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Abstract 

III this study. the perceived causal altributions of poverty amollg vouths (studellts) were 

investigated. The samples of the study were Bahir Dar General Secondwy Schools alld 

University students. Thirty-nine allributions for poverty questiollnaire were completed by a 

total sample of 460 (male = 285. female = I 75). To supplement the qualltitative data. open­

ended questionnaire was used Principal factor analysis. t-tests and MANOVA were llsed to 

analyze the quantitative data. Prillcipal factor analysis revealed that the respondellts' poverty 

attributions could be distinguished alollg three main dimensions: structural accoullted for 

15.3J% of the total variance. illdividualistic 9.2%, and fatalistic 5.76% The filldillgs of the 

study showed that youths (studellls) in Bahir Dar were more inclined to attribute poverty to 

structural factors. Group breakdowns revealed some importallt sigllificant difJerellces related 

to the respondents' demographic variables and socioeconomic status of parellts. 

Demographic variables of sex alld educatiollal level had statistically Significant maill effects 

on fatalistic and individualistic attributiolls of poverty respectivel)'. Females gave more 

fatalistic attributions of poverty thall males. High school students were more individualistic in 

their attributions than their coullterparts. Parents' income level. amollg other socioeconomic 

status of parents, showed main significant effect on the structural dimension of poverty where 

high-income groups gave more structural explanations of poverty than low and middle­

income groups. Statisticaliy significant interaction effects were also observed among 

demographic variables and socioeconomic status of parents 011 the three possible 

explanations of poverty. The result suggests that respondents perceived potential causes of 

poverty to be more structural than individualistic thereby with more emphasis on community 

based poverty reductioll intervention strategies. The results of the study also provided all 

inSight to Bahir Dar youths' cOllceptualizatioll of perceptiolls on poverty among the groups, 

with recommendations for developing poverty reduction intervent iOlls accordingly. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Beliefs about th e underlying cau ses of social problems such as poverty, 

inequa lity a nd unemployment play an importa nt role in determining 

individuals' attitudes a nd behavioral responses towards them (Hine and 

Montiel, 1999; Hine, et ai. , 2005). To date most research on causal 

attributions of poverty-individuals' perceptions a bout the causes of poverty 

has drawn the attention of ma ny researchers. 

Attribution theorist, Heider (1958) stated that attribution is the process of 

explaining behaviors to the self and outside the self. In similar way, Ba ron 

and Byrne (1997; 105) defined attribution as people's effort to understand 

a nd interpret the causes behind others' behavior. Later social psychologist, 

Franzoi (2000; 95) defined attribution as the process by which people use 

information to make inferences about the causes of behavior or events. 

As long as there has been poverty in the world, there have been attempts to 

explain it (Harper, 2001). Sociologists and psychologists have joined the fray 

offering not only their own explanations but also a ttempting to conceptualize 

the explanations given by ordinary people (Zastrow, 1996). Research on 

be liefs a bout the causes of poverty has been influenced by attribution theory 

(Heider , 1958; Harvey, 1984). The theory emphasizes the 

internality / externa lity of outcomes. Feagin (1972) ma pped out internality 

a nd externa lity of the causal attributions of poverty along three dimensions: 

individualistic-blaming poverty on dispositional factors within poor people, 

fatalistic-blaming poverty on fate or bad luck and structural-blaming poverty 

on society. 



Social psychologists explained the phenomena of poverty from different 

perspec tives: the system-blame, culture of poverty and the actor-observer 

shift pos ition (Nasser, et a!. , 2005). The system-blame hypothesis argues that 

the system operates in a way that the poor are unable to improve their 

competence levels, which leads a person causally attribute poverty to the 

system itself (Guimond, et a!., 1989). Bullock and Limbert (2003) contend 

that those who argue in favor of culture of poverty perceive the poor as 

habituated to a culture that is deprived of all stimulation and information 

a nd remain constant in their poverty status . 

On th e other hand, writers who expla in the causes of poverty from the 

perspective of actor and observer distinguished internal and external 

attribu tions (Shirazi and Biel, 2005). Internal attribution locates the causes 

of behavior within the actor (individual disposition, lack of effort), whereas 

external a ttribution refers to all other causes outside the actor (social 

structure, luck) (Hogg and Vaughan, 1995). 

Carr and MacLachlan (1998), in th eir sample of Australian and Malawian 

undergraduates, found that the Austra lians made dispositional attributions 

of poverty, wh ilst for the Malawians the result was reversed. Differences for 

individualistic and structural attributions among the poor (actors) and 

non poor (observers) reflect this discrepancy (Bullock, 2006). 

The explanations for poverty included the inefficiency of government, 

exploitation by other countries and climate (H arper, 2001). Nasser, et a!. , 

(2005) view that attributions for negative events (pove rty) in developing 

societies complement the system-blame hypothesis , for the reasons that 

structural and social deficiencies (e.g. lack of social services) are 

characteristics of underdeveloped or developing nations for which m a ny of its 

citizens know well of these deficiencies (Nadioo, 2005). 
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In contrast, Carr, et al. (1 998) cited in Harper (2001) revealed that Brazilians 

were more individualistic in their attribution s while the Australians 

attributed to more structural causes of poverty. Similarly, Furn ham (1985) 

found that Barbadians attributed poverty to s ituational facto rs, while 

Dominicans (rela tive ly poorer compared to the Barbadians) attributed 

poverty to more dispositional factors. Further, Nasser and Abouchedid (2001) 

s h owed that Lebanese students' attribution s of poverty departed from the 

system-bla m e hypothesis. 

Research examining causal attributions fo r poverty offers fu r ther in sight in 

to how poverty is perceived. Three primary explanations of poverty 

(individua listic, structural and fatalis tic) were documented in the research 

literature (Bullock , 2006). These conceptu a lizations guide much of th e 

research on public attitudes towa rd s the poor, although researchers are 

expanding this framework to assess support for other explanation s , notably 

the culture of poverty hypothesis (Cozzarelli, et a I., 200 I ; Bullock and 

Limbert, 2003). 

Feagin( 1972) found that the individualis tic attributions were suppor ted 

more strongly than other explanations, a finding that is indicator of the 

national tenden cy to view poverty as a sign of persona l and mora l failure 

(Shirazi a nd Biel, 2005). However , Bullock (2006) su ggested closer 

examination of these results revealed con siderable demographic variability in 

belie fs about poverty. 

Later studies by Nasser , et al. (2005) reproduced Feagin 's (1 972) poverty 

explanation s a nd yielded mixed results using different demographic variables 

for predicting th e cau ses of poverty. They found that age and educational 

status had effects on the individualistic attribution s of poverty, wh ile sex did 

not reflect a ny variations in the attributi ons of poverty. However , Sh irazi a nd 

Biel (2005) observed limited empirica l basis about gender differences in 

cau sal attributions of pover ty. Researchers (Carr a nd MacLachlan, 1998; 
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Cozzarelli , et a!., 200 1) showed that women gave more structural cau ses of 

pover ty than men did. Similarly, Hunt (1 996) found that structural 

attributions of poverty were observed in women. 

Researchers h ave a lso looked at attributions of poverty separated a long 

socioeconomic variables (Ha rper, 200 1). Some studies showed differences 

between income a nd attributions of poverty. These studies (e.g., Feagin, 972; 

Bullock, 1999) showed individualis tic attribution s of poverty in middle class 

individua ls. On the other h and, Nasse r and Abouchedid (2001) found high ­

income groups were structural in their attributions for poverty than low­

income groups. Rather, Kluegel and Smith (1986) showed limited differences 

between most standard socio-economic variables (education , occupation, 

income level) and beliefs about poverty . 

There exist controversial research results regarding causal attributions of 

poverty . Hence, this research attempts to examine the perceived causes of 

poverty among youths (general secondary school and univers ity students in 

Bahir Da r) and th ~ ~ffect of demographic and socioeconomic variables on 

attributions of pove rty . 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Very little is known about how (youths) students in Ethiopia attribute the 

causes of poverty. Researchers (Darge , 1988; Tamrie, 1995; Yalew, 1996) 

studied students ' a ttributions of academic achievement. Da rge (1988) found 

that there were no sex differences of attributions of academic achievement 

a mong students. However , Ta mire (1995) a nd Ya lew (1996) reported tha t sex 

had an effect on students' attributions of academic achievement. 

Very few studies have investigated attribution s of poverty, especia lly 111 

relation to developing nations (Hin e a nd Montiel, 1999). Among the 

developing nations, a ttributions of poverty have been studied in Turkey 

(Morcol, 1997 cited in Nasser, et a !. , 2002), Lebanon (Nasser a nd 
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Abouchedid, 200 1), Philippines (Hine and Montiel, 1999), India (Nasser, et 

a I. , 2005), and Malawi (Carr and MacLachan, 1998). 

Hine and Montiel (1999) reported that attributions for domestic poverty vary 

s ignificantly as a function of individual differences in socioeconomic and 

demographic variables. These differences in attributions of poverty, for 

example, linked to income (Bullock, 1999), income and occupational status 

(Nasser and Abouchedid, 200 1), sex (Shirazi and Biel, 2005), educational 

level and age (Nasser, et aI., 2005). 

Kluegel and Smith (1986) analyzed vanous psychological mechan isms of 

attribution biases in life experiences and some socio-demographic variables 

related to attribu tions for poverty. It appears logical to examine the variables 

such as sex, age, educational level a nd socioeconomic status of parents have 

effects on attributions of poverty. In the Ethiopian context, such issues are 

particularly relevant because of the persistent higher percent of people below 

the poverty line and wider economic-social inequalities, despite the 

continuing decline of poverty in th e present times in terms of the head count 

ratio (Alemayehu, et aI., 2006). 

Within this theoretical framework of causal attributions of poverty and, so 

far, the variations of socioeconomic a nd demographic factors with respect to 

causal attributions of poverty are still extensively uncovered in Ethiopia. 

Therefore, this research attempts to investigate the perceived attributions for 

poverty amon g youths (general secondary school and university students in 

Bahir Dar) by addressing the following three basic research questions: 

1. What causes do students attribute poverty for? 

2. Do demographic variables (sex, age, educational level) have significant 

effects on dimensions of attribution s of poverty? 

3. Do socioeconomic statuses of parents (education, occupation, income 

level) h ave s ignificant effects on dimen sions of a ttributions of poverty? 
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1.3. Objectives of the Study 

Th e ge n eral objec tives of this s tudy are to investigate the pe rceived 

attribu tions for poverty a mong Bahir Da r genera l secondary school a nd 

univers ity s tudents and their causal att ri bution pattern s of poverty a nd as 

well as to examine whether youths' attributions of pover ty are pe rson bla m e 

or system blame. 

Th e s pecific objectives of this study are to 

• identify the perceived causes of attributions for poverty a mong , 
s tudents 

• exam in e the effects of demogra phic variables (sex, age , educa tional 

leve l) on the dimensions of a ttribution s of poverty 

• discover the effects of socioeconomic status of pa ren ts (education, 

occupation, in come level) on the dimen s ion s of a ttributions of poverty 

1.4. Significances of the Study 

Deve lopment could not have come through dream s but all the way through 

education a nd research. Perceptions about the cau ses of poverty held by 

youths (s tudents) may block their ac tive participations in pover ty reduction 

program s. 

This research, the refore, can serve as a starting point to design and 

introdu ce appropria te interventions that wi ll enable socia l prac titioners and 

policy makers to have contextually a ppropriate poverty reduction 

interventions. The brief ideas in the literature reviews with the findin gs will 

serve as bases to enhance the young generations' sense of percep t ions about 

the cau ses of poverty and promote their pa rticipa tion s in poverty reduction 

programs . 
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Discovering the perceived causal attribu tions of poverty at this level is of 

great importance because youths are the vital productive forces of the 

society. Therefore, investigating causal attributions of poverty help social 

workers for designing appropriate intervention strategies where the youth 

can m eaningfully participate in the process of national deve lopment at large. 

Moreover, examining whether sex, age, educational level and socioeconomic 

status have effects on the dimensions of attributions of poverty is worthwhile 

for policy makers, socia l practitioners and NGOs to develop 

individual/ community-based poverty reduction intervention strategies 

and/ or in combination accordingly. 

1.5. Delimitation of the Study 

The study was delimited to be conducted among youths (un iversity and 

secondary school students). Students at these levels were considered 

deliberately. Firstly, high school students were taken because, it is a stage 

where the experiences and beliefs they gained during childhood years need to 

be reformed in preparation for the individual's new status and increasing 

participation in the society (Hayes, 1998). Therefore, they would report their 

attributions of poverty meaningfully in accordance with their cumulative 

experiences from their past life. 

Secondly, the researcher took students from the University because they 

joined higher level of education through passing varied life experiences. 

Students of this level wou ld report their attributions based on their life-long 

experiences. Eventually, a kind of companson on the variables would be 

observed as to how differences on sex, age, educationa l level and 

socioeconomic status of parents influence attribution patterns of students for 

poverty. Hence, examining other socio-demographic variables are not the 

focus of this study. It leaves these for other researchers to explore. 
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The study was also restricted to be conducted in Bahir Dar University and 

secondary school students. Thi s was pa rtly due to limited research budget 

and time. 

1.6. Operational Definitions 

Attribution is the explanation , interpretation and judgment of causes for an 

even t (poverty). 

Poverty is the state of being deprived of the essentials of well-being such as 

adequ a te housing, food, access to required social services and lack 

of resources across a wide range of circumstances . 

Youth - according to Children and youth Affa irs Organization (1995) defined 

Ethiopian youth those whose ages are 15-24 years and constitute 

the major labor forces of the country. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1. An Overview of Attribution 

Although attribution has been dismissed by some as a passing fad, 

continuing interest among practitioners and researchers suggest that the 

topic con tributes a lot to a literature in socia l psychology. Attri bution is an 

important construct because it offer s the potential to, positively or negatively, 

influen ce outcomes that benefit both individua ls a nd institutions (Hine a nd 

Montie l, 1999:944) . 

Research ers (Heider, 1958; Weiner, 1979) h ave distinguished among seve ra l 

perspectives on attribution, some focusing on psychological and externa l 

factors to u se information to reach conclusion and others on explanation a nd 

interpretation people give for an event or behavior. In the current research, 

the term attribution refers to both individual and external factors, which 

consis t of a set of conditions necessary for expla ining and interpre ting 

causes for a n even t (poverty). However, both concepts of attribution a re 

implici tly used in the discussion below. 

Yet in seeking explanations for others, events a nd behaviors people focus 

on personality traits and situational context. Beyond trying to understand 

people as individuals when we perceive events in genera l, we often a re 

irresistibly dra wn to understand why they unfold in the observed m a nner. In 

res pect to this, Franzoi (2000: 92) defin ed attribu tion as the process by which 

people use such information to make inferen ce a bout the causes of behaviors 

or events. 

Attribution refers to causal interpretation of behavior and deals with causes 

that people infer from outcomes that have occurred (Alock, et a I. , (1 988). 

More formally, attribu tion refer s to our efforts to understand and interpret 

th e causes behind others' behavior (Ba ron and Byrne, 1997). 
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Heider (1958), the first social psychologist, proposed that people have a need 

to anticipate and control what will happen to themselves and others. In 

making causal attributions , by far the most important judgment concerns 

the locus of causality (Franzoi, 2000). According to Heider (1958), people 

broadly attribute a given action either to internal or externa l factors. 

Internal attribu tion (person-attribution) locates the cause of an event to 

factors internal to the person such a s personality traits , moods, attitudes, 

abilities or effort while external attribution (situation - attribution) locates the 

cause of an event to factors external to the person such as luck or the 

situationa l context (Franzoi, 2000, 95). 

In brief, people use attribution because of their desire to understa nd, predict 

and/ or to control behavior or event. However, how do people process 

info rmation to reach attribution? To answer this ques tion, social 

psychologists have expanded Heider's in sights and developed attribution 

theories. 

People try to infer from a n overt action whether it corresponds to stable 

personal ch a racteristics of the actor. Thus, a correspondence inference 

theory is an inference that the ac tion of an actor corresponds to, or is 

indicative of, a stable personal characteristic (Hogg and Vaughan, 1995). 

Kelley (1972) cited in Franzoi (2000) proposed two other theories (co­

va riation and discounting principle). 

These theories stated in Franzoi (2000, 96) as follows: 

Co-variation principle is a principle of attribution theory stating that 

for something to be the cause of a particular behavior, it must be 

present when the behavior occurs and absent when it does not 

occur. While discounting principle is a principle of attribution theory 

that states that whenever there are several possible causal 
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explanations for a particular event, people tend to be much less 

likely to attribute the effect to only a particular cause. 

In sum, all theories assume that people a re rational and logical observers, 

acting like naive scientists by testing hypotheses about the location of 

causali ty for socia l events. 

2.2. Attribution Biases 

Based on the discussion so far, the attribution process appears to be highly 

rational. However , a lthough people seem to follow logical principles in 

assigning causality to events, this cognitive process linked to some illogical 

human explanations. 

Supporting this view, Alock, et aI., (1988) stated that the ways in which 

people actually attribute causes to events can be biased a nd different from 

the logical process assumed by the attribution theory. There a re three 

attribution biases, which can have an effect on the process of attribution 

namely the fundamen tal error, the actor-observer effect, and the self-serving 

bias (Alock, e t a I. , 1988; Franzoi , 2000). 

The fundamenta l attribution error refers to the tendency to make internal 

attributions over external attributions in explaining the behavior of others 

(Franzoi, 2000).1n similar way, Fiske and Taylor (1984) contend that people 

tend to underestimate the influence of situational factors a nd overestimate 

the influence of dispositiona l factors when they explain the behavior of 

others. Alock , et a I. , (1988) called the above tendency as fundamental error 

because it is so wide spread. 

The actor-observer effect refers to the tendency of people to attribute their 

own behavior to external causes but that of others to interna l factors (Hogg 

and Vaughan, 1995). In addition to the fundamental error, people are also 

more likely to interpret their own behavior rather than the behavior of others 

to situationa l causes (Alock, et aI., 1988 ). Supporting the actor-observer 
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effec t, Hine and Montiel (1999) reported that the poor (actor) m a ke external 

attribution for their poverty and the observer (non poor) give internal 

attribution to the poor themselves. 

Self- se rving bias describes the tendency of individuals to attribute behavior 

that results in a good outcome to internal factors and to attribute behavior 

that results in a bad outcome to situational factors (Franzoi, 2000). In 

respect to this, Shirazi and Biel (2005) people tend to attribute an in ternal 

attribut ion for their positive outcome (being rich) and an externa l factor for 

the ir negative outcom e (being poor). 

In summary, then it is possible that th ese biases are not as logica l as 

previously perceived, and that it may be the result of rational information 

processing and our expectation for success. Although some of the more 

recent research supports the motivational view over the cogn it ive perspective, 

both may prove to be contributing factors (Fra nzoi, 2000) . 

2.3. Understanding poverty from Psychosocial Perspectives 

Social work, edu cation and research are heavily influenced by theories 

developed by psychologists. A review of the li terature showed theories of 

poverty e m erging from th e fie ld of psychology. Formally defined, poverty is 

the state of being deprived of the essentia ls of well -being such as adequate 

housing, food, access to required social services and lack of resources across 

a wide ran ge of circumstances (La u er, 1998). Here, there are two answers to 

the question: why do people live in poverty? Roughly speaking, the 

explanations for poverty might be because they are lazy and due to lack of 

education (the individual explanation) or because of the market game and of 

the unfair distribution of income in the society (the structural explanation) 

(Zanden, 1990). 

Psychological theories of poverty emphasized the role of the individual or 

group to explain the causes and impact of poverty (Carr, 2003). Later on, 
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psychologists began to consider the structu ral and societal factors that 

contribute to poverty and moved beyond the explanations of individua l 

pathology (Turner a nd Lehning, 2006). Recently, an increasing number of 

psychologists acknowledge the role of social, political, and economic factors 

in the creation and maintenance of poverty. 

While both psychology and sociology appear to be movII1g towards views of 

poverty that include the integration of human behavior and social 

environment, however, this has not always been the case. Traditiona lly, 

psychological theories focus more on the individual and their behavior, whi le 

sociological theories of pover ty emphasize the role of the social environment 

(Franzoi, 2000). 

Prom the li terature on psychological theories of pove rty, two themes 

emerged. The first psychological theories of poverty focu s solely on human 

behavior (Ca rr , 2003); while the other conta in s theories of poverty that 

address the socia l environment (Moreira, 2003). The theories on the causes 

of poverty tha t focus on the individual include s u ch personal fai lings as 

in ferior genes, the absence of a need for achievement, inherent m ental 

illness, or threa tening morals (Carr , 2003). These theories fo cused primarily 

on internal deficiencies, whereby individuals bring poverty upon themselves 

and contribute to thei r own mental illness. Bradshaw (2005) co ntends that 

the theory of poverty caused by individua l deficiencies is a multifaceted set of 

explanations that focus on the individual as responsible for th eir poverty. 

Other theories illustrate an entirely different pic ture, where poverty IS 

attributed to aspects of th e socia l environment (c ivilization itself, s tructural 

forces of society, lack of power, a nd opportunity for certain groups) (Moreira, 

2003). Turner a nd Lehning (2006) further noted that such theories focus on 

both the beh aviora l impacts of pover ty as we ll as the environmental impacts 

(loss of culture, low-paying jobs, risk- filled environme nt, and discrimination). 
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One of the implications for understanding human behavior and the social 

environment is to recognize the historical path of the development of 

psychological theories and the recent efforts to balance the impact of societal 

forces with the resilient behaviors of poor people (Turner and Lehning, 2006). 

Further research is needed in order to understand the interaction between 

individuals and their social environment. In addition, how this interaction is 

worsening by the condition of poverty . It is equally important to gain a more 

in-depth understanding of how psychological theories were used to explain 

poverty and thereby "blame the victim" while ignoring the impact of the social 

environment, which has been and wi ll be the primary arena for eliminating 

poverty. 

2.4. Dimensions of Attributions of poverty 

Although attribution research consists of laboratory experiments on causal 

attributions for the behavior of individuals, some studies examined how 

people explain social events, particularly poverty (Guimond, et a!., 1989). 

Following on from the research reported by Feagin (1972), similar studies 

have now been conducted in different countries. 

From these studies, a generally consistent picture of three varieties of 

explanation emerges with studies conducting a factor analysis of 

questionnaire or interview responses namely individualistic, structural and 

fatalistic explanations (Bullock, 2006) . 

The case of blaming the poor coincides with the dominant distributive 

ideology (Guimond, et aI., 1989). The tendency to argue that poverty emerges 

from the structural aspects of society and out of the control of the individual 

is consistent with blaming the state (Kreidl, 1998). According to him, these 

two approaches to poverty may be defined as merited poverty-the fault of the 

individual and unmerited poverty-the fault of the system. 
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The general internal-external (person-situation) dimension of causal 

attributions mentioned above has a more refined category in research on 

poverty (Shirazi and Biel, 2005) . As noted in attributions for poverty 

researchers (Hine and Montiel, 1999), results generally revealed, in addition 

to individualistic causes of poverty , the external causes may consist of two 

components: structural causes-failure of government to provide socia l 

services and fatalistic causes -bad luck or fate (Shirazi a nd Biel, 2005). 

These conceptualizations guide much of the research on public attitudes 

toward the poor. Viewed through this lens, attributions for poverty are but 

one dimension of an interrelated network of hierarchy enh ancing or affecting 

beliefs, a perspective that is documented by social psychological research 

(Bu llock, 2006). Following are the three possible causal explanations of 

poverty discussed in brief. 

Individualistic Explanations 

A pervasive individua lism characterizes much of the poverty-explanation 

literature (Ha rper, 200 1). Recently, psychologists developed a number of 

theories that reflected either the field's biases about poor people or its 

tendencies to view them in terms of their pathologies (Carr, 2003). These 

theories tend to locate the source of poverty within the individual (Hogg and 

Vaughan, 1995; Shirazi and Biel, 2005) or within an impoverished culture 

(Kornblum, et a!., 1995; Bullock and Limbert, 2003) and do not address the 

la rger societal or s tructura l forces affecting the poor. 

Intelligence-based psychological theories are not the only theories that 

su ggest that individual deficiencies contribute to an individual's inferior 

social and economic status (Turner a nd Lehning, 2006). This a lso suggests 

that the poor h ave not developed a particular trait, called need for 

achievement, which therefore prevents them from improving their situation. 
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Fatalistic Explanations 

Lewis [1968J cited in Kreidl (1998: 76) proposed a third response to why 

people a re poor, which can be referred to as fa ta lis tic poverty. Hi s "culture of 

poverty" thesis m ay be summarized as follows : the culture of poverty is the 

ina bility to take advantage of present opportun ities, which is transmitted 

over generations. If an individua l is born in a fa mily environmen t 

characterized by missed opportunity, he/ sh e is unlikely to abandon the 

environment in future life. Kreidl (1998) pointed out that the focus is on a 

somewhat different point-people having been cons idering not the origins of 

pover ty but its maintenance. Thus, people a re s tanding somewhat outside of 

the original individua l-system dichotomy . 

Supporting the views of Lewis , the individual who grows in the cul ture of 

poverty has a strong feeli ng of fatalism, helplessn ess, dependence and 

inferiority, a stron g present-time orientation with little pla n for the future 

(Zastrow, 1996) . As noted by poverty attri bution researchers (Ha rper, 200 1; 

Nasser a nd Abou c hedid , 2001; Nasser, et aI., 2005; Bullock , 2006) fatalistic 

attributions bound with blaming poverty on fate (bad luck, unfortunate 

circumstances ). 

Belief in a Just World theory assumes that pe rson s believe eith er that the 

world is a just place or tha t people get what they deserve, or that the world is 

not a ju st place an d that events occur by chance (Cozzarelli , e t a I., 200 1) . 

Those with high unjus t-world beliefs attribute poverty and other n egative 

circumstances ou tside one's behavior a nd persona l ch aracteristics, 

conclud ing that the poor person somehow predetermined to be poor. 

In summary, three possible a nd a lternative interpreta tions of the sources or 

causes of pover ty have been discussed the fault of th e individual 

(ind ividualistic causes), the fau lt of the system (structural causes), and the 

fatalistic in terpreta tion of s imply being born in th e wrong place. 
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2.5. Causal Attributions of Poverty in Developing Nations 

At present, m ost researchers on attribu tions a nd poverty have focused on 

domestic poverty, that is, individuals' perceptions about the causes of 

poverty (Hine a nd Montiel, 1999). Some general conclusions can be drawn 

from this research . 

Attributions about the causes of poverty a re multidimensiona l (Hine and 

Montiel, 1999). Most studies (e.g. Feagin, 1972; Nasser and Abouchedid, 

2001; Bullock, 2006) suggest that three main causal dimensions underlie 

domestic pove rty a ttributions: individua listic causes-blaming pove rty on 

dispos itional or character-logica l weaknesses of the poor them selves; 

fatali stic causes-bla ming poverty on fate or bad luck, and structural causes­

blaming poverty on government or the social system. This tripartite 

distinction has been supported by studies on both American (Feagin, 1972) 

and non-American samples (Furnham, 1982 cited 111 Nasser and 

Abouchedid, 2001). 

Attributions for poverty va ry significantly as a fun ction of individual 

differences in demograph ics, dispositions, socio-economic variables a nd 

culture (Hine, e t a I., 2005). In other words, different groups tend to attribute 

poverty to different cau ses. Kluegel a nd Smith (1986) a nalyzed various 

psychological m echanisms of attribution biases in life experiences and som e 

demogra phic variables rela ted to the attribution for poverty in psychological 

terms. 

Attributions for pover ty vary as a function of the specific type of poverty . To 

date, most studies have treated domes tic poverty as a ' homogenous' or 

'generic' construct (Hine and Montiel, 1999), A previous study by Wilson 

(1996) suggests that thi s perspective may be too s implistic. When 

respondents were asked a bout their perception s of three types of domestic 

poverty (welfare dependency, homelessness, a nd impoverished migrant 
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workers), Wilson (1996) found that attribution patterns varied as a function 

of poverty type. Individualistic causal explanations were dominant for welfare 

dependency, societal explanations were dominant for homelessness , and 

both types of explanation were u sed to explain the plight of impoverished 

migrant workers. 

Attributions for poverty are associated with a range of consequences (Hine 

and Monti el, 1999). Much of the interest in causal attribution s tems from the 

assumption that attributions a re a n important determinant of subsequent 

judgments, decisions, and behaviors (Guimond , et aI., 1989). In other word s, 

when an attempt is made to understand or explain why an individual made a 

specific decision or acted in a certain way, attributions are often enli sted as a 

central explanatory construct. 

2.6. System-Blame versus Culture of Poverty Hypothesis 

Demographic and socioeconomic variables combined together provide two 

discernible perspectives of attribution of responsibili ty for poverty (Nasser 

and Abouchedid, 2001). The first is what is considered the culture of poverty 

hypothesis , which explains poverty as a characteristic of the poor, and a 

permanent case of cross-generational way of life (Bullock 1999). This 

hypothesis attributes the causes of poverty to the poor and hence considers 

attributions as individualistic irrespective of various groups of people. 

The second perspective is known as system blame hypothesis, which IS a 

more compatible notion with societies of multi-ethnic and multi -cultural 

systems (Na sser and Abouchedid, 2001 ). The system blame hypothesis 

suggests that individuals belonging to a certain group believe whether 

correc tly or incorrectly that they have been discriminated against, they will 

tend to de flect responsibility of a negative event on the system. 
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Th e sys tem -blame hypothesis a rgues that the system operates in a way that 

the poor a re unable to improve their competence levels, whic h lead a person 

to , causally a ttribute poverty to the system itself (Guimond, et ai, 1989; 

Nasser, et aI., 2005). Furthermore, Egan (2002) reported that only two thirds 

of students blamed individua ls and a tiny minority (6 percent) believed that 

th e poor a re lazier than everyone else is. Thus, he suggested that despite 

being m embers of edu cational elite, one third of students still believed th at 

poverty could be attributed to external factors other tha n individual lack of 

effort. 

[n contrary to the system-blame hypothesis, culture of poverty theorists 

contends that the m argina l socioeconomic position occupied by many 

minority groups within American society is the result of a self-perpetuating 

poverty 'way of life. These include certain characteristic personality 

attributes such as a tendency to live for the moment tha n to plan a hea d and 

lack of a mbition (Kornblum, et a I., 1995). 

The culture of poverty suggests tha t those who find themselves in the grips of 

the poverty class, for whateve r historical reasons , acquire a set of beliefs a nd 

values congruent with that status and the limitations it imposes (Kornbulm, 

et a I., 1995). This results in a self-perpetuating poverty, "way of life," passed 

on from gen eration to generation, which serves as a m ajor barrier to 

economic improvement a nd social mobility. Further, Bradshaw (2005) added 

that poverty is created by the transmission over generations of a set of 

beliefs, values, and skills that are socially generated but individually held . 

Bullock and Limbert (2003) stated that those who a rgue in favor of culture of 

poverty perceive the poor as h a bituated to a kind of culture that is deprived 

of all stimulation and informa tion and remain unremitting in their poverty 

s tatu s . Thus, this perspective explains that the poor remain in a state of 

pover ty because of their ina bility to detach themselves from their own state. 
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Generally, the system-blame hypothesis attributes poverty to dominant 

social institutions, wh ile the cultural explanation hold s that extended 

economIc deprivation create s a culture of poverty with its own norms and 

values. 

2.7. Demographic Differences in Causal Attributions of Poverty 

In their summary of past research, Hine and Montiel (1 999) reported several 

significant individual differences in attributions for pove rty as a function of 

age and gender, and other socioeconomic variables as well. Shirazi and Biel 

(2005) found limited theoretical and empirical basis for their predictions 

about gender differences in causal attributions of poverty or financ ial failure. 

Nasser, et aI., (2005) asserted that there were no gender differe nces to a ll th e 

attributions of poveri:\' . Nonetheless, there is considerable research on sex 

differen ces in causal attributions for success and failure in achievement 

behavior (Alock, et aI., 988). 

Fox and Ferri (199 2) found th at women gave weaker internal attributions 

than men d id. He concluded that the sex difference in external attributions 

was greater: women gave s ignificantly stronger external (structural) 

attributions than men did. 

Research results indicate few consistent sex differences of detectable size 

(Shirazi and Biel, 2005). Men attribute their s u ccesses and failures less to 

luck than women; and men make stronger abili ty attribution s regardless of 

the outcome. Fiske and Taylor (1 984) reviewed effect sizes of sex differences 

in achievement self-attributions and found only one consistent but small 

effect s ize and that pertained to luck attributions for success. As regard to 

poverty, Shirazi and Biel (2005) noted that gender differences fo llowed a 

consistent pattern. Women perceived external causes as more important 

determinants of poverty than did men. 
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Egan (2002) in his sample of Central Appalachian Students reported tha t 

just over one third of students (35 percent) agreed that most people were 

poor due to circumstances beyond their control but only 6 percent of 

students overall believed that poor people were lazier than anyone else . 

However, men were more likely to agree with this statement than women 

were (1l.9 percent versus 2 percent; p~.OOO) and these two statements were 

negatively correlated. 

With regard to age and educational status differences in causal attributions 

for poverty, Nasser, et a !. , (2005) highlighted that, other socio-demograph ic 

variables were found unrelated to all the attributes, with th e exception of the 

educational status and age on the individualistic at~ribution. They found that 

age and educationa l status were s ignificantly correla ted that is older 

students' were more apt to have higher levels of edu cation a nd hence both 

variables would have the same variations on the attribution for poverty. 

There was a lso very li ttle evidence to su ggest that younger respondents were 

more likely to support structural explanations than older responden ts were 

(Feagin, 1972). Perhaps, in the current study, older students with more years 

spent at the university are exposed to real life experiences that help them 

reflect deeply about the causes of pover ty, and will be empathetic in 

understanding the conditions of the poor within the given socio-political 

context. 

2.8. Socioeconomic Effects on Attributions of Poverty 

Researchers have a lso come across attributions of poverty separated along 

factors of socioeconomic status (Harper, 2001). Some studies showed the 

re lation between socioeconomic status a nd attributions of poverty. For 

example, Feagin's (1 972) analysis indicated that people with middle-income 

earnings and those with moderate levels of education favored individualistic 

over structural explanations of poverty where as the reverse pattern em erged 
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for low-income earners and those with low level of education. S imila rly, 

Bullock (1999) showed that principal individualistic attributions of poverty in 

middle class individuals than low income and high -income groups . 

Alston a nd Dean (1 971) cited in Egan (2002) further noted that there were 

differences regarding attributions of poverty between socioeconomic classes. 

Income level that is traditionally regarded important to assess one's socia l 

class had s ignificant effect on the perceptions of causes of poverty 

(Kornblum, et aI., 1995) 

Kluegel a nd Smith (1986) found very limited correlations between most 

standard socio-economic variables (education, occupation, income leve l) and 

beliefs about poverty. In similar way, regardless of the order in which socio­

economic variables were entered they were found unrelated to a ll the 

dimensions of attributions of poverty (Nasser, et a I., 2005). On the other 

hand, Nasser a nd Abouchedid (2001), in their use of parents' education level, 

income, and occupational status across Lebanese students, found that 

income to h ave a small effect on the individualistic dimension of poverty. In 

genera l, studies showed that there existed unrest results between 

socioeconomic statu s and cau sal attributions of poverty . 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHOD 

2.1. Population, Samples and Sampling Techniques 

The target populations of the study were university and General Secondary 

School students in Bahir Dar. The University has 11 255 students currently 

enrolled in five faculties, of which 9129 and 2 126 were males and females 

respectively . There were also four General Secondary Sch ools. One school 

was intentiona lly excluded from the study population because data were not 

avai la ble at that time . In the three schools, there were 89 11 students, 9u, 

and lOth graders (4420 males a nd 4491 females). 

A sample of 475 students (1 75 females and 300 males), of which 200 were 

high school and 275 univers ity students, was selected for the s tudy a s 

follows. A multi -stage random sampling technique was u sed to select the 

sample participants of the research. Accordingly, a mong the three General 

Secondary Schools, Tana Haik School was selected randomly throu gh lottery 

method. Since th e school h as large sections of 9 th a nd lOu, graders, the 

second stage random sampling was made from the sections. From 26 

sections of grade 9 and 38 sections of grade 10, four sections from grade 

nine, a nd six sections from grade 10 were randomly selected. 

After identifying the specific sections, list of students' names In respective 

grade levels were taken from the record office. There were 645 studen ts (379 

males a nd 266 fem a les). This total number was then classified based on their 

sexes in respective sections. From th ese total numbers, proportiona l samples 

(100 from each sex) in th e respective sections were selected randomly and 

included in the sample population. 

In similar way, among the five faculties (education , business and economics, 

law, agriculture, engineering) of the university, two faculties (education and , 
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business and economics) were selected randomly. Since both faculties h ave 

m ore tha n one depar tment, the second s tage ra ndom sampling was employed 

from the departments. From the thirteen and eight departments in the 

education and, business a nd economics faculties respectively, three from 

edu cation and two from bus iness a nd economics facul ty were randomly 

selected. 

After Amharic, Geography and Pedagogica l Science from education faculty 

and, econ omics a nd management from the faculty of business a nd 

economics h ave been identified , list of students' na mes from firs t to third 

year in the respective depa rtments were taken from the regist ra r. There were 

263 1 students (192 3 ma les, 708 females) in the five depa rtments . This total 

number was then stratified by year , departmen t a nd sex. There were 10 17 

(719 males a nd 298 fema les), 803 (643 males a nd 160 females) a nd 8 11 (561 

males and 250 females) first, second and third year students respectively 

from the five departments. 

From these total numbers, proportional samples 106, 84 a nd 85 respective ly 

were ra ndomly selected. Eventually, 200 m a les and 75 females included in 

the sample populations of the study. However, 15 ma le students from the 

univers ity did not complete the questionna ire correctly that they were 

excluded from the analysis , which reduced the total sample to 460 . (See 

Appendix 2A). 

A multi - stage random sampling technique was preferred because it was 

difficult to m anage large number of students in both educational 

institutions. In addition, the researcher believes the exclu sion of faculties 

a nd schools using successive ra ndom sampling method would not affect the 

findings of the study. 
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2.2. Instruments 

Attributions for poverty measures: A 39 items of attributions for poverty scale 

were constructed by the present researcher and adapted along other 

researchers' (Nasser and Abouchedid, 2001; Nasser, et ai, 2005) original 

perceived causes of poverty . These perceived causes of poverty were 

developed based on the attribution style (Heider, 1958), which reflects how 

certain events happen to the person or how the person may attribute reasons 

ou tside the self. 

In order to ascertain the level of clar ity, a five point scale was chosen for 

assessing the items, a value ranging from l(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly 

agree). Consequently, participants rated each of the items based on the scale 

provided in such a manner. An open-ended questionna ire was used to 

explain other perceived causes of poverty. 

Socioeconomic measures: Some of the researchers of causal attributions of 

poverty (e.g. Nasser and Abouchedid, 2001; Nasser, et a!., 2002; Nasser, et 

a !. , 2005) used respondents' self-report of their parents socioeconomic 

measures (occupation, education, income level) on three categories (low, 

middle, high). 

Measures of occupation, education and income (the three d imensions of 

socioeconomic status) (McMillan and Durrington, 1998; Tiwari, et a !. , 2005) 

were considered here for the use as socioeconomic status of parents . 

Measure of occupational status generated by the researcher and adapted 

a long the above researchers', six categories of occupational status from 

unprofessional/manual to high professional or administrative were applied . 

The same a lgorithm was used to rate the education al level of parents 

(illiterate to bachelor degree and above). Income levels of parents were 

categorized in three levels (low, middle, high). This classification of low, 

middle and high income was based on World Bank's List of Economy (2006). 
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2.3. Procedures 

The questionnaire for both levels of students was presented in Amharic 

version. The items about the perceived causes of poverty were presented with 

hypothetical events to which participants' respond in a way that they think it 

involves them. Besides the discussion made with the researcher's advisor, all 

variables and related statements were discussed among two psychology 

lecturers of Addis Ababa University and three graduate students in some 

sessions to determine the validity and the relevance of items in the Ethiopian 

context. 

Some required changes were added to the final format of the questionnaire. 

For example, lack of sexual impulse control among the poor was irrelevant 

and excluded. In addition, people become poor because of their fate were 

much more similar to bad luck, hence excluded from the final questionnaire. 

Th e researcher had to go th rough several revisions and then pilot-test was 

administered on a group of students (11 percent of the total sample size that 

is 52 students) outside the main sample frames to estimate the re liabi lity of 

the variables. However, two students did not complete the questionnaire 

correctly that they were excluded from the pilot test. Finally, the reliabili ty of 

attributions of pover ty measures was found to be 0.87. 

After the items were improved through such a manner, the improved and 

better items were administered to students, at the location of respondents' 

during working hours, in the presence of the research er. In addition, on 

voluntary basis they responded to the questionnaire . 

2.4. Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed through different statistical methods. Data collected 

on the thirty-nine attributing causes of poverty were factor analyzed using 

principal factor analysis (principal axiS factoring). Means, standard 

deviations, and paired t-tests were calculated to discover the relative 
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importance of the dimension s of attribu tions of poverty and their s ignificant 

differences among each dimension. Data obtain ed from an open -ended 

questionna ire was interpreted qualitatively as supplemen t to the quantitative 

a n a lysis. 

To examine the mam a nd interaction effects of independent variables of 

demographic (sex, age, ed u cational leve l) and socioecon omic status of 

parents (education, occupation, income leve l) with the dependent variables of 

the conceptua l dimen s ion s of a ttributions of poverty (individual istic, 

structura listic and fata listic expla nation) , mul tivaria te analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) were employed . After multiva ria te tests had been carried out, 

Means between s ignificant independent variab les (sex, education a l leve l) on 

the dimen sions of attributions of poverty were compared through t- tests. 

Eventually, a ll statistical data were reported at a s ignificant level of ~ 0.05. 

In the process of data analysis, a ll independen t varia bles were categorical 

(dummy variables), thus they were coded accordingly. Sex was coded as 1 for 

females and 2 for m a les. Age was coded as 1(15-18 years) and 2 (1 9-24 

years). The educational level was coded as 1 for secondary sch ool s tudents 

a nd 2 for university stu dents. Educational levels of parents were coded as 

l(illi te rate), 2 (primary education) , 3(secondary education) , 4(certificate), 

5(diploma) a nd 6 (Bachelor degree and above) . Similarly, occupationa l status 

was coded as 1 (unprofessiona l/ manual) , 2 (skilled manua l and rou t ine 

grades of n onma nual), 3 (non-m anagerial at lower grade),4(non-manageria l 

at higher grade), 5(m anagerial) and 6 (high professional a nd admini strative), 

while parents income level was coded as 1 (low), 2 (middle) and 3 (high). 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

In this section of the study, the m a in results of the research and discussions 

of the findings are treated in relation to the m a in objectives of the study. 

Prior to the results and discussions, respondents' characteristics will be 

presen ted in brief. 

The data were mainly generated through a survey conducted on a tota l 

sample of 460 (285 males a nd 175 females). Age ranges from 15 to 24 years 

with a mean of 19.5 and standard deviation of 6. 12 . Respondents with age 

categories between 15-18 years were 45 percent, and those respondents 

between 19-24 years were 55 percent of the total. In terms of education level, 

43 percent of the samples were high school students and 57 percent were 

university students . 

Data gathered on educational backgrounds of respondents' parents showed 

that the majority of the respondents (32% fath ers, 48% mothers) were 

illiterate. Respondents with prima ry education comprised of the second 

largest group (39% fathers, 33% mothers). Respondents with secondary 

education constituted the third group (12% fathers, 10% mothers) . Whereas 

respondents of parents with diploma and certificate constituted the fourth 

and fifth smallest group (7.8% fathers, 4.8% mothers) and ( 4% fathers, 3% 

mothers) respectively. The last group consisted of 4% of fathers with SA 

degrees a nd above. Mothers with SA degrees and above were negligible that 

they were excluded from the analysis. In terms of the respondents' parents 

IDcome level, the la rgest group (40%) were low-income parents followed by 

middle income (38%) and (12%) high income. Data obtained on the 

respondents' parents profile further showed that the majorities were 

unprofessional / manual (63% fathers a nd 87% mothers) and the remaining 

small percent of them (37% fathers a nd 13% mothers) were at different levels 

of occupation. The data a lso s howed that th ere were no respondents ' 
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mothers' occupational s tatuses at managerial level and a bove . (Please refer 

Appendix 2 B for th e data on occupational status of parents and other socio­

dem ographic variables). 

4.1. Results 

In relation to basic research questions, data obtained through questionn a ire 

were presented and analyzed in three dimensions: perceived cau ses of 

poverty, the effects of demographic variables and socioeconomic statu s of 

parents on the three causal explanations of poverty. 

Factor Analysis of Perceived Causes of Poverty 

To select the best factors of pover ty, principal factor analysis/ principa l axis 

factoring with a n Eigen cutoff value 0 .1 and Varimax rotation was used. The 

factor analysis reduced the thirty-nine items measuring the causes of poverty 

to three factors , accoun ting for 30. 3 1 percent of the overall variance in the 

data . The first factor accounted for 15.35 percent of th e variance, the second 

factor 9.2 percent a nd the third 5.76 percent. Following the guidelines 

recommended by Bordens' and Abbott's (1 988), the statistical sign ificance of 

item loadings were taken into account when defining factors. Given n=200 

(fair) factor loadings of greater than 0.4 m et Bordens ' and Abbott's 

s ignifican ce criterion. To enha n ce the interpretability of the factors and 

provide th e ba sis for further scale development, two varia bles with 

marginally s ignifica nt factor loadings of 0.41 were a lso retained . 

A list of the items and fac tor loadings (the coefficien t of the relationships of 

the causes s ignificant to the factor) for each facto r a long with variance 

explained (percentage of each factor contribution to th e variance of all other 

varia bles) and commonalities (the part of th e variable /perceived causes/ 

th at is common to other variables) are presen ted in Table 1. The details of 

commonalties a nd unrotated factor m a trix are presented in Appendix 3A. 
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The first componen t, labeled 's tructura l expla nation,' consisted of ten items, 

a ll dealing with exploitation of the poor by forces operating due to 

governmental deficiencies. The second fac tor, 'individualistic explana tion,' 

was composed of six item s related primarily to dispositional or cha rac te r­

logical weaknesses/personal ch a racteristics of the poor. The third factor, 

'fatalis tic expla n ation', con s is ted of s ix items rela ted to naturalistic causes of 

poverty and bad luck. This component/factor structure is generally 

consistent with th e th ree-factor a nalysis previou s ly re ported by Feagin (1972) 

as well as Nasser and Abouchedid (2001) four factor structures with the 

exception of individua listic (status-quo), which did not emerge in the present 

a n alys is. 

Som ewhat similar to factor a n a lysis, the open-ended questionna ire revealed 

three possible expla n ations of poverty. An open-ended question showed that 

respondents frequently attributed poverty for lack of individual effort and 

due to lack of education (the individual explanation) or unfa ir distribu tion of 

incom e in the society (the structura l explanation). Respondents also 

attributed poverty to causes associated with supernatural power (religious 

th ought, God) and other beliefs (curse, s in , disasters). 

33 



T~lble I. Principal Facto r Analys is of Perceived C auses of Poverty 

Factor 
Items 

I 2 3 
government corruption .58' 
government's inefficiency and incompetence .55' .12 .11 

I government is unable to support agriculture .53' 
I government's difficulty to provide infrastructure .52' 
I government's education policy doesn't meet the needs of society .51 • 
government's difficulty to provide health services AS' 
the government doesn't support the industrial sector A4' 
government's di fficulty to provide jobs A 3' 

I government's lack of good money management A2' .11 
the politics of the country AI' 
wrong policy of market economy AO -.12 .22 
hi gh fore ign debt .37 .27 
large number of unemployed people .36 .18 
low-payi ng jobs .29 . 14 

I government's polic ies add to the suffering of the poor .21 .14 
lack of motivation for self-improvement .65' 
loose moral s among the poor A7' .1 1 
little or no ambition to advance themse lves A6' 

I prey to soc ial evil s .17 A6' . 11 
lack of need for achievement -. 13 A2' .22 
their laziness to Ket better their situation A2' .15 
lack of education and information .38 
governed by cultural va lues transmitted over generation .36 . 18 
frequent sickness and unwilling to work more .34 .15 
lack of effort to improve their li ving condition .33 .21 
unable to manage their money properly .17 .3 1 
lack of ski lled manpower .23 .29 
lack of character and wi ll power for self improvement -.21 .25 .13 
too many ch ildren per household .10 .21 -. 15 

I poor human dispositions .20 .20 
habituated too many social obligations .14 .12 
will of God for them to suffer .66' 
the prevalence of natural disaster .60' 
believe they are predetermined to be poor . 16 .54' 
Because of bad luck .10 .53' 
believe in human nature .51' 
uncontrol led extel11a l forces .10 .24 AI' 
believe in unjust world .18 .28 
lack of intelligent to progress themselves .22 

Eigen va lue (successive strength of factors) 4.93 3.28 2.30 
Variance accounted 15.35% 9.2% 5.76 

• Factor Loadings> 0.4, Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring, Rotation 
Method : Varimax 
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Iity 

0. 35 
0.33 
0.28 
0.28 
0.27 
0.20 
0.20 
0. 19 
0.19 
0. 17 

OA2 
0.23 
0.22 
0.26 
0.24 
0.20 

OA4 
0.36 
0.32 
0.31 
0.27 
0.23 

30.3 1% 



To assess the relative importance of eac h perceived facto r , the researcher 

computed scale scores for each dimension (by summing up the item scores 

for each scale a nd dividing by the tota l number of items in the scale), and 

compared the mean scores for each dimension using paired t-tests. Mean 

scores, standard deviations and paired t-tests fo r the three mam factors 

derived from poverty attribution measures are reported in Table 2 . 

The higher the mean score the higher the agreement that th e dimension is a 

cause of poverty . Hence, the highest agreement was with the structural 

dimension as causal attributions for poverty followed by the individua listic 

and fatalistic dimen s ion. Past research (Hu n t, 1996) viewed the 

individualistic versus the structura li stic dimension at two extreme bipola r 

ends 1I1 which two beliefs either structural or individualistic were 

inconsisten tly h eld together. In thi s study, however, the individualis tic may 

not support the external attributions as it is presented a rather strong facto r 

expla in ing relatively more variance tha n fa talistic factor in overa ll factor 

structure. 

Table 2. Mean Scores, SD and Paired t-tests for the Dimcnsions of Attributions of PO I·crt )' (N~460) 

Explanation Mean SO Mean Std error df t 
Difference mean 

Structuralis tic 3.54 0 .79 
individualistic 3.26 0.78 0.2695 4.77 459 5.64* 

structuralistic 3.54 0.79 
Fatalistic 2.93 0.78 0 .5970 4.9 1 459 12. 14* 

individualis tic 3.26 0.78 
Fata listic 2.93 0.78 0.3275 4.45 459 7.35* 

* P < 0.05 

The mea n differences between a ll three combinations of poverty ratings 

(structural, indi vidua li stic, fatalistic) is highly significant. These findings 

indicate that d uring times of social change, as the case of Ethiopia, 

35 



structural beliefs may actually dominate the ideological beliefs of society 

(Nasser and Abouchedid, 2001). Paired t-tests indicated tha t all means are 

significantly different from each other. The lowest ranking was found on 

fatalistic dimension. Subsequent analysis answers the differences between 

demographic and socioeconomic variables. 

MANOVA Results of Demographic Variables on the Dimensions of 
Attributions of Poverty 

The researcher carried out MANOVA (multivariate analysis of variance) to 

determine the degree to which demographic variables and SOClOeconomlC 

status of parents had effec ts on the attributions of poverty. In the first of 

th ese analyses, (Table 3) the demographic variables were analyzed. The 

interaction effects that were not statistically significant are reported in 

Appendix 4A. Although the ma in effects of the independent variables are of 

considerable interest, interaction effects can a lso be extracted from 

multivariate analysis . Main effect is the separate effects of each independent 

variable, whi le interaction effect is the effects of one independent variable 

changes across the levels of another independent variable (Bordens and 

Abbott, 1988). 

The multivariate analysis of the three independent demographic variables 

(sex, age, educational level) on the dependent variables of causal attributions 

of poverty (individualistic, structuralistic, and fatalistic) produced some 

important results. Statistically significant main effects of sex on the fatalistic 

dimension of poverty (F (1, 452) ; 30.74, P < 0.05) were reported whi le it had 

no any significant effects to all other attributions of poverty. T-test for 

s ignificant mean differences wa s calculated for th is dimension (Table 4). 

Females were more fatalistic than males in their causal a ttributions (t (458) ; 

- 16.48, P < 0.05). No significant differences were found between and within 

the three dimensions of poverty for the independent factor (age), with the 

exception of main significant effects of educational level of respondents on 
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th e ind ividualistic dimen s ion (F (1, 452) = 28.82, P < 0 .05). High school 

students gave more individualistic a ttributions tha n the ir univers ity 

counterparts d id (t (458) = 15.68, P < 0.05). Age a nd educational levels of 

respondents were s ignificantly uncorrelated that is both variables would not 

h ave the same variations on the attributions of pover ty. However, statistically 

s ignificant in te raction effects were found between age a nd educationa l level 

on individualis tic d imension (F (1 , 452) = 4.82, P < 0.05). 

Table 3. MANOYA Tests of Significance fo r tite Main and Interaction Effec ts of Sex, Age and Educationa l 
Level on the Dimensions of Att ributions of Poverty 

Source Dependent Variable SS df MS F 

Individualistic 3 1.91 1 3 1.91 2.23 
SEX 

Structuralistic 39.56 1 39.56 .65 

Fatalistic 4 18.00 1 4 18 .00 30.74* 

Individualistic 1.78 1 1.78 .12 
AGE 

Structuralistic 11.84 1 11.84 .19 

Fatalistic 2 1.14 1 2 1.14 1.55 

Individual istic 4 12.72 1 412.72 28.82* 
REDL 

Structuralistic 128.33 1 128 .33 2.10 

Fatalistic 1.01 1 1.01 .001 

Individualistic 69. 10 1 69. 10 4.82* 
AG E ' REDL 

Structuralistic 41.63 1 41.63 .68 

Fatalistic 9. 18 1 9.18 .68 

Individua listic 6473 .84 452 14.32 
Standard Error 

Structuralistic 27627 .88 452 6 1. 12 

Fatalistic 6145. 15 452 13.59 

* P < 0.05, REDL=Respondents EducatlOnal Level 
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Table 4. T-tesl for Significant J\ll ean Differences of Sex-Fata li st ic and Ed ucation Leve l-Individualistic 
Dimensions of Poverty 

df 
Fata listic N Mean SO Mean Std. Error 

Difference Difference 

male 285 15.35 3.95 -5.93 0. 36 
458 

female 175 2 1. 28 3.40 

Individua listic 
200 22 .74 2.76 5.60 0 .36 458 

High school 

Universi ty 260 17.13 443 

* P < 0.05 

MAN OVA Results of Socioeconomic Status of Parents on the 
Dimensions of Attributions of Poverty 

t 

16 .48* 

15 .68* 

The resea rcher furth er investigated the rela tionships of socioeconomic status 

of parents (education, occupation , income level) and the three cau sal 

attributions of poverty. Statistically s ignificant ma in and interaction effects of 

socioeconomic status of parents on attributions of pover ty are presented in 

Table 6. Interaction effects of socioeconomic status of parents tha t were not 

statistica lly significant are reported in Appendix 48 . 

No statistically significant main socioeconomic effects of parental education 

a nd occupational statu s were found in the a n a lysis . However, s ignificant 

in teractions between father's education and occupational s tatus, and father's 

educational level and mother's occupational status were reported on the 

structuralistic dimen s ion (F (8 ,315) = 1. 97, P < 0.05) a nd F (3,315) = 2.72, P 

< 0.05) respectively. In teraction/combined effects were a lso observed 

between the three independen t fac tors (father's educational level, mothe r 's 
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occupational status, income level) on the structural explanation of poverty (F 

(1,315) ; 3.85, p ; 0.05). 

Surprisingly, no main significant and interaction effects of socIoeconomic 

status of parents were observed to any other dimensions of poverty, with the 

exception of statistically significant main effect of income level of parents on 

the structural attributions of poverty (F (2 , 315) ; 24.04 , P < 0.05). Means 

and standard deviation s between the groups were computed, a nd those 

respondents with high-income parents ha d the highest mean score on the 

structural explanations of poverty than their other ll1come group 

counterparts (Table 5). 

Given the distribution of educational level and occupationa l s tatus, the 

present results indicated little or no support to a ny m a in effects. However, 

the effects of interaction led the researcher to believe that parental 

educational level a nci- occupat-ional- statns-on-the rating of the structura listic 

dimension provide significant interactions on the group's position towards 

structuralism. 

Table S. Mean Scores and Stand.lrd Deviations of Income Level for the Structural Dimension of Poverty 

Income Level Structuralistic 
Mean 34.26 

low N 182 
Std. Deviation 7.53 
Mean 33.63 

middle N 220 
Std. Deviation 7.44 
Mean 44.98 

high N 58 
Std. Deviation 2.04 
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Table 6. MANOVA Tests of Signilicancc for the Mai n and Interaction Effects of Soc ioeconomic Status of 
Parents on th e Dimensions of Attr ibutions of Povert y 

Source Dependent Variable SS df MS F 

Individualistic 
50.98 5 10.19 .45 

FEDL 
Structural istic 

386.24 5 77.25 1.62 

Fatalistic 
53 .43 5 10.69 .49 

Individualistic 56. 13 4 14.03 .63 MEDL 
Structural istic 351.17 4 87.79 1.84 

Fatalistic 169.45 4 42.36 1.93 

Individualistic 
43.36 5 8.67 .39 FOS 

Structuralistic 422.24 5 84.4 5 1.77 

Fatalistic 192.65 5 38 .53 1.76 

Individualistic 121.07 3 40.36 1.79 MOS 
Structuralistic 

240.92 3 80.31 1.68 

Fatalistic 
64.04 3 21.35 .97 

Individualistic 
16.52 2 8.26 .37 PIL 

Structural is tic 
2294.49 2 1147.24 24.04' 

Fatalistic 
4.508 2 2.25 .10 

Individualistic 
26.839 8 3.36 .15 FEDL'FOS 

Structuralistic 
753.72 8 94.22 1.97' 

Fatalistic 
240.50 8 30 .06 1.37 

Individualistic 
116.71 3 38.90 1.73 FEDL 'MOS 

Structural istic 
388.90 3 129.53 2.72' 

Fatalistic 134.8 1 3 44 .94 2.05 

Individualistic 
50.98 1 37.05 .45 FEDL ' MOS ' PIL 

Structuralistic 
386.24 1 183.86 1.62 

Fatalistic 
53.43 1 15.79 .49 

Individualistic 
707 1.76 315 22.45 Error 

Structural istic 
15031.31 315 47.71 

Fatalistic 
6901 .64 315 21.91 

P < 0.05, FEDL - Fa/hers EducatIOnal Level, MEDL-Mothers EducatIOnal Level, FOSzFalhers Occupalzonal S!aluS, 

MOS""Molhers Occupatiollal Status, and PIL= Pa rents Income Level 
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4.2. Discussions 

This study examined perceptions of youths (students) in Bahir Dar on causal 

attributions used to explain poverty. The result suggests that respondents 

rated the causes of poverty being less fatalistic than being individualistic or 

structuralistic. The study a lso reveals that respondents distinguished 

between three general factors of poverty and favored causes vary as a 

function of demographic variables and socioeconomic status of parents. Each 

of these findings is discussed in turn. 

Perceived Causes of Poverty 

The first objective of this study was to identify the perceived causal factors 

for poverty using some potential causes. The principal factor analysis 

reproduced a three factor component matching those previously identified by 

Feagin (1972) namely, individualistic explanation-blame the poor, structural 

explanation-blame the system, and fatalistic explanation-blame on fate and 

bad luck. Overall, these results supported Feagin's findings about lay 

explanations for poverty in Western societies, as far as the factor structure 

remained the same. However, in the current study the differences in 

attribution pattern of poverty on the structure seem to be an obvious 

outcome of differences in the contextual relevance of items. 

In fact, a factor blaming the system on policy formation was present, but 

counter to the discrete factors to socio-cultural facto r s like social obligations, 

customs, r ituals or cultural values on the individualistic causes were not 

present. Interestingly, many of the items were associated with the system 

loaded on the structuralistic factor. The result suggests that respondents 

were sensitive to the structural basis for poverty, the view that poverty is the 

result of the fault of the system (Krediel, 1998) . 
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The observed factor pattern also suggests that perceptions of poverty are 

viewed as conceptua lly distinct from poverty causes stemming from 

government corruption, inefficiency and incompetence (rating very 

importan t) , and less to other inadequacies of government as indicated in 

factor a na lys is (Table 1). 

Although several items loaded on individualistic factor ( rating from lack of 

motivation) very important, loose mora ls, little or no ambition, lack of need for 

achievement, to (laziness )least importa nt, the item loading factors had less 

to do with the structure of the social system tha n with personal weakness 

and flaws of the individual working within the system. In other words, the 

structural factor points to the need of redressing government provisions and 

less important/visible policies by restructuring the current social system , 

whereas the individualistic factor highlights the need of having competent 

and morally developed individual working with achievement motivation and 

adequate effort. 

Ultimately, according to the individua list, each person is responsi1.Jle for 

his/her own status in a system tha t a llows opportunities to a ll (Lauer, 1998). 

When ra ted specifically about the cau ses of poverty, respondents were not as 

hard-nosed as their structuralism might imply. Still as noted earlier, 

respondents believe that poverty is due wholly or at least partly to lack of 

motivation, moral failure, and little ambition or individual effort. More 

specifically, the belief that poverty is blameworthy for the individual is 

weaker among the respondents of this study. 

Though the fatalistic factor scored less percent of variance accounted in the 

data, its contribution as a causal factor for poverty was indis pensable. For 

example, the will of God , with highest factor loadings among other item s of 

fatalistic dimen sion was rated relatively the primary source of poverty (see 

Table 1). This might be because, in Ethiopian society, when pare nts and 

other social groups nurture children for persona l and social responsibi li ty, 
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they attribute poverty to a supernatura l power. The teaching of youths to 

attribu te poverty to personal dispositions seems little even in Eth iopian 

socio-cultural environment. All of these dimensions of rearing, socialization 

a nd personality development, which seem qui te appropriate for adequate 

adjus tmen t to environment, a lso ill prepare the individual for adequate 

copin g a nd developmen t in an essentia lly lower class socie ty-especia lly for 

adequate coping with the stress of poverty. 

The data from the open-ended question indicates that the individualis tic 

explanations of pover ty by respondents focused to a certa in extent on 

internal deficiencies , whereby individua ls bring poverty upon themselves a nd 

contribute to their own mental illness thereby perpetuating poverty over 

generation. From the structuralisms explanations point of view, people are 

poor because th e society does not properly distribute th e welfare a nd it is out 

of the individua l capacity to escape from poverty. In fac t, relatively, 

respondents show their beliefs a bout poverty to unfortunate circumstances 

that a re out side personal characteristics or fault of the system. This in turn 

brings the researcher to conclude that individua ls may h ave a self-concept 

that is global and may be fa talis tic in their attribu tions to poverty. 

The factor pattern derived from the attributions of poverty measures for the 

present sample is similar to Nasser's and Abouchedid (2001) as well as 

Nasser's, et aI., (2005) factor structures with highest mea n on the structural 

factor of poverty, followed by individualistic and fatalis tic factors in that 

order. The structural factor was seen relatively to be the predominant causal 

factor for poverty. Respondents may consider structura l and its insti tutions 

whether policies or management are inadequate to provide the poor a ny 

benefits to which they m ay be entitled , a nd h ence as a reaction they blame 

public institutions for poverty. Hen ce, perceptions h eld by the respondents 

about poverty appear to be an obstacle h a mpering a ny effor t that can be 
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don e to improve the li fe s ituations of poor person s and to promote their 

development. 

Overall , the result tend s to place greater responsibili ty on the system than 

the individual; thus giving support to the system bla m e hypothesis m ore 

than the cu lture of poverty hypothesis. In other words, respondents 

perceived potential causes of poverty to be m ore structural than 

individualistic that is blami ng th e system. This implies that respondents are 

cognitively predisposed to perceive facts of the system a nd need for support. 

In particular, ascribing bla me to the individual effort, eve n if privately in 

one's thoughts , is likely to be very threatening th e self, because it highlights 

competition and personal failure. Whereas ascribing blame to the system 

afford s the m aintenance of social unit is less threatening to the self. 

From a practical perspective , the findings suggest that poverty reduction 

interventions th a t aim, to enlist support, to combat poverty give more 

emphasis to the ro le of structura l explanations of poverty than cau ses 

associa ted with cha racter- logical weakn esses of individua l and fatalistic 

factors of poverty. In some instances, it m ay even be appropriate to attempt 

actively dispel misconceptions related to these later causes of pover ty in 

attempt to breakdown ba rriers to reduce poverty particula rly those who are 

in the lower incom e brackets . 

The Effects of Demographic Variables on Attributions of Poverty 

The second and main objectives of the current study were to examine the 

effects of demographic (sex, age, education level) and socioecon omic (pa rental 

education, occupation and income level) varia bles on the three causa l 

attributions of poverty (ind ividualistic, structuralistic, fata listic). The choice 

of these dependent variables was mainly dictated by the societal importance 

of this issue (students' causal a ttribu tions of poverty) and the implications of 

continued support for the developmen t of the state. First, the researcher 
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treated the ma in a nd th e joint effects of demographic variables on perceived 

causal attributions, and the effects of socioeconomic status of parents would 

be discu ssed in turn. 

The results of the s tudy showed some interesting empirical ma in significant 

differences among sexes in their attributions of poverty. The resu lt seems 

simil a r to the findin gs of such researchers Shirazi a nd Beil (2005) and 

Bullock (2006). However, the result does not confirm the findi ngs of Nasser , 

et a t. , (2005) which did not show sex variations on any of poverty attribution . 

Hine a nd Montiel (19 99) in their recent study reported some significant 

individual differences in attributions of poverty as a function of sex, age, and 

educational leveL Sex differences a lso followed a consistent pattern in this 

study. Female respondents' had posi tions on externa l causes more than m a le 

respondents ' , especia lly in the fatalistic factor. It is interesting to note that 

fema les perceived externa l causes as m ore important determinants of poverty 

than ma les did . 

Fema les a re more than ma les in external attributions imply that females 

have fewer te ndencies of self-enh a ncement and weak expectations about 

their futu re life. This attribution pattern of poverty, in general , is more 

favorable for m a les than it is for females . One possible explanation would be, 

for instance, traditionally, females a re conside red incompetent, dependent 

and inferior to m a les. This seems to have its own impact on the less 

favorable attribution pattern of women . However , the situation in turn leads 

males for self-enha ncem ent, achievem ent motivation and a n optimistic view 

of their futures than their female counterparts. 

In most socie ties, wom en hold low-control social roles a nd are m ore 

dependent on external factors than a re men (Rice, 200 1). He added that any 

externa lity (situa tions) bias amon g women and /or internali ty (dispositions) 

bias among men are, therefore, a result of their historica l or current social 
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roles than indicator of irrationality or logica l error. Therefo re, in the present 

study socia l ro les would bring differences in the perceptions of cau sali ty and 

differentiate men a nd women's predispositions of responsibility for poverty . 

To the extent that group dive rsities call for a n explanation, a self-serving 

explanation and an adaptation to reality could account for the observed sex 

differences in attribution. In the former case, being in a lower social 

value/ position can be justified by b laming external rather tha n intern al 

causes . This motivational account IS consistent with the need for 

m a intenance and preservation of self-esteem. In the later case, those in a 

lower social value a ttend to factors that primarily determine their outcome s, 

that is, external factors. Thus, here those motiva tional rathe r tha n cognitive 

factors are assumed to explain attribution differences . 

With regard to other demographic variables (age, educationa l level), 

education a l level of respondents showed main s ignificant effect uniquely on 

individua listic dimension of the attributions of pover ty indicate the 

importance of the role of education, whi le age didn't refl ect a ny variation in 

the a ttributions of poverty. High school respondents were more 

individualistic in their a ttributions of pover ty than univers ity respondents 

were. 

In summary of their recent research, Nasser, et a I. , (2005) reported 

significant differences in individualis tic a ttributions of pover ty between age 

(younger students) a nd educational level (high school graduates). However, 

Feagin (1 972) observed little or very limited eviden ce of age differences in 

attribution s of pove rty. Thi s result, therefore, is partly consistent with the 

above findings. One possible expla n a tion why age did not bring m a in effects 

in attributions would be the developmental age category of the respondents. 

More probably, those respondents who were high school students would be 

in age groups ranging from 19-24 years so that their attribu tions would differ 

in their educationa l a ttainment. 
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Perha ps , studen ts that are more educated were exposed to real life 

experiences that helped them reOect deeply abou t the causes of poverty, and 

in being empa thetic in understanding th e condition s of the poor with in the 

glven socio-poli tical context. The variable of education has two important 

ro les . On the one hand, education creates a morally developed ind ividual, 

positing a just vision of the world. On th e other hand , education can lead to 

occupationa l attainment that would heighten people's stake in the system, 

rather than blame the system; th ey become its archest supporters (Klu egel 

and Smith, 1986). 

This researc h being data obtained from university or high school youths, 

suggests an inherent effect between the educational status and the nature of 

attributions. In fact, the more educated (that is currently attending 

university) respondents were the lower in individuali sm than those who were 

high sch ool respon dents. Thus, h igh school students, perh aps, are more 

concern ed about el im inating poverty in believing in individual effort. It can 

be concluded that high school respondents' individualistic attribu tion of 

poverty is perce ived to benefit the person's own achievement and motivation. 

From the other a ngle , th is may reOect the fact that those young individuals 

h ave not yet worked in (or with ) the system, and may believe that individual 

efforts a n d hard work will be recompensed fairly. Further research sh ould 

focus on samples having d ifferent levels of education, employed versus 

unemployed to provide a better understanding into attributions of pover ty. 

The Effects of Socioeconomic Status of Parents on Attributions of 

Poverty 

The significan t diffe ren ces between different attributions of poverty suggest 

that th e respondents had conceptualized the three dimensions of 

attributions of poverty in ways that differentia ted among high -income groups 
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• Students' attributions of pove rty were found to be three dimensional 

(individualistic, structuralistic, fatali stic) each having item s 

significantly loaded greater than 0.40 factor loadings; 

• Highest agreement on cau ses of poverty was for the structural , 

foll owed by individ u a listic and fatalistic factors of attribu tions for 

poverty; 

• Ma in s ignificant sex differences were reported. Females gave more 

fata listic explanations of pover ty than males d id ; 

• Educational level of respondents predicted s ignifican t variations in the 

individualistic attributions; 

• With the exception of income level of paren ts th at h ad ma in s ignificant 

effects uniquely on structural a ttribution, other socioeconomic status 

of parents didn't reflect any main s ignifica nt variations in the 

dimensions of poverty. 

5.2. Conclusions 

Ba sed on the findings of this study, the following general conclus ions are 

drawn. 

• The study suggests that three ma m causa l dimen s ions underlie 

poverty attributions n a mely , (1) individua lis tic causes- blaming 

poverty on dis pos itional or personal weaknesses of the poor 

themselves , (2) fa talistic causes- blaming poverty on fate or bad 

luck, and (3) structuralistic causes-blaming poverty on government 

or socia l systems. 

• The primary source of poverty is re latively structural causes which 

may reflect a higher tendency in developing societies to place 

responsibility for reducing poverty on government 
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• Causal attributions of poverty vary as a fun ction of demographic 

variables (sex, educationa l leve l) and socioeconomic statu s of 

pa ren ts (income level). In other words, the s ign ifican t differences 

be tween different dimensions of attribu t ions of poverty suggest th at 

the respondents ha d conceptualized different explanations of 

poverty in ways that differen tia ted among differen t groups. 

5.3. Recommendations 

In light of th e findin gs and di scussions made so far, the fo llowing 

recommenda tions are m ade. 

The result provides eviden ce that poverty is relatively attributed to 

inadequacies of economic and political structures to provide sufficien t 

opportunities for a ll individuals, thereby pe rpetuating poverty . Therefore , the 

efforts to modify the individua l behavior wi ll fail without a complete 

restructuring of the socia l environment, based on recognition of the 

univer:>alily of pover ty and its impact on everyone in the s tate. To this end, 

socia l prac tition ers and policy makers tend to support community-based 

p over ty reduction interventions designed to cha nge the behavior of the 

ind ividua l in order to escape from poverty with much emphasis or regard for 

the impact of the social environment. 

Given the current high levels of concern for poverty, understanding the 

perceived causes of poverty takes on added importance. Understanding the 

perceived factors underly ing the root causes of poverty, therefore, could h elp 

socia l practitioners, NGOs a nd governmen t policy makers to be in a much 

better position to mobilize support for eradication of pover ty. 

Attributions a re consequential because th ey represent a basis for solutions 

to perceived p roblem s. From th e stand point of in te rnal attribution s-poverty 

reflects a distribution of individual c h a racteristics (talents, abili ties, 
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motivations). Affec ting outcomes of poverty for different grou ps then becomes 

a ma tter of correcting 'individual defic iencies', aspects of the social setting 

can be left alone. From the stand point of external attribution- poverty 

reflects constrains and opportunities within governm ent structures. These 

include, for example, biased or unbiased practice of evaluation, closed or 

open access to means of performance, discriminatory or nondiscriminatory 

policies of promotion, salary and reward. From this a ttribution position, 

change in the causal perceptions of poverty involves muc h more than change 

in the individual persons. Social workers and policy makers, therefore, s hall 

develop individual (behavior modification) or community (social action) based 

intervention strategies to a lleviate poverty accordingly. 

Lastly, the current results point to the existence of important relationships 

between demographic variables, socioeconomic status of parents' and 

a ttributions of poverty. However, the s ign ificant differences of these variables 

a re less clear. For example, the researcher was unable to register main 

significa nt differences between parental education and occupationa l status 

on any of attribution dimensions of poverty except the parents' income level 

exclusively significant to the structuralistic dimension. Related future 

attributions for poverty studies should attempt to sort out this causal 

thicket. When causal effects are established, the implications for socio­

culturally appropriate state policies, that would be widely considered fa ir by 

citizens, can be traced. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 : Questionnaire 

Appendix 1A: Questionnaire (English Version) 

Addis Ababa University 
School of Graduate Studies 

College of Education 
Psychology Depa rtment 

Social Psychology Stream 

Questionnaire for Gen eral Secondary School and 
University Students 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect data in order to investigate the 

perceived attributions for pove rty amon g youths and their causal attribu tion 

patterns for poverty measures and as well as to examine wh e ther causal 

attribu tions of poverty are person b lame or system blame. The val idi ty of thi s 

study high ly depends on your cand id and honest response to the items 

provided. Therefore, you are kind ly requ es ted to fill the given questionnaires 

appropriately. The information you provide s hould remain confidential and it 

will be used only for this research purpose. 

Thank you! 

General information 

l . Sex: Male D Female D 
2. Age: 

3. Level of Institution: General Secondary School D University D 
4. Socioeconomic Statu s Measures 

The statements below s how some of your parents' soclo-econom lc s tatus 

m easures. Please read one statement at a time and indicate your response in 

the light of you r own u nderstan ding of your parents ' current s ituation. Please 

use this (-J) mark. 



I . Your ra the r 's ed uca tion a l level 

D Did not a ttend school 

D Attended some primary school or completed primary school 

D Attended some secondary sch ool or completed secondary school 

D 

D 
D 

Certificate 

Diploma 

Bachelor or higher degree 

2 . Your mother 's educationa l leve l 

D Did not a tt end school 

D Attended some primary school or completed primary school 

D Attended some secondary school or completed secondary school 

o Certificate 

o Diploma 

o Bachelor or higher degree 

3. Your father 's occupational s tatu s 

o Unskilled manual (unprofessional) (e.g. farmers , guards, janitors) 

o Skilled manual or rou tine grades of non -m8l1ual (e.g. driver, ITI teacher, 

pre-school teacher) 

D Ins pectional , s upervisory or other n on -managerial: lower gra de (e .g. 

inspector, supervisor, expert , officer, diploma tea cher) 

D lns pec tional , s upervisory or oth er non -ma nagerial: highe r grade (e .g. 

inspector, supervisor , expert, lawyer, high school teacher) 

o Managerial or executive (e.g. bank manager , Wereda leader, zonal leader, 

regional sector leader) 

D Professional or high administrative (e .g. senior expert, lec turer, doctor, 

professor , regional lead er) 

4. Your mo ther 's occupa tional status 

o Unskilled manual (unprofessional) (e.g. farmers, guards, janitors) 

D Ski lled manu a l or routine grades of n on- manu a l (e .g. drive r, ITI teache r , 

pre-sch ool teach e r) 



I No 

~ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

o ln s pectional , supervisory or other non-manage rial: lower grade (e .g. 

in s pector , s upervisor, expert, officer, diploma teache r) 

o ln spection al , supervisory or other non -managerial: highe r grade (e.g. 

in s pec tor, supervisor, expert, lawyer, high school teache r) 

o Managerial or executive (e .g . bank manager, Wereda leader, zonal leader, 

regional sector leader) 

o Professional or high administra tive (e.g. senior expert, lec turer, doctor, 

professor , region al leader) 

5. Your fami ly per capita income per month is estima ted to be 

o Low income (less or equal to 73 Birr) 

o Middle income (74 to 894 Birr) 

o High in com e (greater than 894 Birr) 

Attributions for Poverty Measures 

Th e statements below are some beliefs about poverty. Please r ead one 

s tate m e nt at a time a nd rate each of them o n a five-point scale provided 

below in the ligh t o f yo ur own beliefs, p e rceptions, and understand ing of 

your own situatio n. Rate l(strongly d isagree), 2(d isagree), 3(neither agree 

nor d isagree ), 4 (agree) and S (strong ly agree) in the boxes provided 

against each other. 

Perceived Causes for Poverty 1 2 3 

The poor people remain poor because of th eir human dispositions. 

The government makes policies that in the n a m e of removing poverty 
a dd to the suffering of the poor. 

The poor Lack character and will power for self-improvement. 

The government lacks good money management. 

Poor people h ave little or no ambition to advance themselves. 

Poor lack ed u cation and informa tion to live in a better condition. 

The poor a re not able to manage their money prope rly. 

The govern ment is unable to provide jobs. 
_ ._-_._ ._ ---- ._-" ., 

The poor h ave too many children per ho useho ld . 

4 5 



I () I The poor <l'-C frcqucnLiy sick <lnd unwillin g to work morc. I 
I I Poor pcople habituated too many social obligation s that ru-e socially 

generated but individually held. 
12 Poor people lack motiva tion for se lf-improvement. 

13 Poor people have loose morals to work more. 

14 Poor people are governed by cultural values tra nsmitted over 
generation . 

15 Poor people fall prey to social evils. 

16 Poor people lack a need for ach ievement. 

1 ( Government's education policy does not meet the needs of society. 

18 The govern ment is unable to provide health services. 
Jg Poor people lack intelligence and talent to progress themselves. 

20 The government is una ble to provide infrastru cture . 

2 1 Poor people are lazy to get bette r their situation. 

'22 The country lacks skilled m anpower. 

23 Many people in the society are unemployed . 

24 The government does not support the industrial sector. 

25 People th ink it is the will of God for them to suffer. 

26 The government is unable to support agriculture_ 

27 There are many workers who are available for wo rk at low wage . 

2s Poor people believe in unjust world. 

'29 Government corruption in third world country . 

r--:w- High foreign debt in the country. 

31 The poor lack adequate effo rt to improve their li ving condition. 

32 The politics of the country ensures that the poor remain poor in large 
numbers. 

33 Pcople are poor because of bad luck. 

34 People believe they are destined (predetermined) to be poor. 

Jr ----~----- .. --
, " The govcrnmcnt follows wrong policy of market economy_ 

36 Many people believe they are poor because of human nature. 

37 There ru-e external forces operating which we neither 
understand well, nor can we control. 

38 Government is inefficient or incompetent. 

39 People bel ieve they are poor due to the prevalence of natural disaster. 

If there are any other perce ived causes of poverty, yet not mentioned in 
the above, that you be lieve , p lease list them. 



Appendix IB: Questionnaire (Amharic Version) 
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Appendix 2: Samples Appendix 
2A: Selections of Samples for th e Study 

I Facu lty Departmen l I I $I year / 211
( year 3ru year 

I 1-------- --0--- - - ---
Female -+\!I~le -- '--;------ ---- ----- -- --

Male Female Male Female I 
- -

T S T S T S T S T S T S 

Educati on Amharic 40 4 80 8 42 4 32 5 43 5 89 8 

Geography 146 16 60 6 91 9 27 4 106 12 39 " 0 

--
Pd _Sc 124 13 34 3 166 16 17 2 112 12 30 3 

FBE Management 172 18 81 8 154 15 55 8 147 16 50 5 

-

Econom ics 237 26 43 4 190 17 29 4 155 17 42 4 

- - -
Grand 
tOlal 719 77 298 29 643 61 160 23 56 1 62 250 ?" ~O --

Tota l Sample 
106 84 85 

- -

---~ 

Grade Section Male Female 

9 Total Sample Total Sample 

I 39 10 27 10 
2 42 I I 22 8 
" 36 10 26 10 0 

4 32 8 29 II -
10 I 38 10 29 II 

2 38 10 31 12 --
" 35 10 31 12 J - -

4 41 I I 24 9 - ---
5 39 10 20 7 
6 39 10 27 10 

- ; 
Grand IOta I 

I 10 379 100 266 100 
'- - -

NB.: T = Total Population, S = Sample Size 



Appendix 28 : Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics of Sample 
-

l. level i source code Frequency Percent L 
I Male 2 285 62 i , , 
J Female 

--
~ Sex 175 38 
I I 1 
I --

Total 460 100 
"'-- . . _--- ---- _ . 

15- 18 years 1 
207 45 Age 

19-24 years 
253 55 

2 
-"T_ ----.-- ----~~-.-----.--- - - . - .. _--
Total 

460 100 
- - -~-

high school students 
1 

200 43.5 

Ed ucat ion level university students 
260 56.5 

2 
Total 

460 100 

Illiterat e 1 147 32 

primary education 2 180 39. 1 
Father's education level secondary education 3 58 12.6 

certifjca te 4 20 4.3 

diploma 5 36 78 
--- -

degree and above 6 19 4.1 

Total 460 100 
- ---

Mothe r's education level illiterate 1 222 48 3 
- - --_._- -_ .. -- --- -------
primary education 2 152 33 

-secondary education 3 48 10.4 

certificate 4 14 3 

diploma 5 22 4.8 

Total 458 99.6 

Un p rofessiona 11m a n u a 1 1 29 1 63.3 
Father's occupa tional 

skilled manual and rouline grades of nonmanual 2 status 85 18.5 

Non-managerial at lower grade 3 33 7.2 

Non-managerial at higher grade 4 2 1 4.6 

managerial 5 14 3 

high professiona l and administrative 6 16 3.5 
- ---

Total 460 100 - --- -
Mother's occupational status Unprofessionallmanua I 1 400 87 

- -
skilled manual and routine grades of nonman ual 2 37 8 

Non-managerial at lower grade 3 12 2.6 

Non-managerial at higher grade 4 11 2.4 
--- ---
Total 460 100 

- --.-- - --
Low 1 182 396 

Income level t-~iddle 2 220 47.8 -------
high 3 58 12.6 

Total 460 100 



Appendix 3: Factor Analysis Products 

Appendix 3A: Communalities 

I Initial Extraction l , 
j- - - ---_. __ . __ ._-- ----- - - --_. -- , 
Poor human dispositions - - I .186 8. 798E-02 

J 

':9.overnment's policies add to the suffering of the [:loor 
.-

.176 6.583E-02 
_ Lack of character and will [:lower for se lf im[:lrov(3ment .254 .125 

-~- ---_. 
I government's lack of qood money manaqement .354 .192 , , 
Little or no ambition to advance themselves .313 .220 --
Lack of education and information .210 .153 - . 
unable to manaqe their money pro[:lerl ~ .218 .135 
government's difficult)' to [:lrovide jobs .346 .185 
too many children per household .226 7.641 E-02 
frequent sickness and unwillinq to work more .235 .146 
habituated too many_ social obliqations .138 3A90E-02 
Lack of motivation for self-improvement .382 A21 
Loose morals among thepoor .251 .232 
governed by cultura l values transmitted over qeneration .196 .168 
Prey to socia l evils .288 .256 -
Lack of need for achievement .308 .244 
Govt's education [:lol icy doesn't meet the needs of societ~ .338 .267 -
Govt's difficulty to provide health services .319 .200 
Lack of intelligent to [:lrogress themselves .249 5.910E-02 

GOVt's difficult~ to [:lrovide infrastructure .266 .274 -
Their laziness to get better their si tuation _ . .303 .202 

. Lar::~ . of.2killed manpower .246 .148 
Larqe number of unemployed people .295 .159 
the qovt's doesn't support the industrial sector .300 .197 
Govt's is unable to support agriculture .304 .277 
10w-pa\'lQgjobs .202 .116 
believe in unjust world .277 .122 

government corruption AOO .346 
_ High foreign debt .330 .214 
Lack of effort to improve their living condition .273 .160 
the politics of the country .266 .17 1 
because of bad lack .367 .308 
believe they are predetermined to be poor .365 .324 
wronq policy of market economy .255 .225 
believe in human nature .276 .266 
uncontrolled external forces .301 .232 

- -
gsJvernment's inefficiency and incompetence .338 .325 --
will of God for them to suffer A10 A36 
the prevalence of natural disaster .390 .361 

Extrac tIon M ethod: Pnn clpa i AXI S Factoring 



Appendix 38: Unrotated Factor Matrix 

Factor 

1 2 3 

q38 A64 ~ . 332 

q15 A36 .116 .231 

q37 A1 7 .198 -. 134 

q34 A10 .269 -.288 

q33 A04 .187 -.331 

q17 .376 -.353 

q30 .374 -. 188 .199 

q21 .367 .194 .171 

q22 .355 .145 

q14 .354 .172 .115 

q13 .339 .243 .241 

q7 .336 .140 

q36 .323 .255 ~. 3 1 1 

q24 .32 1 ~.306 

q23 .318 -. 205 .126 

q28 .312 .130 

q27 .308 -.135 

q31 .307 .245 

q10 .306 .194 .121 

q25 .373 .218 -A99 

q35 .292 -.273 ~ . 256 

q1 .272 .119 

q2 .217 

q19 .194 .107 ~. 101 

q11 .150 .111 

q29 .355 ~A60 

q20 .316 -A08 

q16 .285 .384 .126 

q26 .362 ~.381 

q8 .245 ~.353 

q3 .333 

q18 .305 ~.326 

q32 .265 ~.301 ~ . 1 00 

q4 .299 -.301 -. 108 

039 .359 . . 231 ~A23 

q12 A01 .309 A 06 

q6 .196 .126 .314 
-----

q5 .294 .215 .296 

q9 .105 .250 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring 

\ 

\ 



Append ix 4: MA NO V A Resu lts 
Appendix 4A· MANOVA Tes ts of the Significance for Main and Interaction 
Effects of Sex, Age and Educational Level on Dimensions of Attributions of 
Poverty 

Source Deoendent Variabte SS df MS F Siq . 
Corrected Model individualistic 3672.931 (a) 7 524.204 36.635 .000 

I 
I structuralistic 1228.660(b) 7 175.523 2.872 .006 

fatalistic 4102.838(c) 7 586. 120 43. 111 .000 

Intercept individualistic 20366049 1 20366 049 1421 .946 .000 ---_ .. _ .. _-- -- -- -------_.- ----
structuralistie 75693128 l=± 75693.128 1238.361 .000 --
fatalistic 19780.944 1 19780.944 1454.966 .000 

Sex ind ividualistic 31912 ' 1 31.91 2 2.228 .136 
- - - .. . - -----. - - ---------- _ .. ._ . --

structuralistic 39.559 1 39.559 .647 A22 -_. ---- - -_ .. -._--- - - ----_.-
fatalistic 418.000 1 418.000 30.745 .000 

Age individualistic 1775 1 1.775 .124 .725 
structuralistic 11 .844 1 11.844 .194 .660 

fatalistic 21.138 1 21 .138 1.555 .213 

redl individualistic 412.722 1 412.722 28.8 16 .000 
siructuralistic 128.334 1 128. 334 2. 100 .148 

._. 
fatalisti c .010 1 .010 .001 .978 

---
Sex· age individua listic .065 1 .065 .005 .946 

structural istic 62 A88 1 62A88 1.022 .313 
~ 

fata lis tic 33.839 2A89 .11 5 33.839 1 
----------

individua listic Sex· redl 2.970 ~ 2.970 .207 .649 ._--
structuralistic 176.975 1 176.975 2.895 .090 

.. -
fatalistic 1.096 1 1.096 .081 .777 ----_ .. - - -- _. 

Age· redl individualistic 69. 100 1 69.100 4.825 .029 

slructuralislic 41 .627 1 41 .627 .681 A1 0 
. . 

fata listic 9. 186 1 9. 186 .676 A1 2 

Sex· age ' red I individualistic 27 .. 946 1 27.946 1.951 .163 

structuralistic 103.726 1 103.726 1.697 .193 

fatalistic 1.619 1 1.619 .119 .730 --- -- -
Error individualistic 6473 .843 452 14.323 

--
structuralistic 27627 .885 452 61.124 

fata listi c 6145. 154 452 13.595 

Total individualistic 186312 .000 460 

structuralistic 602411 .000 460 --
fatalistic 152808 .000 460 

Corrected Total individualistic 10146.774 459 
f-- - - ~-

structuralis tic 28856.546 459 _._- . - --- ------ _._--- -_. 
[ fatalistic 10247.991 459 

------ -

a. R Squared = .362 (Adjusted R Squared = .352) 
b. R Squared = .043 (Adjusted R Squared = 028) 
c. R Squared = AOO (Adjusted R Squared =391) 



fa talistic :000 a ! --F-
fedl • medl • mas Individualistic 

000 _~o t • '1 . , 
~-'-- . -- . I~ -- -

1---- structuralistic 000 OJ -

fatalistic 000 a 
fos • mos ' pil ind ividualistic .000 a 

structu ralistic .000 a 
fatalistic 000 a 

fedl • fos • mos' individualistic 
000 a 

Dil 
structuralistic .000 a 
fatalistic .000 a 

medl • fos • mos' individualistic 
.000 a 

I ~----.-- ._ ... -. - ---

structuralistic 000 a 
. '--

fatalistic 000 a 
fedl • medl • fos • individualistic 

000 a mos' pi l ---
structuralistic .000 a 

-
fatal istic .000 a 

Error individualistic 7071.760 315 22450 
structuralistic 15031.310 315 47.7 18 
fatalistic 6901 .646 315 21.910 

Total individualistic 184999.000 458 
structu ralistic 599810. 000 458 _._--
fatalistic 152 135.000 458 

Corrected Total individualistic 10063.627 457 
structuralistic 28634.725 457 

-
fatalistic 10187469 457 

a . R Squared = .297 (Adjusted R Squared = -.0 19) 
b. R Squared = .475 (Adjusted I~ Squared = .238) 
c. R Squared = .323 (Adjus ted R Squared = .0 17) 
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