social learning at the national level to be influenced by ideas and debates occurring at the transnational or supra-national levels (Haas, 1992).

There are strong institutional reasons that reinforce processes of exogenous social learning, as Part III indicates more specifically. Here we will mention two in particular. A first comes from the 1980s commitments to the New Public Management that led governments to focus on improving managerial efficiency and effectiveness (Saint-Martin, 2000b).  Twenty years experience managing downsizing and cut-backs not only shaped the size of government; it also affected its research and policy-thinking capacities (Bakvis, 2000). As a result, governments are increasingly relying on outside sources of knowledge and expertise for policy development. This tendency is reinforced by enthusiasm for the “new governance” approach which promotes less hierarchical policy development and seeks a more open, fluid, pluralist process involving interdependent policy networks (Rhodes, 1997). Under such arrangements, policy learning processes become more exogenous than in the past (Greener, 2001).

A second institutional reason for greater exogenous social learning exists most obviously in the European Union.  For instance, the Open Method of Co-ordination (OMC), adopted as part of the Lisbon Process, constitutes nothing less than an attempt at institutionalising processes for sharing policy experience and the diffusion of best practices (de la Porte, Pochet and Room, 2001: 300). As a practice of benchmarking and monitoring, on the basis of commonly agreed European guidelines and domestic National Action Plans (Hemerijck , 2001: 250-52):

The Open Method of Coordination constitutes a powerful stimulus for policy learning and innovation… It may expand the repertoire of potentially effective policy responses, that is, trials that policy-makers might not have discovered through the examination of their own policy experience or history … Welfare reform in the first decade of the 21st century will increasingly involved a combination of domestic learning, learning from and with others… Moreover, innovative combinations of domestic policy learning and supra-national learning may cause considerable hybridisation in welfare and labour market policy. 

Together, the three approaches to welfare state reform provide the theoretical inspiration for our approach. All three have considerable merits as well as limits. Social learning, especially across borders (with the case of Keynesianism being a classic exemplar) at the puzzling and problem definition stages of policy making helps understand why a LEGO model may be gaining currency during this period of redesign, re-casting, and so on. Social learning theories – when learning goes beyond merely drawing lessons from the past to include learning from others or policy transfers – may go a long way in accounting for the type of regime hybridisation underpinning the LEGO model. But the social learning approach leaves somewhat open the questions of how problems emerge in the first place and how they come to be defined the way they are. Anomalies, problems, failures or mismatches are too often seen as self-evident: as objective entities waiting to be discovered by policy-makers. A more complete account of the link between learning and change must include some consideration of the “politics of problem definition” (Rochefort and Cobb, 1994).

Nor are all countries or all regimes doing the same thing; convergence around diagnosis has not brought convergence in solutions, or even convergence on identification of the most-pressing problem. Here the new institutionalists can help. Analyses of path dependency may have difficulties accounting for why policy prescriptions from a variety of sources are converging around a child-centred, future-oriented and human capital strategy of welfare state redesign. While cross-national convergence in policy ideas may not be many new institutionalists' “cup of tea”, the strength of their approach lies in its usefulness for explaining differences in the challenges that welfare regimes have faced and the changes implemented over the past years. 

Finally, the power resources approach, helps to understand why the LEGO model and its policy prescriptions and ideas may be useful for politicians seeking to forge new social coalitions in support of a renewed social model. Technocrats and bureaucrats do not make policy alone; politicians with their eyes on elections and support coalitions do too.

III - LEGO is not just for kids: The challenges of child poverty and pensions

In this third section of the paper, we will illustrate how the LEGO model organises prescriptions for redesigning welfare regime in two general cases - those where child poverty is the puzzle to solve and those where pensions are targeted as the major problem. That is, we will examine the politics of both liberal and continental welfare regimes and their attention to the LEGO model, by deploying the three approaches identified in Part II. 


We have described this model has having three underlying principles: 

· Given the new risks of a knowledge-based economy, life-long learning and education in general provides the main route to security, still understood to come primarily from market income; 

· equality is defined as equality of opportunity and therefore of future life chances. "Temporary" inequalities are less of a problem than long-term ones and certainly than "poverty traps";

· activity now fosters productive adults and thereby enriches the collective good in the present, but also into the future. Therefore countries need to invest now for their future well-being. 

The LEGO model is one that clearly focuses more on children and their families than did the Fordist model in which the semi-skilled industrial worker and his (less often her) family was the ideal-typical target. We might even say that the imagery of the "model citizen" is shifting from the citizen-worker to the child-as-citizen-in-becoming (Jenson 2001; Saint-Martin, 2000a). This said, however, our argument is not that the LEGO model applies only to children, or to regimes which explicitly deploying a policy approach that focuses on "investing in children". Just as social policy in the Fordist model provided programmes for dependants of workers and those who were not workers, so too does LEGO need to cover all bases. We are not arguing that LEGO is a model for children; we claim that it is one in which the three principles make addressing the needs of children and their families a key target of policy intervention. It is a model for facing up to the crisis of pension systems as much as it is one to address child poverty.

The challenge of "child poverty"

As countries think about recasting the social contract and redesigning the welfare mix, it is clear that they do not all identify the same problem as their most pressing one. International comparative studies of child poverty reveal that the group of liberal welfare regimes, which are "residual" regimes, also have high levels of child poverty. The first ranking in Table 1 provides a partial report on positions in UNICEF's Child Poverty League; obviously the liberal regimes cluster near the bottom, while at the top are a mix of social democratic and conservative-continental regimes.

	Table 1

Rankings in UNICEF's child poverty league*



	Country


	Ranking

according to % of children living in relative poverty (lowest to highest) maximum = 23


	Ranking

According to % of children living in poverty based on income before taxes and transfers (lowest to highest

Maximum = 17

	Sweden
	1
	9

	Norway
	2
	1

	Finland
	3
	3

	Belgium
	4
	6

	Netherlands
	8
	2

	France
	9
	14

	Germany
	11
	4

	Australia
	15
	13

	Canada
	17
	10

	Ireland
	18
	NA

	United Kingdom
	20
	15

	United States
	22
	12

	* Source: UNICEF, 2000: 4, 15 


There are multiple reasons for increases in "child poverty" - restructured employment needs, increasing numbers of lone-parent families, high rates of "youth" (and therefore young parent) unemployment, and so on. Our task here is not to account for such rates. In liberal regimes, however, low rates of social assistance and the absence of or cut-backs in traditional family benefits (such as family allowances) mean that labour market difficulties for parents, whether in lone or two-parent families, generate "child poverty". In large part this result is due to the fact that social policy does so little to alter initial inequalities generated by market or other incomes. As the rankings in the third column of Table 1 show, France has an initial child poverty rate (28.7) above that of the United States (26.7), but once taxes and transfers - that is social and fiscal policy - are applied less than 8% of French children actually live in poverty, whereas almost one in four American children (22.4%) does. For its part, the United Kingdom had a general risk of poverty well above the average in the European Union (EU) at 22 percent in 1997, and almost two million children lived in “workless” households, that is ones in which no one held a job (European Council, 2001: Part 2, 117).

Nonetheless, despite the fact that many families with children are poor, no where has "child poverty" become the top political issue it is in the Anglo-Saxon countries (Vleminckx and Smeeding, 2001). Thus, we can say that it is not simply the existence of inadequate incomes that generates a concern with child poverty; families on social assistance have always been poor in these regimes. It is also the "naming" of this issue, in the face of thinking about redesigning welfare regimes, that accounts for, first, its visibility and then, the solutions put forward.

Indeed, this process of naming happened differently in three liberal welfare regimes. Both Canada and the United Kingdom participate fully in the LEGO model, and see child poverty as a threat to achieving its goals, whereas the United States is more reticent. 

Reform of social assistance in Canada has been carried out by a process of targeting, as elsewhere (Ferrara and Rhodes, 2000: 5). This involves breaking "children" out from other categories. A huge change in federalism in 1996 involved the federal government withdrawing from shared-cost spending with the provinces, essentially putting them on an "allowance", that is a block grant, with which they would have to meet their spending needs in the area of health and social programmes. Then, the interested parties came back to the intergovernmental table to design the National Child Benefit, implemented in 1998. 

We see the clear imprint of LEGO thinking in the description of the programme as well as its name and in the first annual report, entitled: Seeing the Possibilities: The National Child Benefit. An important investment in Canadian families (Canada, 1999):

The National Child Benefit aims to prevent and reduce the depth of child poverty and help low income parents stay in jobs by ensuring that when parents leave welfare for work, they keep benefits and services for their children. More and more, people understand that childhood experiences influence success and happiness later in life. Many factors influence these experiences, including parenting, income, family and community supports, and social services. Families living on lower incomes often face particular challenges in meeting the needs of their children. Financial support, social services and early intervention can help address some of the difficulties that might otherwise lead to the need for costly services and negative experience later in life. 

The NCB has two major parts. The federal government "relieved" the provinces of covering children in the social assistance regime, by paying an income-tested benefit directly to all parents, no matter the source of their income (wages, maintenance or social assistance).
 The NCB also has a services component, which is meant to allow provinces to "re-invest" the money they save in programmes and benefits, such as child care, health benefits, parenting supports, provincial in-work benefits, and so on. Funds have been added to the CCTB annually so as to enrich it, and the federal government provided an additional $2 billion over five years in 2000 for Early Childhood Development (ECD) Initiatives. 


The adoption of the LEGO model has changed the Canadian social policy landscape, so that it is possible to say that Canada has moved away from its post-war design in several significant ways. The fuller abandonment of a male breadwinner model was strengthened by the extension of paid and unpaid parental leaves to 12 months in 2000.
 There is a clear emphasis on work for everyone, including lone parents; all provinces have significantly reduced the exemption from seeking work for lone parents.  A range of new benefits are available for parents making the transition into work in most provinces (Beauvais and Jenson, 2001: Appendices). The change has also introduced a positive spin for some increased social spending, in the post-deficit era. The CCTB as well as NCB services reach well into the middle class, to create a coalition of popular support for the NCB.


The NCB is an integral part of a larger initiative, the National Children's Agenda, launched by the Federal-Provincial-Territorial Ministerial Council on Social Policy Renewal in June 2000 and which states (quoted in Canada, 2002: 22): 

As a nation, we aspire to have children who: - achieve physical, emotional and social development, language skills, literacy, numeracy and general knowledge to the best of their capabilities; - are ready for learning throughout their lives so they can gain the abilities they need for present and future fulfillment.  

This document provides the anchor for thinking in broader terms about investing in children and the knowledge-based economy, as its incorporation into the Innovation Strategy indicates. 
  

Where did the ideas come from? Why did Canada not trail along behind the United States in reforming welfare? Here there are institutional and political factors, as well as ideational ones, that account for the adherence to an almost pure LEGO model.

First, as a small country with its bureaucratic capacity dispersed over 11 governments, Canada has always been a "policy taker". The  Beveridge Report was imported to Canada via the wartime Marsh Report, that provided much of the ideational coherence in the post-1945 years, alongside other home-grown studies such as the Rowell-Sirois Royal Commission. Then in the 1980s and 1990s the influence of the New Public Management, together with privatisation of public services, contracting-out and downsizing, meant that the federal bureaucracy lost a good deal of its capacity to generate innovative policy thinking (Bakvis, 2000). Secondly, the country self-identifies as a "good international citizen", and therefore has been an enthusiastic participant in international organisations, from the United Nations to the OECD, many of which have been leaders in developing policy analysis around activation, child poverty, the new economy and so on. More recently, the Liberal government decided to join the International Network for Progressive Governance, which includes Tony Blair, Gerhard Schröder, President Cardoso of Brazil, as well as the Prime Ministers of Sweden, New Zealand and France (until the Socialists' defeat in spring 2002).
 The Network includes political leaders interested in “finding solutions” and who share “common values and a willingness to learn from each other”, and its meetings of policy advisors provide an good location for policy learning. 

In light of these factors, it is to be expected that international connections and processes of transnational policy learning with take on particular significance. As Keith Banting has said (1997: 268), in the current period of re-structuring in Canada: 

there has been no comprehensive blueprint of a new social contract, no equivalent of the Marsh report to provide an integrated vision of the ways in which the economic and social imperatives of the contemporary era should be reconciled. Indeed, to the extent that such visions have been articulated, they have tended to come from international organizations such as the OECD rather than national advisory bodies. 

To paraphrase Banting, it seems that the "world", is becoming an increasingly influential source of innovative policy ideas for welfare redesign in Canada. 

These ideas then served domestic purposes, especially constitutional ones. If political support for the LEGO model is strong in Ottawa, the capacities of the federal government to implement a more vigorous strategy of redesign are weak because many of the policy issues that such a strategy implies are under provincial jurisdiction. In fact – and somewhat paradoxically - federalism is both the cause of Ottawa’s enthusiastic support for the LEGO model, and also the cause of its weak capacities to transform it into concrete policies, the “early years” are, to some extent, a constitutional terra incognita. On addition, in a federal party system dominated for most of the 20th century by a single political party and engaged in "brokerage politics”, the political parties are not a rich source of policy innovation (Bradford, 1998). Politicians and bureaucrats seek ideas elsewhere.

In Great Britain, in contrast, it would not be an exaggeration to say that the Third Way is the political midwife of the anti-child poverty version of the LEGO model, and the Third Way a product of the British party system.
 Although they first emerged in the US in the early 1990s, Third Way ideas were rapidly taken up by Tony Blair and with the help of various policy intellectuals packaged as an alternative to the policies of ‘old’ Labour and the New Right on which New Labour was pinning its future (Studlar, 2001). 
Anthony Giddens (1998) is sometime credited with the manifesto publication. In his book he calls for a new partnership in the assignment of the welfare function, and particularly a shift from the traditional welfare state to the “social investment state”. The government's policy document Children First, takes up this language. In his Foreward Prime Minister Blair writes: “the welfare of all our children is central to our reform of the welfare state… Providing children with a good start in life is the best investment the Government can make”.
  During his March 1999 Beveridge Lecture, Blair described an “historic mission” to end child poverty by 2020. During its first term, various policy initiatives have been put into place by the government to support this new commitment. The main changes introduced by New Labour include: a National Childcare Strategy aiming to create up to 1 million new spaces;
 Working Families Tax Credit, and in-work benefit; 
 increased Child Benefits;
 the Children's Tax Credit;
 the Sure Start Programme; 
 extended maternity leave (from 14 to 18 weeks) and parental leaves (unavailable before); the Children's Fund for early intervention with children at-risk of developmental delays and/or social exclusion;
 new central policy units for issues related to children; 
 the Child Trust Fund. This emphasis continues through the second term.

To the extent that the LEGO model does represent a policy innovation, its rise in British politics owes much to the Labour party and intellectuals, institutions and think tanks circling around it. These include the London School of Economics under Giddens' direction, the Fabian Society, the Institute for Public Policy Research, Demos, and so on. But it would be a mistake to ignore exogenous social learning and institutional pressures. Transnational institutional influences, especially coming from the European Union, account directly for some of the recent British reforms and the running to catch up. The EU has mandated parental leave and therefore the UK had to fall into line (Jenson and Sineau, 2001: Chapter 7). Beyond that, EU discourse of social inclusion, new risks, the knowledge-based economy and so on is sometimes difficult to distinguish clearly from that of New Labour's Social Exclusion Unit. There are, of course, differences, but the government of the Member State is both shaping and being shaped by the policy discourse and requirements of the European level.

In both Britain and Canada, child poverty is at the top social policy agenda, with "the problem" named in quite similar terms, largely because the two welfare states share a common liberal heritage, and the policy solutions devised by the two countries are also broadly similar. But there are, as new institutionalists and power resources approaches would expect, some significant differences between the two countries. The ideas of the LEGO model have been more readily translated into policies in Britain than in Canada. Particularly the politics of childcare has been a point of blockage in Canada, because of provincial opposition (and that of parents and some advocates too) (Mahon and Phillips, 2002: 202ff.) that intersected with the complicated politics of federalism. In the UK, once the government decided to act, its hand was freer.  One result is, as a comparison of Great Britain, Canada, Australia and the US finds, that the first spends more than Canada on children, especially children in low-income families (Battle and Mendelson, 2001). Of course, we should remember that the British have a long way to go to catch up with the other European countries; it spent the same percentage of its GDP on pre-primary education as did Italy in 1998, and less than half that of Denmark (OECD, 2001: 189).
 

The relevance of social learning, both domestic and transnational, and the processes of "problem naming" therein involved, are highlighted when the American case is examined. In the United States, what Skocpol labels "child-focused liberalism" (2000: 17) is actually much less focused on children than are the child-centred policy visions of the UK or Canada. The trajectory from the past continues to play a role, as new institutionalists teach. So do the power relations within the political system, which saw welfare reform enacted by a supposedly Third Way President, who faced a Congress dominated by Republicans. Bill Clinton's Democrats lost control of the House in 1994, for the first time in 40 years and the Republicans won the Senate too. 

The discourse around reforming the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) programme focused overwhelming on the "mothers" involved. As the five-year assessment of welfare reform by the Urban Institute describes the initial motivations of many reformers (Weil and Finegold, 2002: xiii):

As more mothers began to work outside the home, AFDC became increasingly unpopular and was seen as a source of financial support that allowed poor single mothers to stay at home but was not available to middle-class or married mothers. Moreover, some observers suggested that welfare, which was targeted to unmarried mothers, contributed to increases in divorce and births outside marriage. Bipartisan dissatisfaction with AFDC led to periodic efforts to reform welfare by shifting its emphasis to putting mothers to work.

Moreover, the new transfer programme differs from the names used in Canada and the UK; it still uses the "family label". TANF is Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, while the 1996 welfare reform umbrella legislation also stresses the role of parents, being the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA). While everything can not be read out of a name, they are instructive. More directly, the explicit goals of welfare reform are overwhelmingly parent-focused. In addition to promoting job preparation and work, "two of the most important objectives of welfare reform are encouraging two-parent families and stemming the growth in non-marital births" (Lerman, 2002: 33). In other words, a key goal is reducing the number of lone-parent families. This trumps the "child poverty" and child well-being dimensions in programme design.
 This may be changing, however, as a result of the reform itself. As Weil and Finegold write (2002: xxviii):  “… welfare reform has transformed the central question of American welfare policy, from how much to give single mothers who do not work, to how to support low-income families with children.  The new frame has different implications than the old one for the politics of welfare and for resources allocation decisions.” 


We see, then, in this quick overview of three liberal welfare regimes that the move to the LEGO model is not the same everywhere. Differences exist for ideological as well as institutional reasons, and because of different patterns of social learning. The United States is much less of a "policy-taker" than is Canada, or even than Great Britain, now in the European Union. Its processes of social learning remain more bounded by national borders, than do those of the other two, and therefore path dependency is more obvious.

The challenge of sustainability

Child poverty may pre-occupy policy communities in liberal welfare regimes, but in continental ones it is sustainability, particularly of the pension system, that concerns policy-makers and leads them to implement their own versions of the  LEGO model. As the experts describe the situation (Myles and Pierson, 2001: 305):

By the mid-1980s, the first serious efforts to reform national pension systems and resolve the 'crisis' were underway. … Old-age pensions, long one of the most stable features of the post-war social contract, has become a sector marked by dramatic policy change. The big question lurking behind any discussion of these reforms concerns the long-term future of the 'welfare states for the elderly' created in the post-war decades.

What is leading to this "crisis", and how is it related to the LEGO model? As the Belgian Minister for Social Affairs and Pensions puts it (Vandenbroucke, 2001):

The strains placed on European welfare states by ageing populations, the changing gender balance and the declining average size of households, when added to the impact of persistent high and long-term unemployment and low participation rates, all call for adjustments to the structures of the welfare state. And if, as I have just contended, these problems are ultimately not caused by international factors then it is quite within our capacity - and responsibility - to face them. And this is were the notion of the active welfare state becomes important.

Here we find the list of difficulties and solutions faced by continental welfare states whose welfare regimes depend on insurance (that is, require payments into unemployment, pension, health systems) rather than funding from general revenues. For Bismarkian welfare regimes,
 for example, the principles are: performance (that is contributions based on assuming work or family caring tasks); equivalence (benefits to a replacement or near replacement level), horizontal equity (modelled on the traditional male breadwinner with life-time employment), and so on (Daly, 2001: 81-82). Therefore, anything that threatens the level of those contributions, or more broadly the general principles, puts the system at risk. Low participation rates (due to early retirement policies as well as single-income families), family instabilities (thereby interfering with women and children's access to benefits from a male bread-winner), or unemployment and non-employment (that cut into the contribution rates) are the threat, as the Minister makes clear.

Pensions in particular capture all these risks. Many were designed as pay-as-you-go, that is they are financed by payroll taxes, and therefore depend on keeping the contribution levels in line with use. As populations age, then, a crisis looms, because fewer young people must provide for more old ones (who are also living longer…).  Naming the challenge a "sustainability crisis" involves a recognition of the contributions of both past policy design and current demographic trends. 


Policy interventions and reforms only partially target pension regimes or the behaviour of the elderly. This is partly because, as new institutionalists constantly remind us, pensions are "politically constructed property rights" and citizens with interests created by pension systems are politically active and involved; modifications are difficult to make (Myles and Pierson, 2001, 313ff. for example).
  It is more the case because, if the post-1945 welfare regimes were "welfare states for the elderly" -  by which is meant their greatest achievement was to provide income security in old age -  then a challenge to the pension system becomes a challenge to the architecture of the whole regime. The assumptions about the welfare mix among family, market and community as well as the state need to be revisited when new demographic patterns, altered family structures, restructured labour markets, and so on appear. The basic challenge may appear to be about pensions, but it is the behaviour and experience of young people and the middle-aged that must be altered and their needs addressed.

And, indeed, this broader setting is acknowledged. Most countries and the European Union are focussing their efforts more broadly than simply on their pension programmes.  In doing so, they have settled around a set of actions which invoke the terms of the LEGO model: human capital, equality of opportunity, and investment now to ensure the future. 

Many policy communities, as we have noted more than once above, promote activation policies. Added to this are more recent concerns about ways to increase birth rates (so as to avoid a crunch when today's young workers arrive at retirement age). Policies stressing “de-familialization” and investments in more and better child care for children encourage more women to enter the labour force by enabling work-family balance ("reconciliation" in Euro-speak). They may also halt the decline in fertility rates; the Swedish example it often cited here. This is, in other words, an understanding that with increases in women's labour force participation brings new risks to be insured against, as Ann Orloff has noted. These are “risks, particularly facing women workers, of income interruption due to maternity and participation in caregiving activities” (1999: 8).

But where is the link to the LEGO model? The notions of investing now to insure the future and equal opportunities are the easiest to observe. Because of the built-in financing concerns, not only must labour force participation rates be high now, but there must be sufficient workers well into the future to maintain the system. Therefore, a child-centred strategy falls out automatically from demographic concerns about declining birth rates. But the goal is not simply a natalist one, that is to have a large number of children. It is also important to ensure that these children do not live lives of social exclusion, lack of opportunity and therefore failure to achieve their potential. If they do so, they will not make the necessary contributions; they will instead be a further burden in hard-pressed welfare regimes.

Therefore, in writing of risks of social exclusion the European Council says (2001: 72):

There is a considerable body of international research which demonstrates that subsequent performance in education is strongly influenced by early developmental experiences and that well targeted investment at an early stage is one of the most effective ways of countering educational disadvantage and literacy problems. Children from poor backgrounds and vulnerable groups are often particularly at risk of missing out in this regard.

Another link to the LEGO model is through the specific ways activation is being promoted in continental welfare regimes. There is the notion that an untapped pool of potential workers, and therefore contributors to social insurance regimes is available. “Women and the less-skilled”, as Kvist notes in his study of Scandinavian experiences in the 1990s, are increasingly the targets of activation policies “to secure more people into employment and thereby also make welfare states economically sustainable” (Kvist, 2000: 4).

The European Union's response, for example, has centred on increasing the entry of women into the paid labour market, a strategy that will provide new sources of badly needed payroll contributions. There are two human capital dimensions to this thinking. The first is that human capital is being "wasted" by the fact that well-educated women are not participating in the labour force, in those jurisdictions where social policy encourages to “familialist” arrangements (Esping-Andersen, 1999: 70). 

The second, and probably more common version of the human capital theme so important to the LEGO model arises around the notion that women are particularly at-risk of succumbing to the "new risk" of exclusion from the knowledge-based economy. For example, when the European Commission considered its Social Policy Agenda for the period 2000-05, it constructed the argument about the need to increase female labour force participation and the full employment issue this way (2000: 14-15):

The promotion of employment, entrepreneurship and of a high quality of working life is central to the strategy. The structure of the labour market - in particular gender segregation and low skill and low wage employment - needs to be addressed. Access to the labour market has to be improved for all social groups. Thus the aim is not only to have more jobs but also to develop quality jobs, in particular those linked to the knowledge-based economy. 

Women are policy targets, and therefore equal opportunities must be part of any policy design, because of this policy's centrality to European labour market discourses. This guarantee has included for several years the notion that the underpinnings of equal opportunities are access to maternity and parental as well as non-parental child care. 

There is also a clear link to the LEGO model in the EU's social inclusion strategy. It is considered to require (European Council, 2001: 32, emphasis in the original): 

In the context of the European employment strategy, and the implementation of the guidelines in particular:

(a) To promote access to stable and quality employment for all women and men who are capable of working, in particular:

– By putting in place, for those in the most vulnerable groups in society, pathways towards employment and by mobilising training policies to that end;

– By developing policies to promote the reconciliation of work and family life, including the issue of child and dependent care;

– By using the opportunities for integration and employment provided by the social economy.

(b) To prevent the exclusion of people from the world of work by improving employability, through human resource management, organisation of work and lifelong learning.

We find in this quotation, only one version of many in circulation, all the elements we have identified as key to the LEGO model. Therefore, through calls for increasing women's labour force participation as well as the need to avoid social exclusion in childhood, the LEGO model is present in discussions that began as ways to solve, inter alia, the "pension crisis".

Summary and Conclusion

In this paper we seek to accomplish several things. The first is to identify and classify the social architecture that is emerging from the various efforts to "recast", "redesign" or "restructure" the welfare mix. There is convergence toward a LEGO model, as virtually all countries trace new patterns of connections among the four corners of the welfare diamond: the state, markets, family and community. These patterns involve not only a new "responsibility mix" - more market, more family or whatever - but also a shift in the ways that the mix is put together. The particularities of the latter, however, follow from ideas about current challenges, and here there is divergence. Therefore, a second goal of this paper is to account for both patterns of convergence toward the LEGO model, and divergence in implementation.

Our proposition is that out of these processes of redesign there is convergence toward a LEGOTM model, which is a policy vision standing on three key principles. One involves identification of new social risks, protection against which state policy must be directed. These are first and foremost the new risks of a knowledge-based economy. Therefore, life-long learning and education in general is identified as the main route to security (still understood, as in the years of Fordism, as coming primarily from market income). But there are also other social risks associated with the labour force needs of this knowledge-based economy. These include the increase in women's labour force participation, and the consequences these may have - when adequate services and benefits are not available - for birth rates and early childhood education. The need for old forms of social protection is not eliminated, of course; pensions are still important to protect against income insecurity in old age, health services are needed, and so on. But, for the promoters of the LEGO model, the new risks must also be taken in hand.
 

A second principle shifts the definition of equality to anchor it more firmly in a liberal notion of equality of opportunity, and therefore a focus on future life chances. "Temporary" inequalities are less of a problem than long-term ones and certainly than "poverty traps". Thus, the LEGO model tends to conceptualise social rights in terms of effective guarantees against social exclusion, whether the result of policy design and incentives, or of individual and family choices. For LEGOists, the task of social policy is to minimise such traps, to address risks of social exclusion, and in particular to ensure that the key childhood years are not ones in which children live in poverty, because that will mortgage the future. 

Finally, the third principle is that activity now enriches the collective good in the present but even more importantly into the future. Therefore, it is an "investment" more than a "consumption" model".

The model described in this way is fully congruent with the policies of activation that so many countries have put into place. It also can accommodate new fears of declining birth rates, supposedly inadequate labour force participation rates, and so on. Our claim is not, then, that the LEGO model has gone unobserved, or we are the first to identify its components. Our claims are much more modest. Our first claim is that there is a shape to what is happening, a new blueprint emerging, and that it is shifting the welfare mix. Therefore, it is a moment when new hybrids may take shape that cross the welfare regime types, and that break with the principles of the past. Our second claim is that LEGO is a good name for this vision because children and their families appear as policy targets. This is not a model that is only "about" children, however. Our third claim is, therefore, that if there is convergence around a LEGO model it is around a framing vision, implementation may vary quite widely.

To support these claims, the paper does two things. It derives from three different approaches (power resources, path dependency and social learning) the elements that can help to understand how convergence and divergence occur. In the social learning approach of new institutionalism we find some of the reasons for convergence around a LEGO model. Transnational flows within networks of policy intellectuals and from international research bodies help to disseminate and promote shared ideas. This is particularly important for countries that are traditionally "policy takers" (such as Canada), that are institutionally linked into transnational networks of policy promoters, as are the Member States of the European Union, or that are active participants in international bodies such as the OECD. These networks help to transmit the general vision of the LEGO model, while leaving significant space for differences in implementation. Therefore, the social learning approach also alerts us the importance of "problem naming", and helps us to understand why the "key problem " is not identified the same way everywhere. 

Of course, we cannot ignore that problem identification is also shaped by past policy choices and their legacies. In understanding a key divergence in the way that countries subscribing to a LEGO model name their major challenge, we are helped by new institutionalists who insist on the importance of path dependency. Liberal regimes, in particular the UK and Canada, have named "child poverty" as their key challenge, in large part because their social policy developed in the Fordist years depended so much on male wages, market income, and residual social benefits. Poverty mounted as restructured labour markets and families provided less welfare and residual state benefits maintained recipients in poverty (as they were designed to do). Therefore, "welfare reform" rose to the top of the agenda in these liberal regimes. 

However, not all liberal regimes have subscribed to the "investing in children" version of the LEGO model. The US remained more firmly attached to an "adult" version than either the UK or Canada. Path dependency partially helps us to understand this divergence among liberal regimes. The discourse of American welfare reform targeted lone mothers, especially Black lone mothers, in ways that the Canadian and British discourse never did, because of the legacy of AFDC. 

This acknowledged, however, in order to really get at this difference, as well as the reasons that Canada has been somewhat slower than the UK to implement all the elements of an "investing in children" LEGO model, we also need to use a power resources approach. It allows us to understand social policy as the result of political strategy deployed in the face of mobilised constituencies. In the US, the Democratic and centrist President had to contend with a Republican Congress and a huge and mobilised "family values" religiously-inspired lobby. Not surprisingly, American welfare reform has a unique focus on promoting marriage as an anti-poverty strategy. In contrast, New Labour could use its Third Way talk about investment and spending to placate certain progressives as it moved to centre. A second observable and important difference in power resources exists between governments that hold all the reins, as New Labour does in a pure Westminster system, and those that must contend with policy competitors not only in partisan politics but also at other levels of government, as the Canadian federal government must.

A second divergence we note, despite the convergence towards LEGOism in the European Union, is that continental welfare regimes, which have traditionally had more generous family benefits than liberal ones, focus much less on child poverty when considering the future. They "name" sustainability, and particularly sustainability of insurance-based pension regimes, as their major challenge. Path dependency is clear, in other words. 

However, beyond reforming pensions, the influence of LEGO thinking is leading them to redesign the responsibility mix, such that women are encouraged to obtain more of their "welfare" from the labour market and less from their partner (if they live in a couple) or the state (if they are a lone-parent). This shift is a direct response to the intergenerational sustainability crisis, as well as current financing challenges. There are clear implications for the way that the elements of the LEGO model, but particularly its human capital dimension, are put together. Such shifts may result in more hybrid systems, or certainly a move toward investments in early childhood services rather than parental care, parental leaves that do not encourage withdrawal from the labour force, and so on. 

In this analysis, then, we never deny the existence of divergent ways of implementing the LEGO model. At the same time, however, we argue that at a moment like the current one, that is a moment for redesigning the blueprints for the very architecture of welfare, focusing exclusively on the sources and patterns of variation, as done by much recent research on welfare regimes, may obscure patterns of similarity. 
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� Palier and Sykes review the approaches to thinking about globalisation and welfare states and observe that there are analysts who expect convergence, under influence of marketisation (2001: 4-5). These analysts do not put the same emphasis on institutions as do the "new institutionalists", however.


� They do go on to describe, for the purposes of the introductory chapter, a number of “common trends and key orientations that can be observed across systems" (Ferrara and Rhodes, 2000: 3 and ff.), but even within the description of commonality, the variation-finding continues.


� Books, especially edited collections, still tend to follow outlines based on national variations or regime differences, with introductory or concluding material seeking common trends, convergence or divergence. See, for example, Sykes et al. (2001), whose Part II reports on types, either as regimes (Daly, 2001 for example) or countries/regions (Guillén and Álvarez, 2001, for example). Ferrara and Rhodes (2000) is organised by country and sometimes policy areas within them. Pierson (2001) is something of an exception to this pattern, having only a minority of chapters focused on countries/regimes and the rest on policy areas or broader issues. Nonetheless, all chapters follow the theoretical perspective of the editor and work within the variation-finding tradition.


� As we shall see, for different actors the LEGO model or the idea of “investing in children” mean different things. It is thus more accurate to talk about varieties of the LEGO model. Rianne Mahon (2002) recently made a similar suggestion that there are “three blueprints” for “de-familialization” strategies in Europe.


� The reference to “permanent austerity” as well as retrenchment is to Paul Pierson’s influential work (1998). As the choice of the term “redesign” indicates (Jenson and Sineau, 2001) we are aligning ourselves with those who speak of “recasting” (Ferrera and Rhodes, 2000), “defrosting” (Palier, 2000), and a “new welfare architecture” (Esping-Andersen et al., 2001), and those who see a move toward a new form of state (Saint-Martin, 2000a).


� As well as other forms of inequality, two of the countries where LEGO-talk is most prevalent also have very high child poverty rates, and low rates of access to quality child care as well as other benefits for families. The United Kingdom is only playing catch up with the other countries of the EU, while Canada is lagging seriously in developing early childhood services.


� On the notion of new risk linked to the knowledge-based economy, see for example, these policy documents: "… the welfare state should not only cover traditionally defined social risks (unemployment, illness, disability and old age). It should also cover new social risks (lack of skills, causing long-term unemployment or poor employment, and single parenthood)… (Vandenbroucke, 2001: 4). "Knowledge is becoming the main source of wealth of nations, businesses and people, but it can also become the main source of inequalities among them" (Rodriques, 2002: 2-3). For Tony Blair and Gerhard Schröder in their 1999 manifesto on the Third Way, "The politics of the New Centre and Third Way is about addressing the concerns of people who live and cope with societies undergoing rapid change – both winners and losers." In other words, there are risks as well as opportunities in the knowledge economy.


� The Portuguese Presidency oversaw the consolidation of the "Lisbon process".


� Another source of a discourse of investment comes from the policy intellectual who systematised much Third Way thinking, Anthony Giddens (1998). He calls for a “social investment state”. 


� The Conference was Beyond 2000: The New Social Policy Agenda and is reported in the OECD Newsletter, vol. 6:2, 1997, p. 7.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.treasury.gov.uk/press/2001/p54_01.html" �http://www.treasury.gov.uk/press/2001/p54_01.html�


� Beauvais and Jenson (2001) provide details of the Canadian case, for example.


� France's Prime Minister Lionel Jospin told his Socialist Party in 2000 that "the 'Third Way', so fashionable three years ago, is now clearly understood for what it is: a national initiative of the British Labour Party, which may by suitable to the UK context, so influenced by liberalism, but not exportable (quoted in Bonoli, 2001: 2).


� Korpi (1989: 312) says of power resource approaches: “the emphasis is clearly on rational actors”.


� There are several variants of new institutionalism and a multitude of publications, dealing with a range of topics (Hall and Taylor, 1996). Here we focus only on those which address directly the matter of welfare state restructuring, in the tradition of Paul Pierson's (1994) comparative work.


� For example, Hugh Heclo has influenced Peter A. Hall (1993), particularly in his efforts to understand different "orders of change". A "second generation" starts with Hall rather than Heclo but gives similar attention to "ideas" (Palier, 2000; Bonoli, 2001, Bradford, 1998, for example). 


� See the discussion below, about US welfare reform. This matter has also been a source of controversy over support for non-parental childcare services in Canada and Quebec, for example (Jenson, 2002: 326-27).


� Much of the literature on social learning often tends to associate it to policy or program evaluation, the last stage in the policy cycle where policy-makers gather data to learn about the performance and impact of government programs. Policy evaluation is, of course, a learning exercise, but it is only one among many other types of learning exercises involved in the policy process.


� This is the Canada Child Tax Benefit (which includes a supplement for recipients with the lowest incomes). For employed parents, it is a significant in-work benefit, but is meant to bring no increase for those on social assistance. This aspect has been very controversial and attacked by advocates for people on social assistance. A few provinces allow the CCTB to increase the income of social assistance recipients. For details of the NCB see Beauvais and Jenson (2001: 40, Table 2).  


� The 2000 budget doubled the duration of maternity and parental leave covered by Employment Insurance to one year from the previous maximum of six months. This change is expected to benefit some 150,000 families a year at an estimated annual cost of $900 million.


� Adherence to a LEGO model has not eliminated child poverty, of course. Part of the reason is that the benefits still remain relatively small. In addition, however, the implementation of these programmes in an increasingly decentralised federal system has meant that the provinces have a good deal of latitude about what to do with their "re-investment" and ECD spending. Canadian federalism, as well as other type of arrangements favouring the dispersion of policy-making authority, provides several institutional veto points that opponents can use to block or slow down policy change. Not all of provinces, and especially Ontario and now British Columbia, which are still governed by classic neo-liberal ideologues, hew to a LEGO line. Quebec does not participate in the NCB, for reasons of principle around federalism, but its own policies display all the hallmarks of the LEGO model, with an emphasis on employability coupled with huge new spending on early childhood education, the only province making such a large commitment (Jenson, 2002).


� The Network is a continuation of the global Third Way dialogue begun in 1997 by Blair and Clinton in London. It continued in 1998 at a conference in New York that broadened the Anglo-American discussion to include other European left-of-centre leaders. Other meetings took place in Berlin and Stockholm. � HYPERLINK "http://www.progressive.gov.se/communique.asp" ��http://www.progressive.gov.se/communique.asp�


� The importance of the British party system for policy innovation has been noted, inter alia., by Hall (1992).


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dss.gov.uk/publications/dss/1998/csgp/main/foreword.htm" �http://www.dss.gov.uk/publications/dss/1998/csgp/main/foreword.htm�


� Unveiled in 1998, over £470 million was made available for the NCS. About 150,000 new places were created in 1998 and 1999. In 2002 the Chancellor announced a doubling of the childcare budget by 2006, to about £1.5 billion a year. 


� According to Treasury estimates, the extra spending on children provided by the WFTC amounted to £2 billion by 2001. � HYPERLINK "http://www.official-documents.co.uk/document/hmt/budget2000/chap5.htm" �www.official-documents.co.uk/document/hmt/budget2000/chap5.htm�. This also provides the source for the next two items on the list. See also Piachaud and Sutherland (2000). 


� The extra spending on children brought about by these changes amounted to £1.8 billion by 2001.


� The CTC replaced the Married Couple’s Allowance in April 2001.  The new tax credit is worth more than 2.5 times as much as the Married Couple’s Allowance, and is targeted at families with children aged under 16, that is about 5 million families.  The new spending on children provided by this measure is expected to be around £1.8 billion.


� £450 million has been dedicated to Sure Start, whose goal is to promote the physical, intellectual and social development of pre-school-children. The Spending Review in July 2000 announced an extra £580 million for Sure Start over the next three years.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.surestart.gov.uk/" �http://www.surestart.gov.uk�


�  £450 million. � HYPERLINK "http://www.dfee.gov.uk/cypu/home_cf.shtml" �http://www.dfee.gov.uk/cypu/home_cf.shtml�


� In November 2000, the Prime Minister announced the creation of the Children and Young People’s Unit, an inter-departmental body responsible for supporting cross-government work on child poverty and for managing the Children's Fund. The CYPU reports to the Minister for Children and Young People and is under the direction of a new Cabinet committee on Children and Young People’s Services. � HYPERLINK "http://www.nya.org.uk/Children's-fund-latest.htm" �http://www.nya.org.uk/Children’s-fund-latest.htm�


� With great fanfare the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Gordon Brown, announced a doubling of the childcare budget to £1.5 billion a year. Despite the well known absence of full services in Canada, one of the 10 Canadian provinces, Quebec, spends $1 billion per year on educationally based childcare, that is almost half the amount of public money spent in Britain.


� The US welfare reform was different from those carried out in other liberal regimes. It identifies "encouraging marriage" as a primary action against child poverty, rather than accepting and supporting lone-parenting. While initial results seemed to indicate that goal was being achieved, more recent results indicate an unintended effect. New data analysis reveal a significant increase in the number of children "living without parents", that is living with someone other than their parents. Children are left in the care of non-parents when - usually - their mother is forced to take up work with difficult hours or far away, or as she enters a new relationship in which children from previous relationships may be unwelcome. Among black children in central cities - that is, those targeted by the welfare reform - the category has doubled. Fully one of every six is living with neither parent. Some observers dispute the link to welfare reform and attribute such increases to addictions among parents, economic downturns and so on. "But the economists at the University of California and the Rand Corporation who analyzed the impact of welfare changes on children's living arrangements found a very strong link. Comparing Census Bureau surveys before and after different welfare changes in all 50 states throughout the 1990's, and controlling for other economic factors, they found that on average the share of black children living in cities without their parents more than doubled after the changes even as the share with an unmarried mother dropped to an average of 51 percent from 64 percent."


Nina Bernstein, "Side Effect of Welfare Law: The No-Parent Family", New York Times, 29 July 2002.


� In addition to Germany, the group includes France, the Netherlands and Belgium although there are always disputes about this classification (Daly, 2001: 79).


� Yet as these same authors also remind us, it is a policy field in which a great deal of change has occurred. Indeed, for Ferrara and Rhodes (2000: 4), this field is one in which "third order change" à la Hall has occurred in some places 


� Sometimes, indeed, they also redefine the ways old forms of social protection are provided. Health systems are moving to pay even greater attention to early childhood and developmental delays, for example.
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