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1. Introduction

In modern societies, three stylized types of achoesprimarily responsible for the provision of
welfare and social security for the population: gteevia public or semi-public agencies such
as ministries, municipalities or social insurandessnes; thenarketby means of (profit or non-
profit) corporations; and thiamily or householdwhich traditionally played a central role in
welfare provision and remains important in conterappwelfare regimes. While there is some
debate if it makes sense to add other actors —asithe community or associations — to this
‘welfare mix’ (e.g. Evers and Wintersberger 1990gre is agreement that “the welfare mix
constitutes the centre of gravity of welfare regsin@?owell and Barrientos 2004: 87) and is
particularly able to exhibit differences betweetiaral arrangements for welfare provision, as
it overcomes the limited focus on state-providedfave (e.g. Evers and Olk 1996). Conse-
guently, in comparative social policy researchdhferent constellations of actors in the wel-
fare mix have been used to classify welfare regimis‘conservative’ (important role of the
family), ‘liberal’ (important role of market institions), and ‘social democratic’ (central role of
the state) (e.g. Esping-Andersen 1999; Powell aardiéhtos 2004; Daly 2010).

Yet, in the past decades the traditional configorstof welfare provision have been challenged
by various social, economic and political developteeOn the one hand, changes in demo-
graphic structures, labour markets, family pattenmd gender roles and the emergence of new
social risks have created new tasks and respatistbilor welfare regimes (e.g. Taylor-Gooby
2004; Armingeon and Bonoli 2006). On the other hahdinking government budgets, chang-
ing ideas about the role of the state in society public administration reforms have led to
internal transformations of the state and resuliedelfare state retrenchment, the marketiza-
tion and privatization of welfare, and normativedanstitutional shifts towards policies em-
phasizing ‘activation’, individual responsibilityd ‘social investment’ (e.g. Bonoli and Natali
2012; Morelet al. 2012; Hemerijck 2013). As a consequence, thesegasaare creating new
configurations of welfare governance and provisaften with a reduced role for the state and
more involvement by the market, individuals, fasslicompanies and civil society (e.g. Hacker
2004; Hogg and Baines 2011; Mau 2015).



These shifting responsibilities for social welfaeguire support from the population for two
reasons. First, the retrenchment of governmenstasl responsibilities might result in a gen-
eral questioning of public welfare provision andistribution and thus undermine the legiti-
macy of the welfare state. Second, many shiftsaliare provision rely on greater involvement
of citizens in the production of social welfare dhds can only reach their full potential if they
are accepted by the population. Yet citizens’ wadet towards the welfare responsibilities of
different actors have rarely been studied. Most ganative research on welfare attitudes is
based on cross-national population surveys thaisfoa attitudes towards the responsibility of
the state/government for social welfare, but dgmovide data on attitudes towards other actors
in the welfare mix (e.g. Svallfors 2012). A few dies analyse attitudes towards the market,
but they neglect other sources of welfare andekaltant actor configurations (Svallfors 2007;
Lindh 2015). Moreover, while survey-based rese@dble to capture the distribution of atti-
tudes in a population, it does not exhibit the ulytleg motives and reasons and the associated
understandings of actors in the welfare mix; alsdges not tell us whether normative aspects,

functionalist arguments, or simply issues of distiar dissatisfaction are of importance.

This paper analyses how citizens attribute respditigs for social welfare between the state,
the market and the family, and how these attrilmstiare justified. We have chosen two country
cases representing two different paradigmatic wektate regimes: Germany as a conservative
welfare state, and the United Kingdom as a libesdfare state. We focus on two policy areas
that represent responsibility attribution in oldlarew risk areas, namely old-age pensions and
childcare. The research question addressed is lavdfmst, how do citizens in distinct welfare
state regimes attribute responsibilities for sowialfare in different policy fields to actors in
the welfare mix? And second, what reasoning aneratandings of agents in the mix shapes
the attribution of responsibilities to differenttais and constellations? The analysis is based
on data from deliberative forums (DFs, or ‘mini-fia®) with citizens on ‘the future of welfare
policy’ conducted in autumn 2015 in Germany andUWnéed Kingdom.

By exploring citizens’ attitudes towards welfar@yision in comparative perspective, this pa-
per makes four contributions to social policy reskaFirst, it complements research on welfare
attitudes by incorporating other actors besidestate and thus allowing for the exploration of
citizens’ attitudes towards the full range of sbwialfare providers. Second, it adds to concep-
tualizations of the state, the market and the famibolitical sociology by studying how ordi-

nary citizens perceive actors in the welfare mid #reir positive and negative characteristics.

Third, it has practical implications, as it indieatif, and to what degree, citizens accept and



support welfare reforms in different policy fieldsnd fourth, it shows how an innovative ap-

proach, the use of deliberative forums, can castlight on these issues.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provigesheoretical background by reviewing the
literature on the welfare mix and welfare attitud8ection 3 outlines the case selection and
presents the data and methods. Section 4 analsgsnsibility attributions in the two policy
fields in both countries and explores the undedyperceptions of actors. Section 5 discusses

the findings from a comparative perspective ancchamtes.

2. Analyzing citizens’ attributions of responsibilities in the welfare mix

The concept of a ‘welfare mix’ originated in theBD8 and 1990s and highlights that, in addition
to the state, other institutions can provide weli@nd social security; thus, the welfare mix can
be roughly defined as “the articulation of the nedykthe state, and the family in welfare pro-
duction” (Powell and Barrientos 2004: 86). Fromoaaeptual perspective, it is useful to dis-
tinguish three uses of the term ‘welfare mix’ ircsd policy research, which can be called

analytical comparative andnormative

A first usage can be callehalytical as it highlights actors and their constellationgelfare
provision. While historically the focus of politiceconomy and social policy research had been
on the dichotomy between the state and the marmketh were conceptualized as both com-
peting and complementary logics of social welfar@vision (Polanyi 1944; Esping-Andersen
1990), two developments challenged this traditiahehotomy. On the one hand, in response
to Esping-Andersen’s seminal ‘three worlds’-stuégging-Andersen 1990), critiques high-
lighting the under-explored role of the family aslfare provider (e.g. Lewis 1992; Sainsbury
1994; O’Connotet al. 1999) led to the systematic inclusion of the fgnais an actor in what
was then called the “welfare triad” (Esping-Anderd®99: 35). On the other hand, especially
from a communitarian perspective it was noted tlwdher actors — such as volunteers, associ-
ations, the community or the ‘third sector’ — oftmntribute to the governance and delivery of
social benefits and services, which is reflectethm broader concept of ‘welfare pluralism’
(e.g. Evers and OIlk 1996; Gilbert 2009). Yet, meens debated whether these informal and
associative actors should be understood as segatatpory that reshapes the ‘welfare triangle’
into a ‘welfare diamond’ (e.g. Jenson 2015: 93)a®an intermediary area located in-between
the three main pillars of welfare (e.g. Evers 20Elpally, increasing attention has been given
to employers or companies as providers of welf@specially in relation to family policies as
well as occupational pensions (Farnsworth 2004le8e&aiser & Fleckenstein 2009).



A second usage — which can be caltedchparative- examines actor constellations in the wel-
fare mix in order to identify institutional arrangents of welfare regimes or policy fields (e.g.
Evers and Wintersberger 1990; Johnson 1999; AsemliRanci 2002; Evers 2005; Schartau
2008; Ulmanen and Szebehely 2015). These studiesth@ points of reference: either cross-
country comparisons informed by distinctions betvearieties of capitalism and welfare re-
gimes (see Seibel 2015: 1765), or changes in tfaneenix over time. The changing config-

urations of welfare production have been captunge@ddncepts such as ‘marketization’ (e.qg.
Nullmeier 2004; Mau 2015); ‘re-familialisation’ ¢g.Leitneret al 2004; Oelkers and Richter

2009); or ‘responsibilisation’ (e.g. Hacker 2012iridh et al. 2012). These concepts point to
an overall trend of a partial retreat of the staben welfare production and a corresponding

greater role of markets, families and other actors.

Finally, we can identify amormativeunderstanding of the welfare mix, which arguesdor
ideal constellation of actors. An early exampl@itsnuss’ criticism of the undermining of uni-
versal and egalitarian values by a greater invokmmof the third sector (Titmuss 1958). More
recently, neo-liberals have criticized the assumnedficiency of state-provided welfare and
argued for a greater role of markets, whereas camtarians have criticized the undermining
of personal ties, trust and solidarity by state/imion and pleaded for a greater role of informal
and associative actors (e.g. Nollert 2003), althotigere is little empirical evidence for this
‘crowding out’-hypothesis (e.g. van Oorschot andsA005). Some more nuanced defenders
of the market have a normative commitment to mank&titutions on the grounds that they
respond effectively to individual preferences unaest circumstances, but that there are cases
when this is not so and welfare state intervensahen justified (e.g. Barr 2012). This approach
links together normative principles and practicaisiderations of the efficiency and effective-
ness of different agencies. We take from this strainliterature the implicit assumption that
different actors represent different characteissaiad principles of welfare delivery, so that
(ideal) actor constellations exhibit views towaathstract values such as equality, personal re-
sponsibility, or autonomy. While this notion hassheclaborated in political sociology (e.g.
Offe 2000), empirical studies are limited and ih@t clear if these theoretically derived rela-
tions between actors and values reflect the uralaisigs expressed by ordinary citizens (e.g.
Taylor-Gooby and Martin 2010; Burkharettal. 2011).

While this overview shows the importance of thelfae mix’-concept, it is largely unknown

what the population thinks about (ideal) constellag of welfare provision. Although empirical



research on welfare attitudes has blossomed watte@sing availability of cross-national da-
tasets, almost all studies capture the attitudestiabns only towards the responsibility of the
state, which leaves out important alternative ptexs of welfare. Here, studies find that across
all European countries there is high support foirréaching government involvement in the
well-being of its citizens (e.g. Meuleman and Ch@@d.2; Svallfors 2012; Guo and Gilbert
2014). Thus it has been argued that the rise ofketdriendly’ ideologies is mainly due to the
influence of ruling elites (e.g. Blyth 2002; Croug®04), and that public opinion is an important
constraining factor (e.g. Pierson 1996; Brooksdiadza 2007). Yet, these studies do not offer
respondents an alternative to public provision elfare, which might have influenced response
behaviour (see Lindh 2014: 1).

Only a few studies go beyond studying welfare rasgmlity attributions towards the govern-
ment. Most notably, Svallfors (2007) has examingitldes towards market-induced inequal-
ities in four countries via data from the Internafal Social Survey Programme (ISSP) 1999
and found that Britons are most tolerant of opputies for people with higher incomes to buy
better services in healthcare and education, whéeeamans and Swedes are most sceptical.
Lindh (2015: 903) studied the same policy fieldgwdata from the ISSP 2009 on 17 countries
and found that “public support for market distribat of social services is relatively weak in
most countries”. However, higher support was foumcbuntries with higher private spending
on services, with Britons again showing the higlaggiroval rates (ibid.: 899). He concluded
that “popular beliefs about the role of the magket shaped by the actual role that markets play
in a society” (ibid.: 904). Yet, these studies h#twee limitations. First, they replace the com-
mon focus on state-provided welfare with an exgidocus on market-provided welfare and
do not take otheactors and the resultaobnfigurationsof actors into account. Second, they
examine only one dimension of market-provided welfanamely: resultant inequalities — but
do not take other possible dimensions into accotmtd, and more broadly, by axiomatically
equating market provision with inequality, theymtat explore other perceptions of actors and

the reasoning that leads citizens to favour speaiftor constellations in the welfare mix.

In order to account for these gaps and problemdjave chosen a qualitative research design
in which citizens discuss the future of welfareippin order to allow the participants to come
up with their own ideal actor constellations forlfaee provision and to justify their choices,

which also allows us to understand the underlyiaggptions of actors in the welfare mix.



3. Cases, data and methods

This paper examines attitudes to old-age pensiatislaildcare in Germany and the UK. These
countries and areas are chosen to provide sulataatitrasts and thus facilitate lively debate
and opportunities for different positions and valte be expressed in the deliberative forums.
Pensions are a well-established, high-spending aheaie there have been many reforms to
contain spending in both countries. By contrasidchre has emerged relatively recently as a
state service, involves lower expenditure andilsestpanding. Comparison of the two areas
juxtaposes old and new social risks, contrastsaste between women and men and older and
younger life stages, and involves an allocativeggosed to a social investment approach.
These factors lead to a contrasting politics offavel Germany is the paradigmatic conserva-
tive welfare regime (Esping-Andersen 1990) wittatiekly low support for market provision
and low acceptance of market-induced inequalitBsscontrast, the UK is the most clearly
liberal regime in Europe with the highest levelsopport for market services among the 17
countries studied by Lindh (Lindh 2015: 899) andhhiacceptance of market inequalities
(Svallfors 2007).

Data on attitudes was gathered using the techrofueliberative forums. This method has
been used to arrive at an agreement on speciftestaul policy issues (e.g. Fishkin and Luskin
2005) and in more theoretically-driven approachesiémocratic institution-building (e.g.
Wakeford and Singh 2008), but not so far as we kimokglation to social policy. The method
maximises opportunities for discussion and debatie kmited direction by researchers. The
forums were extended discussions taking placetswedays among groups of citizens broadly
representative of the population as a whole (34gyaants in each country). The method em-
phasizes the degree of control of participants t¢iverdiscussion. Participants are free to de-
velop and discuss the initial question (‘What skatbke priorities of the (German/British) gov-
ernment be for benefits and services in 25 year&?’), with only light moderation and with
opportunities to call on experts for informatiordaadvice. The discussions took place in ple-
nary sessions to develop and analyse the genezslign and then in break-out groups, coming

together for a final agreement on policy prioriti€eey were audio- and video-recorded.

In order to conduct this comparative study, writteanscripts from the deliberative forums
were analysed by the German and British reseasrhdeaising framework analysis at the na-
tional level (see e.g. Srivastava and Thomson 2008 material was coded on NVivo. Five
nodes were used to code statements relating toms#plities: government/public sector; mar-

ket/private sector; individual; family; employendcommunity/charities.



4. Citizens’ attributions of responsibilities for socal welfare in Germany and the UK

This section describes how citizens in GermanythadJnited Kingdom attribute responsibil-
ities to actors in the welfare mix and the assedatctor perceptions for the policy fields of
old-age pensions (4.1) and childcare (4.2); thislvei followed by a comparative discussion in
Section 5. As considerations about the provisiowelfare are made in a specific (national)
context in which people are embedded, for bothcgdields we shortly outline the structure of
the welfare mix and only afterwards present thizemits’ (ideal) actor configurations and the

degree of agreement and disagreement about thegsmnebility attributions.

4.1. Old-age pensions

The old-age pension system®&rmany was traditionally a prime example of a Bismarckian
pension system, with a ‘pay-as-you-go’ public erient insurance scheme mandatory for most
employees, and separate schemes for civil seraadtself-employed persons, all linking ben-
efits to earnings-related contributions and offgitimgh replacement rates, thus ensuring status
maintenance in old-age. Since the 2000s, reform@giat cost containment have included a
considerable decrease in public pension levelsadugl rise in the retirement age, and a turn
towards a multi-pillar pension system includingoduntary but state-subsidized private pension
(‘Riester-Rentg Also, to counter growing old-age poverty, a dedased basic pension at the
social assistance level was introduced. The cusimtion is characterized by growing state
subsidies to curb contribution levels to the puldiirement scheme, expected further declines
in public pension levels, low take-up rates of ptéespensions, and a growing number of people

in need of a basic pension.

This dire outlook is reflected in the assessmenhefcurrent situation by the DF participants,
with a consensus that, due to population ageinggamding inequalities, the statutory pension
system is unsustainable. Three problems are idehtithe most pressing one being declining
replacement rates and a resultant rise of old-agerpy: “I have the feeling that years ago it
was the case that when people retired, they prettgh had the same income as they’'d had
before, or almost. That is a really long time agawwnNowadays, it's bad, and it will get even
worse. ... You have to put something aside youraald, many people can’t, because their costs
are too high.” (DE-P27) A second problem is intelgational injustice, as participants argue
that the current working generation has to payéwior the pensions of current retirees via the

public pension scheme, and for their own pensioaprvate provision — “and they [i.e., the



current retirees] can’t tell the younger people ithay have to expect later on, because other-
wise the whole thing would blow up.” (DE-P27) Filyala more controversial issue is the ex-

istence of separate pension schemes for civil s&vand self-employed persons, which are
seen by many participants as a hindrance to aafair sustainable public pension system,

whereas some members of these separate schemed thefie privileged status.

As far as attributions of responsibility are comezt, consensus exists that the state/government
should be responsible for a minimum (or basic) men& prevent old-age poverty; thus, the
state is seen as responsible for basic securitye ‘Gasic security [pension] has to be set up in
such a way that these problems of old-age povemt drise.” (DE-P32) Participants envision
the level of this basic pension at or above theat@ssistance level, and they agree that it
should be financed via taxes to avoid further sgan the public pension insurance scheme.
This pension should be universally available, wiité only condition being ‘need’, and thus it

is suggested to be called “solidarity pension aigd@ension or something like that. It's just
that everyone should get something so that theygetby.” (DE-P23)

A broad majority of participants also sees theessatresponsible for old-age pensions beyond
the socio-cultural subsistence level; the compeugllwas hardly mentioned. Most suggestions
roughly reflect the current public pension insuescheme, with two noteworthy specifics.
First, the participants seem to have largely aszkfitat the public pension system cannot en-
sure individual status maintenance; thus they pilynargue for the continuation of statds-
tinctionsbased on the reasoning that if all retirees havget by with less, at least status dif-
ferences should be upheld. Second, these statasetites should be determined by work rec-
ord; yet, in contrast to the current public pensoheme, the only determinant suggested is the
duration of work life. In fact, participants do nre#em to be aware that in the public pension
scheme a main determinant of the pension levekiptevious level of earnings, as not only in
the following two examples they solely refer to geziod worked: “I'd say that work must be
worth it in old age. That is important for me. litaportant that someone who has worked for
45 years doesn’t get the same as someone who hesrked at all. That is a point that is
eminently important to me.” (DE-P27) “Then to matkéependent on the time you spent work-
ing, the years that you were working. Those whoieked for decades and paid into the sys-
tem should expect more than those who didn’t paat @ll.” (DE-P32)

Two crucial issues arise with this ‘work’-based fwlpension. First, there is disagreement
about the relationship to the ‘needs’-based mininpension. One suggestion is to integrate
them, with the state paying the basic pension aratditional amount based on years worked:

8



“Everyone gets 800 euros for instance, and themevery year worked they get an additional
amount. So that means in the end, someone goeswitm&00 euros per month, and the other
one, who was very industrious and earned a lo, 2&00.” (DE-P28) Yet, another participant
argues for a separation and points to differentésa underlying principles: “No it's to do with
generational equality and fairness. Not with bascurity. That's a separate point for me.”
(DE-P32)

The second crucial issue is the treatment of nathypark, such as care and childrearing within
the family. While most participants support a reatign of childrearing periods for pension
entitlements, many also seem to value paid workdrignd thus prefer a graduated approach.
Some even explicitly argue against ‘abuse’ by namkimg mothers, partly with undertones
against lower classes or immigrants: “I think tisia big problem. There are many women who
never work and probably never will, but they stayjp@me and have ten children. Or let's say
five. And they get a lot of pension points, althbubey've actually not done anything.” (DE-
P14) Yet, despite these controversies, there seagent about state responsibility for a gradu-
ated pension scheme that reflects the duratiorooking life or other activities deemed a con-

tribution to society; thus, the underlying normatprinciple might be called ‘work ethics’.

Finally, most participants — while they do acknadge that under current conditions private
provision is necessary — favor private provisioty@s an addition to upgrade the pension level,
not as an essential component for adequate provi&een proponents of private provision
view the state in the role of information provid&for me, the private option sounds more
interesting [...], but I think there is too littleformation and education about this in Germany.
People rely on the state pension, but now we’rgnggeto the point where that's not enough, so
people have to have private insurance, but thainmése state is responsible for educating
people about this more.” (DE-P01) Those few pagréinis who generally favor a larger role for
private provision usually point to a sense of ingfegence and self-determination: “It is better
if I get more money now and invest for myself, hesmin 45 years, | don’t even know if Ger-
many will still exist, let alone whether or not I'guaranteed a pension payment. So I'd rather
save for myself.” (DE-P14)

In sum, participants argue for a three-level pansigstem, with a needs-based pension pro-
vided by the state to ensure basic security andepteold-age poverty on the first level; an
additional state pension based on a ‘work-ethiesspective in which years of paid — and,
possibly, non-paid — work are reflected in the jp@m&evel on a second stage; and the voluntary
option of private provision via the market on ardhlievel. While the state represents needs-

9



based basic security as well as preservation okdvased status distinctions, the market is

associated with voluntary choice and the posgyiftindividual status maintenance.

The UK pensions system as it stood in the early 2000soeagplex, consisting of defined-
benefit national insurance pensions financed bytrimrions from employers, workers and
government and dependent on work record, top-uppatonal pensions mainly for middle
class and state sector workers, state subsidiseéaxbgxemptions, and a small private sector
used by the top five per cent. The main changes baen towards simplification and with-
drawal of state subsidies. The emerging systemistsnsf flat-rate defined benefit national
insurance pensions, with a basic work-record camdinet by almost all workers and a man-
datory top-up pension for most workers financedadlgby employers and workers and set at

a relatively low rate.

Unlike in Germany, there was no consensus ovefattethat the state should be responsible
for a minimum state pension in order to preventagé poverty. In contrast, the majority of
participants agreed that the current system isstamable and puts a lot of strain on the welfare
state, more particularly on the second day of theabP participants received answers to their
guestions from experts informing them about stetesns expenditure, which could increase
from 5.5 per cent of the GDP in 2014-2015 to 6.8 gant in 2044-2045 due to an ageing
population (Office for Budget Responsibility 2015pme participants believed that the state
pension will eventually disappear because of a tddlunding: “I think anybody now that’s of
working age, 40 or 50 or 30, | don't think theylhgdelieve there’ll be any money left in the
pension pot for us” (UK-P84); “I don’t think thedbhge pension will be around” (UK-P45).
This reflects the intergenerational injustice engied by German participants. There was a
broad consensus that contributing to private pensalhemes should be made compulsory “to
take the pressure off the government, so more bssas have to provide private pensions”
(UK-P67).

Participants further criticized the apparent latkransparency when it comes to pensions and
the financing of the welfare state: “I don’t knovh@re the money goes, that you pay to a pen-
sion, | don’'t know where they keep it. So perhaps government ought to explain things a
little bit more in detail to us about [...] becawse don’t know. | mean, does anybody know

where the money goes when you pay into your pefsiwK-P41)

Participants were divided over whether the curstaiie pension policy should remain in place
within 25 years’ time. On the one hand, some betliem the full privatization of pensions, and

that individuals should be responsible for theimgwensions as contributors would be able to
10



track their money: “It's giving more ownership basa those companies will send you a break-
down of what they’re doing with your money as opabto it going in this big pot that’s paying
for all kinds of stuff that we don’t even realised then there’s going to be nothing left in that
pot. It's a personal thing and you can see what yoaney’s doing, what it's made that com-
pany and how much you’re going to get back fron{litk-P86). The ageing population is also
perceived as a hindrance to the sustainabilityhefdtate pension: “in 25 years’ time, we do
believe that [...] because of increases in the NHEmaople living longer, and more people at
retirement age, it’s just going to be impossiblddahe maths. And that's why we came to that
conclusion that it's going to be a totally diffetesystem in 25 years’ time than it is today,
because you're going to have [...] to 20-25 milligeple over 65] and it's just going to be
impossible” (UK-P86). On the other hand, otherd fla¢ state pension would “maintain a good
quality of life for those who have paid in” (UK-P@4nd that “it's a safety net for everyone,
you know, you need that” (UK-P47), further emphiagjghat getting access to a basic pension
helps retired people “not to be a burden” (UK-P45).

At the end of the event, there was a broad consemger who should be responsible for old-
age pensions in the United Kingdom, by graduallicving responsibility from the state to the
individual and making contributions to private pens compulsory for all workers. However,
participants could not agree over the role andchsehility of the state pension within 25 years’
time, with some believing that it should be scrappmehers believing that it will be too expen-

sive, and other groups thinking about the poliegle in terms of preventing old-age poverty.

4.2.Childcare

Childcare policy inGermany has changed considerably in normative, institati@md organ-
izational respects. Until the 1990s, Germany wagal example of a ‘male breadwinner’
model that fostered male standard employment amdléehousekeeping and childrearing via
employment, tax, family and childcare policies. Ydtanging family patterns and gender roles
as well as fiscal problems of social insurance st financed mainly by the male half of the
(working) population, led to a re-orientation todsian ‘adult worker’ model. The promotion
of female employment and better reconciliation ofkvand family life has included the intro-
duction of a legal right for every child aged omel @lder to a place in a childcare facility, and
a generous paid parental leave scheme. Childcaitiiés are run by public providers and pri-
vate non-profit providers, such as welfare assmeriator parents’ initiatives, but provider struc-
tures as well as costs and availability differ edesably among federal states — which set the

legal framework — and even more among municipalitie
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In general, most participants support the shitthiidcare policy towards an increased role of
welfare providers other than the family. Yet, thsting impact of traditional gender rolgghin

the family is exhibited by the fact that the redtation of work and family life is discussed
mainly as a problem of women. Moreover, particigarphasize an insufficient realization of
the new aims of childcare policy in two respecisstiFthey complain about a lack of places in
daycare facilities — “care for the children is gofranteed, getting a status so that one can got
to work, day care or what you have. The politicipr@mise these kinds of things, but the reality
is different” (DE-P06) — and describe complicatgglacation procedures for childcare facili-
ties: “We really had to apply, like for a job. [. Ahd with an application interview and steps
taken as soon as you know you’re pregnant, as earpossible.” (DE-P30) And second, par-
ticipants complain that it is still difficult to cencile work and family life: “The role of women

in society is important here, because many womeneacouraged by society to move into
management positions. | [a young male] am workingwy career myself, and | see many
workshops that are especially for women, becausen@nts to encourage and push that, and
many are taking that route. This means that thie $ias to find solutions as to how one can
combine these things.” (DE-P22)

The dominant view of participants is that both @bére in public or private facilities as well as
support for childrearing in the family should beadable, so that families can decide for them-
selves which option suits best. Most participatasesthat they personally prefer professional
childcare: “Personally — well, either you createrendaycare spots and offer this service and
support, or else you give the parents money saliegtcan stay at home. | see the focus being
more with the daycare option. But the personnekhavbe qualified there where the children
are educated from an earlier age so they can badndlly supported and guided more so than
today.” (DE-P27) On the other hand, participantsept a decision for home childcare and
argue for the recognition of childrearing periods pension entitlements: “But primarily we
want to make sure that women who stay at homek®dare of the children are not disadvan-
taged by doing that, but it shouldn’t be the maxfehe future.” (DE-P11)

Four requirements are often raised for childcacodifi@s to foster the reconciliation of work
and family life: better availability of places; bat quality and payment of personnel; longer
opening hours; and more flexible opening hourstiépants do not seem to care if a facility is
run by a public or a private (non-profit) providand only in the following statement a prefer-
ence is expressed: “The state has the power tsagent and to assign the building of schools,
daycare facilities and the like, but you could adsé if it's the basic responsibility of the state
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to run daycares — they could create a frameworkrevhailding sites are made available, but
groups like AWO [welfare association] or whateueyt're called could find private initiatives
and then start daycare facilities themselves.” @) In other words, the state should provide

the legal and infrastructural framework, whereassion is left to private providers.

In the few cases in which a preference for homklcare is expressed, participants justify this
with the personal commitment and emotional involeatrof parents: “I find the parents’ initi-
ative much, much more important, because the patente different values and interests in
raising the children than those people who arenggiaid to take care of them, although they're
often overwhelmed. | was at home for my childrerd bwould do it again. That was extremely
important for my children.” (DE-P15) Overall, maresolvement of fathers in childrearing is
favored, which should be encouraged by the stétis:dlso important to create this equality,
and sometimes it lags a bit. You could put concepexamples out there, for instance, for men
who want to take parental or childrearing leaveéeiad of the woman. That you put forward a
concept with men as positive examples of this astdas negative, saying they're a sissy for
staying home and cooking and cleaning or what hawe” (DE-P24) Aside from “using a
marketing agency to show this is good and howntloadone” (DE-P24), participants see the
state as responsible for granting pension entithésnand offering financial compensation for
childrearing periods.

Finally, a third welfare provider — besides thdestand the family — is often mentioned: em-
ployers. Participants come up with various suggastfor more family-friendly work arrange-
ments — such as home office, sabbaticals, flexildeking hours, or a short-term family leave
scheme modelled after the paid parental leave sehebut also discuss the pros and cons of
employer-provided daycare, and many see employerssponsible for offering daycare: “Or
like Frau Merkel has it, where they can bring theiildren to work and they have their own
daycare facility there at the office, and they spand time with their children on break and so
forth. They could do this at every workplace.” (PR26) While employers are expected to pro-
vide personnel for their daycare facilities, sugiges are made how to financially relieve them

in return, for example by pooling daycare facibtigr by using public funding.

The main expectation towards the state is thaighhcreate a general framework and offers
financial compensation for times of leave, daycargl flexible work arrangements, but other-
wise refrains from intervention: “I feel that thenployers and employees should decide that
amongst themselves, because in the end the empi@ajess his company attractive by offering
such opportunities, and employees like such thifbe.state can do things to make it easier or
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more attractive to take such steps, but they shicegg out of it for the most part, because those
are contractual conditions that the employer angleyee decide with one another.” (DE-P22)
This view of state responsibility equates the stath standardization and providing a neutral
framework for negotiations, whereas both familied amployers are associated with the pos-

sibility of flexibility and autonomy.

Childcare provision in th&lK was relatively underdeveloped with work/family eaciliation
considered a private family responsibility untiétlate 1990s. Despite the recent developments
in family policies, such as increases in duratiohmaternity leave and shared parental leave
as well as the extension in the right to requestilile working, public childcare provision re-
mains rather restricted. Only since 2008 has jpae-thildcare been offered to children over
three years old (Lewist al. 2008), with 15 free hours childcare per week @®m&eks of the
year. Recently, this provision has been extenddd toer cent of two-years-old for families in
need, and there are plans to extend the free allcevio 30 hours by 2017. However, the UK
has one of the most expensive childcare costseoDECD countries, costing up to two-thirds
of the second earner’s income (OECD 2015). Furtifeldcare costs have increased by a third
between 2010 and 2015 (Rutter 2015), while wages bagnated during the same period. In
addition, after the crisis many cuts have been niageovisions specifically targeted at lower
income families. The Sure Start programme of irgtgt children’s day nurseries has been
radically curtailed and privatised. The Working Taeedit childcare component was cut by one
eighth, also affecting opportunities for parentsyofing children to pursue full-time employ-

ment.

DF participants raised some concerns over the obstsildcare in the UK, and its impact on
employment. In particular, some participants seetodithd the existing policies rather confus-
ing, as one young mother explained that in heriopirthese do not encourage parents, espe-
cially mothers, to get back to work after the biofttheir child, based on her own experience:
“We can't afford to have fifteen hours a week cbdce because [my partner] earns too much.
Why is that fair? So, I've got to go and find a jblat earns more than the childcare allowance,
the childcare costs, for me to be able to go baakdrk so, how is that fair? [...] | want to go
back to work, | really do, but | haven’t got thells&et to earn enough money to be able to put
her in nursery as well as earn any money on tdpaif’ (UK-P51). Another participant stated
that she refused to sign a zero-hours contract avpotential employer “because | do rely on

tax credits to help me with childcare. So if | goid it was only no hours, | can’t claim that”
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(UK-P68). As further explained by a young fathée existing policy “limits women’s oppor-
tunities because actually to pay for two kids toimehildcare at £1,600 a month, say, it's
actually more beneficial for them to stay at home ok after them and get the benefits than
to pay that £1,600 because to get £1,600 a monild y@ave to earn £25,000 a year”. Some
participants said they relied on their parents theorelatives in order to take care of their
children while being at work after their parentdVe. Besides the financial aspect of childcare,
other participants believed that there is too kediticcess to childcare facilities.

Various policies were proposed by participantsrioteoto cope with these shortcomings. First,
“more equality or opportunities for mothers, esp#yilike single mothers who don’t have an-
ybody else to look after their kids” (UK-P90). Sadpincreasing the number of free hours of
childcare per week for working parents, and malav#ilable to parents with children under
three years old. Third, more flexible hours for wpg hours of childcare facilities. Fourth,
mothers and fathers should both contribute towdrdspayment of childcare (ideally 50 per
cent each), especially to protect single motheirsally, for parents who are out of work, a
consensus was found by participants, who recomnaetidd they should do voluntary work
while their children are at the nursery: “we domént the child to suffer, we still want them to
have free childcare, but we also believe that petpt are getting benefits should also go and
do some voluntary work at least because they'reeanting” (UK-P42).

Much like in Germany, a few participants also rdisencerns over the work/family balance:
“There’s too many people spending too much timeak and their families are suffering and
nobody seems to even talk about that” (UK-P49). &snggested further consultation between
employers and employees in order to allow flexieteking hours, without suggesting that the

state should get involved in these arrangements.

Employers are also often mentioned as the mainaneelprovider: “I think the other thing is
that a lot of companies ought to, if they're a agrtsize, they ought to have a creche” (UK-
P45). The argument is that such facilities woukhte jobs and also encourage more people to
get back to work, without putting more strain oa thelfare state.

In sum, as far as responsibility is concerned,g@pénts to the UK deliberative forum believe
that the state should offer more free childcarafiathange regulations to provide more incen-
tives for mothers to return back to the labour regrkut that employers and the private sector

should offer more facilities (such as creches) arate family-friendly work conditions. In
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contrast to the German case, home childcare isnohided among the range of options con-
sidered by participants; instead, the discussionded on ‘getting back to work’, especially for
mothers. As such, childcare would not be the famigsponsibility.

5. Discussion and conclusion

Our study of citizens’ responsibility attributioimsold-age pensions and childcare reveals sim-
ilarities as well as marked differences betweenGleeman and the British welfare regimes,
both in terms of preferred actor constellations anderlying understandings of agents in the
welfare mix. Table 1 summarizes the main findingsile the following discussion offers elab-
orations and qualifications based on insights ftbenDFs and comparative welfare state re-
search.

Table 1: Preferred actor constellations and dominactor perceptions in old-age pensions
and childcare in Germany and the UK

Preferred welfare responsibilities Dominant actor perceptions

Germany, | Three-level pension system: 1) basi¢ State = guarantor of basic security
old-age public pension (basisteed; 2) public | and work-based fairness/equity
pensions | pension based on duration of paid (9rMarket = choice, autonomy
non-paid) work fork ethic$; 3) op-

. : bl Family =n/a

tional top-up private pensionBran- y

cial resources and individual negds
UK, Compulsory private provision State = partly basic security, but
old-age | pisagreement about (dis-)continuatipinainly unsustainability and non-
Pensions | of state public pension transparency/non-accountability

Market = adequate standard of liv-
ing, transparency

Family =n/a

Germany, | State responsible for legal frameworkState = backer and financier, legal
childcare | and financing, but choice among varj-structure set up

ety of delivery agents (public, private/Employers and employees/families =
non-profit, home/family) left to fami- | flexibility and autonomy via negoti-
lies ated work/childcare arrangements
Majority favours professional child- | Family (home childcare) = persona
care, but home childcare is accepted commitment and emotional involvet
ment, but (for many) also lack of
professionalism and opportunities

UK, State responsible for legal frameworkState = backer and financier, legal
childcare | and financing, thus enabling employastructure set up

bility and labour market participation| Employers and employees/families| =
Preference for professional childcare flexibility and autonomy via negoti-
ated work/childcare arrangements

16



Family (home childcare) = impracti;
cable; opposes ‘adult worker’ mode

In line with previous research, we find that citizen the UK are more approving of market
involvement in social welfare production, whereas@an citizens advocate a larger role for
other actors such as the state and the familyinstance, regarding old-age pensions citizens
in both countries share the diagnosis that theippkhsion system is financially unsustainable,
but they differ markedly in their responses: whiléhe UK participants favour a further shift
towards market-based individual retirement provisaod thus accept or even actively support
that the state surrenders responsibility for tloiseavelfare policy, in Germany citizens argue
for a revival of the public pension system and siovi private provision only as voluntary top-
up primarily for a few high-earners. This can beeipreted as either a more pronounced sense
of fiscal realities of UK citizens or stronger exfaions in Germany that the state should pro-

vide for a decent level of living in old age.

In regard to the ‘new risk’-field of childcare pdles, the differences in actor constellations are
less pronounced, as both British and German c#izedorse state involvement in the financing
as well as setting up the legal requirements dfichre provision, and the rights to gain free
childcare. However, there are differences in thdeulying reasoning for state-financing of
childcare services, with justifications in the Ul¢aged towards employability and enabling
labour market participation of all citizens (orded ‘voluntary’ work for the non-employable),
whereas in Germany the point of reference is sugpofamilies’ individual choices and pref-
erences, alongside education needs of the youngn@rowing levels of female labour partic-
ipation, the German state is expected to suppertehonciliation between work and family
duties by providing child care opportunities. Moren German citizens think that child rearing
duties should be counted toward pension entitlespembereas in the UK the possibility of

childcare in the family is not discussed as a \@aiulicy option.

Thus, the preferred actor constellations indicass, twhile in Germany the market remains on
the margins of citizens’ welfare preferences, Uzens at least partly adopt the neo-liberal
agenda of individual responsibility, marketizatienmd economization. This is also reflected in
peoples’ dominant norms and values, as UK citizgiticize the welfare state on grounds of
its non-transparency and non-accountability and tiee values from the economization of the

public sector rather than common social policy gal(e.g., social security, equality). The find-
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ing that UK citizens back market-based social pedicontradicts studies that view the market-
ization and privatization of welfare as purelyeldriven ‘top up’ project; by contrast, it is in

line with Lindh’s (2015: 904) argument that “populzeliefs about the role of the market are
shaped by the actual role that markets play inc&esg, as it reflects the large role of markets

in welfare provision in the UK.

Yet, a closer look at actor configurations and uhderlying reasoning and understanding of
actors shows that a simple dichotomization betwaanket-friendly’ UK citizens and ‘market-
taming’ Germans underestimates both functional ssties of social welfare production in

capitalism as well as more nuanced changes in #ifane mix over time.

For the UK, the notion of support for market-basaifare has to be qualified in three respects.
First, despite their approval of market-based welf&JK citizens are aware that the market —
probably in social welfare more than in any otheaa- has to be embedded in state regulations,
or even financed by the state, in order to works Thexhibited by support for state-financing
of childcare as well as by proposals for old-agespms. The idea of making private provision
compulsory shows that the market alone is seemsaficient for preventing poverty or ensur-
ing an adequate standard of living in old-age; atdyregulation makes the market a viable
alternative to state welfare. Second, UK citizeeseggally seem to acknowledge the entangle-
ment of the state and the market in the welfare, mixthey support that the state nudges or
even forces people into private provision, whickoaineans that choice is restricted to the
boundaries of the market and its logics of riskrthstion. And third, UK citizens could be
categorized as ‘reluctant liberals’: their commitmhéo the market is not driven by a strong
belief that this is the best way to move forwand, lbecause they do not see any alternative way
forward. In their views, state provision in pensias unsustainable, and as far as childcare is
concerned, both parents must work in order to susta adequate income. In short, the state
and the market are seen less as competing andas@@mplementary elements in the welfare

mix.

In Germany, by contrast, preferences for an imporale of the state and the family in social
welfare obscure that these agents yet seem toglamemd against the market. For example,
while the proposal for a needs-based basic pemies indeed show support for a central role
of the state in old-age provision, it also indisatieat the population has somewhat accepted
that the German welfare state abandoned its otiginaof status maintenance and moved its
public pension system closer to those of its libecanterparts (in which flat-rate benefits to
prevent poverty are common). By contrast, the jpiecf individual status maintenance — one
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of the core principles of conservative welfare etat seems to be associated now primarily

with private provision, which also points to thegsi@e decline in public pension levels.

In short, our general finding that citizens in thi€ are more approving of market approaches
in social welfare than German citizens has to tadified in two respects. Under the surface of
state and family responsibilities, German citizaresbecoming more accepting of individualist
and market-based approaches to welfare; and ldkthease, citizens partly propose to use state
regulation of market-based welfare to obtain goaiginally pursued by the welfare state. Yet,
current policy structures and welfare systems seenestrict the imagination of citizens of
what could happen and what should be done, whiagltgto the difficulties of radical social

policy change.
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