














Abstract

In this study, the perceived causal attributions of poverty among vouths (students) were
investigated. The samples of the study were Bahir Dar General Secondary Schools and
University students. Thirty-nine attributions for poverty questionnaire were completed by a
total sample of 460 (male = 283, female = 175).To supplement the quantitative data, open-
ended questionnaire was used. Principal factor analysis, t-tests and MANOVA were used to
analyze the quantitative data. Principal factor analysis revealed that the respondents’ poverty
attributions could be distinguished along three main dimensions: structural accounted for
15.31% of the total variance, individualistic 9.2%, and fatalistic 5.76%. The findings of the
study showed that youths (students) in Bahir Dar were more inclined to attribute poverty to
structural factors. Group breakdowns revealed some important significant differences related
to the respondents’ demographic variables and socioeconomic status of parents.
Demographic variables of sex and educational level had statistically significant main effects
on fatalistic and individualistic attributions of poverty respectively. Females gave more
Jatalistic attributions of poverty than males. High school students were more individualistic in
their attributions than their counterparts. Parents’ income level, among 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. Statistically significant interaction effects were also observed among
demographic variables and socioeconomic status of parents on 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 reduction intervention sff-czregfes. The results of the study also provided an
insight to Bahir Dar youths' conceptualization of perceptions on poverty among the groups,

with recommendations for developing poverty reduction interventions accordingly.
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Perhaps, students that are more educated were exposed to real life
experiences that helped them reflect deeply about the causes of poverty, and
in being empathetic in understanding the conditions of the poor within the
given socio-political context. The variable of education has two important
roles. On the one hand, education creates a morally developed individual,
positing a just vision of the world. On the other hand, education can lead to
occupational attainment that would heighten people's stake in the system,

rather than blame the system; they become its archest supporters (Kluegel

and Smith, 1986).

This research 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 individualism than those who were
high school respondents. Thus, high school students, perhaps, are more
concerned about eliminating poverty in believing in individual effort. It can
be concluded that high school respondents' individualistic attribution of

poverty is perceived to benefit the person’s own achievement and motivation.

From the other angle, this may reflect the fact that those young individuals
have not yet worked in (or with) the system, and may believe that individual
efforts and hard work will be recompensed fairly. Further research should
focus on samples having different levels of education, employed versus

unemployed to provide a better understanding into attributions of poverty.

The Effects of Socioeconomic Status of Parents on Attributions of

Poverty

The significant differences between different attributions of poverty suggest
that the respondents had conceptualized the three dimensions of

attributions of poverty in ways that differentiated among high-income groups
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e Students’ attributions of poverty were found to be three dimensional
(individualistic, structuralistic, fatalistic) each having items
significantly loaded greater than 0.40 factor loadings;

e Highest agreement on causes of poverty was for the structural,
followed by individualistic and fatalistic factors of attributions for
poverty;

e Main significant sex differences were reported. Females gave more
fatalistic explanations of poverty than males did;

¢ Educational level of respondents predicted significant variations in the
individualistic attributions;

o With the exception of income level of parents that had main significant
effects uniquely on structural attribution, other socioeconomic status

of parents didn’t reflect any main significant variations in the

dimensions of poverty.

5.2. Conclusions

Based on the findings of this study, the following general conclusions are
drawn.

e The study suggests that three main causal dimensions underlie
poverty attributions namely, (1) individualistic causes-blaming
poverty on dispositional or personal weaknesses of the poor
themselves, (2) fatalistic causes-blaming poverty on fate or bad
luck, and (3) structuralistic causes-blaming poverty on government
or social systems.

e The primary source of poverty is relatively structural causes which
may reflect a higher tendency in developing societies to place

responsibility for reducing poverty on government
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e Causal attributions of poverty vary as a function of demographic
variables (sex, educational level) and socioeconomic status of
parents (income level). In other words, the significant differences
between different dimensions of attributions of poverty suggest that
the respondents had conceptualized different explanations of

poverty in ways that differentiated among different groups.

5.3. Recommendations

In light of the findings and discussions made so far, the following

recommendations are made.

The result provides evidence that poverty is relatively attributed to
inadequacies of economic and political structures to provide sufficient
opportunities for all individuals, thereby perpetuating poverty. Therefore, the
efforts to modify the individual behavior will fail without a complete

restructuring of the social environment, based on recognition of the

universality of poverty and its impact on everyone in the state. To this end,
social practitioners and policy makers tend to support community-based
poverty reduction interventions designed to change the behavior of the

individual 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 underlying the root causes of poverty, therefore, could help
social practitioners, NGOs and government policy makers to be in a much

better position to mobilize support for eradication of poverty.

Attributions are consequential because they represent a basis for solutions
to perceived problems. From the stand point of internal attributions-poverty

reflects a distribution of individual characteristics (talents, abilities,
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motivations). Affecting outcomes of poverty for different groups then becomes
a matter of correcting ‘individual deficiencies’, aspects of the social setting
can be left alone. From the stand point of external attribution- poverty
reflects constrains and opportunities within government 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 attribution position,
change in the causal perceptions of poverty involves much more than change
in the individual persons. Social workers and policy makers, therefore, shall
develop individual (behavior modification) or community (social action) based

intervention strategies to alleviate poverty accordingly.

Lastly, the current results point to the existence of important relationships
between demographic variables, socioeconomic status of parents’ and
attributions of poverty. However, the significant differences of these variables
are less clear. For example, the researcher was unable to register main
significant differences between paréntal education and occupational 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 fair 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 Department
Social Psychology Stream

Questionnaire for General Secondary School and
University Students

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect data in order to investigate the
perceived attributions for poverty among youths and their causal attribution

patterns for poverty measures and as well as to examine whether causal

attributions of poverty are person blame or system blame. The validity of this
study highly depends on your candid and honest response to the items
provided. Therefore, you are kindly requested to fill the given questionnaires
appropriately. The information you provide should remain confidential and it
will be used only for this research purpose.

Thank you!

General information

1. Sex: Male [_] Female [ ]

2. Age:

3. Level of Institution: General Secondary School [ ] University []

4. Socioeconomic Status Measures

The statements below show some of your parents’ socio-economic status
measures. Please read one statement at a time and indicate your response in

the light of your own understanding of your parents’ current situation. Please

use this (V) mark.



1. Your father’s educational level
Did not attend school
Attended some primary school or completed primary school

Attended some secondary school or completed secondary school
Certificate

Diploma

Bachelor or higher degree

J00000

2. Your mother’s educational level

Did not attend school

Attended some primary school or completed primary school
Attended some secondary school or completed secondary school
Certificate

Diploma

Joooog

Bachelor or higher degree

3. Your father’s occupational status

Unskilled manual (unprofessional) (e.g. farmers, guards, janitors)
Skilled manual or routine grades of non-manual (e.g. driver, TTI teacher,
pre-school teacher)

Inspectional, supervisory or other non-managerial: lower grade (e.g.
inspector, supervisor, expert, officer, diploma teacher)

Inspectional, supervisory or other non-managerial: higher grade (e.g.
inspector, supervisor, expert, lawyer, high school teacher)

Managerial or executive (e.g. bank manager, Wereda leader, zonal leader,

regional sector leader)
Professional or high administrative (e.g. senior expert, lecturer, doctor,

J 0 00 0O

professor, regional leader)

4. Your mother’s occupational status
[ ] Unskilled manual (unprofessional) (e.g. farmers, guards, janitors)

[] Skilled manual or routine grades of non-manual (e.g. driver, TTI teacher,

pre-school teacher)



[ ] Inspectional, supervisory or other non-managerial: lower grade (e.g.
inspector, supervisor, expert, officer, diploma teacher)

[ ] Inspectional, supervisory or other non-managerial: higher grade (e.g.
inspector, supervisor, expert, lawyer, high school teacher)

[] Managerial or executive (e.g. bank manager, Wereda leader, zonal leader,

regional sector leader)
[ ] Professional or high administrative (e.g. senior expert, lecturer, doctor,

professor, regional leader)

5. Your family per capita income per month is estimated to be
[] Low income (less or equal to 73 Birr)
(] Middle income (74 to 894 Birr)
[ ] High income (greater than 894 Birr)

Attributions for Poverty Measures

The statements below are some beliefs about poverty. Please read one
statement at a time and rate each of them on a five-point scale provided
below in the light of your own beliefs, perceptions, and understanding of
your own situation. Rate I(strongly disagree), 2(disagree), 3(neither agree
nor disagree), 4(agree) and S(strongly agree) in the boxes provided

against each other.

Perceived Causes for Poverty

The poor people remain poor because of their human dispositions.

The government makes policies that in the name of removing poverty
add to the suffering of the poor.

The poor Lack character and will power for self-improvement.

The government lacks good money management.

Poor people have little or no ambition to advance themselves.

Poor lack education and information to live in a better condition.

The poor are not able to manage their money properly.

xc\oo\]owm.::u mﬂg"‘

‘The government is unable to provide jobs.

lhﬁe_poo; have too many children per household.




10 | The poor are frequently sick and unwilling to work more.

11| Poor pcopl_c habituated too many socizﬂobl-igaliom_s that are socially

‘generated but individually held.
12 | Poor people lack motivation for self-improvement.

13 | Poor people have loose morals to work more.

14 | Poor people are governed by cultural values transmitted over

‘generation.
15 | Poor people fall prey to social evils.

16 | Poor pecople lack a need for achicvement.

7 | Government’s education policy does not meet the needs of society.

18 | The government is unable to provide health services.

19 | Poor people lack inrtelligcnce and talent to progress themselves.

20 | The government 1s unable to provide infrastructure.

21 | Poor people are lazy to get better their situation.

22 | The cduntry lacks skilled manpower.

23 —Many people in the society are unemployed.

24 | The government does not support the industrial sector.

25 | People think 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 work at low wage.

28 | Poor pe—ople believe in unjust world.

29 | Government corruption in third world country.

30 “]-l-igh foreign debt in the country.

31| The pobr lack adequate effort to improve their living condition.

32 | The politics of the country ensures that the poor remain poor in large

‘numbers.
33 | People are poor because of bad luck.

34 Pcoﬁfé_bclieve they are destined (predetermined) to be poor.

35 | The govc;r?nént follows wrong policy of market economy.

36 | Many people believe they are poor because of human nature.

37 | There are external forces operating which we neither
understand well, nor can we control.

38 | Government is inefficient or incompetent.

39 | People believe they are poor due to the prevalence of natural disaster.J

If there are any other perceived causes of poverty, yet not mentioned in
the above, that you believe, please list them.




Appendix 1B: Questionnaire (Amharic Version)
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Appendix 2: Samples Appendix

2A: Selections of Samples for the Study

Faculty Department | 1" year 2" year 3" year
S . i I _— I
. o [ Male Female | Male Female | Male Female
T (8 [T (8 |T |8 IT 18T [B T |8
Education | Amharic 40 (4 |80 (8 |42 |4 |32 |5 [43 |5 |89 8
Geography 146 |16 |60 |6 91 |9 (27 |4 10612 |39 3
Pd.Sc 124 |13 [34 [3 [166|16 [17 [2 |112]12]30 |3
FBE Management | 172 |18 [ 81 |8 154 |15 |55 |8 | 14716 | 50 S
Economics 237 |26 (43 |4 190117 129 |4 |[155]|17 |42 4
Grand =
total 719 |77 1298 |29 | 643 |61 | 160 [ 23 | 561162 | 250 |23
Total Sample
- 106 | 84 85
Grade Section Male Female
9 Total Sample Total Sample
1 39 10 27 10
2 42 11 22 8
3 36 10 26 10 .
4 32 8 29 11
10 1 38 10 29 11
) 3 10 31 12
3 3 10 31 12
4 41 11 24 9
S 39 10 20 7
L 6 39 10 27 10
Grand total
i 10 379 100 266 100 N

N.B.: T = Total Population, S = Sample Size




Appendix 2B: Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics of Sample

i_ o source ievel code Frequency Percent
i . Male 2 285 62
: Sex Female o . 175 738 o
: | Total N 460 Td(r -
T 15-18 years N S e ™
Age A
19-24 years 5 263 55
L 460 100
high school students ’ 200 43.5
Education level university students 5 260 56.5
ot 460 100
[ illiterate 1 147 32
primary education 2 180 391
Father's education level secondary education 3 58 126
certificate 4 20 4.3
diploma 5 36 ‘7-3—'—
?égree and above 6 19 — _ t‘i_f_
Total 460 100
“Mother's education level illiterate N 222 | 483
| primary education’ o 2 152 a3
secondary education 3 48 10.4
certificate 4 14 3
diploma 5 22 48
Total 458 996
Unprofessional/manual 1 291 63.3
sl;‘:tt::r‘s Aepstaaal skilled manual and routine grades of nonmanual 2 85 18.5
Non-managerial at lower grade 3 33 7.2
Non-managerial at higher grade 4 21 4.6
managerial 5 14 3
high professional and administrative 6 16 35
Total - 460 | 100
Mother's occupational status Unprofessional/manual 1 400 87
skilled manual and routine grades of nonmanual 2 37 il 78
Non-managerial at lower grade 3 12 26
Non-managerial at higher grade 4 11 il 24
Total o 60 | 100
il | Low 1 182 39.6
Income level middle - 2 220 ~ 418
high 3 58 12.6
Total 460 100




Appendix 3: Factor Analysis Products

Appendix 3A: Communalities

\ | Initial | Extraction
\ F’oor human dispositions ) J .186 8.798E-02
govern_ment s policies add to the sufferrng of the poor | 176 6.583E-02
Lack of character and will power for self improvement 254 .125 _
governments lack of good money management - 354 192
Little or no ambition to advance themselves | 318 220
| Lack of education and information _ 210 NDS
unable to manage their money_progerly 218 135
| government's difficulty to provide jobs 346 185
too many children per household 226 7.641E-02
frequent sickness and unwilling to work more 235 146
habituated too many social obligations 138 3.490E-02
Lack of motivation for self-improvement .382 421
Loose morals among the poor 251 232
‘governed by cultural values transmitted over generation 196 .168
Prey to social evils .288 .256
Lack of need for achievement .308 .244
Govt's education policy doesn't meet the needs of society | .338 287
Govt's difficulty to provide health services 319 200
Lack of intelligent to progress themselves | .249 5.910E-02
| Govt's difficulty to provide infrastructure 266 274
| Their laziness to get better their situation .303 202
‘Lack of skilled manpower 246 148
Large number of unemployed people 295 .169
the govt's doesn't support the industrial sector .300 197
Govt's is unable to support agriculture .304 277
low-paying jobs 202 116
believe in unjust world 277 22
government corruption 400 .346
High foreign debt 330 214
Lack of effort to improve their living condition 213 .160
the politics of the country .266 171
because of bad lack ) .367 308
believe they are predetermined to be poor _|_.365 .324
wrong policy of market economy - 258 225
believe in human nature 276 .266
uncontrolled external forces ‘ ] .301 232
' government's inefficiency and incompetence | .33 | .32%
will of God for them to suffer 410 436
the prevalence of natural disaster .390 861 |

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring




Appendix 3B: Unrotated Factor Matrix

o Factor ]
1 2 3

q38 464 -.332 B
q15 436 116 231
q37 417 198 134
q34 410 269 -.288
q33 404 187 -.331
ql7 376 -.353
q30 374 -.188 199
q21 367 194 | AT
g22 .355 145
gl4 354 - NpD 115
q13 339 243 241
q7 336 140 |
q36 323 255 -311
q24 321 -.306 —
q23 318 -.205 126
q28 312 130
q27 308 -.135
q31 307 245
q10 306 194 B i
925 373 218 -.499
q35 - 292 =273 -.256
qt 272 119
q2 217
q19 194 107 -.101
g1 150 N
q29 .355 -.460
q20 316 -.408
q16 285 .384 126
q26 362 -.381
q8 245 -.353
q3 333
q18 305 -.326
q32 265 -.301 -.100
q4 299 -301 -108 |
Q39 359 231 ~423 |
q12 401 .309 406
qé 196 126 314
q5 294 215| 296
_q9 105 i 250 |

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring



Appendix 4: MANOVA Results

Appendix 4A: MANOVA Tests of the Significance for Main and Interaction
Effects of Sex, Age and Educational Level on Dimensions of Attributions of

Poverty
Source Dependent Variable | S§S df MS F
| Corrected Model | individualistic | 3672.931(a)| 7| 524704 | 36635
i’ - structuralistic | 1228660(b) | 7 175.523 2.872
fatalistic 4102.838(c) T 586.120 43.111
Intercept individualistic 20366.049 1 20366.049 1421.946
T structuralistic 75693128 | 1| 75693.128 1238.361 |
fatalistic 19780944 | 1| 19780.944 1454.966 |
Sex individualistic ’ 31912, 1| 31912 2.228
. - [stucturalisic | 39559 | 1| 39559 a7 |
- fatalistic 418000 1|  418.000 ©30.745
Age individualistic 1,775 1 1.775 124
i structuralistic 11.844 1 11.844 194
fatalistic 21.138 1 21.138 1,555
redl individualistic 412.722 1 412.722 28.816
structuralistic 128.334 1 128.334 2.100
fatalistic 010 1 010 .001
Sex * age individualistic 065 1 .065 .005
structuralistic 62.488 1 62.488 1.022
- fatalistic 33.839 | 1 33.839 2.489
Sex * redl individualistic 2.970 1 2.970 207
T structuralistic 176.975 | 1 176.975 2895 |
o falalistic 1096 | 1 1.096 081 |
Age * red individualistic 69.100 [ 1 69.100 4825|
structuralistic 41,627 1 41.627 681
S fatalistic 9186 | 1| 9.186 676
Sex *age *redl | individualistic 27.946 | 1 27 946 1951
- structuralistic 103.726 | 1 103.726 1.697
fatalistic 1.619 1 1.619 119
Error individualistic 6473.843 | 452 14.323
i structuralistic 27627.885 | 452 61.124 -
fatalistic 6145.154 | 452 13.595
 Total individualistic 186312.000 | 460
i . structuralistic 602411.000 | 460
fatalistic 152808.000 | 460
Corrected Total individualistic 10146.774 | 459
o | structuralistic 28856 546 | 459 | o
T atalistic 10247.991 | as9| | |
a. R Squared = .362 (Adjusted R Squared = .352)
b. R Squared = .043 (Adjusted R Squared = .028)
c. R Squared = 400 (Adjusted R Squared = .391)




 Jfataistc 000] 0] __F ]
Eedilr *medl! * mos | individualistic 000 0 } |
e | structuralistic 000 0 i
T o fatalistc 000 0] T
fos * mos * pil individualistic .000 0
structuralistic .000 0
fatalistic .000 0
fedl * fos *mos * | individualistic 000 0
il
: structuralistic .000 0
fatalistic .000 0
med| * fos * mos * | individualistic 000 0
il —
. structuralistic ~.000 ol B
a B fatalistic 000 0 P .
fedl * m_edl *fos * | individualistic 000 0
mos * pil afL. N 3
structuralistic .000 0 .
fatalistic .000 0 .
Error individualistic 7071.760 315 22.450
structuralistic 15031.310 315 47.718
fatalistic 6901.646 315 21.910
Total individualistic 184999.000 458
structuralistic 599810.000 458
o fatalistic 152135.000 | 458
Corrected Total individualistic 10063.627 457
structuralistic 28634.725 457
i fatalistic 10187.469 457 B

a. R Squared = .297 (Adjusted R Squared = -.019)
b. R Squared = .475 (Adjusted R Squared = .238)
c. R Squared = .323 (Adjusted R Squared = .017)
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