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Abstract
This article reviews research on policy attituded aleological values from the
perspective of social representations theory. érfitist part of the paper, key features
of lay political thinking are presented, its pragimamperative, its focus on
communication and the social functions of shareml\tedge.Objectification
transforms abstract and group-neutral ideologieales into concrete and socially
useful knowledge, in particular stereotypes of gatonforming and value-violating
groups. Such shared understandings of intergrdapaes provide citizens with
common reference knowledge which provides the ¢wgnand cultural basis of
policy attitudes. Social representations theorthierr suggests that lay knowledge
reflects the social context in which it has beabetated“anchoring”), an aspect
which allows conceptualising aggregate-level déferes in policy attitudes. In the
second part of the paper, a model of lay conceptadrsocial order is outlined which
organises four shared conceptions of social oedeng with the stereotype-based
thinking associated with each conception: Morakoréree Market, Social diversity
and Structural inequality. We conclude by arguimaf policy attitudes are symbolic

devices expressed to justify or to challenge exgssiocial arrangements.
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Policy Attitudes, Ideological Values and Social Reggntations

In democratic societies it often seems that ciszame not well equipped to take an
informed stance towards important social and malitissues (Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996)
and that considerable variation in citizens’ poéitiexpertise hampers effective participation
in democratic debate (Converse, 2000). Taking spgeetive of lay political thinking, the
present article puts such alarmist claims intogesstve. It argues that most citizens are
actually aware of political alternatives, but netassarily in their expert formulations. They
know the kind of society they are attracted to #redmodels of society they oppose, in terms
of its level of cultural diversity, individual freem or social equality, for example. Citizens
express such preferences in attitudes and opibdoverds a wide range of social, economic
and legal policies that are destined to achieviigall goals, for example the upholding of
public order or the reduction of economic inequedit Accordinglypolicy attitudesefer to
individual evaluations concerning the desirabidityd legitimacy of different models of
society.

The present contribution offers a social psychaalgapproach to policy attitudes
from the perspective of political lay thinking, Wia focus on the influence of ideological
values on policy attitudes. The discussion of puodittitudes and values is built upon social
representations theory which provides a conceftaalework of lay thinking and everyday
communication (Augoustinos, Walker & Donaghue, 2@Dé&aux & Philogene, 2001; Doise,
Clémence & Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1993; Moscovici, 196108) Wagner & Hayes, 2005). We first
consider research on ambivalent political attituaied highlight the social and relational
foundations of ideological values. In the second pathe paper, we outline a model of lay
conceptions of social order which links multipleadogical values with social psychological
processes.

Attitude Ambivalence, Value Pluralism, and SociaResentations
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People often hold contradictory political attitud8sich attitudinal ambivalence is
one of the major issues in policy attitude rese&@amtril & Davis Cantril, 1999; Feldman &
Zaller, 1992). Studies have shown, for examplég, pleaple support abstract egalitarian
principles, while advocating at the same time pedichat are contrary to egalitarian
principles, for instance tax breaks for the weatthgutbacks in unemployment protection
(Feldman & Zaller, 1992). Similarly, citizens egs#éindorse broad principles such as human
rights, but they equally easily support specifitigges which violate human rights, for
example in case of torture of a suspected terr(Bisierklé & Clémence, 2004). And while
public agreement with a general principle of saiiyds generally found to be high, this
support crumbles when specific groups such asrieenployed are mentioned as
beneficiaries (Kangas, 1997). Such apparent instergty has been viewed as reflecting
ideological innocence (Kinder & Sears, 1985), a&umld combination of values (Free &
Cantril, 1968), or as the result of missing paditimformation and awareness (Converse,
1964). In light of such widespread ambivalence iasdnsistency, many researchers in
political science and beyond bemoan the lack afgipled, value-based, higher-order
understanding of complex political phenomena bymangy citizens (e.g., Zaller, 1992).
Converse (1964), in particular, argued that atésudf the general population are notoriously
uninformed, inconsistent and ambivalent, wheretitsidés of the elite are more informed and
more consistent, because they are based on highearmolitical reasoning. Relying on
models of cognitive consistency (Festinger, 1953idelr, 1958), consistency between values
and attitudes has therefore been viewed as a §igfoomed political reasoning and
cognitive sophistication (Converse, 2000; Zall&92).

An alternative view suggests that attitudinal amtence and apparent inconsistency
are part and parcel of the contemporary politicdtiuce, characterised with a large array of

competing values and models of social organisdtimthschild, 1981). This can be
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exemplified with a value conflict that has frequgiiteen evidenced in policy attitude
research: values denoting self-reliance and meatimcachievementersusvalues of social
justice and relative equality between citizens sTdimbivalence is viewed as a conflict
between capitalism vs. democracy (McClosky & Zall€¥84), the protestant work ethic vs.
egalitarianism-humanitarianism (Katz & Hass, 1988)ireedom vs. equality (Rokeach,
1973). Ambivalent attitudes that refer simultandpts these two sets of attitudes are not
necessarily indicative of confusion, inconsistencyack of sophistication, but rather reflect
“a problem of reconciling the multiple values, leé, and principles simultaneously present
in the political culture” (Feldman & Zaller, 1992, 270). Such value pairs represent socially
constructed and shared knowledge which are predymedsent in any democratic society as
“ideological dilemmas” (Billig, 1989) and as a listic public sphere (Jovchelovitch, 2007).
They convey ideological reference markers whicll f@ed orient lay political thinking
(Young, 2007). Consequently, inconsistent and aatéit attitudes may merely reflect the
fact that citizens constantly refer to opposingrealwhen making up their opinion, and may
even indicate higher “integrative complexity” (Tetk, 1986). This value pluralism is the
background on the basis of which citizens develay attitudes. Citizens are embedded in
a political culture that is made up by widely slthigeas circulating in society—social values,
beliefs, ideologies—which can be seen as “socf@esentations” (Moscovici, 1961/2008)
that help people to make sense of their sociablifé to take a stand towards the existing
social order.

Social representations theory argues that lay thignéoes not follow the same rules
as expert thinking (Jovchelovitch, 2007; Moscogiddewstone, 1983). Lay thinking obeys
to a “pragmatic imperative” (Wagner & Hayes, 200¢asoning in terms of abstract
categories is of little use to cope with everydég/dontingencies, and most citizens rather

rely on concrete everyday experience to make upnmads on political issues (Augoustinos
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et al., 2006). Political lay thinking is pragmatlgaelaborated in order to come to terms with
concrete everyday issues and to be able to act tingeosocial world (Reicher, 2004). This
view also implies that the relationship betweeroldgical values and policy attitudes
depends on the specific social context, for exaragelicy domain, in which it is enacted.

The social representations approach also highligetsmportance of social
communication (Moscovici, 1961/2008; Jovchelovit2@Q7). When citizens are intrigued by
a social issue—»be it criminality, unemployment, ilgration or inequality—they are likely to
attend to relevant media reports and discuss thienwithin reference groups, for example
with friends, family and colleagues. Exposed tdidct points of view and contrasting
ideological values, individuals take up a positoomthe basis of shared reference knowledge
(Clémence, 2001). Shared knowledge makes commioncand debate within a social
context possible, and thus regulates relationsinvghoups and communities. At the same
time, shared knowledge, beliefs and values diffésione social context from another,
thereby creating social identities, for example wheoup norms are reproduced in social
judgements (Cléemence, 2001) or when policy attguamied ideological values are shared by
members of social categories (Staerklé, Delay, &tani & Roux, 2007). Shared knowledge
both represents and creates the social contextiichvit is developed, thereby exemplifying
theanchoringprocess in social representations theory (Mos¢olA61/2008).

Ideological Values as Models of Social Relations

In this view, reference to abstract ideologicalreal such as justice, equality or
humanitarianism does not necessarily reflect higheer reasoning (Feldman & Zaller,
1992), since such values enter people’s lives pecthrough everyday communication and
experience. Shared values necessarily emerge foial $ife, from the ongoing
communication in private life and from debate ia gublic sphere (Jovchelovitch, 2007). The

values of individualism and meritocratic achievemé&r example, are conveyed by the
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widely disseminated everyday belief that hard wier& “good” thing, that laziness is “bad”,
and that people should get rewarded accordingetio ¢fforts and their merits. Equality
values, in turn, might be communicated throughviftiespread biblical idea according to
which people should treat others as they wouldtlkie treated themselves. Values can
therefore be viewed as “cultural truisms”, thatasliefs that are widely shared and rarely
questioned (Maio & Olson, 1998).

In order to convey meaning to abstract philosopghpoaciples, lay thinking
transforms ideological values into shared, norneathodels of social relations. Values of
traditionalism and authoritarianism, for examptegss the relationship between conforming,
“good” citizens, and non-conforming, potentiallyng@rous and “bad” citizens. Values of
individualism and meritocratic achievement, in tiemphasise competitive relations between
“winners” and “losers”. Values of diversity and riialilturalism highlight intergroup respect
and positive group differences, whereas valuesinfeusalism and equality underscore
cooperative group relations and intergroup soltga€hildren gradually become aware of
such “values”, not in their abstract and principledn, but as discursive themes and cultural
frames through which they make sense of the soali@ions around them (Fiske, 1991).
Abstract values should therefore not be confournvdéu cultural common sense and taken-
for-granted knowledge of which almost everyoneniivin a given political culture is aware.

This relational view of values has implications fioe interpretation of the
construction of policy attitudes. People take u@ mstify their stance towards policies by
referring to normative relational models rathemtb@ abstract values (Staerklé et al., 2007).
Individuals who score high on traditionalist orlzaritarian values, for example, are likely to
view their social world through the lens of a relaship between “good” and “bad” people
and thus to support repressive policies which obrind punish “bad” people. Individuals

who think that society should be organised as ation of a competitive relation between
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“winners” and “losers”, in turn, should support mecratic policies which promote such a
competitive relationship.

The idea that values reflect heuristics to desamdetional models between
individuals and groups places a greater emphasiBeorelational and contextual nature of
values than the original conceptualisations whest walues as enduring and context-
independent beliefs concerning desirabledes of conduendend states of existentieat
transcend specific objects and situations (RokeB@h3). Yet, there is a large body of
research in which values are explicitly viewed asristics describing social relations.
Sidanius and his colleagues have suggested thae@tism is motivated by a desire for
group based dominance, the value of conservatisnelly becoming a normative model of
hierarchical relations between groups (Federicaga&ius, 2002; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo,
1996). Emphasizing its role as a key belief systeterlying policy attitudes, self-declared
and measured conservatism has been shown to paedide range of policies which
maintain or increase inequality (Jost, Glaser, Kangki, & Sulloway, 2003). In this view,
“legitimising beliefs” (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999)al represent ideological values, since they
contain normative statements about the organisafigncial relations, for example the idea
that discrimination between groups is no longerablem (also a component of symbolic
racism, Henry and Sears, 2002), that equal oppitytbatween citizens is a reality rather
than an ideal, or that ignoring group differencé$ead to greater social harmony (Glaser,
2005).

Objectification of Values: Stereotypes and PolidjitAdes

The analysis of the relational foundations of valoan be taken a step further by
arguing that values implicitly incorporate stergotyl images of those groups who are seen
to conform to important values and those groups areahought to violate these same

values, a process termpaigemental value expressibg Henry and Reyna (2007). Research
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has shown that conformity with important valueshsas self-reliance, hard work and
discipline is associated with social groups locatedpper levels of the social hierarchy,
whereas perceived non-respect of these valuesagiased with groups at lower levels of the
social structure, exemplified by fat people (Crdhd®94), welfare recipients (Gilens, 1999),
women and Blacks in the U.S. (Biernat, Vescio, Th&rCrandall, 1996; Federico &
Sidanius, 2002; Reyna, Henry, Korfmacher & TucRe)5). This research shows how lay
thinking associates ideological values with sogralups in order to put forward a political
stance.

From the perspective of social representationsrihadstract knowledge such as
ideological values is transformed into politicaligeful and functional everyday knowledge
through the process objectification(Moscovici, 1961/2008). Through this process, galu
are objectified into stereotypes of value-conforgnamd value-violating groups, a
phenomenon which can be observed with any valuehwytriescribes desirable and
appropriate conduct and ways of being. The valugeaiocracy, for example, is objectified
into stereotypes of democratic and non-democratimties (Staerklé, Clémence & Doise,
1998; Staerkle, 2005), while the value of self-coins transformed into representations of
people “in control of themselves” versus those \aoi control (Joffe & Staerklé, 2007).
Survey research on welfare attitudes, in turn dmasvn that perceived deservingness emerges
as a central motivation to justify one’s policyitaite: the less potential beneficiaries are
perceived as deserving in terms of their compliamitle social values such as the work ethic,
the less individuals support policies in their faw¢van Oorschot, 2006). Policy judgements
based on perceived deservingness of beneficiaaestb conditional solidarity in which
egalitarian values may be supported in the abstoatido not apply to groups perceived as
undeserving. And even researchers themselves areamune against this tendency of

objectifying values into stereotypes. In Feldmad Zaller's (1992) seminal analysis of social
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policy attitudes, statements referring to lazingsthe poor were considered to reflect
ideological and principled reasoning about “indivaism”. From a political lay thinking
perspective, however, such derogatory images reptregdely shared and age-old
stereotypes of the poor, culturally invoked toifystubordinate positions in society
(Geremek, 1994).

Stereotypes and prejudice towards beneficiary grdlps provide an important link
between abstract ideological values and policyualtis. Contrary to claims that policy
attitudes are mainly determined by “group-neutr@éologies and values such as “principled
conservatism” (Sniderman & Carmines, 1997), ideicllgralues, when viewed as building
blocks of political lay thinking, cannot be grouputral (Lowery, Unzueta, Knowles & Goff,
2006; Reyna et al., 2005). They predict policytadiies not because of their disinterested
philosophical meaning, but because they have beesseciated with groups symbolising
conformity and non-conformity with these valueslués therefore implicitly provide the
cognitive content upon which stereotypes and pregudevelop. This process may explain
why prejudice and racism are important driving & ®ehind policy attitudes (Federico &
Sidanius, 2002). Symbolic racism, for example, ltesn shown to trump other explanatory
factors in accounting for attitudes towards “ra@alicies” such as welfare and affirmative
action policies (Gilens, 1999; Sears, van Laarjli@a& Kosterman, 1997) or crime
regulation policies (Green, Staerklé & Sears, 2088poustinos et al. (2006) forcefully
summarise the political function of stereotype-ligselicy judgements‘An ‘attitude’ of
dislike or disdain of the poor, of the unemploy&dyeople of a different class, of people of
different colour, serves not only to orient theividual to that particular social object, but
also to position that object, be it a person orraup, in social space. This helps to explain,
as well as justify and reproduce, the social systénch produced those social positions, and

to defend the individual’s own social positiorfg. 140). Relating stereotype content to
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ideological values thus represents a strategydouwatt for the political functions of
stereotypes (Tajfel, 1981; Pratto & Pitpitan, 2008)
A Model of Lay Conceptions of Social Order

So far, our discussion of policy attitudes from peespective of political lay
thinking suggests that citizens develop policytadies on the basis of value pluralism, and
that they express preferences for a certain soai@r through policy attitudes. People take up
a position in a symbolic network of stereotype eoniJoffe & Staerklé, 2007), made up by
representations of social antagonisms between yvanforming categories (deemed to
represent the bedrock of the social organisatiod)value-violating categories (perceived to
threaten the social order). Policy attitudes aeedfore based on stereotypical images of
groups. These images may be strategically depltyadtify policies destined to deal with
value-violating, disturbing or threatening groupeicher, Hopkins & Condor, 1997). Social
policies are thus viewed as institutional meangulate the relationship between
subordinate and dominant, or between threatenidgeanforming groups.

A model of lay conceptions of social order bringgdther these features of political
lay thinking. This model as well as its empiricaiihdations are fully developed elsewhere
(Staerklé et al., 2007). Like Schwartz’s (1992)vensal value structure, it is intended to
systematise multiple values into a single concdptwalel and link the different values to
distinct social psychological processes. And likdaRonal models theory (Fiske, 1991), the
model aspires to account for the relational fouiotist of ideological values by specifying
representations of four emblematic relationshipdeparts from these models by assuming
that the basic psychological process underlyingipal lay thinking is differentiation (Tajfel,
1981), and that antagonisms between groups anddudis representing contrasting values,
or differential value conformity, are at the cofedemocratic politics (Mouffe, 1993) and thus

of political lay thinking.
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As shown in Table 1, the model describes two biasias of differentiation:
normative differentiation occurring within groupsdacategorical differentiation occurring
between groups (see Kreindler, 2005). In the poésormative differentiation, people
believe that social cleavages are the outcomelifestate, individual actions, and that the
meaning of these actions can be assessed withctdspgeerceived conformity with important
ingroup values. The process of categorical diffeagion, in turn, is based on representations
of differences between groups and categories wdniehelated to each other through
antagonistic intergroup relations.

Differentiation requires a comparison dimensionndrich groups and individuals
are perceived to differ. In contrast to social titgrtheory which emphasises the flexible
selection of comparison dimensions as a functiocoafparative context (Tajfel & Turner,
1979), this model focuses on the psychological ggses determined by the actual content of
two general types of comparison dimensions: a éing based on moral, cultural and non-
quantifiable attributes which defines processegobgnition and the second one based on
material, tangible and quantifiable attributes vihjves rise to processesretlistribution
(Isin & Wood, 1999). The crossing of these two pitiess—normative vs. categorical
differentiation on the one hand and recognition aedistribution on the other—yields four
conceptions of social ordevloral order, Free market, Social diversiyd Structural
inequality(see Table 1). The overall ambition of the modebiprovide an account of four
representative ways of thinking about the socideor

Each of these types describes a set of represmmgaterived from a particular
normative model of social order. Similar to Max VEeb ideal types of behaviour, these four
conceptions do not describe any particular socretyrer, they are simplified representations
of four ways of organising a society, along witkithmain modes of institutional regulation

and their core antagonisms. The model describespotiay attitudes are shaped by four
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types of stereotypical thinking which can be assgsgth measures of prejudice towards (1)
deviant and non-conformist individuals, (2) undes®y individuals who take advantage of
others’ work, (3) immigrants and outgroups, andi@d)-status groups and organisations
defending an egalitarian social order. By specgyam emblematic antagonism justifying
different types of social order, the model seekadmount for the pluralism of stereotypical
thinking which guides policy attitude constructidmline with classical work on social
representations (Doise, 1990; Moscovici, 1961/200%) model assumes a homology
between social and cognitive regulation such tmaicbnceptions of the social order are at the
same time “in the heads” and “in the world”. Thedabalso presents a fourfold typology of
social domains regulated by policies: public ordedspur market, diversity, and inequality.
Our assumption is that specific social psycholdgitacesses are associated with each of
these four policy domains. Let us now briefly Iakeach of these types of social order.

In the conception dfloral order, political lay thinking follows along the lines of
morality and conformism with established and cossahnorms. Much like in Talcott
Parsons’ (1951) functionalist sociology or in Amiizioni’s (1994) conservative
communitarianism, social order is explained witiizens’ respect for common values: the
“good” citizens are those who respect and reprebentore values of the society, whereas
those who disrespect them, with deviant, non-canisirand disorderly behaviour, are
categorised as “bad” citizens who threaten theasacder. In this conception, individuals are
assumed to strive for recognition through valuefaanity. Accordingly, the policy goal is to
enforce value assimilation and strengthen confgrmith social rules and norms, through
disciplinary and repressive government interventidre moral order conception is captured
in values of traditionalism and authoritarianismiehhbemoan the moral decline, glorify the
“good old days” (Eibach & Libby, 2009), and stréise duty of group members to conform to

conservative ingroup values of morality, self-retia and discipline (Duckitt, 1989). Based
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on representations of a “dangerous world” full b&d” people (Duckitt, 2001), it reflects
authoritarian modes of thinking, characterised hgogsement of dominant group norms,
intolerance of deviance, and submissiveness taatids (Altemeyer, 1996; Duckitt, 1989).
Research on retributive justice and attitudes tde/@unitive and repressive policies appeals
to processes of moral order, showing for exampeé pilerceived threat to the social order,
operationalised with a high number of unresolveches, increases punitive policy attitudes
(Rucker, Polifroni, Tetlock & Scott, 2004), or treperceived decline in the moral consensus
about right and wrong shapes attitudes towardgtigarpolicies such as the three-strikes
initiative (Tyler & Boeckmann, 1997).

TheFree marketonception, in turn, describes political lay thimkbased on
economically liberal principles. Social order igtight along meritocratic principles and
citizens are evaluated as a function of indivicaatformance and success. Individuals are
expected to engage in competitive relations witthesther and endorse the equity principle
of distributive justice according to which retributs, in form of salary for example, should
be proportional to contributions and personal itwmesnt (Walster, Walster & Berscheid,
1978). Free market thinking assumes that the lasitan motivation is self-interest, one of
the most influential cultural norms in contemporévegstern societies (Miller, 1999).
Accordingly, policies are implemented to promotmg@ples of meritocratic achievement, for
example active unemployment policies (van Oorsc2@®4). Values of economic
individualism (see Kinder & Sanders, 1996) capfuege market thinking. The threat to a
social order governed by free markeinciples stems from individuals who violate itye
principles: free-riders and “losers”. People peredito misuse welfare benefits are a
particularly likely target of stereotypical judgems as are welfare beneficiaries in general,

suspected to take advantage of other membersviaikdand thus to be a burden to other
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group members. Researchers have invoked this cbocep study for example the effects of

perceived deservingness on policy attitudes (&gpelbaum, 2001; van Oorschot, 2006).

Table 1

Model of lay conceptions of social order

RECOGNITION REDISTRIBUTION
ggﬁg@gnﬁﬂ ON MORAL ORDER FREE MARKET
Regulatory principle Conformism Competition
Ideological value Authoritarianism, Traditionalism Individualism, Meritocracy
Stereotypical antagonism “Good” vs. “Bad” “Winners” vs. “Losers”
Policy domain Crime regulation, Public order Labour market, Employment
A SOCIAL DIVERSITY STRUCTURAL INEQUALITY
Regulatory principle Group differentiation Group hierarchy
Ideological value Multiculturalism vs. Racism Equality vs. Inequality
Stereotypical antagonism Ingroup vs. Outgroup Dominant vs. Subordinate groups
Policy domain Group rights, Affirmative action Social welfare

The conception dbocial diversitydiffers from the two preceding conceptions to the
extent that political lay thinking relies upon abed group membership and arpriori
distinction between social groups rather than bebtngroups defined by individual conduct
(as is the case for the antagonisms between “gand™bad” people and between “winners”

and “losers”). The regulatory principle of sociatler at work in the social diversity
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conception is group differentiation (Doise, 1978jfél & Turner, 1979). It thereby provides a
conceptual framework for accounting for lay thirnkion social diversity and
multiculturalism, in both positive and negativenar(Verkuyten, 2004). On the policy level,
group rights (or cultural rights) are at stakehis ttconception. If the two former conceptions,
moral order and free market, call for individuaghris (and duties) granted irrespective of
group membership, the conception of social divemsitcounts for situations in which social
groups claim rights in the name of their group hbminority and majority groups (see Isin &
Wood, 1999). The social diversity conception camgasured for example with scales
tapping multicultural (van de Vijver, BreugelmansS&halk-Soekar, 200&nd racist values
and beliefs (Henry & Sears, 2002). Stereotypicdgggments in this conception are based on
the evaluation of perceived categorical differenesveen groups defined with physical,
cultural or historical qualities, often associatgth essentialised and immutable qualities
(Haslam, Rothschild & Ernst, 2000; Yzerbyt, RockeBchadron, 1997). According to social
identity theory, such thinking based on group mensitip is likely to develop in contexts
where people strongly identify with their group amldere their social identities are salient
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

The Social diversityconception is more complex than the moral ordedrfeze
market conceptions, because group differences eavdluated as either positive, for
example in multiculturalism and in movements defegdights of particular groups, or
negative, as in racist and discriminatory thinkamgl behaviour. In the case of a positive view
of intergroup differences, the social order is blase a diversity-friendly recognition and
valorisation of ethnic, cultural, sexual, or retigs difference between groups. To the extent
that group membership is officially recognised &saiase of unequal treatment and
discrimination, group differences provide the foatioin of affirmative action policies and

group rights. Studies investigating the role ofsacand prejudice on attitudes towards
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affirmative action policies, for example, draw ugbis conception (Bobocel, Son Hing,
Davey, Stanley & Zanna, 1998; Federico & Sidan2)2), as does research on differences
in policy attitudes between (ethnic) minorities andjorities (Staerklé, Sidanius, Green &
Molina, 2009). In the case of a negative view eéigroup differences, social order is based
on privileges granted to members of the (ethnigpnts group. Accordingly, the threat to a
social order based on majority rights stems frotegarical otherness, represented in
particular by ethnic and national outgroups, fomeig, immigrants and asylum seekers.
Exclusionary, discriminatory and nationalist pagimplement such negative social diversity
principles. A vast field of research investigatattjtudes towards racial policies (see Kinder
& Sanders, 1996; Sears, Sidanius & Bobo, 1999)exwtiisionary immigration and
integration policies (Green, 2009; Scheepers, @ijs& Coenders, 2002; Sniderman,
Hagendoorn & Prior, 2004) calls upon this facethefSocial diversityconception.

In the final conception, lay political thinking $sructured by group hierarchy, that is,
by Structural inequalitiesHere, social order is thought to be governed ligrdanistic
patterns of class-based inequality resulting in@as hierarchy of status and power. Class
differences are seen as the result of social regtanh and inherited privileges rather than as
the outcome of individual strivings (e.g., Bourdi@979). Policies in this conception regulate
social inequalities, in particular redistributivaxtpolicies and social welfare programmes.
This conception is therefore mostly concerned \@ttposition to) social rights which grant
individuals with decent and dignified living condits (Roche, 2002). The stereotypical
cleavage characteristic of this conception is tlsa@rdttion between underprivileged,
subordinate groups on the one hand, and priviled@ahjnant groups on the other. Much like
in classic Marxist analyses, these groups are agéeing in a competitive relation of
negative interdependence with each other: the ddsnlaylow status groups directly threaten

the well-being of the high status groups (Bobo &dtings, 1996).
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Again, this conception is complex to the extent Hteuctural inequalities can either
be perceived as legitimate and fair, or on thereoptas illegitimate and unfair. When the
inequalities are seen as legitimate and even didsjriadividuals are likely to endorse
strategies of justification of these inequalitieg,promoting “legitimising myths” which
provide a rationale for the superior position @& ttominant groups (Jost et al., 2004). As a
result, individuals assert and defend superiofithose in privileged positions by supporting
hierarchy-enhancing policies (Sidanius & Pratt®9)9In this view, a hierarchical social
order dominated by powerful groups is threatenedriggnised groups which defend
egalitarian principles and aim to attenuate theéasderarchy, for example trade unions. By
extension, the threat stems also from low stataapg collectively defending their rights.
However, when inequality is deemed illegitimatéizeins support inequality correcting
policies which are destined to redistribute wealtld opportunities, for example progressive
tax policies.

Implications: Organising Principles, Meaning andi€adlity

The model of lay conceptions of social order orgasiideological knowledge and
thereby defines the organising principles of paditiay thinking. At the same time, the four
conceptions of social order provide the buildingdis of political lay thinking. Its four-fold
dimensionality allows a fine-grained analysis daiunddual differences anchored in group
processes (Duckitt, 1989; Kreindler, 2005). Itherefore both a model of individual
differences and of shared, cultural knowledge comng the different ways of organising a
society.

Although the four conceptions are theoreticallyssape from each other, they are by
no means impermeable. In most instances procesgessenting the four conceptions of
social order mingle and combine in various waysrehy giving rise to the extraordinary

complexity of political lay thinking. As an examplesearch investigating the role of racism
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in the support of punitive policies (Green et 2006) links racists representations derived
from the social diversity conception with suppan punitive policies implementing moral
order principles. More generally, the model allameestigating value ambivalence by
analysing the six possible value pairs resultiognfithe combinations of the four conceptions.
The model thus provides a flexible tool to accdontvalue pluralism and its effects on policy
attitudes.

The model is also a heuristic device to study #tationship between thought
content and thought process. In line with so@akesentations theory, the meanings
associated with actual thought contents conditi@npisychological processes at work.
Therefore, the model is not primarily intended tedict causal links between its components.
It rather represents a heuristic model which dsfite different meanings associated with
categories and concepts which are open to debdtmempretation. Equality, for example,
takes on different meanings depending on the cdimcepf social order it is referred to: in
the moral order conceptioprescriptive equalityexpects citizens to conform equally to the
same dominant ingroup normexjuality of opportunitieds central in a free market
conceptiongquality of treatmenof different groups is a cornerstone of the sodragrsity
conception; aneéquality of resourcebetween social categories is a central featutbeof
structural inequality conception. Similarly, stesges of immigrants vary as a function of the
conceptions: in moral order, immigrants are seasaagerous and threateninm free
market, they artazy profiteersof welfare benefits, in the social diversity copiten they
represenessentialised, cultural othernessd in the structural inequality conception they
make up aubordinate social categodominated by ethnic majority groups. Future resear
needs to establish the extent to which such diftameeanings associated with one particular

concept determine policy attitudes.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 20

Moreover, the model may clarify some of the theoa¢tand methodological
confusion in prior research regarding the boundaretween ideological values and policy
attitudes. Policy attitudes are often used as aidis of some larger underlying attitude
construct; egalitarianism, for example, has beeasmed with attitudes towards policies
limiting excessive wage disparities (Kluegel & Smit986), and authoritarianism with
attitudes towards punitive policies (Altemeyer, 8% ocial values and ideologies as
measured by survey instruments are thus oftenreddrom policy attitudes which suggests
that they cannot be treated as epistemologicadiyrait constructs (as advocated by research
which claims that political thinking invoking abatt values is more sophisticated than
thinking on concrete everyday issues; ConverseQR0is interpretation is supported by the
fact that no consistent link between political sspbation and value-based reasoning has
been evidenced (Feldman & Zaller, 1992). As a tesuak should be cautious in asserting
causal relationships between cognitive construtistware all based on social
representations and shared lay knowledge (Wagréayes, 2005).

The model nevertheless suggests that certainaetaimong its components can be
analysed as a causal sequence in order to exmaay pttitudes. The model assumes that
threats specific to each type of social order (e€mgme and insecurity in the moral order
conception) should heighten the salience of thee&sre stereotypical antagonisms (e.g.,
between good and bad people) which then deteraedlicy attitude (e.g., support for
punitive policies). According to the model, the cepts of perceived threat, antagonism and
policy attitude are qualitatively different: pereed threat captures perceptions of general
problems a society has to face, antagonisms aesllmasperceived normative and categorical
differences, and policy attitudes require a pditidecision (that is, they refer to “votable”
issues). Due to its emphasis on stereotypical septations of group relations, this view is in

line with models which consider prejudice and signees as determinants of policy attitudes
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(Bobo, 2000; Federico & Sidanius, 2002; LoweryleR@06; Sears et al., 1997). It also
suggests that in order to understand why ideolbgedaes predict policy attitudes, it is
necessary to analyse values in ways that makecixpikeir role in enhancing stereotypical
antagonisms and value-based prejudice.
Anchoring of Conceptions and Policy Attitudes

In this final section, we briefly outline some bktfactors which determine the
extent to which individuals endorse the four conicgs of social order, either measured as
perceived threats to social order, as perceiveabanisms or as policy attitudes. It should
first be noted that all four conceptions may prevideological justification for policies which
maintain various aspect of social status quo: theahorder conception favours repressive
policies which threaten dissent and democraticegiation, the free market conception
supports meritocratic policies which put less cotitige individuals at a disadvantage, the
social diversity conception legitimises discrimmgtand racist policies, and the structural
inequality conception promotes inequality enhangalicies. Based on research showing that
insecurity and instability bolsters cultural worews which provide a sense of stability (van
den Bos, 2009), we could expect that the maintemahstatus quo through all four policy
domains is enhanced by feelings of uncertaintynenability and precariousness. This
prediction can be extended to status differencés m@spect to conceptions of social order.
Research has shown that subordinate groups typegtiress higher levels of prejudice
against other low status groups (Wagner & Zick,5)9that they feel more threatened by
various social problems (Staerklé et al., 20079, that they score higher on some
legitimising beliefs, for example meritocratic aemement and the value of hard work (Jost,
Pelham, Sheldon & Sullivan, 2003). These effeciatgowards strategies of downward
social comparison that members of subordinate grougyy engage in, thereby expressing a

heightened perception off the various social otberats and the corresponding stereotypical



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 22

antagonisms. Differentiating themselves from stitygeal groups such as welfare
beneficiaries, asylum seekers or unruly youth mtesithe opportunity to affirm their relative
superiority on appropriate dimensions of comparigdra societal level, however,
stigmatising consensual targets of public scomsgategy of justification of a social order
that seeks its legitimacy in the exclusion of gpprtrayed in the media and in political
discourse as threatening the social order (Youag9)yL

Privileged groups in turn are also likely to endottsese status quo supporting
beliefs, albeit for different reasons. Whereas menmlbf subordinate groups engage in
strategies to deal with a negative social ideraggociated with their low status in society
(Wright, Taylor & Moghaddam, 1990; Tajfel & Turnédr979), members of dominant groups
are more likely to be motivated to secure thewifgges (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Thereby,
differential policy attitudes reflect the fact theople in privileged positions do not have the
same interests with respect to the social orgaarsas those in subordinate positions.

These considerations suggest that individual vianatshould be investigated with
respect to the significance of each conceptionroig@ status quo maintenance and social
change. For the four conceptions are not equivatethiis respect: moral order and free
market conceptions are by definition status quaanimg, since they are based on normative
differentiation and value conformity, thereby légiising and enforcing dominant majority
values. Within these two conceptions, dissent cay loe interpreted as deviance from
common values, thereby making it illegitimate. Suliwate groups are likely to endorse these
conceptions because they provide a platform oftpesilifferentiation against non-normative
groups and individuals. Dominant groups, in contraigpport them because it allows
cementing social arrangements which produced freileged position in the first place.
Social change therefore necessarily (and maybelpziGally) requires conceptions of the

social order which are based on categorical difféaéion, that is, social diversity and
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structural inequality. It is indeed only in thesmceptions that an awareness of illegitimate
intergroup relations (characterised by discrimmmtidomination and exploitation) can be
developed, denounced and eventually corrected.

If subordinate groups look after their group ingtsethey do so in order to correct
inequality which in their view is illegitimate: waen, for example, support unconditional
maternity leave more than men, not only becausedhethe main beneficiaries of this
policy, but also because the lack of maternity iasae creates inequality between men and
women (Staerklé, Roux, Delay, Gianettoni & Perg@03). Similarly, members of
subordinate groups in general are more supporfiegalitarian and redistributive social
policies (Kangas, 1997; Staerklé et al., 2007; I8wal 2006). By collectively defending their
interests against dominant groups, subordinatepgrduaw upon an upward social
comparison in order to condemn the perceived ilgegSpears, Jetten & Doosje, 2001).

This brings us back to the issue of political atte ambivalence. Members of
subordinate groups often simultaneously suppottitagan policies and endorse hierarchy-
enhancing ideologies such as economic individuadischmeritocracy. For political experts,
these two sets of attitudes are contradictory,esegalitarian policies are hierarchy-
attenuating, whereas meritocratic ideologies jystiequality. Sociological analyses may
help to shed light on this apparently paradoxiedtgrn. Bourdieu (1979) has shown that
members of social categories adopt ways of thinkimg) perceiving social reality which
reflect their social position. In line with our argent that political lay thinking is anchored in
the particular social contexts in which it is dexetd, subordinate groups typically develop a
pessimistic outlook on society, they may revel paat when things seemed better (Eibach &
Libby, 2009) and they don’t have much hope thait thieuation could fundamentally improve
(Castel, 1995). Such a vision of society may leaesentment towards groups who are

believed to be responsible for the moral decayoiety (e.g., immigrants, homosexuals or
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delinquents), or toward groups thought to take athge of good citizens and honest workers.
At the same time, however, members of subordinateps expect the government to do
something for them. Only government intervention gaarantee a minimal standard of
living (with appropriate social policies) and themntribute to ease fears about an uncertain
future. Members of dominant groups, in turn, digpteore optimistic and carefree attitudes
(Staerklé et al., 2007). They are in a bettertfrsto cope in economically difficult times,
and have a lower risk of being unemployed for glome (Paugam, 2000). They enjoy a
relatively positive social identity, and are moomcerned with securing their privileges than
with boosting their identity with comparisons witigmatised groups.

These considerations lead to the conclusion tleapdsition in the social structure is
a key factor in explaining (apparent) attitude imgistency: subordinate groups are more
prone to attitudinal ambivalence because they éxpece hierarchy attenuation and
government protection, while struggling at the saime to enhance their negative social
identity with ideological strategies which may ¢lagith the support for hierarchy attenuating
government intervention. This conclusion is comsistvith research on attitude ambivalence.
Politically liberal groups who advocate more soai&krvention by governments display more
attitudinal ambivalence than conservative grougddifan & Zaller, 1992), left wing citizens
show more cognitive complexity and integration bferring to multiple ideological values
and tradeoffs (Tetlock, 1986), and ambivalentadits towards government are more
frequent among people who feel less secure finlpctmmpared to the financially secure
(Cantril & Davis Cantril, 1999).

Conclusion

The present paper approached policy attitudesltaidvariations from the

perspective of political lay thinking. Based onisbcepresentations theory, we have argued

that attitude ambivalence was actually a manifestadf political lay thinking which



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 25

continually seeks ideological reference pointsriheo to make sense of the political world.
Political lay thinking transforms, through the pess ofobjectification abstract ideological
values into stereotypical representations of valforming and value-violating groups. In
this view, citizens are competent enough to taka gfance towards policies, be it only on the
basis of a hazy preference for a certain type oBsorder. Everyday political knowledge is
not less informed, less sophisticated, less demp élRpert political knowledge; it is
qualitatively different and follows different ruleis particular the requirement that
knowledge must be useful for everyday communicadiat action within one’s reference
groups. Thenchoringprocess describes how citizens think politicsnd aut of the social
relations they are embedded in. The end produitti®process are the four conceptions of
social order which represent divergent, yet shegpdesentations of citizenship.

In this view, policy attitudes become symbolic ®ulith which citizens either
provide legitimacy to existing social relationsovallenge them. In a democratic society
values and policies are always debated and delatibte they represent different and often
incompatible political goals (Mouffe, 1993). Poéisiimplement certain types of social order
which are questioned, contested, or approved Beos. Such policy debates are likely to
revolve around the four shared understandings @&korder—Moral order, Free market,
Social diversityand Structural inequality—which continuously feed and orient lay political

thinking.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 26

Short Biography

Christian Staerklé is Associate Professor of Sdesgichology at the University of Lausanne
in Switzerland. He has obtained his PhD in socgchology from the University of Geneva,
and has worked as a post-doctoral researcher atrtiversity of California, Los Angeles. On
a general level, his research, based on both samvegxperimental methods, concerns the
connections between intergroup relations, socgtlga and legitimising ideologies from the
perspective of social representations theory. Heiigently involved in studies investigating
contextual, collective and individual factors shregppolicy attitudes, in particular with respect
to welfare and disciplinary policies. He is alstemested in intergroup processes occurring in
collective punishment. His work has been publising@olitical Psychologythe European
Journal of Social Psychology, Social Justice RedeaCulture and Psychology, Law and
Human Behavior, Group Processes and Intergroup tiRels,and Personality and Social
Psychology BulletinHe has recently also authored a book on the Isogyahology of policy

attitudes, published by the Presses UniversitaieeSrenoble.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 27

References

Altemeyer, B. (1998). The other « authoritarianspeality. » In M. P. Zanna (EdAdvances
in experimental social psycholodyol. 30, pp. 47-92). San Diego, CA: Academic

Press.

Appelbaum, L. (2001). The influence of perceivedadgingness on policy decisions

regarding aid to the podPolitical Psychology, 22419-442.

Augoustinos, M., Walker, 1., & Donaghue, N. (1995@cial Cognition: An Integrated

Introduction(2"? edition). London: Sage.

Biernat, M., Vescio, T.K., Theno, S.A., & Cranddll,S. (1996). Values and prejudice :
Toward understanding the impact of American valuesutgroup attitudes. In C.
Seligman, J.M. Olson, & M.P. Zanna (EdEhe psychology of values : The Ontario

Symposium, §p. 153-189). Mahwah, NJ : Erlbaum.

Billig, M. (1989). Ideological Dilemmas: A social psychology of evasgydilemmasLondon:

Sage.

Bobo, L. (2000). Race and beliefs about affirmaticdon: Assessing the effects of interests,
group threat, ideology and racism. In D.O. SearSjdanius & L. Bobo (Eds.),
Racialized Politics: The debate about racism in Acae(pp. 137-164). Chicago:

University of Chicago.

Bobo, L., & Hutchings, V.L. (1996). Perceptionsratial group competition: extending
Blumer’s theory of group position to a multiracsalcial contextAmerican

Sociological Review, 6 B51-972.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 28

Bobocel, D. R., Son Hing, L.S., Davey, L. M., S&nID. J. & Zanna, M.P. (1998). Justice-
based opposition to social policies: Is it genuid@®rnal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 75653-669.
Bourdieu, P. (1979).a distinction, critique sociale du jugemeRtris : Minuit.

Cantril, A.H., & Davis Cantril, S. (1999Reading mixed signals. Ambivalence in American

public opinion about government/ashington, DC: Woodrow Wilson Center Press.

Castel, R. (1995).es métamorphoses de la question soclate chronique du salariat

Paris : Fayard.

Clémence, A. (2001). Social positioning and so@galesentations. In K. Deaux and G.

Philogene (Eds.Representations of the soc{gp. 83-95). Oxford, UK : Blackwell.

Converse, P.E. (1964). The nature of belief sysieamsass publics. In D.E. Apter (Ed.),

Ideology and discontelpp. 206-261). New York: Free Press.

Converse, P.E. (2000). Assessing the capacity skrakectorategsnnual Review of Political

Science, 3331-353.

Crandall, C.S. (1994). Prejudice against fat peddeology and self-intereslournal of

Personality and Social Psychology,, @82-894.

Deaux, K. & Philogene, G. (Eds.) (200Representations of the social: Bridging theoretical

traditions Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishers.

Delli Carpini, M.X., & Keeter, S. (1996)What Americans know about politics and why it

matters New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Doise, W. (1978)Groups and individuals: Explanations in social gsglogy.Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 29

Doise, W. (1990). Les représentations sociale€.. IBonnet, R. Ghiglione & T.F. Richard
(Eds.).Traité de Psychologie Cognitiy&ol. 3, pp. 111-174). Paris : Presses

Universitaires de France.

Doise, W., Clémence A., & Lorenzi-Cioldi F. (1993he quantitative analysis of social

representationsHemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Duckitt, J. (1989). Authoritarianism and group itiécation : A new view of an old

constructPolitical Psychology, 1,063-84.

Duckitt, J. (2001). A dual-process cognitive-motiwaal theory of ideology and prejudice.

Advances in Experimental Social Psychology,421113.

Eibach, R.P., & Libby, L.K. (2009). Ideology of tgeod old days: Exaggerated perceptions
of moral decline and conservative politics. In Jdst, A.C. Kay & H. Thorisdottir
(Eds),Social and psychological bases of ideology andesystistification(pp. 402-

423). Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Etzioni, A.(1994).The spirit of communityNew York : Simon & Schuster.

Federico, C.M., & Sidanius, J. (2002). Racism, idgg and affirmative action revisited: The
antecedents and consequences of “principled objetio affirmative actionJournal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 838-502.

Feldman, S., & Zaller, J. (1992). The politicaltoué of ambivalence: Ideological responses

to the welfare staté&dmerican Journal of Political Science, ,38568-307.

Festinger, L. (1957)A theory of cognitive dissonandealo Alto, CA : Stanford University

Press.

Fiske, A.P. (1991)Structures of social life: The four elementary ferof human relations

New York: Free Press (Macmillan).



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 30

Free, L.A., & Cantril, H. (1968Political beliefs of AmericandNew Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers

University Press.
Geremek, B. (1994Roverty: A historyOxford, UK: Blackwell.

Gilens, M. (1999)Why Americans hate welfare. Race, media and thggsabf antipoverty

policy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Glaser, J. (2005). Intergroup bias and inequitygitimizing beliefs and policy attitudes.

Social Justice Research, , 1387-282.

Green, E.G.T. (2009). Who can enter? A multilevelgsis on public support for
immigration criteria across 20 European count@®sup Processes & Intergroup

Relations, 1241-60.

Green, E.G.T., Staerklé, C., & Sears, D.O. (208@mbolic racism and Whites’ attitudes
towards punitive and preventive crime policieaw and Human Behavior, 3835-

454,

Haslam, N., Rothschild, L., & Ernst, D. (2000). &ssalist beliefs about social categories.

British Journal of Social Psychology, 3913-127.
Heider, F. (1958)The psychology of interpersonal relatiofew York : Wiley.

Henry, P.J., & Sears, D.O. (2002). The symboliesra2000 scalePolitical Psychology, 23

253-283.

Henry, P.J., & Reyna, C. (2007). Value judgmentse impact of perceived value violations

on political attitudesPolitical Psychology, 2873-298

Hochschild, J. L. (1981)What's fair? American beliefs about distributivatice. Cambridge,

MA: Harvard University Press.

Isin, E., & Wood, P. (1999 itizenship and identitf.ondon: Sage.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 31

Joffe, H., & Staerklé, C. (2007).The centralitytloé self-control ethos in Western aspersions
regarding outgroups: A social representationalyaiabf common stereotype content.

Culture and Psychology, 1395-418.

Jost, J.T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A.W., & Sullgwg.J. (2003). Political conservatism as

motivated social cognitioriPsychological Bulletin, 12839-375.

Jost, J.T., Pelham, B.W., Sheldon, O., & SulliMBn(2003). Social inequality and the
reduction of ideological dissonance on behalf efglistem: Evidence of enhanced
system justification among the disadvantagadopean Journal of Social

Psychology, 3313-36.

Jost, J.T., Banaji, M.R. & Nosek, B.A. (2004). Acdde of system justification theory:
Accumulated evidence of conscious and unconsciolssdsing of the status quo.

Political Psychology, 25881-9109.

Jovchelovitch, S. (2007Knowledge in context. Representations, communitycatiure

Hove, UK: Routledge.

Kangas, O.E. (1997). Self interest and the comnumugThe impact of norms, selfishness

and context in social policy opinion¥urnal of Socio-Economics, 2675-494.

Katz, I., & Hass, R.G. (1988). Racial ambivalennd American value conflict : Correlational
and priming studies of dual cognitive structutksurnal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 55893-905.

Kinder, D.R., & Sanders, L.M. (199@)ivided by color. Racial politics and democratic

ideals Chicago: Chicago of University of Chicago Press.

Kinder, D.R., & Sears, D.O. (1985). Public opinemd political action. In G. Lindzey and E.
Aronson (Eds.)Handbook of Social Psycholo@§" ed, pp. 659-741). New York:

Random House.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 32

Kluegel, J.R., & Smith, E.R. (198@eliefs about inequalityNew York : Aldine de Gruyter.

Kreindler, S.A., (2005). A dual group processes etad individual differences in prejudice.

Personality and Social Psychology Reviep9® 107.

Lowery, B.S., Unzueta, M.M., Knowles, E.D., & Goff,A. (2006). Concern of the in-group
and opposition to affirmative actiodournal of Personality and Social Psychology,

90, 961-974.

Maio, G.R., & Olson, J.M. (1998). Values as truisiagidence and implicationdournal of

Personality and Social Psychology,, 294-311.

McClosky, H., & Zaller, J. (1984 he American ethos. Public attitudes toward cajstal

and democracyCambridge: Harvard University Press.
Miller, D.T. (1999). The norm of self-interegtmerican Psychologist, 54053—-1060.

Moscovici, S. (2008)Psychoanalysis: Its image and its pulfi@nslated from French,

original edition 1961). Cambridge, UK: Polity Press

Moscovici, S., & Hewstone, M. (1983). Social remestions and social explanations: from
the “naive” to the “amateur” scientist. In M. Hewse (Ed.) Attribution theory:

Social and functional extensiofyp. 98-125). Oxford: Basic Blackwell.
Mouffe, C. (1993)The return of the PoliticalL.ondon : Verso.
Parsons, T. (1951T.he social systenhondon: Routledge & Paul.

Paugam, S. (2000).e salarié de la précarité, les nouvelles formes$idagration

professionnelleParis : PUF.

Pratto, F., & Pitpitan, E. (2008). Ethnocentrisnd @exism: How stereotypes legitimize six

types of powerSocial and Personality Psychology Compas2159-2176.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 33

Reicher, S. (2004). The context of social idenf@dgmination, resistance, and change.

Political Psychology, 25921-945.

Reicher, S., Hopkins, N., & Condor, S. (1997). &ype construction as a strategy of
influence. In R. Spears, P.J. Oakes, N. EllemerS,& Haslam (Eds.)[he social
psychology of stereotyping and group [jjig. 94-118). Oxford, UK: Blackwell

Publishers.

Reyna, C., Henry, P.J., Korfmacher, W., & Tucker(2005). Examining the principles in
principled conservatism: The role of responsbsitgreotypes as cues for
deservingness in racial policy decisiodsurnal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 90109-128.

Roche, M. (2002). Social citizenship: Grounds afislbchange. In E. Isin & B. Turner (Eds.),

Handbook of citizenship studigsp. 69-86). London: Sage.
Rokeach, M. (1973)he nature of human valuddew York: Free Press.

Rucker, D.D., Polifroni, M., Tetlock, P.E., & Sco&.A. (2004). On the assignment of
punishment: the impact of general-societal thredtthe moderating role of severity.

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 803-684.

Scheepers, P., Gijsberts, M., & Coenders, M. (20B&)nic exclusion in European countries.
Public opposition to civil rights for legal migrands a response to perceived ethnic

threat.European Sociological Review,,187-34.

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the contert structure of values: Theory and
empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. Zanna (EAdyances in experimental social

psychologyVol. 25) (pp. 1-65). New York: Academic Press.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 34

Sears, D. O., van Laar, C., Carrillo, M., & KostamR. (1997). Is it really racism? The
origins of white Americans’ opposition to race-teted policiesPublic Opinion

Quarterly, 61 16 - 53.

Sears, D.O., Sidanius, J., & Bobo, L. (Eds)(198cialized politics: The debate about

racism in AmericaChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Bobo, L. (1996). Ragisonservatism, affirmative action, and
intellectual sophistication: A matter of principlednservatism or group dominance?

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Z06-490.

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (199%ocial Dominance: An intergroup theory of hierar@nd

oppressionNew York: Cambridge University Press.

Sniderman, P.M., & Carmines, E.G. (199Rgaching beyond rac€ambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.

Sniderman, P. M., Hagendoorn, L., & Prior, M. (2Rredisposing factors and situational
triggers: Exclusionary reactions to immigrant mities. American Political Science

Review, 9835-49.

Spears, R., Jetten, J., & Doosje, B. (2001). Thieditimacy of ingroup bias: From social
reality to social resistance. In J. Jost & B. Mdjeds.),The psychology of legitimacy.
Emerging perspectives on ideology, justice andgmntaip relations(pp. 332-362).

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Staerklé, C. (2005). L'idéal démocratique pervdReprésentations antagonistes dans la mise
en altérité du non-Occident. In M. Sanchez-Mazds &icata (Eds.)’autre.

Regards psychosocia@pp. 117-148). Grenoble : Presses UniversitaireSmaoble.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 35

Staerklé, C., Clémence, A., & Doise, W. (1998). RRepntation of human rights across
different national contexts:The role of democratitl non-democratic populations and

governmentsEuropean Journal of Social Psychology, 287-226.

Staerklé, C., Roux, P., Delay, C., Gianettoni & Rerrin, C. (2003). Consensus and conflict
in lay conceptions of citizenship: Why people re@csupport maternity policies in

Switzerland Psychologica Belgica, 3®-32.

Staerklé, C., & Clémence, A. (2004). Why peopleamamitted to human rights and still
tolerate their violation. A contextual analysistioé principle-application gagocial

Justice Research, 1389-406.

Staerklé, C., Delay, C., Gianettoni, L., Roux,(PQ07).Qui a droit a quoi ? Représentations

et Iégitimation de I'ordre socialGrenoble : Presses Universitaires de Grenoble.

Staerklé, C., Sidanius, J., Green, E.G.T., & Mqlin&. (2009, in press). Ethnic minority-
majority asymmetry in national attitudes aroundvileoeld: A multilevel analysis.

Political Psychology

Svallfors, S. (2006)The moral economy of class. Class and attitudesmparative

perspectiveStanford: Stanford University Press.

Tajfel, H. (1981). Social stereotypes and socialigs. In J.C.Turner and H.Giles (Eds.),

Intergroup behaviou(pp. 144-167). Oxford: Blackwell.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J.C. (1979). An integratiMeebry of intergroup conflict. In W.G. Austin
& S. Worchel (Eds.)The social psychology of intergroup relatidipg. 33-48).

Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Tetlock, P. E. (1986). A value pluralism model @éological reasoninglournal of

Personality and Social Psychology,, 819-827.



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 36

Tyler, T.R. & Boeckmann, R.J. (1997). Three strikad you are out, but why? The
psychology of public support for punishing rulediers.Law and Society Review, 31,

237 - 265.

Van den Bos, K. (2009). The social psychology afartainty management and system
justification. In J.T. Jost, A.C. Kay & H. Thoristio (Eds),Social and psychological
bases of ideology and system justificatjpp. 185-209). Oxford: Oxford University

Press.

Van de Vijver, F.J.R., Breugelmans, S.M., & Sch@tkekar, S.R.G. (2008). Multiculturalism:
Construct validity and stabilitynternational Journal of Intercultural Relations23

93-104

Van Oorschot, W. (2004). Balancing work and welfaivation and flexicurity policies in

The Netherlanddnternational Journal of Social Welfare, 1B85-27.

Van Oorschot, W. (2006). Making the differenceacial Europe: deservingness perceptions
among citizens of European welfare statésurnal of European Social Polic$6,

23-42.

Verkuyten, M. (2004). Everyday ways of thinking abmulticulturalism Ethnicities, 4 53-

74 .

Wagner, U., & Zick, A. (1995). The relation of foatreducation to ethnic prejudice: It's
reliability, validity and explanatiorEuropean Journal of Social Psychology, 2%-

56.

Wagner, W., & Hayes, N. (2009veryday discourse and common sense. The theory of

social representationdasingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Walster, E., Walster, G.W., & Berscheid, E. (19 juity: Theory and researcBoston:

Allyn and Bacon



Policy Attitudes and Ideological Values 37

Wright, S.C., Taylor, D.M., & Moghaddam, F. (199Responding to membership in a

disadvantaged groupournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 984-1003.
Young, J. (1999)The exclusive societiondon: Sage.
Young, J. (2007)The vertigo of late modernitjondon: Sage.

Yzerbyt, V., Rocher, S., & Schadron, G. (1997)r&té/pes as explanations: A subjective
essentialistic view of group perception. In R. SpeR. Oakes, N. Ellemers & S.
Haslam (Eds)The social psychology of stereotyping and growg(jip. 20-50).

Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Zaller, J.R. (1992)The nature and origins of mass opini@ambridge: Cambridge

University Press.



