Neoliberal Governmentality and the Respatialisation of Childcare in Ireland
1. Introduction
Care services are increasingly located at the blurred interface of public and private responsibility and as such are providing a challenging arena of research in the wake of neoliberal policy agendas (Askew, 2009; England, Eakin, Gastaldo, & McKeever, 2007; Lawson, 2007; Williams & Crooks, 2008). Many have documented the wide-scale introduction of market-like solutions to meet growing care needs as one of the hallmarks of neoliberalisation (England, et al., 2007; Lawson, 2007). Although geographers have been keenly interested in childcare, exploring policy and provision from a spatial justice perspective (England, 1996; Holloway, 1998b; Pinch, 1987), recent attempts to marketise childcare services have gone largely unproblematised. Contrary to other forms of care delivery, childcare in liberal welfare states, such as Canada, Australia and the UK, has become a site of considerable political interest as part of a redesign of social policy in the last ten years (Dobrowolsky, 2002; Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2003; Lister, 2003). Its attachment to a suite of labour activation programmes has meant that it has taken a new position within the shift to a more ‘productivist’ social policy agenda (see Esping-Andersen, 2002). As such it is seen to not only allow women outsource their reproductive work and ‘free’ them to pursue productive labour, but increasingly as a form human capital investment into young children with anticipated social and economic benefits for the present and future (Lister, 2003). 
In light of the changing position of childcare in liberal welfare states, this paper focuses on the restructuring and marketisation of the childcare sector in Ireland since 2000. Although the marketisation of childcare provision is taking place elsewhere (see Randall, 2002 for a comparative discussion of the UK), Ireland offers an interesting case given the historical relationship of the state to the care of children coupled with a sharp growth in economic wealth from the late 90s. Indeed the level of planned infrastructural change in Irish childcare since 2000 has taken other countries with similar Catholic ideological lineages (such as Italy) over 30 years to instigate (see Della Salla, 2002). A key outcome of renewed political interest has been a change in the location of delivery for childcare provision; from the pre-dominance of informal childminding in the home to the expansion of a formalised, centre-based childcare sector[endnoteRef:1] (Hayes & Bradley, 2006; Kennedy, 2001; Murphy-Lawless, 2000). Fuelling the change has led to an unprecedented ‘co-investment’ of state and private sector actors in the creation of centre based services, with the plan to increase the availability of centre bases childcare places by 50% by the end of 2010 (McDowell, 2004). By the end of 2006, 33,582 new childcare places had been created, more than the targeted 28,000 places, the majority of which provided through centre based care under €209 million of centralised funding (Fitzpatrick Associates Economic Consultants, 2005)[endnoteRef:2]. However, the growth of centre based services has facilitated the introduction of new forms of marketisation into the sector which in turn has served to introduce a heightened level of financial vulnerability which, in light of the recent Irish economic downturn, may call into question the form governmental intervention has taken into the sector over the last ten years.   [1:   Centre-based services are defined as communal care facilities. In the Irish context I take these to include any service with more than the maximum number of children allowed to be cared for by a childminder, as defined in the Pre-School Regulations 1997. This equates to a service with more than six children. The average number of children cared for in a centre based service was 42 in XXXXXX]  [2:  By the time this paper was being written in 2011, no new documents had been published to quantify the level of change which had been achieved over the ten year duration of the funding programme. ] 

Addressing a perceived absence in the existing literature on care and processes of neoliberalisation, this paper will examine the shift towards centre based services as part of an attempt to create new marketised spaces and subjects of childcare. Rationalised in policy through a discourse of sustainability, I will document why certain forms of childcare delivery have been prioritised over others in Irish policy and consider the ways in which such respatialisation processes have been instrumental to the introduction of forms of neoliberal governance to the sector. The paper considers the way in which childcare services are being folded into governmental strategies today and the implications for how and where (both in terms of physical location and sector) childcare is practiced. Using a governmentality approach, I consider the rationales informing the prioritisation of centre-based services over childminding practices in Ireland as directed through the national childcare funding programme 2000-2010. In the process I draw on governmentality analyses to highlight the importance of space in governing care provision.

2. Researching Childcare in Ireland
Recent changes in formalised childcare provision within liberal welfare states has, for the most part, gained little attention from geographers. This is not to suggest that geographers have been disinterested in childcare as a site of analysis. There have been significant contributions made to understanding state intervention into childcare over the last thirty years; in particular the scale at which funding and regulation takes place in post-fordist economies (see for example England, 1996; Mahon, 2006). Originating from a social justice perspective, many have explored the implications of childcare policy in terms of the spatial and social differentiation of service provision for working households (Halliday & Little, 2001; Holloway, 1998a; Pinch, 1987; van Ham & Chel, 2006). However, in much of this work childcare services and the form they take are added in unproblematically to the analysis, with the focus of the research on the role and impact of provision for parent(s) and child. Ultimately there are questions to be asked around the way policy shapes the form childcare services are taking, something which is particularly pertinent given the large-scale trend towards the use of outsourced care provision for many working households and the growth of formalised childcare as a sphere of gendered labour (Haylett, 2003). 
Indeed Ireland has not been alone in its policy endorsement of centre based care over an existing childcare infrastructure. The UK has conducted a similar re-emphasis away from childminding practices over the last fifteen years. As Penn and Randall (2005, p. 80) suggest, childminding practices have been deprioritised in policy in favour of private sector nurseries, with a decrease of over 60,000 existing childminding places between 1997 and 2001 despite New Labour’s commitment towards increasing access to childcare (Land, 2002; Oppenheim, 2005). While this raises issues around the ability of policy to capture and recognise the spectrum of care provision from informal to formal sector, it also poses questions of the political rationale informing the changing geographies of care delivery. At a time when many have identified the decentralisation of responsibility for crucial forms of care delivery to the home and community and voluntary based services (Fyfe & Milligan, 2003; C. Milligan, 2000; C Milligan & Conradson, 2006) analysing recent governmental investment and policy changes around childcare services can give new insights into the differentiated and unequal ways in which the neoliberalisation of care services is taking place in liberal welfare states. 
This paper is informed by analysis of policy and strategic documents, and government funding programmes which have shaped the development of the childcare sector in Ireland since 2000. Working backwards from the National Childcare Investment Programme (2006) a snowballing approach was pursued which took into account the referenced material on which each document was based as the source of material for the analysis. Sourcing material in this way allowed for a repository of linked and contingent material to be created, and gave deeper insight into the shifts and changes in understandings around childcare within recent social and economic debates. The paper is primarily based on the findings from the analysis of three key documents: the Childcare Census (1999), the National Childcare Strategy (2000), and the Equal Opportunities Childcare Programme (2000-2006). The documents were analysed to identify how childcare has been problematised since 2000 and the rationales informing the shift in emphasis from childminding to centre based care in policy. In addition to the document analysis the paper draws on interviews conducted in May and June 2008 with two County Childcare Committee chairpersons. As part of the changing governance of the childcare sector, County Childcare Committees (CCCs) were created in 1999 to oversee the development of infrastructure on the ground and to offer training support and advice to care providers. Although this paper does not claim that the findings of these interviews are representative of the work or opinions of all childcare committees, the semi-structured interviews, lasting approximately one and a half hours each, did allow for an initial exploration of the ways in which new centre based services have been endorsed and facilitated at a county level in line with recent policy changes.  



3. Neoliberal governmentality, childcare and space
One way to understand recent attempts to shape childcare provision in liberal welfare states is to regard it as a change in the government of these services. There has been a considerable amount of work examining new forms of governing under advanced liberal rule from a governmentality perspective. Such analyses have focused on attempts to organise and regulate the behaviour of particular individuals and populations: what Foucault (1997) refers to as the ‘conduct of conduct’ (for overviews see Barry, Osborne, & Rose, 1996; M Dean, 1999; Rose, 1999). Central to the idea of governmentality is a specific understanding of the notion of government. The term government here is invoked as a verb rather than a noun to highlight how society is governed through the micro-politics of everyday activities. Thus, an analysis of government focuses on the means through which individuals and groups are ordered and regulated at the level of the everyday (Dean 1999).  A key concern of governmentality is how policies and programmes are legitimated through particular political rationalities. Such rationalities are systematic ways of seeing and acting on the world which offer a central logic to how governing operates. Through rationalities the aims and justifications for the policies and programmes being introduced appear to be relatively coherent and consistent over time. They provide a means for identifying, articulating and imagining solutions to governmental problems and concerns. Identified problems are addressed through technologies of government, as the mechanisms and instruments through which governing is achieved. They are the practical features of governing which can manifest as the often banal minutiae of government; surveys, census taking, codes of conduct, techniques of audit, benchmarking, contracts, and plans (M Dean, 1999; Elden, 2007; Rydin, 2007). By rendering problems of government into technical terms, such technologies can make visible the sphere of action around a problem and the means through which it can be acted upon. 

Governmentality scholars understand the aims of programmatic intervention to be the constitution of governable spaces and subjects (Ferguson & Gupta, 2002; Gibson, 2001; Hakli, 1998). Governable spaces are imagined and delineated through political rationalities and governmental technologies, something which Rose calls the ‘irreal’: they are not quite real, not quite imagined (1999:32). These spaces are made knowable through discursive mechanisms whereby they take on certain boundaries and characteristics and become an intelligible field to be governed. There is a materiality to these spaces in that they are acted upon and regulated through a range of calculable aspects, such as the introduction of managerial divisions or techniques of performance. But such spaces are not constructed to simply quash resistance and force populations to live in conditions not of their choosing. As Rose (1999:32) suggests, “governable spaces are not fabricated counter to experience; they make new kinds of experiences possible”. In making new experiences possible, the production of governable space is crucial to processes of subjectification. Governing only becomes possible through making the field to be governed intelligible within specific limits, boundaries and characteristics. This spatialisation of the field of government through discourse (Moon & Brown, 2000; Raco, 2003), but also through technical practices, has been of central importance to modern forms of governing society (Huxley, 2006; Rose-Redwood, 2006). 

There has been a proliferation of governmentality inspired research on the rise and re-constitution of neoliberalism over the last fifteen years (Larner, 2000; Lemke, 2002; Mitchell, 2006; Rose, O'Malley, & Valverde, 2006). What this research has illustrated is that while neoliberal ideology may suggest less government, it does not signify less governance (Beeson & Firth, 1998; Larner, 2000). As a form of governmentality, neoliberalism advocates a reduced role for the state and a heightened individualism in society. The logic of the market is used in increasingly diverse and widespread ways to meet the problems of government, but to do so at a distance through the production of marketised spaces and subjects (Rose 1999). Governmentality analyses have illustrated that markets are not ‘natural’ in their emergence but are actively produced. The role of the state as an effect of particular power relations can be seen to work in support of this form of governance through the instigation of new working relationships with other sectors in society. These new relationships increasingly take the form of contractual agreements, partnerships and forms of local, community and individual ‘empowerment’. At the same time it is argued that such ‘devolved’ governance relations are being shaped and regulated by the establishment of norms, standards and indicators to monitor and render calculable their performance in new ways under what Larner (1997) calls ‘market governance’.  Nonetheless it is important to remember that new forms of governing require significant political work and often fail in reality to produce the subjects and spaces that are aspired to (Barnett, 2005; MacLeavy, 2008; McKee, 2009).  

Care services have been impacted by processes of neoliberalisation in three significant ways. Firstly many have traced the introduction of techniques of performance, adopted from private sector activity, into the organisation and management of public sector services (Hanlon & Rosenberg, 1998; Mohan, 2002). Secondly there has been an identified rearticulation of responsibility for care provision from the public sector onto the private and voluntary sectors (Fyfe & Milligan, 2003; C Milligan & Conradson, 2006; Wolch, 1990), through which the task of sourcing care is accorded to the individual and community. In many situations care is being provided based on the capacity of the individual-as-consumer to purchase it in a shift to a ‘DIY welfare state’ (Mohan, 2003). However, not all care services are being subjected to the same changes under processes of neoliberalisation. As many in critical social policy have illustrated (Dobrowolsky & Saint-Martin, 2002; Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2003) childcare is undergoing a new phase of political investment amongst many liberal welfare states where there has been an increase in government involvement, albeit in very particular and calculated ways, under what Peck and Tickell (2002) refer to as ‘roll-out’ neoliberalism . 
While many have written about new forms of neoliberal governing of care services, there has been much less attention given to the production of care spaces as part of the changing governance of these sectors. Drawing on existing literature on the production of governable spaces, a governmentality lens offers new insights into the changing spatialisation of childcare provision.  Whereas a political economy perspective brings into focus the macro and meso level structures which have been shaped by recent capitalist modes of production and regulation under neoliberal policy changes, a governmentality approach provides a different analytical starting point. As such this approach allows for a consideration of the micro-politics around how the childcare sector has become a problem of government and what kinds of solutions to this problem have been rationalised and justified (in terms of both thought and practice).  Adopting a different starting point was significant as it allowed for an examination of why it is that childcare services have taken a particular form, rather than assume that there was a typically capitalist evolution of care provision from small home based services to larger, more rationalised care centres, as part of the neoliberalisation of the sector. In this case the shift towards centre based care has had to be rationalised in particular ways within policy in order for the new spaces to supersede the existing childminding infrastructure and the related ideology of care which supported this form of care delivery.  Thus a governmentality perspective allowed for consideration of the significant political work that has gone into shaping the childcare sector in this way and why.
4. Re-envisioning Childcare Provision in Ireland
Recent political interest in childcare within the OECD has not only been based around women’s labour force participation but increasingly childcare as early years education has become a focal point of political debate (see Esping-Andersen, 2002). Unlike other forms of care provision, childcare within (neo)liberal welfare states is being viewed as a service which can reap social and economic benefits, both in the short term (for female labour activation) and in the long term (for children as future citizens) (Ball & Vincent, 2005; Jenson, 2008; Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2006b). Central to this thinking has been a new understanding of the implications of educational interventions in shaping the long term development of the child (Ailwood, 2008; Lister, 2003; Scott, Campbell, & Brown, 2002). However, incorporating childcare into new social policy agendas has posed questions of the sustainability of existing care services. As Moss (2006, p. 39) suggests, governmental interest in childcare services in liberal welfare states may be highly calculative, “but change creates opportunities to contest the structure and understanding of the workforce, and this is further enhanced by the diminishing supply of women prepared to do childcare work for low levels of pay and training”. He identifies that there is a growing governmental concern in these states that without intervention, childcare will continue to expand as informal, ‘unskilled’ labour. Despite acknowledging a heightened governmental interest in the childcare workforce and sector more generally, very few have examined the way in which new spaces and subjects of care are being re-imagined in line with this new-found political emphasis (see Cameron, Mooney, & Moss, 2002).  
While many other EU countries have relatively active in addressing childcare concerns over the past thirty years (primarily the so-called ‘social democratic’ welfare states), political interest in childcare services has been a relatively recent development in Ireland (Collins & Wickham, 2004; Kennedy, 2001; Murphy-Lawless, 2000). Demand for childcare during the economic depression of the 80s was considerably lower than it is today and was largely required by professional or dual income families (Collins & Wickham, 2001). It operated and was organised through a particular regime of government, one which was shaped and practiced in an informal economy of care. Paid care until the late 90s was predominately provided by childminders working from the home and operating without state regulation[endnoteRef:3] (Childminding Ireland, 2008).  Although not governed through the state, these services were governed through informal, community networks and through a particular ideology of care which endorsed a notion of a ‘natural’ place for the child in the home (Hayes & Bradley, 2006; O’Connor, 1992). Such services were small, caring for low numbers of children and usually took place in the carer’s own home (Office of the Minister for Children, 2000, p. 17). Childcare until the late 90s operated within a nexus of Church-state-family relations which reflected a dominant ideology of care. While the Catholic Church and its teachings maintained a strong influence on how children were cared for, there was little opportunity or desire for the state to intervene (Kennedy, 2001; Murphy-Lawless, 2000).  [3:  Amongst women in full time paid employment, childminders were the most common form of paid childcare in 2000 (Office of the Minister for Children, 2000, p. 17). ] 


The governance of childcare services in Ireland became problematic from the late 90s. Analysis of the National Childcare Strategy (Office of the Minister for Children, 2000) suggests there were three primary rationales underpinning concern over the provision of childcare at this time. By the early 90s the number of child abuse allegations had risen dramatically, from 49 in 1984 to 1609 in 1994 (Kennedy 2001).  These allegations stemmed from both within the family environment and the institutional care services provided by the religious and voluntary sector and underlined the relatively unknown manner with which the care of children was taking place in Irish society. The public outcry that ensued in the wake of the abuse allegations created a space for the state to position itself in a new regulatory role for childcare services, consolidated through the National Childcare Act in 1991 (Department of Health and Children, 1991) and the subsequent Pre School Regulations in 1997 (Department of Health and Children, 1997). As Mariana Valverde suggests, liberal democratic regimes, like Ireland, “have a structural commitment to non-interference in private beliefs and activities of a moral and/or cultural nature. It is far easier for the state to respond to popular outcries than it is to orchestrate such a campaign on its own.” (2008, p. 25).
Secondly, there was an anticipated need for care spaces in order to fuel more female labour participation. The ‘Celtic Tiger’, or tigress as it may be more aptly named, was predicated on a significant rise in female labour (McGinnity, Russell, & Smyth, 2008) and the availability of childcare provision became a point of much political and media debate by the late nineties[endnoteRef:4].  Thirdly, in light of the expected growth in demand for childcare services, concerns were raised about the childcare workforce and the ability of the existing informal infrastructure to respond to changing levels of demand (see Goodbody Economic Consultants, 1998). Analysis of the National Childcare Strategy (NCS) suggests that many in government and from within the primary childcare advocacy groups anticipated a growth in demand would lead to an expansion of care in the informal economy, with a concern that “the danger at present in Ireland is that market forces continue to skew the evolution of education and training provision [of providers] to meet immediate needs, without taking account of the long-term vision of quality provision of services for children.” (Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform 2002a:3).   [4:  The politicisation of debates around childcare provision came to a head in the lead up to the 2005 General Election when childcare was placed high on the election platform of the main political parties and was at the forefront of ‘doorstep’ debates for politicians in the lead up to election day. See ‘The Art of Courting Votes with Childcare’ The Irish Times, Tuesday, November 8th, 2005] 


Within the NCS lies evidence of the problematisation of the existing informal childcare infrastructure and the emergence of a particular rationale informing the redesign of the new sector.  Whereas the state had taken a residual role in childcare provision, a position characteristic of liberal welfare states (Daly & Lewis, 2000), the crisis which emerged around childcare delivery opened a space in which the state had to intervene in the governance of the sector. However, by the time the first regulations were introduced in 1997, little was known of the existing informal childcare workforce. The state conducted the first childcare census in 1999 with the intention of “addressing the current informational deficit about childcare in Ireland…and to produce detailed reports for strategic planning purposes” (Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform 1999:2).  As governmentality scholars have suggested, census and other such forms of producing knowledge of a population are a fundamental part of processes of governing, and as such census data is a necessary first step in the delineation of a new field of governmental intervention.  The census estimated that there was a workforce approximately 37,900 strong caring for children in the informal economy (Office of the Minister for Children, 2000, p. 14).  Although a disputed figure, making visible this unknown workforce was the first step in creating a field of governmental intervention around childcare and the census provided the basis on which the subsequent NCS was created.  

The NCS was envisioned as a strategy for governmental intervention into childcare services until 2010. The strategy emerged as the product of a consultation process involving eight expert working groups and over 100 public submissions (2000, p. 85). As the foundational document for the new sector and marking a watershed moment in state engagement with children, it was shaped by a wide range of individuals from government, the social partners, NGOs and parents groups, comprising a wide range of expertise in care, business and education (see Office of the Minister for Children, 2000, pp. 85-94, appendix 1.2 and 1.3). The involvement of a wide range of actors in decision making processes has become characteristic of forms of collaborative governance, which have proliferated over the last fifteen years as part of a shift towards encouraging a more activated citizenry (Walters, 2004).  Drawing together a diverse range of perspectives on the sector, the expert groups were empowered to lead the discussion around eight themes including; the financial and employment implications of the sector, training, regulation and childcare as education.  The terms of reference encouraged them to examine the extent of existing provision, to consider the effects of bringing all childcare into the formal economy (both for the level of provision and professionalisation of the sector), and develop a strategy to nurture growth in terms of secure employment and career structure (Office of the Minister for Children, 2000, p. 85). 
From analysis of the strategy document, a dominant theme across four of the eight working groups was the sustainability of the childcare sector. However, the notion of sustainability has been deployed in two distinctive ways to reform the sector. Firstly it has been adopted to articulate across the range of different agendas of the strategy for parents, children and providers, offering a common language under which diverse interested parties have come to work. In this case it can be viewed as part of the rationality informing the redesign of the sector, offering a discursive framework through which the sector can be governed in new ways. Through a discourse of sustainability, the expert working groups could incorporate the agendas of different parties and justify to all the formalisation and regulation of the sector. In doing so it facilitated the introduction of measure which 
...are aimed at developing a strong, formalised and regulated sector that can provide quality care at affordable prices, as well as providing opportunities for the development of sustainable businesses and job opportunities (2000, p.55)
Secondly a discourse of sustainability has been mobilised as a means of justifying a particular form of state intervention. Rather than adopt responsibility for the sector, under a rationale of sustainability the state can work to merely ‘enable’ providers to establish thier facilities. As such it frames and limits the possible solutions to be found in ways which work towards creating a sector which can operate and is viable with limited long term state involvement. To achieve this the working groups suggest stimulus grants, tax relief and employment grants for providers. The terms on which they envisioned these demand side interventions taking place belies a distinct short-termism and overall reluctance for the state to maintain a significant and ongoing responsibility for childcare provision, stating “the expert working group does not see most of these measures as having a permanent existence, but as being necessary to stimulate childcare until it becomes a sustainable sector” (Office of the Minister for Children, 2000, p. 58). What was envisioned through the NCS was the production of a new childcare market, fuelled through the injection of finances to the sector. As such, the NCS rationalised the introduction of new forms of governing childcare through the market and justified this through a discourse of sustainability.
5. Governing the new spaces and subjects of childcare
As Huxley (2007) has argued, processes of governing are highly spatialised. The production of new spaces allow for alternative ways of being to be envisioned and mobilised and are crucial to attempts to constitute governable subjects. This paper is ultimately concerned with the changing spatialisation of childcare as part of the introduction of new forms of neoliberal governmentality into the childcare sector.   Although informal childminding was still amongst the most prevalent form of paid care by 2000, the NCS and subsequent funding programme have directed developmental emphasis towards the support of centre-based care services, to the detriment of the existing infrastructure (Murray, 2005). As such, the endorsement of centre-based care services over an existing informal infrastructure should be viewed as a significant aspect in the changing governance of the sector itself. 
 
The recommendations of the expert working groups supported the creation of a national childcare funding programme, the Equal Opportunities Childcare Programme (2000-2005) and the subsequently renamed National Childcare Investment Programme (2006-2010) (Department of Health and Children, 2006; Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform, 2000). In line with suggestions from the working groups, the EOCP was not designed to be a long-term strategy of support, envisioned to only last until 2010. As such the development of the childcare sector has been intricately tied into the design of the programme itself and the strategies it introduced during its short lifetime. While the NCS both problematised the existing childcare infrastructure and justified a particular form of governmental intervention, namely the injection of public monies into the marketisation of the sector, the EOCP was the means through which this intervention took place. 

The investment programme aimed to increase the number of centre based facilities by 50% by 2006, which would equate to 28,000 new childcare places (Department of Justice and Law Reform, 2004). A budget of approximately €1 billion was announced to support the ambitions of the EOCP during its ten year life span (Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform, 2000). A primary direction for expenditure within the programme was towards the creation of new childcare spaces, with all funding applicants made eligible for capital investment grants. Under the terms of the EOCP, the state provided successful applicants with 75% of the capital required to improve or build a childcare centre up to €100,000. If successful, the applicant was obliged to contribute the remaining 25% (Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform, 2000). By the end of the EOCP in 2006, €139mn had been invested into capital expenditure (Fitzpatrick Associates Economic Consultants, 2005). Crucially,  awarded monies could not be invested into any building in use as or part of a dwelling, which immediately shifted the emphasis away from the existing home based infrastructure and towards more formalised care centres (Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform, 2000, p. 27).

To facilitate the introduction of the funding programme and to achieve the expectations of the NCS, a new institutional infrastructure was created at a county level.  County Childcare Committees (CCCs) were initiated across the country during the late 90s to both assess what provision was required and produce development strategies based on this assessment. Composing a range of key stakeholders in each county, including parenting groups, employers and community and voluntary sector actors (Area Development Management Agency, 2004) this form of institutional organisation around childcare draws parallels in role and composition with the Early Years Development and Childcare Partnerships introduced into the neoliberal UK context under the Blair government in 1998 (Penn & Randall, 2005). 
The CCCs have a significant role in enacting the shift towards centre based care. As public agencies they are charged with a range of tasks; strategic planning of supply and demand for the county, provider training and support, and advice for parents (Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform, 2000). Since 2006  they have been accorded an extended role as a ‘capacity building’ resource for local care providers (Fitzpatrick Associates Economic Consultants, 2005). Consequently a significant aspect of the work of the CCCs has been to liaise with providers in the creation of their facility. As one CCC co-ordinator explained, 
There are some lovely new childcare centres around and although not everyone can afford to build these, they are still what we try to get people to aspire to. We encourage others to go have a look at them, obviously if the owner is prepared to allow that. We have tried to do a lot in a short space of time, considering where we started with childcare provision, but we have to keep trying to support good quality care facilities. It’s important for the children, the parents and the community- in terms of jobs and to see that this investment isn’t just a passing fad. Interview 17th June 2008
Holloway (1998b) has illustrated how agencies like the CCCs play a central role in shaping the moral geographies of care experienced amongst parenting and provider communities, through the dissemination of new knowledge about what qualifies as ‘good’ care practice. The work of the CCCs has been central to instigating new forms of governance in the sector. Through identifying and promoting exemplary forms of care delivery, for both parents as consumers and providers, they play a key role in the organisation of the care market at a local level.     
Alongside the shift to centre based care provision, the funding programme has sought to change the way in which such services are being managed through the production of a new governable subject of care. One of the contradictory aspects of processes of governing under advanced liberal rule is that it operates through the freedom of those being governed. However, this freedom is one which has to be learned and shaped in order for the governed subject to be capable of exercising this freedom in accordance with desired behavioural norms. As a consequence, many have illustrated the often contradictory aspects of coercion and freedom entailed in modern forms of governing (M. Dean, 1995; Green, 2007; Walker, Roberts, Jones III, & Fröhling, 2008). While the funding programme offers the possibilities to childcare providers to practice childcare differently as part of a changing formalised and marketised arena of care, it ultimately strives to produce governable subjects within this ‘free’, market space. These new subjectivities of care are aspired to be capable of working and succeeding in an increasingly competitive care arena, which the programme itself is fostering. 

Analysis of the programme has sought to instil a range of business and auditing techniques into the running of care services which gain government funding. A key demand of care providers in this new funding relationship is for them to be capable of furnishing data to show the ongoing viability of the facility. To pave the way for this new level of assessment and documentation, target setting has become a prerequisite for a funding applicant (targets for the numbers of children, staff and earnings of the facility) against which future performances can be gauged (see POBAL, 2008 for target suggestions). As has been examined elsewhere, the instigation of new forms of managerialism can in many ways be linked to the rolling out of processes of neoliberalisation across care sectors (England, et al., 2007).  The CCCs are in a position to work closely with the providers in adopting new assessment techniques and target setting into their practices and consequently this has become a crucial aspect in the preparation of providers to operate within the new childcare market (Fitzpatrick Associates Economic Consultants, 2005). As part of this change the CCC’s have been charged with responsibility for both coaching and informally vetting applicants at a county level before they are put forward for funding. In their capacity as advisors, they are responsible for translating the new expectations and demands of the funding programme to prospective applicants. As was suggested by a CCC chairperson, 
Well it’s not enough to say you just want to mind children any more. I mean you ask someone about why they are applying for funding and they often say ‘oh I love working with children’ and I say you need an awful lot more than that. There is a lot to be learned before you open a facility, from the education end definitely but also from the business and management side of things. There’s the business plans, knowing your target market, how to conduct a needs assessment for your chosen area and so on. Interview, 25th May 2008 
There has been a considerable change in discourse from ‘minding’ children to educating them within the realm of childcare. Growing governmental interest in childcare has undoubtedly been spurred by the potential childcare offers as a form of human capital investment, with dividends in the present but importantly in the future. The shift towards centre based care services in Ireland has been embedded within discussions of childcare as education as part of the motivation and justification for the respatialisation of services through policy.   

The injection of finance into the childcare sector and the shift towards formalised centre based care has been fundamental to the introduction of forms of neoliberal governance to the sector over the last ten years. The prioritisation of centre based services has changed the expectations being placed on care providers, in terms of the numbers of children they require to remain financially viable and the number of staff employed to meet care needs. Moving from informal care in the home to centre based care has significantly increased the level of expenditure necessary to reach new regulation standards and as such the offer of co-investment by the state is a considerable financial incentive for providers. However, in order to produce a governable subject, the freedom to act and use this investment in the new care market must be shaped in particular ways. It is perhaps unsurprising therefore that there are distinctive punitive measures associated with the funding programme itself, with the hope of mobilising a particular subjectivity of care. Under the terms of this ‘co-investment’ the care provider is indebted to the state for the sum received for up to ten years (Department of Justice Equality and Law Reform, 2000, p. 27). As such the funding programme is structured around the knowledge that care services are primarily female-owned (Goodbody Economic Consultants, 1998)[endnoteRef:5] and that these women go into business with the state as the bearer of all risk for that venture. This knowledge of the nature of the sector serves to constitute the owner-manager as a particular gendered economic subject within the programme, as accessing the finance for childcare through the traditional lending institutions is less available based on the unpredictability of childcare as a business ((see Blake, 2006). In tandem with the roll out of the programme there has been a steady increase in the availability and expectations around these women to develop their business skills in order to understand how to manage the new service. Such a move worked on the assumption that the primary concern with funding these services was the lack of business knowledge possessed by women in the sector. Based on the rationality at the heart of the funding programme, its demands have been shaped to ensure that the successful recipient is capable of running the service as a ‘sustainable’ activity in the new marketised care environment.  [5:  Less than 1% of the Irish childcare workforce is male (Central Statistics Office, 2007)] 


6. Conclusion
While care services have provided a significant terrain for geographers interested in tracing the articulations of neoliberalism, this paper suggests that childcare has received much less attention than other forms of paid care (see for example England, et al., 2007; Fyfe & Milligan, 2003; C Milligan & Conradson, 2006). Analysis of childcare can offer new insights into the processes of neoliberalisation by virtue of the fact that it differs to how other forms of care are envisioned in policy. As such childcare as education is being positioned as a site ripe for human capital investment across many liberal welfare states (Esping-Andersen, 2002). While this paper was concerned with the changing policy discourses and re-spatialisation of childcare in Ireland, this work speaks to emerging research in critical social policy which has identified similar changes in governmental interest, particularly amongst liberal welfare states traditionally hesitant about intervening into such services (see Dobrowolsky, 2002; Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2006a; Lister, 2003). 
Although there are a range of care sources available, as part of what Gibson-Graham (2006) call the ‘diverse economies of care’, it is important to ask how and why certain forms of care delivery are being prioritised through policy and what the implications of this may be. In posing these questions, this paper argued that the respatialisation of childcare provision is a crucial aspect of the changing governance of these services today. Viewed in this light there is nothing obvious about the form childcare services are taking and as such this paper sought to question the assumption inherent in political economy accounts of change; that the shift from smaller, home based care towards larger care services is evidence of ongoing capitalist rationalisation in the sector under neoliberalism. Using a governmentality approach, this paper has argued for a more critical examination of the problematisation and rationalisation of change in the childcare sector as a way into understanding attempts to mobilise new governable subjects of care. 
The marketisation of childcare services in Ireland has taken place during a time of considerable economic wealth in the country. Inherent to the success of the funding strategy was the assumption that childcare would continue to be in demand, providing a steady consumer base on which the sector, once established, could run. In the process the state envisioned its role as an enabling force, rather than provider of long term support for the sector. In an increasingly competitive environment, the ability of centre based services to remain viable is predominately tied to the level of parental demand for these services. Although the introduction of increased competition has been rationalised in policy through a market logic, it has instilled a heightened level of risk and insecurity within the childcare sector which could leave these new spaces highly vulnerable to economic change. Indeed the economic downturn in Ireland since 2008 will undoubtedly put into question the longevity of the sector and the policy rationale to support centre based services above the existing childcare infrastructure, strategies which were embraced in more abundant times. This may in turn undermine the policy ambition of ever creating a ‘sustainable’ market based childcare sector in Ireland and opens up future avenues for research into the long term effects of the introduction of neoliberal governance for those who work in and use childcare services.
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