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Abstract

A survey with a representative Swiss urban saniple {69) was carried out to study
determinants of attitudes towards policy optionthigcontext of women’s rights. Two basic lay
conceptions of citizenship are hypothesised toayaitd justify perceived legitimacy of social rights
consensus-based conception of citizenship is gexind membership in a group that expects endorgemen
of common values. Group norms distinguish acceptitbm unacceptable behaviour, and principles of
deservingness define the scope of rights. Soghtsiacquire their legitimacy as devices to enforce
common values. In contrast, a conflict-based caimepf citizenship is grounded on a structural and
hierarchical perception of the group. Social righrs seen as devices to challenge existing power
relationships, and their justification lies in sla@hange. Results show how attitudes towards méater
policies are related to social order, common gnalpes, structural gender inequality and sociahgka
Positioning on consensus-based citizenship pretiattéudes towards a restrictive (means-tested)
maternity policy, whereas positioning towards cigtbased citizenship predicted attitudes towards
unconditional and extensive policies (e.g. day ewies and maternity leave). It is concluded that
favourable attitudes towards maintenance or expargdi social rights in general, and of women’s tigin
particular, largely depend on perceptions of graugisin terms of their essential differences, buerms

of social inequalities.



Consensus and conflict in lay conceptions of aititep:
Why people reject or support maternity policieSwitzerland

During the last decades, Western societies havergade profound changes. Growing social
inequalities, for example, less predictable liferses, renewed family models, and the tumbling dofvn
well-established certainties of the post-war pehiade left their marks on everyday lives (Beck, @98
Beck, Giddens & Lash, 1994; Joffe, 1999). Thesengba have triggered a new awareness of citizens’
insecure situation (Douglas, 1994). It is in suawoatext of increasing diversity, inequality anskrthat
citizenship debates have gained momentum duringdabetwo decades, on theoretical as well as olicpub
and political levels (for an overview, see Isin &rfier, 2002).

A key aspect of these debates revolves aroundubstign of the legitimacy of rights, and around
procedures and principles that determine who istgtarights. Citizenship discussions attempt toiole
answers to the question: “Who is entitled to whights?”. Social psychology’s interest in this domia
recent, although a lot of current theorising, feam@ple on human rights (Doise, 2001; Staerklé, Eloa
& Doise, 1998), racism and multiculturalism (Sed®98), relative deprivation (Walker & Smith, 2002)
psychology of legitimacy (Jost & Major, 2001), acgl justice (Ross & Miller, 2002), can easily be
linked to issues of citizenship. Most of the liter@ that deals with the concept of citizenshigush,
however, is theoretical and normative in naturee present paper addresses this lack of empiriced o
citizenship, and proposes a social psychologicalirg of survey results concerned with the perekive
legitimacy of social rights in the context of pulbi debated maternity policies.

Extending citizenship

Until recently, citizenship was mainly regardedadegal and formal status conferring equal
rights to members of a national community. Follagviviarshall (1950), rights were classified in ciiélg.
freedom of opinion and creed), political (e.g. agtrights) and social (e.g. health and educatiighs,
attributed, in principle, to all “full” members a@f community. Although in reality the content of aautess
to these rights are commonly differentiated asmation of origin, sex, and social class, the ctzsi
perspective on citizenship saw rights as univarstdeir nature, the individual as the only leggit®
source of rights, and the nation-state as the piristdution responsible for the implementatiortluése

rights.



The assumption that citizenship should be treadeaifarmal and egalitarian status has been
called into question by theorists from many différeackgrounds, including sociology (Isin & Wood,
1999), political theory (Honneth, 2000; Patemar88)9history (Scott, 1998), and gender studies kB¢
James, 19924obson, 2000; Lister, 1997; Sevenhuijsen, 1988:t, 1998; Young, 1990). These
approaches converge on the idea that a renewedtiefi on citizenship is required that leads tothgcal
frameworks able to integrate recent societal charigence, a broad aim of recent work consists in
providing a conceptual rationale to expand citibgmsfor example to groups that were hitherto egtetis
of various aspects of citizenship (e.g. the disdbler through the implementation of new formsights
(e.g. women'’s rights).

Extended citizenship is typically the outcome ghticlaims advanced by groups or social
movements (Hopkins, Reicher & Kahani-Hopkins, 206881 & Wood, 1999). These collective demands
are often the first step in a long process thamnaliely should lead to fairer treatment for disadaged
groups and individuals. For citizenship broadergolicies are never granted in an unproblematic way.
They necessarily involve political debate, negairatind collective mobilisation (Anthias & Yuval-ida,
1992). Concrete success of claims depends on wiestldehow they are institutionally implementedret t
policy level, and is to a large extent contingepbmuitheir reception and perceived legitimacy inghblic
sphere, especially in contexts where new policiesabjected to popular vote, as is the case in
Switzerland.

In this paper, we will analyse common sense jastiions of social rights. Two lay conceptions
of citizenship are hypothesised to shape percdagitimacy of right claims, the first one basedvaiue
consensus in a community, and the second on perteanflict between social categories. We will then
demonstrate how these two modes of thinking premioteived legitimacy of claims put forward by
women, namely the right to lives less constraingéaimily duties and to enhanced professional
integration. In the Swiss context, two policiesttfggresent institutional responses to these clamas
currently discussed in the public sphere, namelgliectively organised nation-wide maternity inqwa
and the development of day nursefies

Gender claims and social rights

! It would have been interesting to integrate poficyposals involving fathers in domestic work ahddzare, but
they are virtually inexistent in Switzerland, aratdily object of political debate.



One major aim of social rights is to protect indivals against the economic consequences of
ordinary and unpredictable events occurring dutirgglife course, such as illness, accident, uneympémt
or old age. Furthermore, through correction andpmmmsation of structural inequalities, social rights
guarantee equal access to basic institutions indem society, for example to health care or edweain
both cases, social rights are grounded in thetligtaunderprivileged positions in society stem from
processes over which individuals have only limitgftbence and control (Roche, 2002). Implementetth wi
various social policies, these rights are basetthemprinciple of public (collective) responsibilityince
many ordinary events result in economic hardshap étceeds the individuals’ capacity to cope witmt
(Twine, 1994).

However, at a theoretical as well as at a polifieatl, the family (including domestic work,
childcare and intimacy) is located within the cotepee of the private sphere, as opposed to a public
sphere in which principles of collective resporigipand intervention are more easily justified nfigist
movement and research (see for example PatemaB;, @&, 1989, 1991; Phillips, 1991; Charles, 2000)
has vastly criticised the private / public dichotgroecause in their view it personalises, renderisible
and pushes essential gender questions, e.g. thal skxision of labour, maternity, abortion, doniest
violence, professional inequality, and economiceshelency, into the background of political priostie

The deconstruction of this dichotomy has an obvimrssequence: it implies a redefinition of
collective responsibilities and thereby justifiee tlevelopment of new social rights that were not
incorporated in earlier welfare state models (@@mnen’s rights). Claims therefore aim at challeggin
common boundaries between the public and the grivat example through state-managed maternity
policies that give the hitherto private activityrabthering a public character. In Switzerland,rasther
Western countries, current forms of citizenship #edsocial rights that derive from it essentialgpend
on waged work, and much less on domestic work aildoare. Yet, even if classical citizenship theeri
admit that social rights should allow individuatstiecome relatively independent from the labourketar
(e.g. the decommaodification concept in Esping-Asdats writings, 1990), the idea that these rightsutd
also grant women a certain independence from mernerms of material and symbolic resources — is
much less acknowledged, with the exception of féshimritings (Abbott & Wallace, 1996; Orloff, 1993;
Walby, 1997). The disadvantaged position of wonmetié labour market indeed promotes and legitimises

the nature of the “matrimonial contract” which bsrntdgether most of the heterosexual couples (Delphy



1998): the domestic work, primarily carried outdegmen, is not paid, socially discredited, and rezpia
permanent availability to which their job is suboated.

The first social policy discussed in this studytttesponds to women'’s claim of enhanced
autonomy concerns the development of day nurséni¢se current Western context, where the sexual
division of labour (Kergoat, 2000) still heavilysttures modes of family organisation, day nurserie
should relieve women of family duties, and thushpote their professional integration. Yet, one @ th
problems of the current day care system in Swerek| other than its insufficient capacities and its
restrictive schedules, is that it is too expensids may discourage certain families from using th
services of day nurseries, for even if their slisuelculated as a function of their salary, it easily cover
if not the whole then at least a substantial paith® woman'’s salary. In this situation, some worfesl
that it is more worthwhile to diminish or even sesg their professional activity in order to takeeca
themselves of the children. As a consequence, @uliihanced free-of-charge day nurseries couldeast
partially, promote women’s autonomy, within the fgnas well as in the professional sphere (Charles,
2000).

The second policy addressing women’s concern fafiegsional integration is a state-guaranteed
maternity leave. The principle of this maternitgunance, integrated in the Swiss constitution sirgz5,
prescribes a period during which the mother receivealary or another benefit. Moreover, she has th
right to return to her job if she has had one eefoaternity. But this principle is still not implemted at a
national level. The concretisation of the princi@éses various issues on which citizens are diide
particularly the length of the maternity leave, tiedinition of mothers who are granted the benééitg. all
mothers or only those with a professional activétgyl concrete financing methods. During the last
decades, three projects aimed at making the ptanoighis insurance a reality have been submitted
popular vote in Switzerland; yet, after three riégts (the last one in 1999), it has become appainan
there must be a deep suspicion towards these gmlilci this context, it is therefore particularypiortant
to study the determinants of public attitudes talganaternity policies.

Attitudes towards social policies

Much like public opinion research in general (Fedaimn1988; Skitka & Mullen, 2002), research

on attitudes towards social policies and institdiised solidarity has focused on sociological heiteants

(e.g. age, sex, education level), on individualigadrientations (e.g. egalitarianism, freedom,



authoritarianism, post-materialism; Gelissen, 2008 Orschoot, 2002), or on affective responsesitdsy
outgroups (Sears & Funk, 1990), particularly pregadowards undeserving beneficiary groups (Gilens,
1999). But sociological factors do not have a direnmediated effect on attitudes, value orientegtiare
not self-evident and require further justificatiamd deep-seated automatic judgements of outgitmups
themselves do not reveal how people reason abeulgditimacy of policies. In order to address these
concerns in the context of maternity policies, wggest that accounts of policy opinions need te tato
consideration the specificity of lay reasoning aligy judgments (Clémence, Egloff, Gardiol & Gobet,
1994) on the one hand, and dynamics derived frammmembership on the other. It is our general
conjecture that attitudes towards social rightgithidepend on how people perceive the political
community (usually the nation) they refer to initegacy judgements of policies, on the subjective
meaning of this community for their self-understagdand identity, and on the expectations they ludve
other community members. Together, these elemérggige to lay conceptions of citizenship that
provide the rationale of the legitimacy of socights and institutionalised solidarity. Since tbeuds of
this lay citizenship approach is put on perceptiminthie community and its members, policy attitudes
should not only depend on the perceived legitin@cgocial rights as such, but also on their sctipa, is,
the groups and individuals who benefit from thénti@Opotow, 1996). Our general hypothesis is that t
prototypical lay conceptions of citizenship—consenbased and conflict-based—capture opposing
perceptions of the community and guide lay reagpommaternity policies.
Consensus-based citizenship

Individuals necessarily live in a permanent andalile relationship with others, in a family, in a
city, or in a country. Each of these communitiestisctured and organised, and commonly agreed upon
rules and values regulate their social order. Sechmunities exert a normative pressure insofaheis t
members are expected to adhere, at least minintalbgmmon values in order to ensure the groups’
relative cohesiveness (Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Thusynsensus concerning community-defining values
and principles is necessary to ensure group diahilid legitimacy of its order (see Zelditch, 2000he
resulting group norms prescribe acceptable andat#sibehaviours that contribute to the maintenarfce
its order. Group members need to endorse similirier for drawing this necessary line between rdgé
and undesirable behaviour (Joffe & Staerklé, 200}, is, they need to share the same values ¢fiaed

the moral boundaries of the community (Opotow, 3990



Yet, even though norms and values as such are aitrestsuring harmony and stability of the
group, the community’s continuous need to demotestheir legitimacy may easily lead to rejection of
group members who deviate from norms. For some raesribllow norms more closely than others.
Members who strongly identify with the group, foaenple, are more likely to accept its norms than
members who do not feel close to the group. Higintifiers are therefore also more likely to engiagan
ongoing definition of moral boundaries (Duckitt,889, by pointing out members whose behaviour
threatens the stability of the group (Abrams, MasjiBown, & Henson, 2000; Marques, P4ez & Abrams,
1998). These boundaries draw a line between “g@hd’se respecting common values) and “bad”
members of the group (those calling into questimmmon values or by endorsing other ones).

Hence, a consensus-based conception of citizeisbipunded on the normative expectancy to
endorse group values. This requirement entailsngniag motivation to distinguish community members
as a function of perceived conformity with groupues (Hopkins et al., 2003). Importantly howeveat n
all values are useful to differentiate between ‘@joand “bad” members of a group. Since the cora of
consensus-based conception of citizenship is terdifitiate individual group members within a group,
individualistic values bearing on various aspeétsetf-control such as hard work, self-reliancagpaomy,
and discipline (Joffe & Staerklé, 2003) should heshiikely associated with it. Unlike non-individistic
values such as equality, solidarity or benevoléhaemay foster diversity supporting group ideati
(Sanchez-Mazas, Van Humskerken & Casini, 2003)yiddalistic values are associated with dominant
ideas about the social worth of individuals (Beasyh994), and are therefore socially useful des/toe
differentiate individuals.

In a consensus-based conception of citizenship] geatment needs to be deserved (Crandall &
Beasley, 2001; Lerner, 1980). Accordingly, sodiglts are not absolute, but conditionally granted
privileges which depend upon the social worth dividuals. They are not based upon the recogndfon
socially determined and structural hardship th#s ¢ar collective solutions (Wright & Tropp, 2002)ut
on a hierarchy between deserving and undeservirsppe (Wacquant, 1999). Deservingness, or merit, is
the basis of legitimacy of social rights. Becausemsensus-based conception of citizenship devalops
communities that stress unity and conformity, sppebus or “hot” solidarity, directed towards siméad
deserving ingroup members, is likely to be the d@mt form of aid (Clémence et al., 1994; see also

Stuermer & Kampmeier, 2003, for a related discussiocommunity participation). In other terms, soci



policies based on deservingness are a form of lsomidrol, because they have the capacity to regula
individual behaviour as a function of group norms.

In the case of maternity policies, value confornitgontingent upon the gendered structure of
family relationships. Motherhood as such does @adl [to perceptions of value violation and subsetquen
undeservingness. However, because uncondition&rnit policies bestow on all mothers a certain
degree of autonomy towards men and call into goeskie principle according to which domestic wak i
excluded from the economic domain, these policishe seen as threatening the patriarchal familgror
in which men are the main breadwinners and womes foa other family members while ensuring an
upright education of children. A consensus-basakitng should therefore go along with the feelihgit
unconditional maternity policies contribute to aakening of the patriarchal social order.

Because ingroup social control is likely to occumamw group norms are undermined (Marques,
Abrams & Serodio, 2001), we expect that perceiveedt to traditional gender roles is positivelykéd to
support for selective and conditional policieswimich hardship needs to be individually demonsttabe
authorities in order to qualify for institutionalgport (“means-tested policies”; Skitka & Tetlod®93).
Since absolute social rights do not exist in sucbresensus-based reasoning, the very principle of a
maternity insurance should be delegitimised bytagrahal vision of society: women ought to be ¢oed
to the private sphere where they can bring up kildren in order to avoid that they become future
delinquents. The will to withhold maternity insucancan thus be seen as a sanction against women’s
unacceptable behaviour that threatens the sodal @nd the stability of the community (Abbott &
Wallace, 1996; Wacquant, 1999).

Conflict-based citizenship

Prior research provides evidence that a conseresedbview of citizenship matches predominant
forms of common sense thinking (Crandall & Beaskf))1). Because intragroup processes that are its
core rely upon individual responsibility, sociabptems occurring within the group are easily seea a
consequence of individual failings and weaknesGdbért & Malone, 1995), a process anchored in the
belief in a just world where individual destinieg @eserved (Lerner, 1980).

Alternatively, however, the legitimacy of sociajis can be justified on grounds of a structural
perception of the community that places less weaghindividual behaviours than the consensus

perspective (Zelditch, 2001). In this view, thes@lways a below and an above (Ridgeway, 20019riBri



is given to lessening the effects of power diffeenthat jeopardize the democratic right to eqoetss to
social rights (Roche, 2002). Unacceptable leveia@jfuality between social categories are seen as a
sufficient motive to grant legitimacy to sociallitg. Actual, concrete access to rights is perceagebeing
conditional upon individuals’ relative positionsociety, and social rights are seen as devicessire that
this conditionality does not reach intolerable lsv&ndorsement of common values is unrelateddo th
legitimacy of social rights. Instead, institutidoest guarantee equality of access to rights.

This conception therefore focuses on the socio-@manposition of groups in relation to other
groups, recognizes structural and collective diaathge, and grants legitimacy to feelings of entignt
that derive from membership in discriminated gro(iajor, 1994). It assesses the extent to whiclasoc
positions are legitimate and stable, and seesativfeinvolvement and protest as a form of rightful
political participation (Abrams & Randsley de Mou2®02; Wright & Tropp, 2002). We refer to this
conception of citizenship as “conflict-based”, gisriplies that the social order can be contested that
conflict of interest between social categories tredresulting inequality are the essential drivioige of
lay definitions of citizenship.

Significance and implications of perceived inediiedi between social categories should therefore
guide the construction of social policy opinionsthe context of maternity policies, gender mageatning
and discourses on gender parity have become corumiah may lead some people to think that
everything possible has been done to make theiplénaf equality a reality (Roux, Perrin, Modak &
Voutat, 1999). Resistance to women’s right claiis therefore be accounted for with a perception of
residual rather than structural inequality, everthmse who suffer from its consequences (Roux, 2001
Since a publicly financed maternity leave and foéeharge day nurseries are foremost claims for
addressing a structural disadvantage, supporhéset policies should be linked to the recognitibn o
structural gender inequalities.

Furthermore, a conflict-based conception shoullinked to attitudes favourable to social
change, and social rights should be seen as ddwaicescial change (Roche, 2002). As a result, when
endorsing this citizenship conception, highesttiegicy should be granted to social policies that ar
unrelated to deservingness levels and independemtihdividual behaviour (e.g. work). In sum, we
expect a conflict-based vision of citizenship toyide the normative foundation for the extensiothef

scope of social rights.
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Our general conjecture holds that consensus- amitiatebased lay conceptions of citizenship are
two major organising principles (Doise & Staerk80?2) that steer lay reasoning on the legitimacy of
social rights. The opposition between the two comisense forms of citizenship should be reflected in
tensions about the perceived finality of sociahtgy In a conflict view of citizenship, rights shdie
legitimate devices to rectify unequal and unfaatment, whereas in consensus-based thinking tueyds
be privileges that need to be deserved (Appelb20@1; Gilens, 1999).

Overview of survey and predictions

Public debates in Switzerland are mostly concemigdthe scope and the concrete range of
application of maternity rights. In this researapinions towards four policy options are analysed.
maximal scope of the right is achieved when all womindependently of their personal situation deikt
behaviour, are granted the right to a maternityde@ state-financed insurance for all mothers, faee-
of-charge day nurseries are used as models of ditmoral social policies that dissociate contribas
from the protection against risks, and thus proeigeal protection without consideration of indivédiu
inputs. A more restrictive form of maternity insnca is tied to certain conditions that must be Ipeé¢tre
protection becomes effective. We used a meangsdtesiecy as a model of this restrictive form of
protection, since it requires women to prove thaytare in need in order to qualify for benefiteeTinal
option is no maternity insurance at all.

A consensus-based orientation of citizenship wasegtualised with five components: (a) threat

to common values; (b) endorsement of the prinaplarivate (family) responsibility; (c) legitimaayf

allocations as a function of perceived deservingn@) endorsement of the principle_of equality of

opportunities (indicating individualisation of satproblems); and (e) threat to the social order thu

increasing delinquency.

A conflict-oriented conception of citizenship waseationalised with three components: (a)

recognition of structural inequality; (b) endorsernef the principle of collective responsibilityné (c)

favourable attitudes towards social change thraagions of civil society movements.

Given that unconditional maternity policies (publiinanced maternity leave and free-of-charge
day nurseries) are destined to correct structoegjuality, opinions towards them should be chiefly
predicted by the endorsement of a conflict-basedeption of citizenship. Because egalitarian social

rights are often the outcome of collective mobilmaand protest against social hierarchies, greate
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receptivity of these policies should also be linkeattitudes favourable to social change. Consebaged
citizenship should be unrelated to opinions towdndse two policy options, as deservingness-based
delimitation of the scope of rights is not at stake

Opinions towards the restrictive policy option (wd@eed is individually assessed and protection
conditionally granted) should be predicted with@sément of consensus-based citizenship, sinse it i
based on individual responsibility and sets up llanies between deserving and undeserving benedgiar
Given that this policy option does not addressdbee of inequality per se, opinions towards itustidoe
unrelated to endorsement of conflict-based citizgns

Finally, outright rejection of the principle of neahity insurance should be negatively linked to a
conflict conception (because it implies refusataxfognition of structural inequality between med an
women), and positively to consensus-based citizpr{blecause rejection is fuelled with ideas of arév
responsibility and perception of threats to thaaawder).

Method

Sample and procedure. A survey was carried oudun $wiss cities with a randomly selected

sample, totalling 769 respondents who were pagtrepresentative sample of the urban and workimg-ag
populatiod. Standardised questionnaires were administertittipresence of trained interviewers during
the autumn of 2001, at respondents’ homes. Fillirthe questionnaire took between 60 and 90 mifutes

Anchoring variables. Sex, age, nationality, leetducation, and perceived material insecurity

were the five anchoring variables (see Doise, Cl@a& Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1993) used in this study. She
variables allowed measuring the impact of sociaitjpns that intervene in legitimacy judgements of
social policies. Persons with a higher level obime and education, for example, should be oppastuet
extension of social rights because they have [#lesonal experience with welfare beneficiariedigsen,
2000; Gilens, 1999). In the same vein, sex anccagebe interpreted as variables assessing sefégtte
because maternity policies directly concern younganen.

The sample was composed of 395 women and 374 mesn Blge was 41 years. 37% were aged
between 20 and 34 years, 34% between 35 and 48, yeat 29% between 50 and 65 years. Eighty-three

percent were Swiss nationals, whereof 14% had daudgionality. The majority of migrants without Swi

2 In the reported analyses, Ns vary slightly dumissing values.
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nationality had their origins within the Europeani&h, totalling 13% of our sample. Socio-economic
status was assessed with educational ieEaiht percent of the sample went through obligaszhooling,
32% had a certificate of apprenticeship, 12% aegelldegree (granting access to university), 22% a
diploma of professional education (specialised lsigioolsy, and 26% obtained a university degree.

Men had a higher educational level than women,gashe younger cohorts compared to the
generation older than 50 years. In the contexhisfarticle focused on gender claims, it is imparta
note that 21% of the interviewed women, comparegPtoof the men, did not have a professional agtivit
at the time of the study (students were excludeuwh fthis calculation). Furthermore, the mean rate of
female professional activity was 76%, whereas treesponding rate for men was 95%. This shows that
most professionally active men had full-time joBmally, 35% of the respondents of our sample haal o
or more children_ (M = 1.79).

Because perceived material insecurity reflectsaedents’ concrete situation in terms of
available resources, it is also conceptualisechaahoring variable, and measured with an item on

perceived economic risk (likelihood “to be forcedighten one’s belt in order to make ends meet’; 1

very unlikely, 6 = very likely); 38.6% reported Idikelihood of economic risk and 60.7% report high

likelihood of economic risk.
Measures

Unless otherwise noted, all scales used in thislaranged from 1 (“Totally disagree”) to 6

(“Totally agree”).

Predictors. Eight measures were used as predto@nions towards maternity policies. Three
of them assessed a conflict-based conceptionipénghip. Recognition of structural gender inedyali

was measured with an item stating “In Switzerlamtht needs to be done in order to make equality

between men and women a reality”. A second itemaseated to measure support for civil society

movements and attitudes favourable to social chdrRgspondents rated the importance of activities of

“Movements defending women'’s rights” on a scaleginag from 1_(not important at all) to 6 (very

important). Collective responsibility was measuneth an item proposing unconditional support for a

% The whole questionnaire aimed at identifying thetdrs that determine support or rejection of usiwelfare state
programmes (e.g. individualised vs. collective ferof social protection). This article is based diméted number of
indicators used in the study.

* This indicator closely matches socio-economicustalf respondents assessed with income level.

®In our analyses, the latter two categories wiltbenbined.
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collectively managed welfare state. It posited thiatder no circumstances should the state cut kocia

budgets; rather, if financial resources are lacksmme other way has to be found to cover socdieses

(e.q. increase taxes of the wealthiest, other hsilge

Five items were used as indicators of a consenassdoconception of citizenship. Common

value threat was assessed with the item “To whainéxloes Switzerland run the risk of loosing itrah

values, because good education is no longer atygrfor parents ?” (1 = very unlikely, 6 = very &k).

Fear of delinquency was also measured with a pilyatem, stating_“To what extent does Switzewrian

run the risk to become a less secure country becgtteet delinquency is rising?”. Deservingness was

measured with the item “It is unfair that certagrgpns obtain help from the state, whereas otimetise

same difficult situation, try to pull through orethown”. A private conception of responsibility sva

captured with an item stating “The state shoulg Ipelrsons in need only if the family is unableupport

them financially”. Finally, endorsement of equalitfyopportunity was determined with the item “Inrou

society, everyone can, if (s)he wants so, do wittioel help of the state, because everyone hasithe s

opportunity to succeed in life”.

Dependent variables: Maternity policies. Three mmaty policy options were introduced, as well

as an item proposing rejection of the very prireipl maternity insurance. The first policy item posed
an unconditional maternity leave for all women,amged on the model of compensation of loss ofrimeo

due to military duties; “Employers compensateltss of salary due to military service, they codidthe

same with women in order to grant them the right toaternity leavé” The second measure concerns

free-of-charge day nurseries, a policy from whittlwamen could benefit: “There should be a new law

that guarantees free-of-charge day nurseries sovtraen can get more involved in their professional

activity”. These two policies correspond to claimade by associations defending women'’s rights.ivél th

item introduces the restrictive policy of materriitgurance only for needy women: “Maternity leave

should only be granted to women who financiallych#é. The last item on maternity leave rejectsvery

principle by making maternity a purely private isstNo maternity insurance is needed, those wha wan

children must take on financial responsibility, d@se maternity is a private matter”.

® In Switzerland, all men are subjected to militaeyvice until the age of 42 years (at the timestinely was carried
out). The loss of salary due to mandatory sensammpensated (including for those without a piéesl activity)
with a national income replacement scheme (“Fundofes of earned income”), mainly financed withdéaxand the
economy, represented by the employers. To simjpéify wording, only employers were mentioned. Theemmty

leave project currently prepared by federal autlesriplans to pay a maternity allowance financetth wiese funds.
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Results

Conflict-based and consensus-based predictors

We first present descriptive statistics as wek gsincipal component analysis of the eight

predictor variables. Means and standard deviatoaslisplayed in Table 1.
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

On the whole, conflict-based predictors yieldechbigagreement than consensus-based
predictors. Strong agreement was found for the ildegequality between men and women was not yet
achieved (M = 4.71). Respondents also acknowletigetegitimacy of women’s movements (M = 4.37),
and supported the principle of collective respatisibmeasured with unconditional support for the
welfare state (M = 4.25).

Positions towards consensus-based thinking were meserved (risk of common value loss due
to neglect of good education: M = 3.42; and peegivmcrease in delinquency: M = 3.41) Agreemenh wit
the idea that helping an undeserving person isiyhi@vever, was above the scale mid-point (M =13.9
Respondents were more reserved about endorsemiat pfinciple of private responsibility (M = 2.84)
and were also quite sceptical about the idea tretyene had the same opportunities in life (M 22.5

The structure of these predictors as evidencedayvgtincipal components’ analysis provides
evidence for the existence of the two conceptidrgtizenship in lay thinking, one focused on sbcia
conflict, the other on consensus. The analysisetdd two dimensions accounting for 45.2% of thal to
variance (Table 1). The first factor grouped tive ftems measuring a consensus-based conception of
citizenship. Fear of delinquency and of loss ofcadional values went along with deservingness, ldgua
of opportunities and a private conception of resgality that mobilises the family. Equality of
opportunities was associated with consensus-bagddrtg, but was also the only principle to be
negatively linked to a conflict-based conceptiohisTconfirms that both dimensions are fairly indwegent
from each othér The second factor was defined with the threestesferring to a conflict-based
conception of citizenship. Recognition of structimaquality was associated with the activitiesotial

movements and with the principle of public respbitisy destined to correct inequality.

" Principal components analysis with oblique rotatjields a correlation of r = -.21 between the factors.
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Analyses of variance were performed on the twoofastores to account for differential effects
of social positions. Sex, nationality (two categsji age (three categories), education level (four
categories) and material insecurity (two levelsjergmultaneously used as sources of variationl €T

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Results show that concerning the consensus dimerdiber respondents were the most likely to
think in terms of common values and private resmlity. This feeling also characterised personthaut
post-obligatory education, and, to a lesser extBonse having completed an apprenticeship. Noreifiees
were observed between the two categories of pdigfabbry schooling. On the whole, positionings
developed as a function of education level: Théadidhe level, the less people were sensitive to
consensus-based citizenship. Persons with a highd& material insecurity also more easily acththis
conception. Finally, the analysis revealed no $icgmt differences for categories defined by sedk an
nationality.

Women were clearly more sensitive to the confliolehsion. Generalisation of this result,
however, is not warranted, because items involeeifip gender issues (gender inequality and utdity
women’s associations). Furthermore, conflict-basedoning prevailed for the generation aged between
35 and 49 years, especially when compared witlydbeger cohort, as well as for respondents witigh h
level of material insecurity. No significant difearces were observed for nationality and educatioel |

Conflict-based and consensus-based predictionpinioms towards maternity policies

Regression analyses were performed to demonswatéh® components of consensus-based and
conflict-based citizenship were linked to perceilegitimacy of policy options. Four linear regressi
analyses were performed, one for each policy uscertiny (Table 3). Opinions towards each policyave
predicted with the eight items assessing conflacteal and consensus-based citizenship, as weltlashei
five anchoring variables.

Table 3 first indicates descriptive statisticstfue criterion variables. A majority of respondents
supported citizenship-extending policies, measwiéd a publicly financed insurance system (M = 351
and with free-of-charge nurseries (M = 4.17). Thweye more reluctant to support a policy grounded on

category boundaries defined with the degree of néabmen (M = 3.30), and they clearly rejected the

® The endorsement of our respondents to a large-sealernity insurance may seem surprising sincé@agigroject
submitted to popular vote in 1999 has been rejduyetie Swiss population (turn-out 45%). Yet, thoge has been
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idea that maternity is a private matter, and shthedefore not be covered with institutional measyiM =
1.74).
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Consistent with our predictions, unconditional p@s (publicly financed maternity leave and
free-of-charge day nurseries) were mainly predietigd the endorsement of a conflict-based conceptio
citizenship. Both were positively linked to the ogaition of gender inequality, as well as to conies of
public responsibility and favourable attitudes todgawomen’s movements and social change, althcwgh t
respective importance of these predictors vari@hs€nsus-based predictors intervened to a leskartex
Fear of delinquency and support for the princigleguality of opportunities were linked to rejectiof a
public insurance. Rejection of day nurseries wised to both threat items (to fear of loss of canm
values, and, to a lesser extent, to fear of deénqy). Furthermore, women, younger persons, foezgn
and respondents with a high level of educationédrid be more in favour of a public maternity ledue
the same vein, younger individuals, respondentsrefgn origin and those who feel materially insecu
supported free-of-charge day nurseries. Togethedigtors accounted for 21% and 23%, respectivly,
the variance of opinions.

Opinions towards the restrictive need-based pdghagternity insurance only for needy women),
on the other hand, were predicted with two comptmehconsensus-based thinking, without the
intervention of conflict-based citizenship. Heliestfof all the idea that the family should takeecaf its
own members predicted support for the policy, dslie idea that a “good” education was a value to
preserve. Swiss nationals, men, and respondertisavitw educational level typically held opinionsna
in favour of this restrictive access to the rightitmaternity leave. On the whole, the explainethwae is
lower than for the other policies (13%).

The downright refusal of the policy principle wamoggly associated with conflict-based
predictors, and to a lesser extent with consenaseébpredictors, overall accounting for 26% of aixd
variance. On the one hand, respondents rejectinigraé components of a conflict-conception weresimo
likely to refuse the principle of a maternity inaoce. On the other hand, the belief in equality of

opportunities, endorsement of deservingness piegsipnd fear of delinquency were associated \igh t

characterised by a clear cleavage between citigéshencountryside: big cities have accepted therarsce (57% of
Yes), and our respondents come from four of thésesc
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rejection of maternity insurance. Especially oldeople, and respondents with a low educational leve
were opposed to the principle of a maternity leavel hence considered that it was a private matter.
Discussion

In this paper, we provide tentative evidence fervhlidity of the distinction between two types
of lay justifications of social policies in the dert of women'’s rights. We refer to these two mooles
common sense reasoning as lay conceptions oféogizip”, because they shape perceived legitimacy of
right claims. Consensus-based and conflict-basedeggions of citizenship can therefore be consitlase
organising principles of attitudes towards sodigthts (Doise, Clémence & Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1993). Vhe
represent two sets of common references towardshwigople take on a position (Clémence, 2001), and
which subsequently guide lay reasoning on socidlaher forms of citizenship (for a related diséoisof
organising principles of citizenship, see Sancheza4 et al., 2003).

The results of the regression analyses on theregy of maternity policies presented an overall
pattern consistent with our hypotheses. Legitinafaynconditional policies destined to reduce inditjea
was mainly determined by endorsement of conflictelobthinking, and to a lesser extent by consensus
predictors. Legitimacy of the restrictive, needduhpolicy, on the other hand, was backed by comusne
of the consensus-based conception: Feelings of comwalue threat and conceptions of family
responsibility were associated with support foritttdvidualisation of access to maternity rights. A
expected, opinions towards this policy were indejean of the structural perception of society. Ribjec
of day nurseries was associated with the two threis. This may suggest that free-of-charge day
nurseries are perceived as presenting a somewbagst challenge to the existing social order &ed t
stability of the gender system than a public insoea maybe because it implies that women'’s prajessi
activity does not need to be subordinated to chilelcDenial of the very principle of maternity insuace,
finally, was backed with arguments that minimisadgy inequality and collective responsibility, and
refute the need for social change. Since percdexezls of deservingness of beneficiaries are ivaie
when maternity leave is completely discarded, ithlewith rejection of conflict principles was stiger
than with consensus-based arguments.

Furthermore, age was consistently linked to theosjtion to citizenship extending policies. Even
though other variables in the model controlleddiffierences in values and societal perceptions aage

such still accounted for a substantial part ofasace. It can, at least partially, be interpretedrasffect of
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unmediated self-interest to the extent that oldspbe grew up without maternity insurance, and wbea'’
in a situation to take direct advantage from itcdmtrast, foreigners, women and highly educateqblge
tended to favour these policies.

Our results also showed these two lay conceptippsared to be fairly independent from each
other. Moreover, our urban sample distanced itpgte clearly from consensus-based discoursedrihtd
take advantage of diffuse feelings of insecuritd ghat emphasise individual and family responisjbio
solve social problems. On the contrary, it waseysénsitive to inequalities that put their marksonial
relations, and was favourable to their reductiondbh state intervention or through actions of aloci
movements.

Conclusion

In conflict-based citizenship, lay reasoning isdshsn the perception of structural relationships
and conflicting interests between dominant and slibate categories. Consequently, endorsementsof th
conception goes along with the idea that illegitieniaierarchies and inequality between categoriedea
defied (Abrams & Randsley de Moura, 2001). Suclegyaions call for protection and defence of
disadvantaged groups and individuals. Here, soglls are seen as devices able to challenge mxisti
power relationships. Their justification ultimateigs in social change.

A consensus-based conception of citizenship, owtimer hand, can be characterised as a lay
version of Talcott Parsons’ (1951) theory of theialosystem. According to this conception, the stycis
perceived as a community of self-reliant individugdarticularly men) endorsing common values that
ensure the stability of the system. Discrepancigsimthe community are understood as the outcoime o
differential value endorsement. Common values amtha become visible and gain their prescriptive
power only when they are violated (Foucault, 197&3ng, 1999). Social policies based on deservirgines
may fulfil such a social control function, as threyvard desirable behaviour and sanction undesirable
behaviour. Hence, in a consensus-based concegtmtizenship, social rights are seen as fair winay
are founded on individual endorsement of commoune&l Social rights acquire their legitimacy essdigti
as devices to enforce common values.

In the case of nation-wide social policies, the pamity whose values are at stake is typically
the nation. In this context, individuals endorsingonsensus-based conception of citizenship aely lik

think that various social groups put the nation@en, stability and cohesiveness at risk, partityfaom
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within (Duckitt, 1989). This positioning is at odddéth the principle of social diversity, as it defs groups
and individuals suspected not to endorse commaresas potential deviants or protesters, including
professionally active women alleged to be “bad rathbecause their work diverts them from their
primary responsibility.

The results of our survey have shown that repratient associated with childcare and maternity
leave relate to the moral and social order, taddefinition of the meaning of family in contempigra
society, and even to delinquency. On a politice¢lethe two unconditional maternity policies amtended
to provide social conditions favouring women’s augimy, on a professional level as well as in retati
their partners. Our results take us a step fuittemuch as the support for these policies isals®ans to
confer to maternity and to childcare a public statbat is, they become issues that are of corfoethe
entire society. The shifting and renegotiationh&f boundaries between the public and the privatgsiéo
integrate in the public sphere—through a broadespeetive of the political—issues that are still
considered as personal by some (see Benhabib,.1866gd, support for extensive maternity poliéges
tied to the recognition that women and men areasgcoups that are the outcome of a political refat
that can be shaped through social policies. Thesifipn to day nurseries and to maternity insuranoe
the other hand, is based on the idea that chilihgeand education comes within private resporigbil
This latter conception nevertheless contributdbéamaintenance of many current social settings,
particularly through the perpetuation of genderesitipns and associated social roles. In this @metsge
of complementarity, status and social roles of womed men are not conceived as hierarchical and
arbitrary, but as natural and equivalent (Delpt®Q2 Ridgeway, 2001; Roux et al., 1999).

The idea that the personal sphere is a territdg/fsam outside intervention leads to consider
right claims on such private grounds as illegitieat is also a strategy to deny that the privateegse can
be at the origin of discriminatory treatment. Yiatthe end, the recognition of groups is not sigfit by
itself to guarantee their rights. Support for egeshsocial citizenship is more likely to be pronaotéth

perceptions of groups not in terms of their esaédifferences, but in terms of social inequalities
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Table 1

Descriptives and principal component analysis (aftevVarimax rotation) of predictors of social policy

opinions (N=754)

Consensus- Conflict-
Standard
based based Mean o
N _ N _ deviation
citizenship citizenship
Fear of delinquency 747 341 1.25
Common value threat (Education) 737 342 1.33
Deservingness (Unfair help) .556 391 141
Private responsibility (Family) .459 -.130 284 1.36
Equality of opportunities 456 -333 252 1.36
Structural gender inequality 802 471 112
Civil society (Women'’s associations) -.165 779 743 1.23
Public responsibility (Welfare state) 615 _ 425 144
Variance % (after rotation) 23.2% 22.0%

Note: All scales range from 1 to 6. Loadings smiahan .10 are not displayed.
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Table 2

Consensus-based and conflict-based citizenship (tacscores) according to anchoring variables (N =

748)
N Consensus-based Conflict-based
citizenship citizenship

Sex Women 381 .00 .25

Men 367 .00 -.26

F (1, 739) 1.10 50.38***
Age 20-34 years 280 15a -.10a

35-49 years 252 -.04a .14b

50-65 years 216 22b -.03ab

F (2, 739) 7.00* 3.72*
Nationality Swiss and double 621 -.02 .00

nationality

Foreigners 127 .06 .01

F (1, 739) <1 <1
Education level  Obligatory schooling 59 .56a -.09

Apprenticeship 235 .19b .02

College degree and 257 -.13c .05

professional education

University degree 197 -.24¢c .08

F (3,739) 10.87*** 1.74
Perceived insecuritizow 294 -.19 -12

High 454 A2 .08

F (1, 739) 14.28*** 4.54*

Note: All anchoring variables entered simultanépus model;

Means sharing different subscripts differ at ® (Tukey HSD);

*=p<. 05, *=p<. 01, ** =p<. 001
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Table 3

Descriptives and determinants of maternity policy pinions (linear regression)

Publicly financed

Free-of-charge day Maternity insurance

No maternity

maternity leave nurseries for needy women insurance at all
Mean 4.71 4.17 3.30 1.74
Standard deviation 1.27 1.39 1.56 1.18

Beta T Beta T Beta T Beta T
Conflict-based predictors
Structural gender inequality 148 3.78%** 127 3.27** -054 -1.31 -149  -3.94%**
Civil society (Women'’s associations) 116 2.90** .180 455 -055 -1.31 -170  -4.42%*
Public responsibility (Welfare state) 129 3.61* 141 4.00%** .025 .67 -133 -3.86***
Consensus-based predictors
Common value threat (Education) -.001 -.03 -114  -3.05* 130 3.25* .068 1.88
Deservingness (Unfair help) .029 .87 .049 141 .017 45 077  2.27*
Private responsibility (Family) .051 1.46 .034 1.00 165 4.52%** 040 1.21
Fear of delinquency -.083 -2.17* -078 -2.07* .021 .51 072 1.97*
Equality of opportunities -127  -3.59%** -.007 =21 -.031 -.83 .081 2.36*
Anchoring variables
Perceived insecurity (Tighten belt) 043 1.26 .090 2.65** .030 .82 -001 -.04
Sex (men +) -115 -3.31* -.016 -47 077  2.11* .002 .06
Age (> 50ans +) -182  -5.32%** -185  -5.46%** .058 1.62 198  6.00%**
Nationality (foreigners +) 079 237 118 3.56***  -094 -2.65** -.061 -1.90
Level of education (university +) 075  2.13* .060 1.72 -141  -3.80*** -077 -2.27*
R 21 23 13 26

F

(13,730)=14.85**

(12,732)=16.42**

(13,729)=8.10

(13,734)=20.13**

Note: * = p<.05, ** = p<.01, *** = p<.001
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