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ABSTRACT
This article shows how the combination of work and family life has become a central issue on the European political agenda in the 1990s, by analysing policy debates around primary and secondary legislation, communications and Action Programmes. Moreover, it examines to what extent combining work and family life helped shape European social citizenship. It shows that facilitating parents caring responsibilities became a central theme in EU social policy in the 1990s, but the primacy of employment was emphasised. Gender equality became formulated in terms of equal opportunities on the labour market rather than equal treatment at work. Workers were still central, but this was especially true of workers with caring tasks. The European Union, European employers organisations and trade unions and national members states took common responsibility for guaranteeing workers rights to time for care and care services, herewith shaping European industrial citizenship rather than European social citizenship.
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Between work and care: the shaping of European Social Citizenship

Scholars argue that gender has played a central role in the development of European social policy. The equal treatment of men and women was already essential to the first Treaty of the European Union (1957) and was an underlying principle for the introduction of social regulation in the 1970s and 1980s (Hantrais1995; Hoskyns 1996; Walby 1999). In the 1990s as well, European Union measures were introduced to improve the position of female workers, e. g.  the 1992 Recommendation on Child Care and Directive on Maternity Leave, the 1996 Directive on Parental Leave and the 1997 Directive on Part-Time Work (Bleijenbergh 2004a; 2004b). By aiming to combine work and family life, recent legislation goes further than single equal treatment of men and women at work, exhibiting a revolutionary new European involvement with caring tasks, especially private ones.

 
This article examines how the combination of work and family life has become such a central issue on the European political agenda in the 1990s. Moreover, it examines to what extent policies on combining work and family life helped shape European social citizenship. This focus on European social citizenship has been of current interest ever since the status of European citizenship was introduced in the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. In the first instance, European citizenship would seem to solely consist of civil elements (the right to free movement in the European Union) and political elements (the right to vote and run for office in local and European elections throughout the EU) (Wiener 1999). One can wonder about the third element of citizenship, namely social rights
. Meehan argued that a European social citizenship might be developing, and that this might be found in the emergence of European workers rights (Meehan 1993: 6). The emergence of European rights to combine work and caregiving in the 1990s therefore seems a fruitful occasion to locate the shaping of European social citizenship. 

Inclusive social citizenship

In an elaboration of Marshall’s classical definition, I define social citizenship as the right to a modicum of social welfare, i.e. the right to a minimum level of economic welfare and a basic level of care. 
Like Esping-Andersen argues the provision of universal rights to a minimum income as a condition for social citizenship (1990: 23-26), feminist authors show that the universal provision of care is a necessary condition for basic equality. Inclusive social citizenship consists of the right to time for care, for example paid parental leave, or the right to receive care, for example via social services for children or the elderly  (Knijn and Kremer, 1998: 332).


With the shaping of European social citizenship, I not only mean the material realization of social citizenship rights on European level, but also the formulation of common principles and norms on social citizenship. Herewith I follow the constructivist approach toward European integration (Christiansen et al 1999:530-531; Wiener, 1999). Attention for the interaction between ideas and practices has been earlier applied in the analysis of welfare state development. For example Marshall argued shared ideals on citizenship to play a fundamental role in the shaping of national citizenship:


Citizenship is a status bestowed on those who are full members of a community. All who possess the status are equal with respect to the rights and duties with which the status is endowed. There is no universal principle that determines what those rights and duties shall be, but societies in which citizenship is a developing institution create an image of ideal citizenship against which achievements can be directed (Marshall 1950: 87).


Taking the European Community as a society where citizenship is a developing institution, this article systematically investigates which ideals on social citizenship are articulated in European social policy debates in the 1990s. These ideals may be indicative of the development of European social citizenship rights in the future.  European social policy debates will be investigated in two periods, i. e. from 1990 to 1994 and from 1995 to 1999. The Maastricht Treaty was bargained in the first period, introducing the Social Protocol and so involving the European social partners in social policy making. This corporatist procedure was implemented in the second period, when the Amsterdam Treaty was adopted. In the first period a Childcare Recommendation and a Directive on Maternity Leave were introduced, will the second period brought Directives on Parental Leave (1996) and Part-time Work (1997). The periods were covered by respectively the third and fourth Equal Opportunities Action Programme and communications on European social policy and European civil and social rights. So my analysis does not only consider primary and secondary legislation on combining work and family life, but also communications
 and actions programmes relevant to this field.

Table 1: EU social policy documents on combining work and family life

	
	Primary legislation
	Secondary legislation
	Communications
	Actions Programmes

	1991
	
	
	
	Third Equal Opportunities Action Program

	1992
	Maastricht Treaty
	Childcare Recommendation

& Maternity Leave Directive
	
	

	1994
	
	
	White paper on social policy
	

	1995
	
	
	
	Fourth Equal Opportunities Action Program

	1996
	
	Parental Leave Directive
	Report on civil and social rights
	

	1997
	Amsterdam Treaty
	Part-time Work

Directive 
	
	


Ideals on social citizenship will be brought into operation by distinguishing four elementary citizenship features  (Bleijenbergh 2004a: 43). According to Marshall, social citizenship rights are directed at including all the citizens in society. So the first question is what ideals on inclusion were articulated in European Union social policy debates in the 1990s? Are they directed at including workers or at including all citizens? Second, social citizenship rights aim to grant all the citizens a basic level of equality (Marshall: 1950: 72). So the second question is what kind of equality served as an ideal in the debate, paying special attention to gender equality. Was it only formal equality (equality of access) or also material equality (equality of outcomes) that was at stake? Third, Marshall assumes social citizenship rights to be a primary public responsibility (1950: 73). This makes me wonder who was considered responsible for providing European social rights. Was it a topic of public concern of solely left to private organisations? Fourthly, Marshall assumes social citizenship rights to develop via the bodies of political representation (1950: 26). So, who was active in shaping European social rights? Was it the European Parliament or the Council of Ministers, or were it social movements like the trade unions and the women's movement? These questions will be systematically addressed in the next section. 

1990-1994

The inclusion of citizens in the European Union 


What ideals on inclusion were articulated in European social policy debates in the first half of the 1990s? At the Maastricht Treaty negotiations in the early 1990s
, the question of who should be included in social rights was intensively discussed, but the debate on social rights was separate from the one on civil and political rights. With article 17 on the status of European citizenship in the Maastricht Treaty, European civil and political rights became explicitly linked to the notion of citizenship (see Meehan 1993: 148; Wiener 1999). All the citizens of member states now had the right to free movement in the European Union and the right to vote and run for office in municipal and European Parliament elections even if they reside in another country.


A comparable recognition of European social citizenship rights was still very much a thing of the future.  At the intergovernmental conference preceding the Maastricht Treaty, expanding EC competency on social policy-making proved to be a very controversial issue.  A majority of European countries supported proposals for changing the unanimity voting on social policy issues into qualified majority voting, but the UK opposed any expansion of EU competency in the social field (Falkner 1998: 86-87; Hoskyns 1996). In the end eleven of the twelve member states at the time agreed to add a Social Protocol to the Treaty, thus arranging for qualified majority voting on issues involving working conditions, equal opportunities at work and the consultation of workers.  The Social Protocol was strictly limited to labour market issues, its main concern being the inclusion of people otherwise marginalized from the labour market (Hantrais 1995: 98).


Including non-workers was nonetheless also on the European political agenda, e. g.  in European Commission policy documents on gender equality. The third Equal Opportunities Action Programme in 1991 not only focused on women's employment, but also on resource redistribution between men and women and improving women's role in politics. It proposed measures to increase women's participation in decision-making politics (Commission of European Communities 1991: 21-22). The establishment of political citizenship rights at the European level helped empower women in their demand for inclusion in the political process.


In more general texts on European social policy, the focus also extends from workers to cover all the citizens. The 1994 European Commission White Paper on European Social Policy explicitly addresses people's lives when they are not at work. However, this European involvement with social rights is not self-evident. The European Commission defends social policy with an instrumental logic and presents it as supporting the process of economic restructuring (Hantrais 1995: 196-199).


Promoting the social integration of all. (…) This is not just a question of social justice; the Union simply cannot afford to lose the contribution of marginalized groups to society as a whole. At a time when major technological, economic and social changes are increasing the insecurity of a growing number of people, the Union needs to ensure that the most vulnerable {e. g. people excluded from social and economic life, young people unable to find a foothold in the economy, the long-term unemployed, the disabled and the elderly) are not excluded from the benefits of the economic strength of a more integrated Europe and from making an active contribution to it (Commission of European Communities 1994: 49).


So the issue of social inclusion reached the political agenda. Moreover, all member states (except the UK) took action to increase the institutional opportunities to develop European social rights. Although the member states only wanted to address the social rights of workers, the European Commission also put the inclusion of non-workers on the political agenda, creating leeway to expand the scope of social policy in the future.  


All in all the European Community took a giant step forward with the introduction of European citizenship in the Maastricht Treaty. All the citizens of the European Union were recognized as having basic civil and political rights. European citizenship rights were meant to serve the free movement of people throughout the European Union. The inclusion in social rights was also debated, but with the exception of the European Commission and its Childcare Network, the debate focused on including workers on the labour market rather than in society.

A limited right to care services

In the beginning of the 1990s the European Commission began to put the inclusion of non-working people on the European political agenda. But what kind of equality was at stake? With the adoption of the third Equal Opportunities Action Programme in 1991, the Council of Ministers underlined the need for measures to combine professional and family life as a way to promote women's labour market participation. In fact the third Action Programme described women's participation as essential to the economic welfare and social cohesion of the European Union:


Improving the integration of women on the labour market, not only in quantitative but also in qualitative terms, now constitutes an essential part of the strategy for Europe's economic and social cohesion (…) (Commission of European Communities 1991: 2).


To attain the goal of integrating women on the European labour market, the Council of Ministers agreed on common action in the field of childcare, getting directly involved in facilitating childcare services via the New Opportunities for Women (NOW) program. As part of the European Union's Structural Funds, the NOW programme supported childcare facilities linked to vocational centres and the training of childcare workers. The Unions’ interest in being directly involved in facilitating childcare services was motivated by the job-creating potential of these measures, and expanded its activities to an area where it had previously been reluctant to intervene (Hantrais 1995: 109-110).


In March 1992 the Council of Ministers also brought out a Recommendation on childcare, which was a statement of intention rather then a measure of binding force. 
 The Childcare Recommendation called upon the member states as well as the social partners and NGOs to take action to support the care tasks of women and men and develop childcare facilities and special leaves for parents in their work or education situations. A shared involvement with childcare was justified by referring to the economic and demographic need to increase women’s labour market participation:


…inadequate provision of child-care service (-) constitutes a major barrier to women’s access to and more effective participation in the labour market on equal terms with men, the effective participation of women in all areas of society and the effective us of their talents, skills and abilities in the current demographic situation (Official Journal of the European Communities 1992: 16).


Presenting childcare as an instrument to increase women's labour market participation, the European Union for the first time set common standards on social care rights. In the Social Protocol to the Maastricht Treaty negotiated in the same period, the move towards European involvement with social care rights was propagated with a comparable logic. Guaranteeing women equal opportunities on the labour market was the leading principle, and the development of social services like childcare was seen as an instrumental condition.


Care giving support nonetheless became defined as an issue of social equality in the 1994 European Commission's White Paper on European Social Policy. The European Commission explicitly formulated the policy goal of developing measures to combine work and family life. It not only announced to see on implementation of the Childcare Recommendation, it also called for leave arrangements for fathers and mothers and a more equal sharing of care giving at home: 


Greater solidarity between men and women is needed if men are to take on greater responsibility for the care giving role in our societies and if flexibility in employment is not to lead to new pressures on women to return to the ranks of the non-salaried population or be obliged to accept paid work at home in isolation from the community (Commission of European Communities 1994: 43).



In the European debate on gender equality in the early 1990s, the balance definitely shifted from a formal to a material definition of equality. Now equal treatment of women and men at work was no longer the leading principle; instead equality was increasingly defined as equal labour opportunities, with space for unpaid care to be discussed. Here the Commission presented facilitating care giving in general and re-dividing care tasks between men and women in particular as ways to increase social equality. Material gender equality thus became the implicit norm for social equality.

Ideals on shared responsibility

Since equal opportunities became the dominant interpretation of social equality in the beginning of the 1990s, who was considered responsible for providing social rights on care provision? In its third Action Plan on Equal Opportunities, the European Commission explicitly formulated care provision as a EU responsibility, but also stated that the European Union role was only complementary to national social policy (Commission of European Communities 1991: 3; Hoskyns 2000: 52-53). The EC considered the European Union to facilitate rather than direct equality politics. It replaced the emphasis on legislation in the two earlier Equal Opportunities Action Programmes
 by the policy instrument of positive action. At the same time the scope of action broadened from the employment position of women to their political participation and the distribution of resources between men and women. Obviously the European Commission felt that broadening the European role could only be justified by emphasizing the shared responsibility of the Community and the member states.


National governments were not that far. The Maastricht Treaty of 1992 emphasized the principle of subsidiarity, but the traditional emphasis on the primacy of national over European social policy, regional subsdiarity, was supplemented by functional responsibility, in other words the European Community would only develop social policy if the European social partner failed to do so (Falkner 1998: 83; Hantrais 1995: 200). With this double subsidiarity, in the first instance the EU seemed to be shunning its responsibility for social policy. Paradoxically, in practice the references to subsidiarity involved more and more actors in European social policy-making, seeking to broaden rather than diminish its legitimacy. This strategy became even clearer in the European Commission's White Paper on Social Policy (1994), which explicitly cites the principle of subsidiarity as a key to cooperative partnership between the Union, the member states, the social partners and the citizens. The reference to subsidiarity serves to emphasize the common responsibility of the Community and the other actors rather than the lack of responsibility of the Union.


So in the early 1990s, the European Union took responsibility for guaranteeing European citizens civil and political rights, leaving the member states and the European social partners responsible for social policy. Although national governments articulated a growing commitment to European social policy, they reached very few concrete social policy measures in this period. The European Union nonetheless became involved in facilitating childcare and formulating a common intent to increase national childcare facilities. European involvement with care facilities was legitimized with a reference to equal opportunities for women and men on the labour market. It was argued that women’s increasing role was now needed for demographic reasons. The first half of the 1990s thus witnessed a paradoxical shift in the division of responsibility for developing European social policy in general and equality politics in particular. The scope of European political involvement broadened to the sphere of care giving support, but the principle of subsidiarity was emphasized referring to the primary role of social partners and of national welfare states.

European institutions shape social care rights

As the responsibility for providing social rights came to be shared between employers, trade unions and member states, which were active in shaping European social care rights in practice? Without a doubt the European Commission and European Parliament pushed the hardest to put social policy on the European political agenda. But also more and more national governments were aware of the need to give European integration a political and social dimension and improve the opportunities for qualified majority voting on social policy. At the time of the Intergovernmental Conference on the Maastricht Treaty Belgium in particular was quick to introduce proposals for expanding the European competency for social policy-making. Greece, Portugal, Spain, Italy, France, Germany, Denmark and even Ireland supported or advocated proposals of this kind. Despite all this support, progress in the field of social policy didn’t seem likely. The Netherlands as president of the European Union was willing to make far-reaching concessions to the British delegation, but the United Kingdom refused to accept social policy as part of the Treaty text (Falkner 1998: 84-89). This was decisive at the time, and in reaction the European Commission managed to activate the European organizations of employers and trade unions in the process of social policy-making.


Proposals to increase the role of the European social partners in the social policy-making process had already been made by the Belgian government and the European Commission. The conclusion of a Social Agreement between European social partners in October 1991 offered opportunity to formalise this striven. The basis of the Social Agreement was an ingenious trade-off between the European Commission and the social partners. The Commission agreed to consult with the European social partners on all the social policy issues it wanted to develop proposals on. If both sides were willing to conclude a framework agreement on these issues themselves, the Commission would leave them the initiative on the condition that they reached an agreement within nine months. If not, the traditional social policy-making route would be taken via the Council of Ministers. The social partners were given an opportunity to ask the Council of Ministers to translate any framework agreement that was formulated into a binding directive, giving it legislative power throughout the European Union. Unlike the case with the traditional social policy-making route, the European Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee did not have to be consulted (Falkner 1998: 94-95).


This Social Agreement played a decisive role in the further involvement of European employers and trade unions in European social policy-making, since it stimulated them to conclude framework agreements. At the same time it offered an alternative route for policy-making in the event that bargaining was either not undertaken or was unsuccessful. Much to the social partners’ surprise, in 1992 the eleven member states (without the UK) adopted the text of the Social Agreement without any changes in the Social Protocol to the Maastricht Treaty. The member states were probably happy with any opportunity to expand social policy, and interpreted it as a way to bring the European Community closer to society.


Next to the Social Agreement, European social partners showed no further activity in the shaping of European social rights. In 1993 he European Commission consulted them on the topic of Works Councils, but they failed to reach an agreement (Falkner 1998: 114). Although the European social partners now formally played a greater role in social policy-making, they did not start to put it into effect until the second half of the 1990s. As we will see in the next section, this would be on the issue of combining work and care giving. So in the first half of the 1990s the European Commission and the states represented in the Council of Ministers were actively involved in the shaping of European social rights on childcare and maternity leave, but the European social partners earned a more structural place as well.

1995-1998

In the second half of the 1990s, the new social policy making procedure introduced with the Social Protocol was successfully applied for the first time, leading to workers’ rights to time for care. The debate on social citizenship rights was also given a new impetus. In the initial stage of the Amsterdam Treaty, on the request of the Council of Ministers, the Comité des Sages issued a report on European civil and social rights, explicitly linking social rights to citizenship. Since it was perceived as being too controversial, this approach was not adopted in the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty. The fifteen member states at the time preferred to adopt the procedure of the Social Protocol in the main text of the new treaty, thus formalizing the ideal of corporatist policymaking that had gained ground in the first half of the 1990s. In the Amsterdam Treaty, the basic principle of equal treatment was of women and men was also stipulated.

Including workers in care giving

What ideals on inclusion were articulated in the second half of the 1990s? It is no coincidence that the second consultation of the European social partners by the European Commission, in 1995, was on the issue of reconciliation of professional and family life. A general consensus had grown amongst European policy-makers that something needed to be done about this issue. Moreover, it was viewed as less controversial than the Works Councils issue, on which an earlier attempts to reach a Social Agreement, had failed. The European social partners felt considerable pressure to reach an agreement, since the Intergovernmental Conference on the revision of the Maastricht Treaty was ahead, where the Social Protocol was to be rewritten or incorporated into the Treaty (Falkner 1998: 115). The social partners needed to prove they were willing and able to accept their proposed central role in European social policy-making.


Indeed, after five months of negotiations, in November 1995 the European employers’ organizations UNICE and CEEP and the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) reached a Framework Agreement on Parental Leave (Falkner 1998: 115-121). They presented parental leave as a way to combine work and family life and promote equal opportunities for women and men. The agreement granted all employed parents a minimum right to three months’ leave, citing a few minimum requirements and leaving the member states and national social partners to define the conditions of access and modalities of application. The right to parental leave was explicitly granted to mothers and fathers alike, and thus went further than the lowest common denominator reached by the Council of Ministers in the early 1990s, when the UK only wanted to grant leave to women. The social partners’ agreement even explicitly stated that men should be encouraged to accept their share of family responsibilities (Official Journal of the European Communities, 1996: 6).



Including women on the labour market was also debated during the negotiations on a second Social Agreement on Part-time work. While the Parental Leave Directive was still being discussed, in September 1995 the Commission already began consulting with the European social partners on the issue of atypical work, or flexibility in working hours and security for workers. On the request of employers, this was soon restricted to part-time work. Moreover, the employers wanted to exclude social security rights from the bargaining. In the end, the employers and trade unions agreed on equal treatment of full-time and part-time workers with regard to working conditions, including occupational social security. They left statutory social security to member states. The European social partners explicitly stated part-time work to facilitate combining work and care giving and so to support equal opportunities (Official Journal of the European Communities 1998: 13). The agreement did not meet the standards the Commission had proposed, but nevertheless foresaw in improvement of the rights of part-time workers in many European countries.
With the framework agreements on part-time work and parental leave, the social partners exhibited an ability to play a central role in European social policy-making. The stalemate between the employers and trade unions of the 1980s and early 1990s had been broken. As a result, during the Intergovernmental Conference preparing the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty, the fifteen member states at the time unanimously decided to include the Social Protocol in the Treaty text, putting the corporatist procedure at the heart of European Union decision-making instead of being an alternative to the regular route. In the future the European Commission is thus to consult the European social partners on all social policy-making initiatives and the European employers and trade unions are to be given the initiative in social policy-making.


So, in the second half of the 1990s, facilitating parents caring responsibilities became a central theme in the debate on European social policy, but the primacy of employment was emphasized. Partly as a result of the central role of the European social partners, the implicit ideal was to include both women and men on the labour market, though there was awareness that this could not be achieved without addressing the care tasks traditionally performed by women.

Social rights to time for care

What kind of equality was at stake in the second half of the 1990s? The two policy instruments central to the social policy debate in this period, the Parental Leave Directive (1996) and the Part-time Work Directive (1997), were on the right to time for care. In neither case was any financial compensation guaranteed for performing care tasks in the private sphere, a condition to apply to the definition of inclusive social citizenship (Knijn and Kremer 1997: 332). It has however been a topic of debate. In the case of parental leave, the ETUC, the European Commission and the European Parliament had wanted it to be paid leave, but under the influence of the employers and national governments, these arrangements were left to the member states and social partners (Falkner 1998: 121). In the case of part-time work, the aim of financial compensation for care giving was presented more implicitly in the trade unions’ desire for opportunities to treat part-time workers more favourably than full-time workers. Wage levels were nonetheless a much more important item than compensation for care giving. The demand for high quality part-time work made a symbolic commitment to guaranteeing part-time workers a minimum level of welfare, and the guarantee of equal treatment with full-time workers stipulated a minimum wage standard for part-time workers.


The lack of financial support during the performance of care tasks showed that in principle European provision of social rights was limited to direct employment relations. A less sensitive matter was the right to have or to return to a full-time job if one’s care tasks allowed for it. The Parental Leave Directive guaranteed the right to the same or a similar job after the leave was over, and the Part-time Work Directive guaranteed part-time workers priority when it came to jobs distributed internally. So while no references were made to a minimum level of welfare for all the citizens, this period instituted the guaranteed entrance to the labour market for citizens with care tasks. The right to time for care was introduced as a civil rather than a social right for European citizens.


The demand for social rights linked to the status of European citizenship emerged later with a report by the Comité des Sages on European civil and social rights of European citizenship. The Comité, under heading of the former Portuguese prime minister Maria de Lourdes de Pintasilgo, called for a minimum level of social welfare for all the citizens, whether they had paying jobs, did voluntary work or performed care tasks (European Commission 1996).With the articulation of ideals on a basic level of care giving support, the Comité des Sages supported a material definition of gender equality. For the time being, the articulation of this ideal did not lead to any results. The principle of formal equality was however formally stipulated in the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty. Herein national governments adopted basic rights to non-discrimination for all the citizens of the European Union, so granting citizens instead of workers formal equality. Formal equality for all citizenship now is a basic principle of the European Community.

So in the second half of the 1990s, the ideological move from equal treatment to equal opportunities made in the 1980s was implemented. Workers were still central in European social policy, but now this was especially true of workers with care tasks. Gender equality was now defined in terms of equal opportunities for workers with care tasks to participate on the labour market. Two new directives provided them with temporary time off to care for children (parental leave) and with basic social protection of structural time off (by working part-time).

Shared responsibility in practice

European social rights to time for care were installed in the second half of the 1990s, but who was considered responsible for implementing them? In the fourth EC Action Programme on Equal Opportunities, the European Commission emphasised the primacy of member states, social partners and civil society. The Commission was supposed to have a supportive role and do the national policy monitoring (Hoskyns 2000: 53). However, one thing needs to be made clear from the start. The Union cannot and ought not to monopolize the action. Much of it is up to the member states, their education systems, their regional and local authorities, the various partners in economic and social life, the social partners, voluntary organizations, the media, and last but not least, the partnership between men and women (European Commission 1996: 4).


The Fourth Action Plan on Equal Opportunities devoted more attention to the role of social partners than the earlier three programmes; the Commission explicitly stated to promote equal opportunities initiatives by the social partners (European Commission 1996: 7). When the first consultation round on the issue of combining work and family life began that year, the European social partners were also more concrete about their possible role in equality policies. Employers and trade unions alike recognized the fundamental role they had to play in drawing up the principle of gender equality and implementing it through collective bargaining.  The European Commission and the Council of Ministers enthusiastically supported the primary role of the social partners. The European Parliament was less enthusiastic about the involvement of the social partners in European social policy-making. Of course the European Parliament did not like to be excluded from the decision-making procedure, but it was also not satisfied with the contents of the Parental Leave Agreement. It especially criticized the fact that workers had no income and thus no economic security during the parental leave (Falkner 1998: 8). The European Parliament argued that the European Community should take responsibility for guaranteeing financial support for workers during parental leave and granting them the right to social security benefits, thus articulating an explicit ideal on the right to care time as a social citizenship right.


During the bargaining on the second framework agreement between the European employers and trade unions, on part-time work, the role of the social partners was definitively established, but the discussion on the primacy of their responsibility also became more fundamental. The vague standards of the final agreement were grounds for the European Parliament to question the whole procedure, including the primacy of the social partners in social policy-making. As had been the case in the debate on parental leave, members of the European Parliament stated that the European Community should take responsibility for guaranteeing the social security rights of part-time workers (Debates of the European Parliament 1997:65-66). The European Parliament was much too radical for some of the member states. They preferred to confirm and strengthen the primacy of the social partners in the Amsterdam Treaty, adopting the corporatist procedure set out in the Social Protocol in the main text and giving it primacy over the regular legislative procedure. The exclusion of the European Parliament from this decision-making route was neither debated nor changed. Only if the social partners were unable to reach a binding agreement would the traditional decision-making route, in which the European Parliament was officially involved, come in. At the time, the call for European social citizenship rights was fading, only to return at the start of the twenty-first century.


In the second half of the 1990s, the ideal of shared responsibility of the European Union, the member states and the social partners for shaping European social rights was put into practice. European social partners and the Council of Ministers formulated statements of principle at the European level, which were to be filled in at a lower level by the member states and national and sector social partners. There was also opposition though to this arrangement. The European Parliament in particular felt the European Union should take responsibility for guaranteeing citizens social security rights instead of leaving them to the lower decision-making levels. 

Social partners as policy-makers

Since the responsibility for European social policy-making came to be widely shared, who was active in shaping social rights? As a direct result of the new procedure adopted via the Social Protocol of the Maastricht Treaty, in the late 1990s the European social partners became involved in shaping social care rights. Faced with the threat of social policy-making via majority voting in the Council of Ministers (as agreed upon by the eleven member states), employers became prepared to negotiate; it was no longer fruitful for them to remain inactive. The trade unions, which had long been willing to conclude framework agreements, were no longer confronted with unwilling employers and were prepared to compromise to protect the central position of the social partners in European policy-making.



The European Commission remained active in shaping social rights under the new procedure. In practice it appropriated the power of initiative in European collective bargaining, since the employers restricted their bargaining to items the Commission made social policy proposals on. Moreover, no European legislation could be adopted without the Commission’s involvement. The Council of Ministers could only translate framework agreements between employers and trade unions into binding directives on the Commission’s proposal.

 
The Council of Ministers remains an important forum for social policy debates, but it is less involved in shaping social rights than before. Since the European social partners take the first initiative in social policy-making, legislation proposals can no longer all be scrutinized in the bargaining process among member states. If social partners are able to conclude a framework agreement on a certain policy issue, the Council is under pressure to translate it into a binding directive as it stands. After the Treaty of Amsterdam came into effect, the Council of Ministers is only able to formulate social policy on issues the social partners are unwilling or unable to reach an agreement on. The corporatist procedure has become the primary EU social policy-making route.


The European Parliament became less involved in EU social policy-making. In the event of social partners bargaining, the Treaty does not foresee the sole involvement of the European Parliament in the policy-making process. In practice, upon the request of the European Commission, the European Parliament gives thorough and comprehensive advice on draft directives, but it can be overlooked by the Council of Ministers if the comments are felt to be too controversial. The involvement of the EP increases if the social partners fail to reach an agreement. In that case the regular legislative policy-making procedure is taken, which the European Parliament and member states play a more central role in.


In the second half of the 1990s, the European social partners became decisive actors in shaping European social rights, side by side with the European Commission and the Council of Ministers. There was indirect involvement of equality bodies in the European Commission Moreover; women were increasingly represented at the European organizations of business and labour. The European Parliament was still active in formulating ideals on care giving support as a citizenship right, as was the Comité des Sages. These ideals were not directly articulated in concrete policies, but put the issue of European social citizenship on the agenda for the next age. They would come back in the 2000 Nice Charter and would be further worked out with the formulation of childcare target figures in Barcelona in 2002. 

Conclusion
This article addresses two questions. How has the combination of work and family life become such a central issue on the European social policy agenda in the 1990s? And to what extent have policies on combining of work and family life helped shape European social citizenship? Let me start with the first question.

The combination of work and family life was already on the European social policy agenda in the 1980s, when feminists at the European Commission and the European Parliament attempted to stretch the scope of equal treatment legislation to cover private care. Efforts to introduce measures on part-time work and parental leave failed however due to the need for unanimous decision-making in the Council of Ministers. Combining work and family life became a central issue in the mid-1990s when, under new institutional circumstances, the European Commission strategically put the unsuccessful policy proposals from the 1980s back on the social policy agenda. With the adoption of the Social Protocol to the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, the opportunities for European social policy-making increased. The European social partners achieved formal precedence in social policy-making and eleven of the twelve member states agreed to introduce qualified majority voting, thus improving their opportunities for common decision-making if the social partners should fail to reach an agreement. In contrast to the issue of workers’ consultation, where the first bargaining failed, parental leave and part-time work proved to be attractive for employers and employees alike to conclude agreements on.

Of course the European social partners felt pressured to prove they were willing and able to play their new central role in social policy-making. More importantly, facilitating women's labour market participation was a goal in the interests of both sides of industry. The European Trade Union Confederation was willing to improve the social rights of a growing group of female (and male) members who wished to combine work with family life. The employers’ organization UNICE needed the relatively cheap and flexible female labour in the growing service sector. In particular, national restrictions on part-time work were seen as an obstacle to the free flow of labour. Employers were willing to give part-time workers basic social rights in exchange for increased opportunities to create part-time jobs. European social rights on combining work and family life not only fit the demands of workers as well as the market, they served to further legitimize the project of European integration By presenting them as equal opportunity measures, the European Commission could instigate the EU to grant its inhabitants a kind of basic equality.

Now for the second question: To what extent did policies on combining work and family life helped shape European citizenship? In practice, efforts to put the combination of work and family life on the European political agenda have led to social rights for workers rather than to social citizenship rights. With the 1992 Childcare Recommendation, EU member states agreed to invest in workers rights to care facilities. With the Directives on Maternal Leave, Parental Leave and Part-time Work, member’s states grant workers rights to time for care. The basic aim of these rights and policies is to include women on the labour market rather than to include people with caring tasks in society. There is no guarantee of financial compensation for caring tasks. Nor are the social rights the direct result of action on the part of representative bodies at the European level; they are the result of intergovernmental decision-making and collective bargaining. So, we cannot speak of the realization of European social citizenship rights on care provision applying to the four distinguishing features of citizenship that were articulated in the introduction of this article.

The picture is quite different if we consider the formulation of ideals on social citizenship. In the second half of the 1990s, the connection between citizenship and social rights was made at the ideological level by the Comité des Sages and the European Parliament. The first argued in favour of the Union guaranteeing all the citizens the right to a minimum level of welfare regardless of whether they had a paying job, did voluntary work or performed caring tasks. The latter argued for paid parental leave and statutory social security rights for part-time workers, so explicitly subscribing ideals on social citizenship. Although this approach was not adopted in the Treaty of Amsterdam, the report by the Comité des Sages marked a new phase in the debate on European social citizenship. For the first time a mainstream EU document recognized care as a valuable activity that should be facilitated independently of labour market participation.

In practice a minimum level of social welfare for all the citizens of the European Union still seems to be very much a thing of the future. The social care rights installed in the mid-1990s can be interpreted as European industrial rights rather than social citizenship rights (see also Bleijenbergh et al., 2004b: 323).The shared ideal of a minimum level of social welfare for every citizen however leaves room for the development of European social citizenship rights in the future. The recent admission of ten Eastern European countries to the European Union and the consequent enlargement of the member states’ diversity make this observation very relevant. With the historical high female labour market participation in the ten new countries, the emphasis on equal opportunities for women and men will be in keeping with their traditions. The corporatist approach to social policy making will however be unfamiliar to the Eastern European countries, since they seem to be more in support of a liberal model of welfare (Walby 1999).

This article does not suggest a possible expansion of European industrial citizenship to social citizenship will come smoothly and quickly. For example the institution of a right to childcare for all citizens in the European Union will be the result of a long and heavy struggle. Nevertheless, the European Union has moved further on this path by formulating concrete targets in Barcelona in 2002. National governments made a commitment to provide childcare for 90% of the children from 3 to compulsory school age and at least 33% of the children in the 0-3 age group by 2010 (European Commission, 2002).  Moreover, interesting new legal opportunities have been created for the extension of European social citizenship. The 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam stipulated non-discrimination as a basic principle of the European Union, thus expanding the scope of competence much further than equal pay and labour market related issues. Moreover, the Nice Charter of Fundamental Rights (2000) includes fundamental social rights for everyone in the European Union such as the right to education, equality between men and women, and children's right to care. Although the adoption of a European Convention is struck for the moment, the incorporation of the Charter in an eventual new treaty is no topic of debate. It is not unlikely that the Charter will play a role in further European social policy integration. The European Court of Justice might refer to the fundamental social rights in interpreting the new non-discrimination legislation. The development of European social care rights in the 1990s show how quickly European social policy is developing and how tenacious and creative the professional actors involved can be.
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� Taking T. H. Marshall’s (1950) classification of citizenship into civil, political and social elements as my starting point, I assume the three elements of citizenship to be strongly interrelated.


� Marshall defined social citizenship as a right to 'a modicum of economic welfare and security' (Marshall 1963: 74).


�  Herewith I follow Linda Hantrais definition of communications (1995: 218). She refers to communications by the European commission in the preparatory stage of legislation, for example green and white papers.


� The twelve member states at the time were in alphabetical order Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, United Kingdom.


� The European commission presented a draft Childcare Recommendation, against the advice of its own Childcare Network and the European Parliament, which had both called for a legal instrument on childcare (Bleijenbergh, 2004: 112). The Commission downgraded the power of the proposal for strategic reasons, since if feared the veto right of the United Kingdom if a more powerful instrument were to be chosen. As a result of this strategic move, agreement was soon reached.


� Commission of the European Communities (1981) A New Community Action Programme on the Promotion of Equal Opportunities for Women (1982 –1985) (COM (81) final, Brussels, 9 December 1981, Commission of the European Communities (1985) Equal Opportunities for women – Medium Term Community Programme 1986 –1990 (COM (85) 801 final, Brussels, 19 December 1985.
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