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General Sum mary

This paper presents results of a representative nationwide survey ol over 2,000
adults which examined attitudes and beliefs concerning poverty and related
social issues in Ircland. The survey was carried out over a 2%-month period end-
ing in January 1977 and was the first of its kind o deal specifically and in some
detail with these issues in Ircland. The study was mainly exploratory and
descriptive in nature, covering a comprehensive range of attitudes and beliefs
rather than an analysis of any specific rescarch question. Basically, this paper
presents findings in three broad areas of interest. Thesc are (a) perceptions of the
causes of poverty, (b) attitudes towards specific groups of the poor, and (c) heliefs
about improving social welfare benelits. Diflferences in these beliefs about
poverty and social welfare were examined in relation to socio-demographic
factors, to attitudes towards social issucs in general, and to personality
characteristics. This was done because individual attitudes and beliefs may be
better undersiood by reference to the broader psychological and social context
within which they are embedded. It was also hoped that this examination would
help identify the different segments ol the population in which particular beliefs
and attitudes are most prevalent.

Background

During the 1960s and 1970s Ireland experienced an cconomic upturn and,
consequently, an increase in standard of living. The realisation, however, that
not all segments of the population were sharing in this prosperity and that there
may have been inequalities in the distribution of wealth led 10 an increased
concern with the issues of poverty and social welfare. As a reflection of this
concern, a one-day interdisciplinary conference on the problem of poverty was
held in 1972 a1 The Economic and Social Reserch Institute. As a result of this
conference, a working party was formed to identify those areas where
information about the nature of poverty in Ireland was lacking. One of the areas
which was identified by this group was the lack of documentation concerning the
attitudes ol the general population towards poverty and the poor. The present
study was thus undertaken to fulfil the need for information in this area.

|



2 ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

Attitudes and Beliefs About Poverty from a Theoretical and Empirical Perspective

The views of the population towards poverty are more meaningful when they
are interpreted within the general framework of modern attitude theory and
when they are placed within the wider context of attitudes towards these issues in
other cultures. Because of this, it is important to outline a number of points both
with respect to the relevant theoretical positions and the findings of previous
empirical work dealing with the issue of poverty.

A major focus of this study and previous research on poverty concerns the
nature of the explanations people give for poverty. Empirical work indicates
that explanations or beliefs about the causes of poverty fall into three broad
categories: (a) individualistic explanations, which place the blame for poverty on
the character of the poor themselves, {b) structural explanations, which relate to
social and economic aspects of society, and (c) fatalistic explanations, where
responsibility is placed on chance or similar factors and outside the control of
both the individual and society. Research carried out in other countries
indicates that the predominant type of explanation of the causes of poverty tends
to be individualistic. That is, poverty most frequently is attributed to lack of
motivation or other shortcomings on the part of the poor themselves. However,
some differences among countries exist in this respect and it has been found that
explanations which are applied to the poor in general may not be invoked for
specific groups such as minorities,

Sample and Method

Sample

A random nationwide sample of 2,359 adults participated in the survey. A
comparison with Census data indicated that the sample was reasonably
representative, in terms of major socio-demographic characteristics, of the
general population.

Questionnaire

The survey instrument consisted of a detailed questionnaire which was the
final product of exhaustive pretesting and pilot study. This preliminary testing
was carried out to ensure that the items used measured attitude and betief
dimensions that were salient to the respondents and stable over time. Among the
questions included in the questionnaire were items measuring attitudes and
beliefs about the causes of poverty, about specific groups of poor (i.e., dole
recipients and travelling people) and about improving social welfare benefits.
[tems relating to biographical information, general social attitudes and
personality characteristics were also included.
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Attitude and Belief Measures )

Several well established measurement techniques were used in.the survey.
Beliefs about the causes of poverty, general social beliefs andjpersonality char-
acteristics were all measured by presenting the respondents with-statements
(e.g., “There is little real poverty in Ireland today') and asking them to indicate
their extent of agreement or disagreement. Such measures are referred to as
Likert type scales. Beliefs about and attitudes towards dole recipients and
itincrants were measured using Behavtoural Differential and Personality Differential
scales. The Behavioural Differential, which measures behavioural intentions,
was used to obtain an indication of the degree of respect, .public social
acceptance and intimate social acceptance of “‘a person on the dole” and ‘‘an
iinerant”. The survey respondents were presented with statements .of
hypothetical behaviour (e.g., *“I would be willing to employ this person™) and
were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed:with each
statement. The Personality Differential consisted of bi-polar.adjectival rating
scales (such as likeable versus dislikcable) and was used to obtainm:measures of
general evaluation (e.g., good-bad) and perceived extroversion-introversion
{e.g., noisy-quiet) for “a person on the dole”, and “an itinerant”. Attitudes
towards improving social welfare benefits were measured using :the Issue
Differential which is similar in format and purpose to the Personality. Differential.
The technique was used to measure the perceived evaluation, importance,
familiarity and feasibility of improving wellare benefits.

Results

Perceptions of the Causes of Poverty

A factor analysis of items directly related 1o beliefs about the causes of poverty
resulted in a live-factor solution. These factors measure {Al) Belief intFatalistic
Causes of Poverty, (AIl) Beliel in the Role of the Church and :Educational
System in Poverty, (AIIl} Belief in Lack of Ambition, (AIV):Bélief:in Lack-of
Desire to Work, and (AV) Belief in Society as a Cause of Poverty (seeiTable 31,
Chapter 3). These belief dimensions are very similar to those .identified iin
previous research in other countries. Factor Al consisted of items-relating to:a
fatalistic acceptance of the ongoing nature of poverty (e.g., “It is' the:nature. of
mankind that some will remain poor while others grow rich”).\Factors All and
AV consisted of items relating to societal or structural explanations-of, poverty
(e.g., “By and large, the reason why people are poor is because society-does not
give them a chance”), and Factors Alll and AIV consisted:6f.itemsirelating
poverty to the personal characteristics of the poor (e.g., ‘Lack of amlition:is at
the root of poverty’).

When the mean scores for the five scales were ranked, belief.in fatalism and
beliefl in socicty as a cause of poverty reccived the highest and second highest
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ranking, respectively. In comparison, belief in personal characteristics,
especially belief in lack of ambition, received relatively lower rankings (see
Table 4.2, Chapter 4). These lindings were contrary to expectations and differ
from the results of surveys carried out abroad. They also are not in line with
predictions based on theoretical formulations.

The finding that individualistic explanations were ranked relatively low
would scem to have favourable implications for the acceptance of formal
programmes which might be implemented 10 alleviate poverty. In this regard,
however, some further findings of this study would seem to qualify such
acceptance. First, it must be remembered that fatalistic explanations, which
received the highest rank, do imply an acceptance of poverty and belicfin the
inevitability of its existence. Secondly, although individualistic causes were
ranked relatively low, it was found that, in absolute terms, the number of people
who endorsed such explanations was considerable, exceeding 50 per cent in the
majority of cases (seec Table B.2, Appendix B). Thirdly, belief in fatalistic causes
of poverty was found to significantly correlate with belief in a lack of desire to
work on the part of the poor. Thus, believing that poverty was inevitable did not
preclude attributing it to individualistic causes.

Relationship Between Perceptions of the Causes of Poverty and Demographic Factors
The relationship between five demographic variables and perceptions of the
causes of poverty were examined. These variables, which were suggested by
previous research, were (a) sex, (b) age, (c) educational attainment, (d) family
income, and (e) location of residence (urban/rural). Overall, the effects of these
variables on attributions about the causes of poverty were only marginally
significant in statistical terms, and in practical terms quite small. This suggests
that the previously described beliefs about poverty are typical of the population
as a whole rather than limited to any particular socio-demographic groups.
Among the few significant findings for the socio-demographic variables, the
most consistent relationships were obtained for age of respondent and
educational attainment. In relation to age, older respondents were found to be
more fatalistic in outlook when providing explanations of poverty than younger
respondents. This result is similar to indings of other studies but it is not yet clear
whether the difference is due to developmental factors associated with the ageing
process or to generational differcnces between the two groups. Diflerences
between the older and younger respondents in religiosity and education may, in
part, mediate this relationship. In relation 1o educational attainment, it was
found that the more educated respondents were less likely to attribute poverty to
any of the causes included in the study than the less educated respondents. It
would seem from this that more educated people are, generally, less hikely than
others to perceive poverty in terms of any one simplistic cause or set of causes.
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Relationships Between Perceptions of the Causes of Poverty and General Social Beliefs
and Personalily Characteristics _

Items directly relating to general social beliels and personality characteristics
were also [actor analysed. For the general social beliefs an eleven-factor solution
was obtained with factors representing such beliefs as outgroup (anti-itinerant)
prejudice, religiosity and national pride (see Table 3.3, Chapter 3). A factor
analysis of items relating to personality characteristics yielded a five-lactor
solution. Examples of these factors are those measuring life satisfaction and self-
esteem, and lack of trust in people (see Table 3.5, Chapter 3). All of these factors
ar¢ similar to those previously obtained for Irish samples.

In predicting perceptions of the causes of poverty from general social beliefs,
the statistical results were moderate and significant. The most consistent result
was obtained for belief in the extent of poverty. It was found that those who
believed that poverty was more widespread tended to be more likely to attribute
its causes to societal factors. This finding is consistent with the principles based
on relevant theory. In addition, it was found that those who were more
prejudiced towards itinerants and who believed more in the influence of innate
tendencies in general were more likely to endorse fatalistic causes of poverty.
This suggests that individuals may have a general style of explanation which
may colour their attitudes 10 a number of different issues.

The relationship between personality characteristics and perceptions of the
causes of poverty were quite modest, statistically speaking. In gencral, it was
found that those characteristics associated with an authoritarian personality
{e.g., anomia, acceptance of a strong leader and lack of trust in people) were
positively related to beliefs in fatalistic and individualistic causes of poverty.

Behavioural Intentions and Aititudes Towards “A Person on the Dole” and “An linerant™

To investigate the possibility that beliefs towards specific groups of the poor
may vary, respondents’ behavioural intentions and attitudes towards ““a person
on the dole” and "“an itinerant” were measured using Behavioural and
Personality Differential scales. Responses to these scales indicate that there is
much greater prejudice towards itinerants than towards dole recipients. This
finding was expected, but the sheer magnitude of prejudice against travelling
people was startling. For example, over 70 per cent of the sample indicated some
unwillingness to buy a house next door to “an itinerant”, and 45 per cent
indicated an unwillingness to employ “an itinerant’’. A large majority of the
sample also agreed with negative stereotypical characterisations of travelling
people and indicated that they believed “‘an itinerant” 1o be untrustworthy,
careless, excitable and noisy.

The relationship between demographic factors and belicfs about two groups
of poor were, again, quite small, indicating that anti-itinerant prejudice obtains
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in.the population as a whole rather than being concentrated in certain sub-
groups. Beliefs about the causes of poverty, general social beliefs and personality
characteristics: were, also, only minimally related 10 attitudes towards dole
recipients and. itinerants. However, it was found that those who tended to
attribute poverty to individualistic causes as well as those who were more
authoritarian:like in their personality exhibited greater levels of prejudice
towards both-groups.

Beliefs About Improving Social Welfare Benefits

An analysis of the responses to the Issue Differential scale indicates that
respondents were, overall, very positive in their beliefs about the desirability of
improving social welfare benefits. Over two-thirds of the sample indicated that
they thought. improving soctal welfare benefits was important, desirable and
good (see Table D.27, Appendix D). However, there was also a considerable
degree of pessimism among the respondents about the possibility that an
improvment in this respect could actually be accomplished. The majority of
respondents reported that it would be difTicult, expensive and controversial.

Given the extent to which the sample was fatalistic in outlook, it is worth
noting that those who were more fatalistic in their views about the causes of
poverty nevertheless belicved that improving welfare benefits was important.
However, they, were relatively pessimistic about the feasibility of achieving this
goal. As expected, those who tended to endorse societal explanations for the
causes of poverty-tended to believe in the importance of improving social welfare
henefits while those who endorsed indindualistic explanations were less likely to
be. supportive. ofithis issue.

Some hnplications

In the preceding section, we have attempted to summarise the main findings
{rom the presentstudy. We do not, however, believe that a researcher’s responsi-
bilities have been dischaged fully by a mere reporting of “*facts”. We believe that
it 1s proper for the researcher 1o give an indication of his or her interpretations of
the data and what implications for policy he or she sees in the findings. What
follows is a summary of some of the interpretations and implications for policy
that the presentauthors see in the data and feel are worth highlighting. A more
complete discussion of these interpretations and implications may be found in
Chapter 6.

As indicated ipreviously, the results of the present study show that the Irish
have relatively .compassionate beliefs and attitudes about poverty and social
wellarc. Unlike the case in other countries for which we have reasonably
comparable data, poverty is more likely to be scen as a result of fate or socictal
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causes, and less likely as a result of overt personal or dispositional causes. More-
over, the respondents were very favourable towards improving social welfare
benefits, although the difficulty in achieving this goal was recognised. Given the
changes in the economic situation since this survey was conducted, it would seem
likely that these beliefs about poverty and social welfare would, in some respects,
have been maintained or even strengthened as unemployment has directly
affected more people. At least this can be expected to hold with regard 1o beliefs
about the causes of poverty and unemployment. Given the “rebellion” over high
levels of taxation in recent years, however, we would expect the resistance o
funding social programmes through taxation to have increased. This question is
dealt with in greater detail in Chapter 6.

The survey also revealed some less positive aspects of beliefs about poverty and
the poor among the Irish. In absolute terms, for example, a large percentage of
the respondents endorsed dispositional and individualistic causes ol poverty.
While these levels of agreement are lower than for the questions concerning
fatalistic and structural causes of poverty, they still are quite high.

One implication of this combination of beliefs in individualistic explanations
of poverty together with the high levels of fatalism concerning poverty is that
there may be some resistance to social programmes designed to combat poverty,
In particular, there may be a certain degree of acceptance of poverty as inevit-
able and thus a reluctance to undertake the necessary steps to reduce its
incidence. In this light, it is worth noting that although a high percentage of the
population agreed that improving social welfare programmes is something that
is desirable and good, an equally high percentage believed that such policies are
diflficult and costly.

A high degree of prejudice and discrimination towards itinerants also was
found. Although the existence of such beliefs was not surprising, the extent 10
which they were held was. The important implication here is that anti-itinerant
prejudice is extremely widespread. It also appears to be part of a whole sysiem of
underlying beliefs and attitudes. Political, civic and Church lcaders have an
important responsibility here in attempting to educate and change the attitudes
of the general population on these issues. The implication for Church leaders is
especially clear in that there is a significant correlation between religiosity and
outgroup {(anti-itinerant) prejudice.

In sum, poverty and social welfare remain important issues in the Irish
context. Given the current economic situation and with increasing unemploy-
ment rates, it s certain that poverty and the more general question of
distribution of wealth will become an even greater concern. It 1s, therclore,.
important for policy makers to understand how the Irish pcople perceive
poverty and related socio-cconomic questions and what their attitudes are
towards the poor and social welfare. It is equally important to understand how
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attitudes towards poverty arc organised and related to other beliefls and char-
acteristics. This knowledge is not only important as a background to social
policy formulation, but also as an aid to policy makers in anticipating public
response to possible programmes and, where necessary, in exercising leadership
and encouraging an ongoing process of public education concerning these diff-

cult issues.
Julia T. McGree




Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Historically speaking, rescarch interest in poverty, and more generally social
inequality, is not new, but rather has undergone aliernative periods of relative
attention and neglect. During the late 1960s and earty 1970s there occurred a
substantial growth in interest in the issue of poverty in Ireland. In part, this
increasing concern arose [rom a growing awareness that not all segments of the
population were sharing in the relative prosperity of the times. Despite the
problems involved in defining and accurately documenting poverty (Townsend,
1979; Sen, 1983), a number of studies suggest that as many as 30 per cent of Irish
households were cxperiencing some degree of poverty during the late 1960s and
early 1970s (O Cinncide, 1972; Fitzgerald, 1981; Joyce and McCashin, 1982;
Rottman, Hannan and Hardiman, Wilcy, 1982). Working class families, the
elderly, small farmers and families with dependent children appear to have heen
particularly at risk in this regard (Rottman, ef af., 1982). A more recent revicw
of poverty and policies relating to poverty has been provided by Roche (1984).

It was symptomatic of this concern with social incquality that a national
conference on poverty in Ireland was conducted inlate 1971, under the auspices
of the Council for Social Welfare. This conference was largely concerned with
policy recommendations and the claboration of points of definition and
methodology. More recent confercnces ol a similar nature were held in 1974 and
1981, Despite this continuing concern with social inequality, however, very little
information has been available about issues related to poverty in Ireland. As
early as 1972 the need for such information was recognised and a one-day
interdisciplinary conference was held in The Economic and Social Rescarch
Institute with a view 1o sct about addressing this need. A working party was
formed to establish in a more explicit way those areas where information was
lacking. One area of research concern that was identified as largely unfulfilicd
was to document attitudes of the general population towards poverty, the poor,
and related social issues. Such information was judged necessary to meet the
policy maker’s need o know the views of the public on poverty so as to take them
into account, and, where necessary, seek to change them through education and
lcadership. It was the purpose of the present study to provide some of this
information.

This survey represents the first major attempt o systematically study beliefs
and attitudes towards poverty and the poor in Ireland. In fact, very few studies
with representative national samples have addressed these issues anywhere in
the world. By necessity, then, this study is o a large extent exploratory and
descriptive in naturc and attempts to deal with a wide range of issues rather than

9
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focusing in depth on a few narrow research questions. As well as providing a
description of beliefs and attitudes at a given point in time, it is hoped that this
study will provide the necessary baseline data for future studies of belief and
attitude change, and will help generate more specific hypotheses for future
research. [t must be remembered, however, that the focus of this study is only
one of the areas identified by the working party where further information and
research were required. It goes without saying that the question of poverty isan
extremely multi-faceted onc requiring the attention of experts in a number of
different disciplines, such as economics, sociology, political science and social
administration. The present study makes no attempt to be a comprehensive
multi-disciplinary study of the entire area of poverty but, rather, is limited to a
social psychological focus on attitudes and beliefs.

Attitudes, Public Opinion and Public Policy

In this report, we primarily are concerned with describing and, in so far as
possible, explaining the nature of public attitudes or opinions towards poverty
and related social issues in Ireland. As a point of departure it is desirable to
consider exactly what is meant by the terms public opinion and attitudes, and to
understand the role that surveys such as this can play in public policy and more
generally in public affairs.

Public opinion is perhaps most simply defined as the aggregate of individual
expressions of social attitudes towards some issue (¢.g., Davison, 1972). A social
attitude, in turn, can be defined as “a relatively enduring organization of beliefs
around an object or a situation predisposing one to respond in a preferential
manner”’ (Rokeach, 1972, p. 112). However, simply because public opinion isan
aggregate of individual expressions of attitudes, it is not necessarily assumed to
be unitary or uniform within a larger social or political group. Rather, attitudes
may vary greatly among different subgroups that have competing interests or
different levels of involvement in a given issue. One of the important functions of
public opinion and attitude surveys is to describe these differences.

The usefulness of public opinion and attitude surveys is sometimes questioned
because it is assumed that public opinion on social issues tends to be disorganised
relative to that of elites and possibly subject 10 unpredictable and rapid change
(see e.g., Converse, 1964; McCullagh, 1981). It follows that public opinion
surveys would be of little use to policy decision makers because they rapidly
would become outdated. However, the definition of attitudes suggests that they,
and thus public opinion, are psychological organisations of beliefs that are
relatively enduring. This attribute highlights the dual nature of social attitudes.
On the one hand, all things being equal, attitudes will tend to persist or remain
stable over time. On the other hand, under appropriate circumstances, they will
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undergo systematic change. Thus, attitudes are, by definition, neither momentary
“mental sets’”, nor are they completely stable “traits”. Understanding the
conditions that lead to stability or change in social beliefs and attitudes is, of
course, a major focus of social psychological theory and research (e.g., Cialdini,
Petty and Cacioppo, 1981; Williams, 1979; Rokeach, 1980).

The relative stability of individual attitudes can be demonstrated easily on the
basis of the reasonably high test-retest reliabilities associated with many
conventional attitude scales {e.g., Robinson and Shaver, 1973; Robinson, Rusk
and Head, 1969). Moreover, some of the apparent instability in attitude
measures may reflect systematic change rather than unreliability. For example,
in one study (Andrews, 1974), survey respondents were asked the same
subjective quality of life questions on two occasions, five months apart. Over 80
per cent of the respondents sclected the same or an adjacent category on a seven-
point scale (terrible-delighted) at both occasions. When only those respondents
who reported that there had been no major changes in their lives during the
~interval between surveys were included, the stability of the responses were
increased further.

Importantly here, public opinion, or attitudes at an aggregate level, appears
to be remarkably stable over long periods of time. For example, a recent
examination of public opinion in the Unite Siates over a 45-year period
(1935-1979) revealed little change on most issues (Page and Shapiro, 1982). Of
613 issues for which repeated measures were available, significant change
obtained on fewer than half of them. Opinion shifts of less than 10 per cent in
levels of agreement or disagreement were evident for most of the issues that did
show change. Moreover, these changes which were observed (i.e., civil rights;
civil liberties) were neither abrupt nor capricious. Rather, they generally tended
to be smooth and gradual over sustained periods. Even those minority of changes
in public opinion that appeared to be abrupt were directly related to major and
relatively sudden changes in the domestic or world situation. Other research
(e.g., Rokeach, 1979; Davis, 1980) substantiates these findings overshorter time
periods. These data, then, strongly arguc against the view that public opinion is
highly unstable and continually fluctuating in a random or unpredicatable
fashion. They also suggest that information from such surveys on most issues
should not become rapidly outdated since, at the aggregate level, public opinion
scems to be very stable.

The issue of opinion change is especially critical in the present study because
the data were collected in late 1976 and early 1977. Since that time, economic
conditions in Ireland have worsened considerably. Asa result, more people have
had experience with unemployment, social welfare and economic hardship.
Undoubtedly, these experiences will have influenced beliefs and attitudes
1owards poverty, the poor and social welfare. Such changes, however, would be
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expected o be systematic and not random. Specificalty, although the extent of such
changes cannot be estimated without additional data, it is likely that beliefs
about poverty and related issues have moved more in the direction of attributing
poverly primarily to environmental factors and less to the individual. We also
would anticipate that attitudes towards poor people (c.g., “a person on the
dole”) will have become more accepting. However, with regard to improving
social wellare bencfits, we would expect, in light of the mounting concern over
high levels of taxation, that such prapositions will now be regarded as more
“costly’” and, thus, less “feasible”, even though they may still be regarded as
“good” and “desirable”.

Another criticism of public opinion surveys has been that they merely reflect
the attitudes and the values of the particular elites in a society who have been
most successful at communicating with and persuading the public (e.g.,
McCullagh, 1981). At its most extreme, this criticism suggests that the public
really does not have beliefs and attitudes other than those communicated by
elites and thus, that which is important to study s not public opinion, but rather
how elites form and mobilise public opinion.

In this context, it is important to understand that public opinion does not
necessarily appear to conform to the opinions of policy makers within a socicty.
Recent research, for example, indicates that liberalising changes in public
opinion preceded the decision by policy makers to implement civil rights
legislation in the United States (Burnstein, 1979). In this instance, public
opinion cither changed despite the elites (many of whom resisted such changes),
or at least had o be available beforehand in order to bring about the changed
policy. A similar situation also has been noted in Ireland where public attitudes
wwards the IRA are apparently in conflict with those of many policy makers
(sce, Davis and Sinnott, 1979, 1982).

This criticism also fails to recognise that not all important political and social
behaviour is organised by elites or is even collective in nature. Individual
instrumenial behaviour (e.g., voting, letter writing or other attempted direct
contact with decision makers) and individual expressive behaviour (e.g., riots,
displays of hostility, atiacks on opponents, spontaneous civil disobedience} are
also possible. The role of public attitudes in these types of behaviour seems to be
very important. Attitudes towards the incumbent, for example, has been found
to explain 85 per cent of the variance in the outcome of presidential elections in
the United States between 1940 and 1980 (Lewis-Beck and Rice, 1982).
Similarly, attitudes towards the IRA has been observed to be related to
precentage of first preference voting for National H-Block Commitice
candidates in the border counties in Ireland in the 1981 general election (Davis
and Sinnoty, 1982). The role of auitudes in civil disturbances also has been
documented. For example, individual acts of violence towards blacks in South
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Boston following federally ordered bussing to achicve school integration, have
been found to be related to personal and political attitudes (Begley and Alker,
1982). Thus, individual attitudes and behaviour and public opinion can have
important political and social consequences.

Given that attitudes and public opinion can have important implications,
what role should public opinion surveys play in policy decision making and,
more generally, in public affairs? This question has been the subject of consider-
able debate both in Ircland (c.g., McCullagh, 1981; Davis and Sinnou, 1982)
and elsewhere {(c.g., Blumer, 1948; Davison, 1972; Mickievicz, 1972-73;
Ditlman, 1977). It is perhaps most usclul to consider survey data as one part ofan
information or communication system and to ask what rolc they can play in this
system (Davison, 1972; Dillman, 1977).

One important function of public opinion surveys is that they can serve o
explain or describe public opinion to decision makers (Sudman, 1982; Gallup,
1965). That is, they can show who is concerned with a particular issue or policy
and the extent of involvement by various groups within the public. Thus, such
surveys can serve as one imporiant indicator of where potential support or resis-
tance to policy decisions may be and where public opinion may be mobilised or
organised lor or against a particular issue or policy.

Public opinion surveys also can serve as a feedback mechanism for decision
makers (Hyman and Sheatsley, 1947; Dillman, 1977; Sudman, 1982). They can
indicate how well informed people are about an issue and what their reactions to
a particular decision are. In this manner, such surveys may serve as a substitute
lor direct and possibly disruptive political action by identifying gricvances
before they become acute. Moreover, they may serve (o identify the needs of
specific groups that otherwise might not be heard becausce of lack of numbers or
resources.

Surveys of this kind can aid in the downward low of communication to the
public by informing decision makers as to who should be addressed concerning
which issues and how (Diltman, 1977). Thus, survey data can help identily areas
ol misinformation and misunderstanding coneerning policy decistons and they
can guide decision makers in their use ol persuasion and education regarding
particular policies and issues. This use of public opinion surveys should be
particularly helplul where the issues involved are complex and where conthicting
sociclal goals may exist.

Finally, surveys of public attitudes also can aid in the lateral llow of
communications by providing individuals with information going beyond their
range of direct obscrvation. That is, dissemination of data from these surveys can
help clarily for both decision makers and members of the general public how
their own beliels and attiudes are similar 1o or diflerent rom those of others.
Thus, surveys can inform people about the belicts and attitudes of their primary
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reference groups and of their society and about how these compare with other
groups and other societies. In this fashion, data from such surveys may help pro-
mote intergroup communication and understanding by informing people about
themselves and others. They may also help aggregate and mobilise opinion by
showing individuals the extent to which their beliefs are typical or atypical and
by indicating where social support may be obtained.

Public opinion surveys can significantly contribute to policy making and to
public afTairs. However, this does not suggest that majority public preferences
should be invariably accepted as mandates by policy decision makers. Such a
situation would lead to an unreasonable conservatism in failing to go beyond
sampled opinions and attitudes to a consideration of their incidence in different
subgroups whose interests also should be recognised in any pluralist society.
Morcover, as Dillman (1977) notes, the complexities of the decision making
process, the existence of information available only to those in decision making
roles, and changing societal conditions are all factors that tend to preclude the
making of decisions on this basis. However, he concludes that while the attitudes
and preferences of the general public cannot be used as sole guides to decision
making, they should be one source. This, however, depends to a great extent
upon the ability of behavioural and social scientists to portray these attitudes
and preferences accurately.

Perceptions of Poverty

Very little research has addressed attitudes towards and perceptions of
poverty in Ireland. Surveysfocusing exclusively on Irish samples {e.g., MacGréil
1977) usually have included only a few items concerning attitudes about specific
disadvantaged groups and have been limited in terms of scope and sampling.
More extensive published surveys dealing with attitudes towards socio-
economic issues {e.g.,, Riffault and Rabier, 1977; Davis, Fine-Davis and
Mecehan, 1982; Fine-Davis and Davis, 1982) have been broad in scope or cross-
culwural in nature. By necessity, such approaches are limited in what they can
achieve because of their generality. Thus, much of our information about
attitudes towards and perceptions of poverty muast come from research
conducted elsewhere, particularly the United States, Great Britain, India,
Australia and Europe. While some caution must be exercised in directly
applying reserch findings from other social contexts o the Irish sitvation, since
there may be significant historical, economic, and social differences that have
influenced social attitudes, this is not to say they are irrelevant to the Irish
situation. Such research may help guide further studies and p'irtl(.ular patterns
of findings that may be replicated in Ireland.

The literature relevant to beliefs about poverty is examined in the following
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sections. The first section is concernced with describing certain social-
psychological principles that may be pertinent to understanding attitudes
towards and perceptions of poverty. Models concerning causal atiribution are
considered particularly important. The second section is concerned with
attributions about the causes of poverty and the conscquences such beliels may
have. The relationships between socio-demographic variables and varying
perceptions of poverty also are discussed, as are the possible implications of
ideological, attitudinal and dispositional factors. While the extant literature on
these latier topics is scant, they are potentially of great importance. The major
gaps in the literature are examined, and suggestions are made about the
potential usefulness of the present study in investigating some issues. Finally,
some general hypotheses or expectations based on previous research and on
theoretical considerations are described.

Cognitive Processes that May Influence Beliefs About Poverty

Attribution Theory

In its broadest sense, attribution theory is concerned with the attempts of
ordinary people to explain the causes of the events they witness. Specifically, it
examines the implication of considering man as an intuitive scientist who uses
certain assumptions, data, methods and analyses in attempting to understand
the world (Ross, 1977). A particularly important implication of this model is
that man as an intuitive scientist is subject to systematic biases and short-
comings. Thus, there will be consequent biases to his image of the world and in
the society built as a result of these images. What is particularly relevant is that
people generally have been shown to make major systematic errors in thinking
and reasoning. We will now consider the extent to which these biases might be
relevant to perceptions of poverty. While attribution theory has proposed
scveral general principles about the kinds of biases that affect causal beliefs, and
there is a great deal of evidence supporting these principles, this evidence
primarily is derived from laboratory-based experiments involving more or less
peripheral attitudes. Thus, an effort 1o relate these principles to data about
important social beliefs expressed in large-scale surveys may be of some
theoretical as well as empirical importance.,

The Fundamental Atiribution Error

The fundamental error is the general tendency to overestimatc the
importance of personal or dispositional factors relative to environmental
inlluences in explaining the behaviours of others {Heider, 1958; Ross, 1977). In
other words, individuals are likely to infer broad dispositions to correspond with
and explain observed patterns of behaviour while overlooking the importance of
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relevant environmental forces and constraints. Thus, regardless of what the
“real” causes of behaviour are, there is a strong bias towards regarding
intrapersonal characteristics as being of primary importance while neglecting
situational factors. The evidence on this point comes [rom a variety of
experimental contexts. We would thus expect people, generally, to see poverty
as resulting from the personal characteristics of the poor themselves, rather than
from social or structural inequaliies.

Actor-Observer Differences

Psychological principles dealing with actor-observer differences in causal
attribution may be particularly relevant since they may predict systematic
differences between income and socio-economic groups in their explanations of
poverty. In an elaboration of the fundamental attribution error, Jones and Davis
(1965) proposed that there is a tendancy to attribute one’s own behaviour to
circumstances or the social environment while attributing the behaviour of
others to personal dispositions or traits. This tendency has been confirmed in a
number of studies (¢.g., Jones and Davis, 1965; Jonesand Nisbett, 1971). Such a
difference in attributed causality is seen to arise [rom a need to maintain self-
esteem and to justify onc’s own behaviour, and also from fundamental differ-
ences in the information available 1o an actor as opposed o an observer,
Specifically, actors have information about thetr own internal states and feelings
and about the variability of their behaviours across situations and times. Such
information is usually unavailable or only partially available to observers. Thus,
observers are likely to assume that an actor’s behaviours are consistent with his
or her past behaviours and, moreover, with his or her internal states and
dispositions. Beyond this, diflerent aspects of a situation are likely 1o be salient
for actors and observers. Inany particularsituation, the actor is more likely to be
attending to the environment while the ohserver is more likely to be attending to
the actor’s behaviour, thus overlooking the importance of the environment.

Extending this principle to the perception of poverty leads one to expect that
individuals of lower income or lower socio-economic status, because they are
likely to be analogous 1o actors, should be more likely to attnibute the causes of
poveriy to environmental or fatalistic causes. Conversely, individuals ol higher
income should be more likely o attribute poverty to dispositional causes.

Belief in a Just World

It has been proposed (e.g., Lerner, 1975) that there is a gencral need for people
1o pereeive the world as being just, fairand equitable. This tendency results [rom
the fact that any evidence that justice is not preserved is threatening because it
intreduces insecurity and unpredictability and thus “calls into question one’s
own prior commitmenis, efforts, unfulfilled investments, and present beliels, and
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allows one’s immediate impulses and desires to surface” (Lerner, Miller and
Holmes, 1976, p. 137). As a rcsult, people will tend to perceive that others
deserve the outcomes that befall them. Because negative outcomes are
particularly threatening, this tendency should be most pronounced in the case
where misfortune befalls a particular individual or group. In the context of
poverty, we would thus expect that people will tend 10 derogate the poor and
hold them responsible for their own condition by attributing poverty to personal
characteristics and by disregarding faic, luck or structural factors.

f5go Defensive Bias

A number of social-psychological perspectives, including attribution theory,
propose that people will strive to maintain and enhance positive conceptions of
themselves and positive presentations to others (¢.g., Wills, 1981; Schlenker,
1980; Rokecach, 1973). Thus, they are likely to claim credit for their own
successes and avoid blame for their own failures. Those less well-off may thus
Jusuily their position in terms of factors beyond their control, such as bad luck or
structural inequalities. Moreover, in a sitvation in which resources are not
equally distribuied, those who are relatively well-ofT may justily their position in
terms of their own positive characieristics and the inadequacies of others. Thus,
the tendency to blame poverty on personal factors may serve a social function by
rationalising existing income and status differences (Gans, 1972).

Saltence

The frequency with which behaviours or events occur can also influence the
attribution process. Specifically, it has been proposed (Taylor and Fiske, 1978)
that dispositional attributions are more likely when an actor’s behaviour is more
salient relative to situational factors. Novel or uncommon behaviours, because
they are more salient, are thus more likely 10 be perceived as resulting from the
personal characteristics of those involved. Conversely, situational attributions
are more likely to result when behaviours are relatively common and thus less
salient. Extending this to the present context suggests that those who perceive
poverty as a relatively uncommon occurrence also should be more likely to
attribute it 1o dispositional factors such as lack of motivation on the part of the
poor themselves. Those who perceive poverty as relatively common should be
more likely to attribute it to social or structural causes.

There are a number of other biases that affect cveryday attributions and that
may also be significant (e.g., the heuristics or informal decision-making criteria
scem to depart a great deal from conventional statistical models). For the
moment, however, the principles outlined above provide a basis for under-
standing the cognitive processes that may mediate perceptions of poverty.
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Perceptions of the Causes of Poverty: A Luterature Review
Beliefs About the Causes af Poverty

Initial information on beliefs about the causes of poverty came largely from
single items in opinion polls. Questions were typically phased in terms of internal
vs. external causes, or were subsequently interpreted in such terms. Generally,
such polls revealed a tendency for internal attributions about poverty to
predominate. For example, a national survey of Americans carried out in 1945
by the Office of Opinion Research at Princeton University asked “‘why some of
the people are always poor?” (Williamson, 1974a,b). In response to this open-
ended question, the majority of responses emphasised lack of eflort and
initiative, mismanagement, poor character or related personal causes.
Relatively few respondents mentioned societal factors such as differences in
employment and educational opportunities, or exploitation. Twenty years later
a Gallup Poll asked whether “‘lack of effort or circumstances beyond control”
were responsible for poverty. As with the earlier poll, a majority of the
respondents endorsed individual causes: approximately 40 per cent blamed
poverty on lack of effort, 2% per cent on circumstances and 28 per cent on both
causes. Gans (1972) cites a number of smaller studies that indicate similar trends.
However, besides their limited scope, these early studies are flawed because they
do not differentiate between various types of internal and external causes (e.g.,
external causes which were inevitable and those which could be controlled).
Furthermore, they [ail to examine the implications of such perceptions for
attitudes towards the poor and social welfare policy.

The first large-scale studies dealing thoroughly and exclusively with percep-
tions of poverty were conducted by Feagin (1972, 1975}). To assess the extent to
which various causes were considered to be important in determining poverty, a
targe national sample of adult Americans were asked to rate a list of “‘reasons
some people give to explain why there are poor people in this country’. The
items, which were paraphrases of explanations obtained during pilot interviews
and from public discussions of poverty, were as follows:

1. Lack of thrift and proper money management by poor people
Lack of effort by the poor themselves
Lack of ability and talent among poor people
Loose morals and drunkenness
Sickness and physical handicaps
Low wages in some businesses and industries
Failure of society to provide good schools for many Americans
Prejudice and discrimination against Negrocs
Failure of privite industry to provide enough jobs
Being taken advantage of by rich people
Just bad luck.

S R
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The respondents were asked to say whether each reason was “‘very
important”, “somewhat important’” or “not important” in causing poverty.
The order given above reflects the order in which they were seen as “very
impertant’’. Thus, 58 per cent and 55 per cent of the sample regarded lack of
thrilt and the lack of effort as being very important, respectively, while only 27

. per cent regarded the failure of private industry and 18 per cent regarded being

taken advantage of by rich people as very important. Using these 11 items,
Feagin then devised three scales based on perceived locus of responsibility for
poverty. The first scale consisted of items that located the responsibility for
poverty in the character of the poor themselves. Feagin suggested that thisscale
represented individualisiic explanations of poverty. The second scale consisted of
items that lecated the responsibility for poverty in aspects of the social and
cconomic systems. These items represented structural explanations of poverty.
The third scale represented fatalistic explanations ol poverty and consisted of
items that placed responsibility outside both the individual and socicty. In
addition o the obvious face validity of these scales, a factor analysis conflirmed
three distinct factors corresponding to this a prier: classification.

The findings based on these three scales showed that 53 per cent of Americans
considered individualistic explanations to be very important, and only 18 per
cent regarded fatalistic explanations as very important. To what extent is this
tendency to “blame the victims” true only for Americans® To answer this
question, Feather (1974} asked a sample of Australians to make judgements on
the same 1l items. A comparison of the American and Australian samples
revealed that they both regarded lack of thrift and proper money management
as the most important causes of poverty. Both groups also emphasised lack of
eflort and ability and loose morals and drunkenness as important. However, it is
interesting that the Australian sample perceived sickness and physical handicap
as being almost as important as lack of thriflt and money management. Thus,
there was a significant shift in emphasis towards fatalistic, as opposed (o
individualistic, explanations of poverty among the Australian sample. However,
this shift is not maintained across other items (e.g., bad luck was regarded as very
important by only 9 per cent and 8 per cent of Australian and American
samples, respectively).

Furnham (1982a) atiempted to replicate the American and Australian results
in Great Britain. While his subjects were drawn only from upper and middle-
class backgrounds and all came from the samc arca of England, the factor
structure emerging [rom his analysis closely approximated the solutions
identified in America and Australia and his results concerning attributions
about poverty were very similar to those previously reported.Similar resulis also
have been reported for India (Sinha, Jain and Pandey 1980). Thus, there does
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scemn o be a general wendency 1o structure beliefs about poverty along
individualistic, structural and fatalistic dimensions and, morcover, to blame
poverty on the poor themsclves. However, it is also worth noting that there
appears to be some cross-cultural variability in this latter tendency. In broad
study of EEC couniries (Riffault and Rabier, 1977} it was found using a single
forced choice item that relatively higher precentages of respondents from the
United Kingdom, Luxembourg, and Ireland agreed that poverty primarily
resulted from laziness and lack of willpower. Considerably [ewer respondents
from thesc countries agreed that poverty was due to social injustice. In contrast,
the opposite pattern was found for other countries such as laly and France.
Interestingly, the Irish respondents also tended to be more fatalistic about
poverty than were those [rom other EEC countries. A slightly higher proportion
than average agreed that poverty was mainly due to bad luck.

Attributions Regarding the Poverty of Specific Target Groups

The studies reviewed thus far have dealt with perceptions of poverty among
unspecificd groups. It has emerged in recent work that providing a context of
time or specific information regarding the target group may change the locus of
causal attributions about poverty. Huber and Form (1973}, for example, asked
respondents in Michigan why they thought most people went on relief in the
Great Depression of the 1930s and why most people have gone on reliclin the last
six years. They found that only 4 per cent named personal attributions as the
cause of being on reliel in the 1930s, while 54 per cent gave this reason for being
on relief in recent years. Thus, it is apparent that perceptions of the prevailing
socio-cconomic circumstances surrounding unemployment, and presumably
poverty, may influence the extent to which individualistic attributions are
made. The attributes of the target groups may also be important, Furnham
(1982a), for example, asked an English sample to imagine poor people from four
specific groups and 1o rate them in relation to external or internal explanations
of their poverty. The four groups were described as a black(white) person, born
in England, from a working{middle)-class background. It emerged that the
explanations of poverty varied significantly depending on the target group being
considered. For example, societal explanations were rated as more important lor
black working-class poor. Similarly, Forgas, Morris and Furnham (1982} found
that social status and cthnicity of the target person had a major influence on
judgements about the causes of affluence in an Australian sample.

Accuracy of Beliefs About the Poor
Only a few studies have examined the extent to which beliefs about the poor
and causes of poverty may or may not be true. Most work has been concerned
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with the content and organisation of these perceptions, rather than with whether
or not they are veridical. However, Feagin (1975) indicates thay, infact, thereis
very little congruence between popular beliels about the poorand the realities of
poverty. He found, for example, that 6] per cent of respondents to national
surveys in the United Siates agreed with the statement that “Many women
getting welfare money are having illegitimate babies 1o increase the moncy they
get”. Yet, all the available evidence suggested that this statement was strictly
untrue. Furthermaore, such an action would have made little sense since the
increase in wellare payments was minimal at the ime. Feagin also found that 71
per cent agreed that “Many people getting wellare money are not honest about
their need”, while only 17 per cent disagreed with this statement. Yet, carciully
conducted studies revealed that less than 6 per cent of wellare recipients were
actually incligible. Furthermore, an examination of the reasons for ineligibifity
showed that a greater proportion were ineligible because of welfare authority
ervor than because of dishonesty or fraud.

Of direct relevance (o the accuracy of attributions about the causes ol poverty
is a study by Goodwin {1973) that examined the life aspirations and work cthic of
poor people, and compared thesc with the preceptions of the poor by middle-
class respondents. His findings indicate that middle-class pcople mistakenly
assumed that wellare recipients had low aspirations and a low work cthic. In
reality this was not the case. The poor, in fact, expressed high aspirations and
regardcd work positively. In general, rescarch indicates that the work values and
attitudes of the poor differ very little from those of the more well-to-do (e.g.,
Rokeach, 1973; Davidson and Gaitz, 1974). Thus, there seems to be little evid-
ence that there is a “culture of poverty’ as has been suggested (Lewis, 1968) and
it scems unlikely that poverty is perpetuated by work values and beliels that are
distinctive from those of the dominant culture (Raossi and Blum, 1968;
Rainwater, 1968; Townsend, 1979).

Relationships Between Socto-Demographic Characteristics and Beliefs about Poverty

Income and Social Class

Of the various socio-demographic variables, income has received the greatest
attention. The rescarch in this area primarily has been influenced by
psychological theories dealing with actor-observer dilferences in causal
attribution which predict systematic differences between income groups in rela-
non 10 explanations of poverty. In general, the resulis of studics in the United
States weakly support the prediction that higher income respondents are more
likely to endorse individualistic explanations of poverty. The differences are not
very great, however. For example, Feagin (1972) found that 55 per cent of
middle-income Americans favoured individualistic explanations of poverty,
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while 51 per cent of a low-income group agreed with such an explanation. With
regard to structural factors, 28 per cent of the low-income group and 23 percent
of the middle-income group indicated their support for such an explanation.
The finding that income is a consistent but weak predictor of beliefs about the
motivation of the poor is further supported by Williamson (1974a,b) who
measured the extent to which poverty was percecived 1o be due to low motivation
and lack of effort. The correlation between income and perceived motivation of
the poor was r = -.14.

Studics using social class indicators other than income also have found a weak
tendency for middle-class respondents in the United States to have more
negative images of poor people (Rytina, Form and Pecase, 1970; Alston and
Dean, 1972; Rainwater, 1968). Surprisingly, Lcahy (1981) suggested that these
differences between social classes in their perceptions of poverty develop priorto
adolescence. He rcported that middle-class adolescents were more likely 1o
mention the personal traits of the poor in accounting for economic incqualities
than were working-class adolescents.

The cvidence on income differences in the perception of poverty is more
tentative outside the United States. Research in Australia (Feather, 1974)
suggests that there may be a curvilinear relationship between income and
readiness to use individualistic explanations of poverty in that country. It was
found that a middle-income group attributed poverty less to lack of effort by the
poor than did either high-income or low-income groups. More recently,
however, Forgas, Morris and Furnham (1982) failed 10 find significant effects of
income on attributions for economic success in an Australian sample.

On the whole, there does not appear to be any clear relationship between
income or social class and perceptions of poverty in Europe (Riffault and
Rabier, 1977). However, four studies in Great Britain that have examined these
issues in detail suggest small social class differences in perceptions of poverty in
that country consistent with those reported in the United States. Furnham
(1982a, b, ¢; 1983), for example, found that those of higher socio-economic status
were somewhat more likely to attribute poverty to dispositional traits and less
likely to attribute it to social or structural causes. However, he suggests that
political-ideological differences may be more immediately important than social
class or income in determining these attributions. Bell and Robinson (1978) also
reported small social class differences in the perceptions of poverty in Great
Britain, but the relationship was again weak and seemed to depend on other
factors.

Studies in India indicate that, in that country, the relationship between
income and tendency to blame poverty on the individual may not obtain. In
fact, the obverse relationship may hold. Sinha, Jain and Pandey (1980)
categorised 120 subjects from a North Indian city into high income or low
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income and into those with or without ownership of the means of production.
Contrary to the studies in the United Kingdom and the United States, the
results indicated that low-income respondents perceived the cause of poverty as
more due to dispositional factors than did high-income respondents.
Furthermore, it was the low-income non-owners of the means of production who
placed the greatest blame on the poor. Later work (Pandey, Kakkarand Bohra,
1982; Pandey, Sinha, Prakash and Tripathi, 1982) provides further support for
the tendency of the poor in India to blame themselves for their own misfortune.
Al least two conclusions seem warranted concerning income, social class and
perceptions of poverty. First, only in the United States and Great Britain does a
fairly consistent relationship appear 1o exist between income or social class and
the tendency o blame the poor for poverty. This relationship, however, is very
weak. Sccondly, the evidence from other countries reveals no consistent pattern,
suggcesting that cultural, historical, ideological and political factors may play an
important part in determining prevailing atiributions about poverty.

Age

Of all the demographic variables that have been investigated, age shows the
most consistent relationship with perceptions of poverty. There is widespread
agreement that older people tend to give more fatalistic explanations of poverty
and also 10 regard individualistic factors as more important. This tendency is
clearly seen in the results of Feagin’s (1975} study in America which found that
only 9 per cent of people under thirty gave fatalistic explanations of poverty
while 24 per cent of those filty or older gave such explanations. For the same age
groups, the per cent giving individualistic explanations of poverty were 42 and
62 respectively. Results from Australia (Feather, 1974) also support this
relationship: with increasing age there is a tendency to endorse fatalistic reasons
for poverty like sickness and handicap and individualistic reasons like lack of
thrift and proper money management. Williamson (1974a, b) also reported that
older subjects tend 1o see the poor as less well motivated to work. What is less
clear is whether these differences reflect historical or cultural change (i.¢., cohort
differences) or reflect developmental changes during the life cycle. Since all of
the data have come from cross-sectional studies, the available information is
simply inadequate to answer these questions. Longitudinal studies would be
required to settle this point.

Rural-Urban Background

Only a few studies have examined the extent to which urban and rural
dwellers differ in their perceptions of poverty. Yet, what cvidence exists is very
consistent in suggesting that those from rural backgrounds are more likely to put
greater emphasis on individualistic factors in their explanations of poverty.
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Osgood (1977) found on a variety of attitude indicators that rural residents in
America had more negative beliefs about the motivation of the poor and were
less likely than urban dwellers to support welfare programmes. Respondents in
rural areas were also less likely 1o trust the honesty of welfare recipients and were
more likely 1o feel that people would stop working if it became casy for them to
obtain welfare benefits. In addition, a larger percentage of respondents in rural
arcas disagrecd with the idea that it is the responsibility of the government to
make sure that everyone has a good job. Similar patterns of rural-urban differ-
ences have been reported by Williamson (1974a, b) for America and by Riffault
and Rabicr (1977) for the EEC. However, in India, such rural-urban diflerences
apparently do not obtain in relation to pereeptions of poverty (Pandey, Kakkar
and Bohra, 1982).

Cender

Of the studics that have reported gender diflerences, the majority have shown
either minor differences or a complex pattern of interaction of sex and other
variables. Thus, Feagin (1975) and Fecather (1974) showed only minor
differences between men and women and these differences were not indicative of
any particular trend in attributions about poverty. These findings are in close
agreement with those of other studies which show few consistent sex diflcrences
in relation to stratification and images of social classes (¢.g., Ritter and Hargens,
1975). An exception 10 these results was found in India where females perceived
poverty as functionally more important (i.e., playing a positive role in main-
taining the status quo) than did males (Pandey, Kakkar and Bohra, 1982).

Fducation

The extent to which level of education influences the perception of poverty is
of considerable interest. Intuitively, it might scem that a more compassionate
view on the causes of poverty (i.e., attributions to causes beyond the individual’s
control) should be positively related to educational attainment. In this regard,
the evidence is rather disappointing. In general, the research from America
suggests that the more educated tend to blame the victims ol poverty slightly
more than the less educated. Feagin (1975), for example, found that respondents
with a primary school education or less were the least inclined to blame poverty
on individualistic factors, those with post-primary educations were most
inclined to blame poverty on the traits of the poor and those with a college
education were only marginally tess inclined to do so than the middle education
group. Williamson (1974a, b) also reports a low correlation between level of
education and tendency 1o derogate the motivation of the poor. In Australia,
Feather {1974) reports a similar pattern. While the differences between
cchucational groups were not large, the groups with the lowest level of




educational attainment tended to place more importance on structural causes of
poverty and on bad luck as a cause of poverty. In contrast, there issome evidence
for the EEC countries as a whole to suggest that the more educated may tend to
perccive social injustice as the primary cause of poverty somewhat more
lrequently than the less educated (Riffault and Rabier, 1977).

General Altitudes, Personal Characteristics and Perceptions of Poverty

Most researchers concerned with attitudes towards the poor have neglected
the importance of general attitudinal orientations and personahty
characteristics. Very hittle information is thus available concerning the
relationships between such variables and perceptions of poverty. However, a
vast social-psychological literature has established relationships between
attitudinal and personality variables, on the one hand, and attributional style,
beliels, and perceptions of a variety of social issues on the other. Hence, some
suggestions as to possible relationships between personality and attitudinal
variables and perceptions of poverty can be made, based on the hypothesised
nature of the constructs in question and their known relationships with other
attitudes.
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fdeological Beliefs

Only a few studies have examined the relationship between political
alliliation, political ideology and perceptions of the causes of poverty. However,
it might be expected that individualistic attributions would be more typical of
the political right and structural attributions of the political left. In this light,
Pandey, Sinha, Prakash and Tripathi (1982) examined the beliefs of students
who Dbelonged to  right-wing  activist  organisations, left-wing activist
organisations, or politically neutral organisations in India. It emerged that left-
wing activists and those belonging to neutral organisations attributed poverty
more to governmental policies and socictal factors than did right-wing activists.
Furnham (1982a, b, ¢) also found that political ideology had a strong influence
on pereeptions of poverty in Great Britain. Conservatives judged individualistic
explanations of poverty as more important than did Labour supporters who, in
turn, judged socictal explanations to be more important than did Conservatives.
Consistent differences between Conservative and Labour voters in relation to
attitudes to social security, were also found by Furnham (1983). Similar
ideological differences appear to underlie attributions concerning aflluence
(Furnham, 1983; Forgas, Morris and Furnham, 1982).

Religion and Religiosity
Relhigious beliels have been considered to be particularly important in
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understanding attitudes towards the poor since Lenski (1966) reported that
white Protestants and Jews were more individualistic and competition-oriented
while white Catholics were more collectivistic and security-oriented. Lenski
construed these findings as supporting Weber's (1930) thesis on the relationship
between the Protestant Ethic and the rise of capitalism.

As a result of this difference in value orientations it might be expected that
Protestants and Jews would be more likely to blame poverty on individualistic
causes than would Catholics. However, recent data offer only tenuous support
for this thesis. Feagin (1972), for example, found that Protestants stressed
individualistic explanations of poverty only slightly more than Catholics.
Furthermore, race emerged as an important mediating variable, with black
Protestants emphasising structural explanations of poverty more than any other
group. The evidence presented by Williamson (1974a, b) suggests a similar weak
relationship between religious background and a measure of perceived work
motivation of the poor. Respondents with a Catholic background tended to give
a slightly more favourable view of the motivation of the poor than did Pro-
testants. However, religious background accounted for only 2 per cent of the
variance in these attributions. Australian data (Feather, 1974) again show the
same pattern, with Protestants giving more individualistic reasons than
Catholics. However, these differences reached only marginal significance. More
recent research relating 1o perceptions of poverty (Furnham, 1982¢, 1984)
indicates that beliefin the Protestant Ethic, rather than religion per se, is associated
with more [requent use of dispositional attributions about unemployment.
Similarly, Feather (1983) has shown that adherence to the Protestant Ethic
generally is associated with more frequent use of dispositional attributions and
with less frequent use of structural or external attributions.

In addition to religious background, a number of studies have investigated the
relationship between extent of commitment or adherence to religion and out-
group prejudice. Although no data are available concerning religiosity and
perceptions of the causes of poverty, it consistently has been shown that
religiosity is directly related to prejudice towards outgroups {e.g., Allport, 1954,
1959; Allport and Ross, 1967). Although Rokeach (1969) reporis findings which
cast doubt on this relationship as far as American Catholics are concerned,
resecarch in Ireland has shown that for Catholics here this relationship does seem
to hold. For example, Davis, Fine-Davis, Breathnach and Moran (1977} found a
significant positive relationship (r = .34) between religiosity and a measure of
outgroup (anit-itinerant) prejudice developed by the authors as a parallel to
previously developed anti-Semitism scales. Also of direct relevance here,
Sorrentino and Hardy (1974) have shown a significant positive relationship bet-
ween religiosity and belief in a just world. These findings thus suggest that
religiosity may be linked to prejudice against the poor, a beliel that poor people
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deserve their fates, and that poverty is due to the personal traits of the poor.

Self-esteem

Self-esteem recently has received considerable theoretical and empirical
attention and has been found 10 influence a wide variety of interpersonal
behaviours (e.g., Coopersmith, 1967; Wylie, 1974; Wellsand Marwell, 1976). It
seems likely that any relationship between self-estcem and the perception of
poverty would be mediated through a “downward comparison’ principle or the
tendency to increase one’s own subjective well-being through a comparison with
and derogation of less fortunate others. It has been proposed that individuals
with low self-esteem are more likely to engage in downward comparison since
they have a greater need to enhance or restore their feelings of self-worth (Wills,
1981). Consistent with this proposition, there is some evidence that low self-
esteem is related 1o negative attitudes towards a number of outgroups (e.g.,
Brodbeck and Perlmutter, 1954; Suinn, 1961). Furthermore, recent research
indicates that those of low self-esteem are morc likely 1o attribute the misfortunes
of others to dispositional causes (Feather, 1983). In the present context, those
with low selfl-esteem might thus be more likely 10 derogate the poor and to use
dispositional attributions for poverty.

Anomia

Anomie, a sociolagical concept attributable to Durkheim, relers o a property
in society in which there is a state of normlessness. Its psychological counterpart,
anomia, refers Lo a state of the individual. An exhaustive review by Seeman (1975)
indicates that anomia tends to be associated with perceptions of powerlessness,
inability to control one's fate and social alienation. The fact that anomia is
closely associated with such perceptions suggests that persons who are high on
anomia may be likely to perceive poverty as inevitable and be more likely to
endorse [atalistic views about poverty and its causes. They also may be mere
likely to reject legitimatce social means for alleviating poverty. One of the few
studies examining the relationship between personality factors and perceptions
of poverty focused on internal vs. external locus of control, an important facet of
anomia (Sinha, Jain and Pandey, 1980). This study, however, found no overall
significant relationship between locus of control and perceptions of poverty.

Interpersonal Trust

The recent work of Rotter (c.g., 1980) indicates that interpersenal trust may
be relevant to understanding attributions about poverty. Generally speaking,
people scoring high on inerpeersonal trust have been found 10 have more
favourable views of human motivation and also of human capacities and are
more likely o attribute sincerity to others. In line with this, respondents who are
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more trusting, therefore, may be less likely to blame poverty on the dispositional
traits of the poor.

Authoritarianism

The original work on the authoritarian personality (Adorno, Frenkel-Bruns-
wik, Levinson and Sanford, 1950) strongly suggests that those holding authorit-
arian attitudes arc likely to denigrate any minority group that is in a weak and
vulnerable position. The authoritarian personality implies a political outiook
and a social philosophy which has no room for anything buta desperate clinging
to what appears to be strong and a “disdainful rejection of whatever is relegated
to the bottom” (Adorno, et al., 1950, p. 971). On these grounds, it would be
expected that authoritarians would be inclined to denigrate poor people, pre-
sumably by blaming them for their own misfortunes.

The Main Shoricomings in the Extant Literature

Apart from the paucity of national surveys, the major gaps in the literature
hinge on the failure 1o explore the significance of what has been found in relation
to the perception of poverty. Very few studies have inquired as to how respon-
dents felt about appropriate remedies for poverty. Instead, most rescarchers
have simply assumed that a tendency to perceive poverty as due to individual-
istic traits will have behavioural implications: that is, that individuals withsuch
an orientation would oppose social welfare programmes. However, the social
psychological literature clearly indicates that the attitude-behaviour relation-
ship is vastly more complicated than this assumption would suggest.
Expectations, norms, and values, as well as multiple (rather than single)
attitudes may be involved in mediating any given behaviour (e.g., Ajzen and
Fishbein, 1970, 1972; Erlich, 1969; Rokeach and Kleijunas, 1972; Rokeach,
1973; Bagozzi and Burnkrant, 1979). In this regard, little information has been
obtained about the influence of personality and general attitudinal variables on
specific attitudes and behaviour relating to poverty. In most studies, f{indings
about major demographic differences are presented and little is said about how
other personality or attitudinal factors might operate. This omission is a serious
one since such information could indicate how beliefs about poverty are related
to other beliefs and ultimately to behaviour. Such information is potentially
valuable in suggesting ways of changing beliefs about poverty.

A final gap in the literature concerns the lack of a link between prejudice
towards minority groups and attitudes towards the poor. At what point do
beliefs about the causes of poverty shade into prejudice? To what extent is the
tendency to blame the victims of poverty due to their minority group status? Is
being poor a sufficient cause for the prejudice or must a group have additional
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characteristics for this to occur? Again, the answer to these questions could have
important implications for the consequences of different perceptions of poverty
and for questions regarding ways in which beliefs about poverty might be
changed.

Expectations

No formal hypotheses guided the design of the survey questions and thus, this
study largely must be considered exploratory. However, certain expectations or
general hypotheses concerning explanations of poverty were [ormulated on the
basis of the theories and literature reviewed here. These gencral hypotheses led
to the following expectations:

. It was anticipated that the structures underlying beliefs about the causes of
poverty would be similar to those obtained in previous studies in other
cultures. Specifically, it was expected that structural, individualistic and
fatalistic belief dimensions would be identified.

2. Based on the existing literature and on attribution theory, it was anticipated
that, overall, individualistic explanations of poverty would be more widely
endorsed than structural or fatalistic explanations.

3. Consistent with various principles of attribution theory, it was expected that
higher income groups would tend to blame poverty on individualistic and
falalistic causes more than would low income groups. The previous liter-
ature, however, suggests that this relationship would be a modest one.

4. Older respondents were expected to endorse fatalistic and individualistic
explanations of poverty to a greater extent than younger respondents.

5. Rural respondents, compared with urban respondents, were expected to be
more likely to blame poverty on individualistic causes. Urban respondents,
on the other hand, were considered more likely 1o blame poverty on fatalistic
and structural causes.

6. Political orientation or ideology was expected to influence perceptions of the
causes of poverty. Specifically, adherents of a capitalist ideology should be
more likely to blame poverty on individualistic factors, while adherents of a
socialist ideology should be more likely 1o blame poverty on structural
[actors,

7. It was expecied that respondents who perceive poverty (o be relatively more
widespread would tend 10 attribute poverty to social and structural causes,
while those who perceive it as relatively uncommon would tend to attribute
poverty to the personal characteristics of the poor.

8. Respondents with lower levels of self-esteemn were expected 10 endorse
dispositional explanations of poverty to a greater extent than respondents
with higher levels of self-esteem.
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9. Respondents expressing more authoritarian-like attitudes (c.g., anomia,
rigidity, acceptance of a strong leader, lack of interpersonal trust) were
expected to endorse dispositional and fatalistic explanations of poverty to a
greater extent than thosc expressing less authoritarian-like attitudes.




Chapter 2

METHODOLOGY

Prefests

To ensure that the survey would yield data that were meaningful and were
obtained in the most effective manner possible, five pretests werc carried out
between March 1975 and August 1976, and a pilot study was carried out in
November 1976. Pretests I, 11 and 111 consisted of semi-structured interviews
designed to examine popular ideas and associations about social inequality in
general and the concept of poverty in particular. These interviews were content-
analysed and provided possible attitudinal items or questions for use in the main
survey. Additional attitude items were obtained from an ongoing content
analysis of newspaper articles and reports, respondents’ and interviewers’
comments and observations, and a review of previous research. It was intended
that this phase of the investigation would identify salient attitudnal and
semantic dimensions of poverty and social inequality in the general population.

Pretest TV consisted of a questionnaire containing 108 attitudinal items,
presented in Likert-type format, and a few biographical items. The sample
consited of 397 individuals, drawn from the Dublin Electoral Register, and
stratified according to primary demographic characteristics. A detailed
cvaluation of Pretest IV data was undertaken. Salient attitudinal domains
suggested by factor analysis were explored and provided a first systematic indic-
ation of the kinds of issues relating to poverty that were considered important
among the general Irish population.

Pretest V involved presenting a sample of 205 volunteers from various Dublin
research institutes with a questionnaire, consisting of 86 artitudinal items as well
as a briel biographical section. Pretest V was an attempt to refine attitude
measures of the salient belief and attitude dimensionsidentified in Pretest IV. For
the most part, factor analysis confirmed the previous findings, although several
items which were ambiguous or apparently irrelevant were discarded.

In addition to the pretests described above, designed to specifically tap atti-
tudes and beliefs towards poverty and related socio-economic issues, a series of
studies was conducted in a joint eflort between The Economic and Social
Research Institute and the Institute of Public Administration. These studies
investigated the factor structure of attitudinal measures of major social
psychological constructs (e.g, life satisfaction, religiosity, anomia) in an Irish
sample. The results of these studies, which provided inputs to the present study,
are reported in greater detail elsewhere (Davis, Fine-Davis, Breathnach and
Moran, 1977).

31
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The main questionnaire was constructed on the basis of the pretests. A pilot
study was conducted in November 1976 to test the length of this instrument and
to resolve any problems that might arise. This questionnaire was in fact about 10
minutes longer than the intended administration time of 55 minutes and had to
be cut at this stage.

Final Survey Instrument

The final survey instrument comprised a 26-page questionnaire, a copy of
which is contained in Appendix A.' The majority of the items in the question-
nairc concerned attitudes and beliefs about poverty and about specific groups of
poor (i.e., itinerants and dole recipients). However, questions about general
social attitudes and personality characteristics and questions relating 10 age, sex,
income, occupational status, marital status, religion, location of residence and
related characteristics were also included. In addition, information was
requested concerning the employment history of the respondent and, where
applicable, the respondent’s spouse and head of household. Subjective
perceptions of employment security and financial well-being were also obtained.

Autitude and Belief Measures

Several kinds of attitude measures were contained in the final questionnaire.
These included the following: (a) Modified Likert Scaling Technique; (b) The
Behavioural Difterential Technique; (c) The Personality Diflerential
Technique; and {d) The Issue Differential Technique. We will briefly discuss
each of these here and they will be described in more detail in later chapters.

Modified Likert Scaling Technique
The Likert scaling technique involved presenting the respondent with a paru-
cular attitude statement with a view to measuring his or her degree of agreement

'Some people might regard a questionnaire with this number o pages as being unduly “lengthy™,
with the assumption thar respondents will find the questionnaire “tiring”’, resulting in impairment
of the quality and reliability of the responses. Two points should be made in this regard: (1) The
number of pages of paper involved with the questionnaire docs not bear a dircct relationship 1o the
“length™ of the questionnaire. An inspection of the questionnaire involved in this study will show
that cvery cflon was made to lay out the questionnaire in a highly readable formai, leading o
more pages, but facilitating both the speed and accuracy of the responses. (This spaciousness of
layout is less apparent in the present appended lorm ol the questiennaire since it has been reduced
from the original 1o conform 10 page size.) (2) In both the pretest and in the main survey we
followed the standard practice of recalling interviewers for a de-bricling 1o discuss, inter alia, the
extent to which the respondents were co-operative, found the 1ask interesting, ctc. The almost
universal response was that they lound the task interesting and commanding of their attention at
all times. Indeed, the sheer diversity of the areas covercd, almost all of which were of grea topical
interest, assured a sustained interest in the task of completing the questionnaire.
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or disagreement with that item along a response continuum.? In the present
study, this technique was used to obtain measures of beliefs about the causes of
poverty, general social beliefs and personality characteristics. An example of this
technique from the present study is:

DISAGREE AGREE
strong moderate slight slight moderate strong

There is little
real poverty in
Ireland today.

The Behavioural Differential Technique

The Behavioural Differential was originated by Triandis (1964) and is a
multidimensional technique designed to measure the behaviural component of
attitudes or behavioural intentions. This technique was modified and further
developed with an Irish sample by Davis (1975). It consists of a statement of
implicit or explicit behaviour or behavioural intention in conjunction with a
particular person stimulus. The respondent is asked to indicate the extent to
which he would or would not engage in that behaviour with such a person. For
purposes of the present study we modified the response format of the Behavioural
Differential Technique to more closcly resemble the Likert format. This
technique was used to obtain measures of respect, public social acceptance, and
intimate social acceptance of “a person on the dole” and “an itinerant’’. An
example of the Behavioural Diflerential from the current study is as follows:

A PERSON ON THE DOLE

DISAGREE AGREE
strong moderate slight slight moderate strong

I would exclude
this person from
my close circle
of [riends.

?All of the belief and attitude items were scored from | to 7. In the case of the modified Likert items
and the Behavioural Diflercnuial items, no “ncutral” point or “don’t know” catcgory was
included on the scales. For these items the midpoint score of 4 was not used except in a few rare
cascs where the respondent, even with prompting, was unable to decide whether he or she agreed
or disagreed.
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The Personality Differential Technigue

This technique is a variation on the well-known Semantic Diflerential
Technique (Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum, 1957; Osgood, May and Miron,
1975) which consists of seven point bi-polar adjectival rating scales on which
various stimuli are judged. The technique is multidimensional, utilising a
number of scales representing different factors or dimensions which are used to
Judge various types of stimuli. The original Semantic Diilerential Technique
was developed using 100 maximally heterogeneous noun concepts as stimuli and
resulted in the lamiliar three factors: evaluation, potency and activity. However,
as Osgood (1962) pointed out, when one is dealing with a delimited domain such
as specific person stimuli, the resulting factor structure is likely to be different
and more complex. Unfortunately, this distinction went unnoticed for quite
some time. However, by the late 1960s and early 1970s the Personality Difler-
ential Technique was being used by rescarchers in a number of countries. More
recently, Davis and O’Neill (1977) developed this technique using an Irish
sample. In the present study, the Personality Diflerential was used to obtain
measures of general evaluation (e.g., good-bad) and perceived extroversion-
introversion (e.g., noisy-quict) for two specific types of poor: “a person on the
dole’ and “an iinerant”. An example of the format of the Personality Differ-
ential as used in the present study is as follows:

AN ITINERANT

very  guite  slightly  equally  dlightly  quite  very

Trustworthy : : : : : : : ¢ Untrustworthy

The Issue Differential Technique

The Issue Diflerential was first developed in Ireland by Davis and his co-
workers (Davis, 1977). This technique assumes if complex dimensions of belief
arc obtained when using person stimuli, then other delimited domains of stimuli
also should produce diflerentiated belief structures. Thus, just as the Personality
Diflerential is designed to measure various dimensions of beliefs and attitudes
towards persons, the Issue Differential is intended to measure different dimen-
sions of beliefs and attitudes towards social issues and institutions. In the present
study this technique was used to obtain measures of the preceived evaluation,
importance, familiarity and feasibility of improving welfare benefits. An
example of this technique as employed in the present study is as tollows:

THE IMPROVEMENT OF PRESENT SOCIAL WELFARE BENEFITS

very  quite slightly  equally  slightly  quite  very

Unimportanm : : : : : : : ¢ hmportant
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Sample

Since it was the objective of the study to describe attitudes towards poverty
and related socio-cconomic issues among the general adult population, it was
necessary to select a random sample of that population. Thus, a total of 3,333
potential respondents was selecied using RANSAM, a computer-based system
for drawing random samples from the Electoral Register (Whelan, 1979). Of
these, 2,359 individuals completed the questionnaire, yielding a response rate of
70.8 per cent, a figure somewhat below that usually obtained in national surveys
of this kind. However, the interviewing was carried out over a 2%-month period
of time, ending in January 1977. Thus, a fair portion of the interviews took place
during the Chrisimas season and the response rate probably suffered from
entering the field during a busy period.

Table 2.1 shows a breakdown of reasons for refusal and non-contact. An
examination of the table indicates that 33.9 per cent of the reasons (categories |,
2, 3 and 4) were “‘respondent specific”, and 34.5 per cent (categories 5 and 6)
sampling-frame dependent. A further 31.5 per cent were classified as “other”.
Many of these consisted of deceased household members. The fact thaionly 16.8
per cent of the non-respondents (4.9 per cent of all potential respondents) refused
outright to give an interview suggests that the sample was probably not unduly
biased by this factor.

Table 2.1: Reasons given for non-response

%
Respondent unable to complete the questionnaire 5.4
Respondent was ill 10.8
Respondent was.on holiday 0.9
Respondent was contacted but refused to give interview 16.8
Respondent had moved to another district 216
Respondent was unknown at address provided 6.9
Other reasons 315

Moreover, it should be recognised that the overall non-response rate of 29.2
per cent is an overestimate, since it is based both on unavailable subjects and
subjects who were available at the address but were not contacted or who were
contacted but refused to give an interview. A better indication of actual non- .
response is provided by considering only the available sample afier eliminating
individuals who had moved to another district, who were unknown at the
address provided, or who were deceased, too ill, or otherwise incapacitated and
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thus unable 10 complete the survey (Dillman, 1978). The resulting adjusted
sample size was 2,762 and the estimated non-response rate was 14.6 per cent.
This figure is encouragingly low, suggesting that the findings probably are
relatively free of non-response bias.

Table A.]1 in Appendix A shows a comparison of some of the major socio-
demographic characteristics of the sample with those of the general population
as determined by the 1971 Census or, when possible, the 1979 Census. Since the
subjects for the survey were chosen randomly from the Elecioral Register, it
might be expected that the resulting sample would closely resemble the
distribution of demographic characteristics of the population as a whole.
However, since the Electorial Register is itself biased and most of the available
census data refer 1o 1971 (and certain characteristics of the general population
will have changed since then), we were prepared to find some differences.

The distributions of sex, marital status, occupational status and religion
closely approximate the estimated population figures. Goodness of fit tests
confirmed that the distributions of these characteristics in the sample did not
differ significantly (p <.05) from the expected distributions based on the census
data. The distribution for age, however, did deviate from the census {(p <.05).
There was a slight tendency to overrepresent some age groups (e.g., 50-54 years)
and underrepresent others {e.g., 20-24 vears). A similar situation exists for
household size and urban/rural location, with households of 2-5 individuals and
urban respondents being slightly overrepresented. In all three cases, however,
the differences are small, amounting to only a few per cent in any category. The
discrepancy for urban/rural location is probably due largely to demographic
changes between the time of the census and the survey and also to differences
between the definition of urban and rural used here (see Chapter 4) and that
used by the census. However, the distribution for educational level appears
widely discrepant. The largest difference occurs for those with a primary level
education or less; 60.7 per cent of the census respondents were in this category
compared with only 49.3 per cent of our sample. However, although this differ-
ence between the sample and the census is fairly large, it is known that the
number of people leaving eduction immediately after completion of primary
level has declined considerably in recent years, while the number going on to
post-primary and third-level education has increased (e.g., Whelan, 1980;
Rottman and O’Connell, 1982). These trends undoubtedly account for the
majority of the difference. In fact, more recent estimates (Whelan, 1980)
indicate that as of 1978 the percentage of the population having only a primary
education had fallen 10 51.1 percent. Thisfigure compares very favourably with
that for the sample. Other discrepancies such as percentage still at school,
probably reflect differences in the age groups included here (18 years +) and in
the census (14 years +).
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In summary, the sample seems reasonably representative of the population in
general. Where discrepancies do arise, they generally are small and attributable
1o demographic changes or to differences in definition or inclusion (e.g., age).




Chapter 3

BELIEF AND PERSONALITY STRUCTURES
Quverview

A total of 71 Likert-type attitude and personality items were included in
the nationwide study. These were divided on a priort grounds into three subsets:
(a) questions directly relating to beliefs about the causes of poverty; (b) questions
relating to more general social attitudes and beliefs; and (¢} questions relating to
personalily charactenstics. In order 1o examine the dimensionality of these items, as
well as for purposes of data reduction, each subset of items was independently
subjected to a Principal Components factor analysis, placing unities in the
diagonal (rather than utilising communality estimates). To aid in interpretation
the resulting Principal Axis factor matrices were rotated orthogonally to simple
structure using Kaiser’s (1958) Varimax criterion. As there is no simple standard
criterion for determining the optimal number of factors 10 be retained in such
analyses (e.g., Harmon, 1976}, several factor solutions were inspected in each
case and, on the basis of psychological interpretability, one solution was selected
as the most appropriate. A particular solution was selected when fewer factors
tended to collapse otherwise interpretable dimensions and when more factors
either yielded dimensions containing isolates (only single high loading items)
that were thus not factors in the proper sense or else resulted in unintelligible
factors. Although our ultimate criterion in deciding on a given factor solution
was psychological interpretability and meaningfulness, in each case we did
evaluate the various solutions by using common procedures (e.g., plotting the
eigenvalues and applying Cattell’s (1966) Scree Test). These substantially con-
firmed our judgements as 1o which factor solutions were optimal.

Some readers might wonder why we divided the Likert items into three
subsets rather than factor analysing the entire set. There is a mistaken impress-
ion among some researchers who have not had extensive experience in the
application of factor analysis to attitudinal data that, the larger and more
heterogeneous the pool of items being factor analysed, the richer and more
differentiated the resulting factors are likely to be. In fact, the opposite is often
true. As a number of researchers have pointed out (e.g., Osgood, 1962; Davis,
1966; Davis and O’Neill, 1977) when a more delimited class of items is used in
factor analysis, often a different and more differentiated factor structure is
obtained than when a more genral and heterogencous domain of attitude stimuli
is used. In the present case, if all of the 71 Likert items had been put together in
the same pool and factor analysed, the likely result would have been a relatively
global and undifferentiated factor or factors relating to beliefs about the causes

38
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of poverty. Thus,only by factoring this domain of attitudinal items separately
could we see the more complex underlying structure of these beliefs. Similarly,
items relating to more general social attitudes and beliefs and items relating to
personality characteristics constitute other domains of measures which deserve
to be factor analysed separately. Naturally, other researchers, with different
theoretical or disciplinary backgrounds (e.g., sociologists, anthropologists, etc.)
might classify these items in diflerent ways (although it is likely that they would
have different variables Lo begin with). As is standard practice, our data are
available to other researchers who are invited to view different frameworks for
categorising these items and perform factor analyses or other clustering tech-
niques accordingly.

Beliefs about the Causes of Poverty

Factor Solution

The factor analysis of the 16 Likert-type items directly related to beliefs about
the causes of poverty resulted in a five-factor solution.® The items with
significant loadings ( 2.40) on each of the five factors and interpretative labels
are presented in Table 3.1. Since an orthogonal rotation of the factors was used,
these loadings most simply can be interpreted as the correlation between each
item and the factor or underlying dimension. A complete listing of the factor
loadings is presented in Table B.1 of Appendix B and the percentages of respon-
dents aggreeing and disagreeing with each of the items comprising these factors
are shown in Table B.2. To those familiar with factor analysis it may seem
unusual that as many as five factors would emerge from such a small number of
variables. For example, one might typically expect factor analyses of 60 or more
items to generate only 6 to 8 factors {e.g., Davis, 1975; Davis and O’Neill, 1977).
However, it will be recalled from the discussion of the methodology that the
items included in the final survey were selected because they were expected to
represent a range of beliel dimensions that had been previously identified from
much larger pools of pretested items. In the present case, for example, factors
corresponding to dispositional, fatalistic and structural beliefs about the causes
of poverty were expected to emerge. The results substantially confirmed this
expectation. The beliel structures identified here are very similar to those
previously described (e.g., Feagin, 1972, 1975; Feather, 1974), but are more
differentiated in nature. We now turn to a brief discussion of each of the five
factors. This discussion will hopefully provide a framework from which the
results reported later can be interpreted and evaluated.

"This item subset originally contained 17 items. However, | item was dropped becausc it loaded
signilicantly ( 3.40) on two [actors.
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Table 3.1: Factors identified among beliefs about the causes of poverty (N=2359)

Varimax
ftem Rotated
Number ltem Loadings
Factor Al: Belief in Fatalistic Causes of Poverty
(Pct. Var.: 16.3. Cum. Pct. Var.: 16.3)

142. It is the nature of mankind that some will remain poor

while others grow rich. .70
148.  Just as it is written in the Bible, the poor will always

be with us. .80
156.  We can see from history that poverty will always exist. .78

Factor AlL: Belief in the Role of the Church and Educational System
in Poverty
(Pct. Var.: 12.6. Cum. Pet. Var.: 28.9)

133.  The Catholic Church has done a great deal to help

the poor. -.68
134. The educational system is very good at giving poor
people the same opportunities as others. -.47

144.  Many people are poor in Ireland because the

Catholic Church teaches them to accept what they

have without complaint. .54
151.  Although the Church encourages charity towards

the poor, it docs not help them to improve their

position in society. .69
166. The Church should spend its money on the poor
rather than on building of new churches. .64

Factor AlIl: Belief in Lack of Ambition
(Pct. Var.: 10.6. Cum. Pct. Var.: 39.5)

149. Lack of ambition is at the root of poverty. 71
158. When people live in slum conditions, it is usually due to a
lack of will-power rather than to a lack of money of money. .76

165. Poor people should be directed into unskilled kinds of
jobs because they are best suited to them. .55
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Table 3.1: (Contd.}

Varimax
liem Rotated
Number ftem Loadings

Factor AIV: Belief in Lack of Desire to Work
(Pct. Var.: 8.1. Cum. Pct. Var.: 47.6})

Most people will work only if it is more attractive
financially than not working.

Most people on the dole would be very glad of a
chance to work.

The majority of people on the dole have no intention
of getting a job.

Factor AV: Belief in Society as a Cause of Poverty
(Pct. Var.: 6.2. Cum. Pct. Var.: 53.8)

If we just made it our goal, we need have no poor

people in this country. .67
By and large the reason why people are poor is

because society does not give them a chance. 74

Note: The item number corresponds to the number of the question as it appears
in the questionnaire (see Appendix A).

Factor AI: Belief in fatalistic causes of poverty. This factor consists of items that
indicate a largely resigned or fatalistic attitude towards poverty and its
cradication (c.g., ““We can see from history that poverty will alwaysexist”). This
factor is similar, although not entirely idenucal, to the fatalistic attributions
about poverty described by Feagin (1972, 1975). Feagin, for example, included
bad luck, lack of ability, and physical handicaps as fatalistic belicfs. In contrast,
the present factor seems o be measuring a more general acceptance of the
ongoing reality of poverty and does not differentiate among specific circum-
stances leading 10 it. None the less, there could be important policy implications
il a large proportion of the public endorses this fatalistic view of poverty. It seems
likcly that such an attitude would have to be changed if social programmes or
structural changes designed 10 counteract poverty are to gain public acceptance
and support. The success of such actions may, in fact, be undermined by this out-
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look on poverty. A greater belief in the fatalistic nature of poverty would be
indicated by a higher score on this factor.

Factor All: Belief in the role of the Church and educational system in poverty. This
factor relates the Church* and educational system to the problem of poverty. It
thus represents a specific instance of structural attributions about the causes of
poverty focused on two of the major social institutions. The fact that beliefs
about the Church and educational system factor together is not surprising given
the historical association between these instituions in Ireland. On the one hand,
some of the items loading on this factor are positive in nature and indicate a
belief in the role of the Church in charitable work and in the role of the educat-
ional system in fostering social equality (e.g., “The educational system is very
good at giving poor people the same opportunities as others”). On the other
hand, some of the items are negative and express an explicit criticism of the
Church and its role in relationship to poverty and to the larger problem of social
inequality {e.g., “Although the Church encourages charity towards the poor, it
does not help them improve their position in society’). A high score on this factor
would indicate that greater blame for poverty is placed on the Church and
eductional system.

Factor AIII: Belief in lack of ambition. The items loading on this factor are
indicative of a belief that poverty results from an individual disposition: a lack of
ambition or will-power (e.g., “‘Lack of ambition is at the root of poverty™). This
factor is thus very similar to the individualistic beliefs previously described (e.g.,
Feagin, 1972, 1975; Feather, 1974). As with fatalistic beliefs about poverty, such
individualistic perceptions, if widespread, may hinder the alleviation of poverty
through social programmes or structural change. A high score on this factor
would indicate a greater belief in lack of ambition as a cause of poverty.

Factor AIV: Belief in lack of desire to work. This factor seemingly is closely related
to Factor AIIL but is more narrow or focused. A high score on this factor would
suggest a tendency to place the blame for poverty specifically on a lack of desire
to work on the part of the poor (e.g., ““The majority of people on the dole have no
intention of getting a job™"). The factor thus also represents a dispositional or
individualistic attribution of poverty.

*Throughout, we have used the term “the Church” o refer to the Roman Cartholic Church in
accordance with colloquial usage and in recognition of the over-whelmingly Catholic nature of the
population. However, this is in no way intended o express any disrespect or disregard for the views
of those with other religious affiliations or, indeed, those with no religious aMliation. [tisjust that
on a truly probabtistic basis when a representative sample is drawn, non-Roman Catholics do not
turn up in sufficient numbers 10 make meaningful statistical comparisons. For this purpose, it
would be necessary to engage in a sampling technique which systematically over-sampled these
other categories, While that is sometimes done (e.g., Davis and Sinnott, 1979), that was not a lfocus
of the present study.
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Factor AV: Belief in society as a cause of poverty. This factor consists of beliefs that
poverty results from social inequalities or structural causes (e.g., “By and large
the reason why people are poor is because society does not give the a chance”).
This factor is similar to Feagin’s (1972, 1975) structural and Leahy’s (1981}
sociocentric attributions of poverty. Tt is clear that this type of explanation is the
most congruent with the idea of social action or structural change as a means of
counteracting poverty. An individual with a high score on this factor would be
more likely to belicve in social causes of poverty.

Reliability of Factor Structures

In order 10 test the reliability of these [actor structures, the sample was divided
into halves (odd-even cases) and the items for each subsample were factor
analysed scparately. The factor solution for each subsample closely replicated
that lor the intact sample; morcover, the two subsamples showed a high degree
of consistency with one another. The coeflicients of congruence (Tucker, 1951)
hetween the factor loadings for the two subsamples are presented in Table 3.2,
These cocflicients may be interpreted much the same as correlation cocfficients
with a value of +1.0 meaning perfect agreement as to the factor loadings, 0
meaning no agreement, and -1.0 mecaning perfect inverse agreement. Although
coelficients of congruence will gencrally be high when the numberof variables is
relavively small and the lactor weights are reasonably similar across samples,
those shown in Table 3.2 arc reassuringly large for the matched factors, on the
diagonal, and reassuringly smali for the unmatched factors. We can thus have
considerable confidence in the reliability of the factor solution.

Table 3.2: Coefficients of congruence among poverty belief factors in twe subsamples

Subsample Fven
Factors Al All Alll AlV AV
Al 99 -.06 .29 .02 1
All -.03 99 .00 .05 .15
Odd Alll .25 -.06 97 34 .13
ATV Ne .04 3 .96 05

AV .10 .15 19 -.09 97




Ceeneral Social Allitudes

Factor Solution

The factor analysis of the 30 Likert-type items relating to general social
attitudes resulted in an 11 factor solution.® The items with significant loadings
( 2.40) on cach factor and descriptive labels are shown in Table 3.3. A complete
listing of the factor analysis is presented in Table B.3 in Appendix B and the
percentages agreeing and disagreeing with each item are shown in Table B.4. A
description of each factor follows.

Table 3.3: Factors identified among general social beliefs (N = 2359)

Varimax
ftem Rotated
Number ltem Loadings
Facior Bl: Acceptance of Economic Restraint
(Pew. Var.: 11.7. Cum. Pet. Var.: 11.7)

130. The State should enforce a pay pause to prevent
more unemployment. . .82
135. I would support a pay pause in the present
economic difficulties. .84
141. In Ireland the main cause of rising prices is the
continuous demand for higher wages. .56
147. 1 would be prepared to accept a reduction in my
standard of hiving 1if it helped the country’s
economic difficulties, 54
Factor BII: Religiosity
(Pct. Var.:8.1. Cum. Pct. Var.: 19.8)
3. One’s religious commitment gives life a certain
purpose which it could not otherwisc have. 79
6. I know that God really exists and 1 have no
douhbt about it. .82
13.  Prayer is something which is very importiant
in my life. 79

P - . . . .
T'his item subset originally contained 34 items. However, 4 items were dropped because they did
not load significantly on any lactor or loaded on more than onc factor.
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Table 3.3: (Contd.)
Varimax
Ttem Rotated
Number liem Loadings
Factor BIIl: Qutgroup (Anti-Itinerant) Prejudice
(Pct. Var.:7.0. Cum. Pct. Var.: 26.8)
131. There are a few exceptions, but in general
itinerants as people are pretty much alike. 70
143. The trouble with letting itinerants into a nice
neighbourhood is that they gradually give it
an itinerant atmosphere. .80
167. Itinerants seem to have an aversion to plain
hard work; they prefer to live off other people. a7
Factor BIV: National Pride
(Pct. Var.: 6.3. Cum. Pct. Var.: 33.1)
129.  Generally speaking the Irish are really a very
“go ahead™ people. 79
139. Compared to other Europeans, Irish people
are very hard working. 79
177. lIreland is quite well off compared to other
European countries. .51
Factor BV: National Deprecation
(Pct. Var.: 5.4. Cum. Pct. Var.: 38.5)
152. A tendency towards excessiver drinking is a basic
aspect of the Irish character. .61
164. Generally speaking, Irish people tend to be rather
violent by nature, 12
174. A major cause of our economic problems is
that the Irish, as a people, lack initiative. .63
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Table 3.3: (Contd.)

Varimax
Item Rotated
Number ltem Loadings
Factor BVIL: State Efficacy
(Pct. Var.: 4.4, Cum. Pct. Var.: 42.9)
127, If the State would take the right steps, inflation
could be cured easily. 84
175, If the State would enly take the right steps,
unemployment could be cured quite easily. .80

Factor BVII: Belief in Extent of Poverty in Ireland
(Pct. Var.: 4.4. Cum. Pct. Var.: 47.3)

126.  There is very little real poverty in Ireland today 7
140 There is far more poverty in Ireland than most

people know about. =77
159. Only a small percentage of the Irish population

have experienced poverty in their own lives. 52

Factor BVIII: Family Planning
(Pct. Var.: 4.0. Cum. Pct. Var.: 51.3)

154. Contraceptives should be available to married
people who want o plan the size of their

family. 81
160. The lack of family planning in Ireland has resulted
in the poor hecoming even poorer .81

Factor BIX: Financial Optimism
(Pet. Var.: 3.9. Cum. Pct. Var.: 55.2)

136.  Generally speaking, I think T will be worse oflf

financially next year than I am this year. -.86
172, All in all, I think that | will be at least as well off

financially next year as I am this year .84
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Table 3.3: (Conid.)

Varimax
ftem Rotated
Number ltem Loadings
Factor BX: Capitalism vs. Socialism
{Pct. Var.:3.6. Cum. Pct. Var.: 58.8)
128.  The nationalisation of industry in Ireland would
not help to improve our economy. 4
146. The average person fares better in a country
where property is privately owned. .66
168. Most people would be better off in an economy
where industries are owned by the State rather
than by private firms and individuals. -.67
Factor BXL: Belief in Innate Tendencies
(Pct. Var.: 3.2. Cum. Pct. Var.: 62.0)
137. No amount of good rearing can hide a person’s
true nature. .80
150. Some men are born criminals. .70

Note: The item number corresponds to the number of the question as it appears
in the questionnaire {see Appendix A).

Factor BI: Acceptance of economic restraint. This {actor consists of items relating to
acceptance of wage restraint as a solution to economic problems (e.g., “I would
support a pay pause in the present economic difficulties.”). Other items loading
on this factor deal with unemployment, inflation and other such general
cconomic issues. An individual with a high score on this factor would have a
more positive attitude towards restraint in the economic sphere than would an
individual with a low score.

Factor BlI:  Religiosity. Rather than tapping religious orientation or
denomination, this lactor s concerned with religious commitment or the
personal importance of religion, prayer and belief in God (e.g., “Prayerissome-
thing which is very important in'my life”). This factor closcly resembles other
commonly used scales of religiosity (e.g., Robinson and Shaver, 1973) and has
been previously identified in other research with Irish samples (e.g., Daviset al.,
1977). Higher scores would be indicative of greater religious commitment.

Factor BITI: Outgroup (anti-itinerant) prejudice. This factor relates o the tendency
1o stereotype travelling people or itinerants in a general and simplistic fashion
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(e.g., “There may be some exceptions, but in general itinerants as people are
pretty much alike™). Such simplistic stereotyped beliefs are considered to be one
major aspect of prejudice (e.g., Allport, 1954). In developing a measure of out-
group prejudice in Ireland, it was hypothesised that itinerants might constitute a
salient outgroup in this society, more so, for instance, than blacks, Jews, or Asian
minorities who, while constituting “outgroups’ in some other societies, are not
significant minorities in this culture. On the basis of the belief that outgroup
prejudice is a generalisable phenomenon and that the specific outgroup which
becomes a target of prejudice is a function of the culture in question, a set of items
measuring anti-Semitism (Levinson and Sanford, 1944) was adapted to the Irish
context in the studies described earlier (Davis, Fine-Davis, Breathnach and
Moran, 1977). In adapting these items the word “Jew” or “Jewish” was
replaced with the work “itinerant”, with the more coloquial term “tinker” in
parentheses the first time the word itinerant appeared. The fact that this factor
emerged intact tends to confirm the hypothesis that outgroup prejudice is indeed
a generalisable phenomenon and that stercotypes which are thought to relate
uniquely to a particular group, in fact are often attributed to outgroups
generally. A high score on this factor would indicate greater prejudice towards
travelling people.

Factor BIV: National pride. This lactor appears to be tapping national pride
with specific reference to the personal characteristics of the Irish (e.g.,
“Compared with other Europeans, Irish people are very hard working”). It may
be considered an indicator of a kind of nationalism, although it does not imply
Nationalism as usually associated with a political movement in the Irish context.
A higher score on this factor would indicate greater pride.

Factor BV: National deprecation. This factor seems to be the converse of Factor
BIV. A high score would indicate a tendency to hold negative beliefs about
certain perceived attributes of the Irish, particularly focusing on drinking,
violence and lack of initiative (e.g., ““A tendency towards excessive drinking is a
basic aspect of the Irish character”). It had been anticipated that these items
would load together with those from factor BIV to form a single dimension of
nationalistic belief ranging from positive to negative. However, the fact that the
rclevant items separated into two distinct factors suggests that national pride
and belief in some negative aspects of the Irish character may be relatively
independent.

Factor BVI: State efficacy. The two items loading on this factor suggest a beliefor
optimistic {aith in the ability of the State to deal with social and economic prob-
lems if appropriate measures were implemented (e.g., ‘If the State would take
the right steps, inflation could be cured easily™). As such, this belief does not
necessarily imply an acceptance of any particular policy. Rather, it seems to
indicate support for an active role for the State in social policy. Thus, a beliefin
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State efficacy may have implications for public acceptance of poverty program-
mes. A high score on this factor would indicate a greater belief in State efficacy.

Factor BVII: Belief in the extenl of poverly in [reland. This [actor relates to the
extent to which poverty, regardless of its cause, is perceived to exist in Ircland
(e.g., “There is very little poverty in Ireland today”). It has been suggested,
however, that beliefs about the [requency with which events occur may influ-
ence how they are interpreted (e.g., Heider, 1958). For example, events that are
perceived as relatively rare may be more readily attributed to personal dis-
positions (Taylor and Fiske, 1978). Moreover, belore poverty programmes can
gain public support, it seems reasonable that the public must believe that
poverty is rather widespread. Some resistance to public expenditures aimed at
alleviating poverty, for example, may simply stem from a lack of belief that it
exists to any significant degree. A high score on this factor would indicate a beliel
that there is relatively litile poverty in Ireland.

Factor BVII: Family planning. This factor consists of attitudes towards family
planning and contraceptive use (e.g., ‘Gontraceptives should be available o
married people who want to plan the size of their family”). This factor is of
especial interest in that one of the items indicates that a relationship may be seen
between the lack of family planning and poverty in Ireland. A high score on this
factor would indicate greater support for family planning and contraceptive use.

Factor BIX: Financial optimism. The two items loading on this factor both relate
to belicls about future financial status {e.g., “All in all, I think that I will be at
lcast as well ofT financially next year as Iam this year”). High scores on this factor
could thus be conceived of as indicating hope that one’s financial security is
improving and low scores fear that it is declining.

Factor BX: Capitalism vs. Socialism. The items loading on this factor ducctly
relate to acceptance of a capitalistic or free enterprise ideology as opposed o a
more socialistic ideology (e.g., ‘“The nationisation of industry in Ireland would
not help improve our economy”). Public acceptance of specific social policies
may relate to this more gencral social attitude. In particular, one might expecta
more capitalistic view to be correlated with an individualistic perception of
poverty and a negative attitude towards government intervention in poverty.
High scores on this factor indicate support for capitalist ideology and low scores
indicate support for socialist ideology.

Factor BXI: Belief in innate tendencies. A high score on this factor would indicate a
beliel in the innate or inborn nature of behaviour and character as opposed to a
social view of such attributes (e.g., “No amount of good rearing can hide a
person’s true nature.”). It is, of course, expected that a general belief in innate
tendencies would be directly related to individualistic perceptions about the
causes of poverty and to a negative attitude towards social policies aimed at

pove riy.
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Reliability of Factor Structures

The reliability of these factors was tested by dividing the sample in halves
(odd-even), factor analysing the items for each half of the sample separately, and
then calculating coefficients of congruence for the obtained factor loadings. The
resulting coeflicients are shown in Table 3.4. Again, the coeflicients are quite
high for the factors identified as the same across subsamples and very low other-
wise. This result suggests that the solution is quite reliable and that we can have
considerable confidence in it

Personality Characleristics

Factor Sofution

Factor analysis of the 19 items relating to personality characteristics resulted
in a five-factor solution.® The major items loading on each factor along with
interpretative labels are presented in Table 3.5 and the complete listing of the
factor loadings and a breakdown of responses to the items are included in Tables
B.5 and B.6, Appendix B. It should be noted that the use of the term personality
characteristics here is not intended to imply that these attributes are inany way
completely stable traits, as is frequently assumed. Rather, they are seen as
relatively enduring attitudes about oneself and one’s relationships with others.
In previous reports, such attributes have been referred to as “‘quasi-personality
characteristics” {e.g., Davis, Fine-Davis, Breathnach and Moran, 1977). Here,
however, the simpler term will be used although the meaning is intended to be
the same.

Factor Cl: Life satisfaction/ self-esteem. This factor consists of two seemingly
different types of items: (a} those relating to life satisfaction or happiness (e.g., ‘1
am just as happy or happier now than when I was younger.”); and (b) those
rclating to seli-esteem or sell-acceptance (e.g., “Inalmost every way, Iam glad
am the person I am.””). Although life satisfaction and self-esteem are usually
considered conceptually separate constructs, it is not surprising that these items
factored together. Measures of life satisfaction and sell-esteem have been shown
to he highly correlated (e.g., Bachman, Kahn, Davidson and Johnston, 1967)
and previous research using these same items with an Irish sample indicated that
they formed a single dimension (Davis, etal., 1977). Intuitively, it also seems sen-
sible that satisfaction and happiness should be positively correlated with self-
estecem, These variables may, infact, be so interdependent that it is impossible to
separate them empirically. A high score on this factor would imply greater life
satusfaction and self-esteem,

®This subset initially consisted of 20 items. However, one item was dropped because it did not load
( #.40) on any factor.
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Table 3.5: Factors identified among personality characteristics (N = 2359)

Varimax
ftem Rotated
Number ltem Loadings
Factor CI: Life Satisfaction/Self-Esteemn
(Pct. Var: 16.2. Cum. Pct. Var.: 16.2)
2. T have got more of the breaks in life than most people
I know. .51
4. 1 am popular with people my own age. .60
5. T am just as happy or happier now than when I was
younger. .69
7. 1 feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal
basis with others. .64
12.  In almost every way, I am glad to be the person [ am. .68
17.  Although nobody can be happy all the time, I feel that
generally I am much happier than most people I know. 59
Faclor CII: Anomia and Powerlessness
(Pct. Var.: 12.2. Cum. Pct. Var.: 28.4)
9. There are only two kinds of people in the world:
the weak and the strong. .63
10. In spite of what people say, the life of the average
person is getting worse, not better. .59
16. It is useless to plan for tomorrow, all we can do
is live for the present. .64
19. The majority of people are not capable of determining
what is, or what is not good or them. .53
163. It’s who you know not what you know that is important
for getting on in life. 46
Factor CIII: Acceptance of a Strong Leader
(Pct. Var.: 7.7. Cum. Pct. Var.: 36.1)
132.  One good strong leader would be far better for
our economy than the present political system. 91
170. In the present economic circumstances I would
support a good strong leader rather than the
existing political system. 91
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Table 3.5: {Contd.)

. Varimax
ltem Rotated
Number Item Loadings
Factor CIV: Rigidity
(Pct. Var.: 6.1. Cum. Pct. Var.: 42.2)
11. T always finish tasks I start, even if they are not very
important. .66
15. It bothers me when something unexpected interrupts
my daily routine. 54
18. I always like to keep my things neat and tidy
and in good order. .78
Factor CV: Lack of Trust in People
(Pct. Var.: 5.7. Cum. Pct. Var.: 47.9)
1. Most people are more inclined to look out for them-
selves than to help others. .67
8. You can trust most people -.59
14. If you don’t watch yoursell, people will take advantage
of you. 64

Note: The item number corresponds to the number of the question as it appears
in the questionnaire {sce Appendix A).

Factor C11: Anomia and powerlessness. The items comprising this factor are very
similar to those included in other commonly used scales of anomia, alienation,
political powerlessness and related concepts {e.g., Robinson and Shaver, 1973).
Anomia is considered the psychological analogue of anomie and is broadly
defined as individual normlessness, lack of social integration, and a beliefin the
inability to control events coupled with a sense of cynicism and pessimism (Srole,
1956). Greater feelings of anomia would be indicated by a higher score on this
factor.

Factor CIII: Acceptance of a strong leader. Both items loading on this factor
indicate an acceptance of a strong political leader as a solution to economic and
political problems (e.g., “In the present economic circumsances I would support
a good strong leader rather than the existing political systems’). Such beliefs,
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along with anomia, rigidity, lack of trust, intolerance of ambiguity and ethnic
prejudice, are seen as key components of the authoritarian personality (e.g.,
Adorno, et al., 1950). A high score on this factor would suggest a willingness to
accept a strong political leader with the possible concomitant rejection of the
existing (i.e., democratic) political system. Endorsement of this factor by any
sizable proportion of the population in a democratic society would seem to
warrant some attention.

Factor CIV: Rigidity. High scores on this factor would be indicative of a rigid
personality or belief system. Rigidity, most broadly defined, involves conser-
vatism, intolerance of disorder and ambiguity, the tendency to persevere even at
unimportant tasks, and feelings of anxiety and guilt. However, the factor
identified here is more limited and only seems 10 encompass intolerance of dis-
order and the tendency to persevere (e.g., ‘I always finish tasks I start, even if
they are not very important’).

Factor CV: Lack of trust in people. This factor relates to the extent to which
respondents lack trust in people and feel that they may be victimised by others
(e.g., “If you don’t watch yourself, people will take advantage of you™). A high
score on this factor would indicate a greater lack of trust.

Reliability of Factor Structure

The reliability of the factor solution was assessed by comparing the factor
solutions for odd and even cases. The coeflicients of congruence between the two
subsamples are shown in Table 3.6. These coeflicients indicate that the solutions
obtained for the two samples are highly similar and thus that we can have
confidence in the reliability of the factor solution.

Table 3.6: Coefficents of congruence among personalily characteristics in two

subsamples
Subsample Even
Factor ClI ClI CIII CIv Cv
CI 97 42 .02 -.33 -.10
CI1 15 .98 21 22 .26
Odd CIII .04 21 .98 .05 .16
Clv .36 .28 .09 95 A7

Cv -.03 .23 12 .06 .96
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Composite Scores and Inter-item Reliabilities

In order to parsimoniously represent each respondent’s standing on the belief
and personality dimensions, composite scale scores were calculated by taking the
unweighted mean of the items loading significantly (.40) on each factor.
These composite scores were used in most of the analyses that follow and can be
taken as indicators of each respondent’s relative position on each of the latent
variables or dimensions identified in the factor analyses. The potential range of
the composite scores is from | to 7 for all the scales. :

The intcrnal consistency of the composite scales was examined using
maximum likelihood estmates of the inter-item reliabilities corrected for bias
(Kristoff, 1969). These reliability coeflicients are shown in Table B.7 of
Appendix B. The average reliability coefficient was .58 and the range was from
.32 to .83. Overall, the reliabilities should be considered moderate. Although
there is no absolute standard for what constitutes an acceptable reliability, it has
been suggested, for example, that reliabilitics should range above .70 or .80 {c.g.,
Carmines and Zeller, 1981). However, for many research purposes, as opposed
to diagnostic or placement purposes, lower reliabilities {e.g., .50) may suffice,
particularly in the absence of alternative measures (Guilford, 1954).

In general, the reliabilities reported here are comparable with those reported
for similar test subscales consisting of only a few items {e.g., Robinson and
Shaver, 1973; Robinson, Rusk and Head, 1969). Unfortunately, for a few of the
scales, the reliabilities are low. This especially is the case for (a) belief in society as
a cause of poverty; (b) belief in innate tendencies; and (¢} lack of trust in people.
These scales will require further development in the future if they are to be used
by other researchers.

An important question concerns the effcct that the low reliabilities of these
scales will have on our results and interpretations. The answer 1o this question
depends upon the analysis. In the bivariate case, the effect isto attenuate the true
relationships or correlations between constructs {e.g., McNemar, 1969; Alwin,
1973). Thus, such correlations simple can be taken as underestimates of the true
correlations that would be observed if our measures were perfectly -reliable.
However, in the case of multiple regression, when there is more than one pre-
dictor variable, the effects can be more complicated, especially when the
reliabilities of the predictors difler. Because multiple regression takes into
account the relationships among predictors as well as between the predictors
and the dependent variable, the regression coefficient associated with a given
effect may under- or overestimate the true effect depending upon the relative
rcliabilities and weights of the other predictor variables in the equation.
Generally spcaking, with intercorrelated predictors, there will be a tendency to
attenuate the #2 value (Cochran, 1970), to undcrestimate the relative eflects of
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the less reliable variables and overestimate the relative effects of the more reliable
variables (e.g., Blalock, 1982, pp. 14-15; Namboodiri, Carter and Blalock, 1975,
pp- 941-545). Thus, the moderate to low reliabilities of the scales suggest that
some of our results should be interpreted with caution and, in some cases,
considered tentative. The regression coefficients should be taken only as general
indicators of effect size and direction.




Chapter 4

BELIEFS ABOUT THE CAUSES OF PO VERTY
Interrelations Among Beliefs About the Causes of Poverty

How are the different belief dimensions about the causes of poverty related to
one another? Given that the composites were based on a factor analysis using
orthogonal rotations, onc might expect that they would be uncorrelated.
However, it must be remembered that the orthogonal solution was used only o
simplify the interpretation of the factors and that each of the composites is cal-
culated as the average of only those items with the highest loadings on each
factor. Thus, although factor scores (which are based on all of the weighted items
within the entire set) would be uncorrelated given the orthogonal solution, the
composites may be moderately or even highly correlated. Moreover, con-
ceptually, it seems more realistic to assume that the latent or underlying
variables corresponding to the factors are correlated with one another and thus
are better represented by the composite scores than by orthogonal factor scores.

The correlations among the composite scores for belicfs about the causes of
poverty are presented in Table 4.1. In general, the correlations are small, but
statistically significant (p<<.01). In interpreting these correlations it should be
kept in mind that the composite scales were all coded such that a higher score
was indicative of a greater or more strongly held beliel in a particular causc of
poverty.

Not surprisingly, the largest of the correlations is between the two explicitly
dispositional beliel dimensions: beliel in lack of desire to work and belief in lack
of ambition. Conceptually, these attributions are very similar, with beliefin lack
of desire to work simply appearing to be more specific in content. More interest-
ingly, belicf in lack of ambition also correlated with belief in fatalistic causes of
poverty. This suggests that fatalistic beliefs may not be totally free of
dispositional implications. The fact that poverty is seen as inevitable apparently
does not preclude blaming the poor themselves for their fate. In fact, for some
individuals, a fatalistic outlook may result from a belief that poverty isa result of
some intransigent characteristic of the poor-themselves. This, ol course, is in con-
trast with previous interpretations of such fatalistic beliefs as being independent
of other causal attributions about poverty {e.g., Feagin, 1972, 1975; Feather,
1974). Finally, it is worth noting that belief in the role of the Church and
educational system in poverty was positively related to belief in society as a cause
of poverty, although the correlation was relatively small. Thus, there was a
tendency for those who held society, in general, responsible for poverty also to
sce the specific religious and educational institutions in a less favourable light in
this regard.

57
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Table 4.1: Intercorrelations among attitudes and beliefs about poverty (N = 2359)

Beliefs 1 2 3 4 5
1. Belief in fatalistic causes
of poverty —
2. Belief in the role of the Church
and educational system in poverty -.07 —
3. Belief in lack of desire 10 work .22 -03 —
4. Beliel in lack of ambition .09 03 29 —

5. Belief in society as a cause
of poverty .03 d6 10 -02 —

Note: A correlation of .05 would be significant at the .01 level; an r of .07 at the
.001 level; and an r of .08 at .0001 level.

Atiributions of Responsibility for Poverty

One of the primary concerns of research on beliefs about poverty centres on
the perceptions individuals have of what or who is responsible for poverty. Is the
cause of poverty primarily seen to be internal and the fault of the poor them-
selves or as external and the fault of the environment? Certain principles of
attribution theory (e.g., Heider, 1958) propose that there is a general tendency
for people to perceive the causes of behavioural events to be dispositional and the
responsibility of the individual. The just world hypothesis (e.g., Lerner, 1975)
suggests that this tendency may be particularly true for negative outcomes. In
general, research on the perceived causes of poverty is consistent with this prin-
ciple. Poverty, largely, is seen to exist because of the poor themselves are some-
how at fault; lacking in initiative or possessing some other character flaw. This
appears to be especially the case in North America (Feagin, 1972, 1975) and in
Australia (Feather, 1974). More recent surveys (Furnham, 1984a, b; Riffault
and Rabier, 1977) have revealed a similar tendency in some European
countries.

Although the scales developed in this study are not strictly identical to those
used previously, we expected that individualistic or dispositional attributions
about the causes of poverty would predominate in Ireland as they do elsewhere.
Specifically, it was anticipated that belief in lack of desire to work and belief in
lack of ambition would be the most common attributions. Moreover, since the
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fatalistic belief also seemed to contain a somewhat individualistic tone, it was
expected that it would be strongly endorsed as well. Beliefs about society and the
Church and educational system, as structural attributions, were expected to be
less frequently endorsed.

The mean composite scores and mean ranks for the five composite scales are
shown in Table 4.2. Although some caution must be used in interpreting these
results, a higher composite mean or a lower ranking would indicate that, on the
average, the survey respondents tended to agree more strongly with the items
comprising a particular scale.

A treatment by subjects (repeated measures) analysis of variance of the five
composite scales indicated that there was a significant overall effect for type of
attribution, I (4, 9432) = 683.44, p <.01, n?=.23.7 Newman-Keuls’ multiple
range tests confirmed that all pairs of means, except those for belief in lack of
ambition and belief in the role of the Church and educational system, were
significantly different from one another (p<.01 in each case). That is, the
respondents tended 1o agree with the items pertaining to fatalistic causes of
poverty more than with items relating to any of the other causes in this study.
They endorsed the items relating to society as a cause of poverty significantly
more than lack of desire to work, lack of ambition, or the Church and eduational
system and, finally, endorsed lack of desire to work more strongly than lack of
ambition and the Church and eduational system.®

These results can be contrasted with those reporied elsewhere which indicate
a general tendency to explain poverty in explicitly individualistic terms (e.g.,
Feagin, 1975; Feather, 1974; Furnham, 1982a, b). Apparently, the respondents
in our sample did not perceive the causes of poverty to be wholly internal or in-
dividualistic given the scales used in this study. Rather, belicef in fatalism and
belief in society asa cause of poverty were strongly endorsed by the sample, while
the explicitly dispositional beliefs, especially belief in lack of ambition, received
relatively low levels of endorsement. Although there are any number of possible
explanations for this divergence of findings, it may reflect, in part, adifference in

*n?or the correlaiion ratie is a measure of the proportion of the variance in a dependent variable that
is cxplained or accounted for by a given independent variable. Thus, itis anindicator of the size of
an association or size of an cffect. In case of analysis of variance 1 ¥ is simply defined as the ratio
beuween the sum of squares for a particular effect and the total sum ol squares. Parallel variants
of 1 ?are reported in this paper when statistical technigues other than analysis of variance are used
to test for differences. The interested reader is referred to Serlin, Carr and Marascuilo (1982} fora
discussion of these variants and how they are calculated.

%An analysis of the rank ordering of the perceived causes of poverty also was conducted using
Friedman’s 1est (McNemar, 1969). The overall result of this non-parametric analysis was very
similar 1o that lor the analysis of variance, X ,%{(4) = 1648.33, p <.01. 7.7 = .21, and pairwise
companisons of the scales closely replicated the pattern indicated by the Newman-Keuls
procedure. {Note that because of computer limitations the overall Friedman’s test is based on a
random sample of 1918 cases.)
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Table 4.2: Mean compasite scores for beliefs about the causes of poverty

Mean

Perceived cause of poverty Mean Rank

Belief in fatalistic causes of poverty 5.51 1.83

Beliel in society as a cause of poverty 4.51 2.81

Belief in lack of desire to work 4.14 3.16
Belief in the role of the Church

and educational system 3.76 3.62

Belief in lack of ambition 3.72 3.58

Note: The potential range of the means is from 1. to 7. A higher mean and lower
ranking indicates greater agreement with a particular cause of poverty.

basic cultural values. Specifically, recent research indicates that there is a
positive refationship between adherence to Protestant Ethic values or a general
individualistic orientation and more frequent use of dispositional attributions
(Furnham 1982¢c, 1984; Feather, 1983). It is possible that this competitive and
individualistic value orientation is less dominant in Ireland, and thus that the
use of dispositional attributions is less likely. Consistent with this, some recent
rescarch suggests that the Irish generally may be less likely to explicitly blame
the victims of misfortunes for their condition than are people in other cultures
{Morgan, Grube and McGree, 1983). However, it must be remembered that a
fatalistic attitude towards poverty, as previously indicated, may imply a percep-
tion that little can be done to alleviate economic and social inequity.

It also may be useful to examine how the respondents reacted to the individual
items from the factors. This would serve to give a more detailed picture of how
the sample perceived the causes of poverty. The items and the percentage of
respondents agreeing and disagreeing with each are presented in Table B.2 of
Appendix B. Generally speaking, the results for the individual items are highly
consistent with the analyses of the composite scores.

As would be expected, the items with the highest levels of agreement are those
from the fatalistic factor. That is, the respondents were more likely to agree with
those items indicative of a belief in the inevitability of poverty: the level of agree-
ment, on the average, was over 80 per cent. In contrast, there wasa high level of
agreement with only one of the items from the dispositional factors.
Approximately 73 per cent of the sample agreed with the statement “most
people will work only if it is more attractive than not working.” It is noteworthy
that as wel! as being individualistic in tenor, this item also comains an implicit
criticism of social welfare in that it implies that lack of desire to work may, in
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part, be related to overly attractive social welfare payments. Such a perception
of social welfare as undermining the motivation of the poor is apparently
common n other countries as well, even though there is little or no evidence to
suggest that it is true (e.g., Goodwin, 1973; Davidson and Gaitz, 1974; Feagin,
1975). The other items relating to lack of desire to work and lack of motivation
received considerably lower levels of agreement. However, the fact that, on the
average, nearly 50 per cent of the sample agreed with each of the individualistic
statements about the causes of poverty suggests that such dispositional attribu-
tions may be fairly common in an absolute sense. This finding may have some
implications for social policy and indicates that efforts may be necessary to
counter these beliefs.

Curiously, the five items relating to the role of the Church and educational
system in poverty seem to fall into two groups. One the one hand, three of these
items are critical of the Church and received relatively high levels of endorse-
ment: over 60 per cent of the sample agreed with each of them. These three items
suggest a degree of dissatisfaction with certain aspects of the Church’s role in
poverty and particularly with its perceived emphasis on charity rather than
social change, on acceptance of one’s worldly position, and with the perceived
use of the Church’s wealth for religious rather than social purposes. On the other
hand, two of these items are positively worded and indicate that the respondents,
at the same time, strongly believed that the Church has done a great deal to help
the poor and that the educational system is generally egalitarian. This latter
finding is of interest because it may indicate a misperception that legitimises or
rationalises poverty. If the educational system is perceived to give everybody the
same chance, then differences in educational attainment and socic-economic
status may be seen as resulting from personal inadequacies rather than
incquality of opportunity in education. In actuality, it has been suggested that
the Irish educational system does discriminate against poor and working class
children, particularly in terms of access to higher education (e.g., Rottman, et
al., 1982; Rottman and O’Connell, 1982). Thus, this positive perception of the
eduational system may be somewhat unwarranted.

Socio-Demographic Differences and Beliefs about the Causes of Poverty

It is of considerable interest 10 examine the relationships between the socio-
demographic characteristics of the respondents and their beliefs about the causes
of poverty. Such analyses allow us, first, to test certain ideas formulated in the
introduction and, secondly, to make descriptive statements about which sub-
populations manifest what types of beliefs. This information is potentially useful
for understanding the dynamics or organisation of specific attitudes and more
practically for providing a basis from which policy makers can anticipate the
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response to social policy and programmes by specific subgroups within the
public.

From the large number of demographic characteristics that could have been
included in these analyses, the five most frequently investigated in previous
research on beliefs about the causes of poverty were selected: (a) sex of the
respondent, (b) location of residence (urban/rural}, (c} family income, (d) age,
and (e) educational attainment. Location of residence was defined as urban for
respondents who reported that after the age of 16 they primarily lived ina town
or city with a population of 10,000 or more. All others were defined as living in
rura] areas. Family income was based on reports of the total weekly income of all
household members (including investment returns, pensions, and welfare
benefits as well as wages). Educational attainment was defined as the highest
level of schooling completed by the respondent and was coded into six ordinal
categories: {a) some primary, (b) completed primary, (c) some tech-
nical/vocational, secondary, or intermediate certificate, (d) leaving certificate,
(e) some university or third level, (I) completed university or third level. For
these analyses, income, age and educational attainment were treated ordinal
variables and the dichotomous variables sex and location of residence were effect
coded (e.g., Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973} with a low score indicating malc and
urban, respectively. The simple corrclations between these demographic
variables and beliefs about the causes of poverty are shown in Table C.1 of
Appendix C.

The five demographic variables were then entered simultaneously into
ordinary least squares regression models to predict beliefs about the causes of
poverty using a pairwise deletion strategy for missing data as has been
recommended for situations where the proportion of cases with missing data is
small and missing values appear to be randomly distributed (Kim and Curry,
1978).? Each eflect was thus considered while controlling for all other effects.
Because of the large sample and the large number of tests being conducted, an
alpha level of .01 was used as the criterion for statistical significance. Complete
listings of these analyses are presented in Table C.2 of Appendix C.

Belief in Fatalistic Causes of Poverty

The results from the regression analysis indicate that belief in fatalistic causes
of poverty was predicted to only a very limited extent from the domographic
variables. The multiple R was only .15 (R? = .02). None the less, it is of interest to
consider which variables were significant. Consistent with previous research

*Interactions among the variabies were also considered. However, the increases in R obtained by
the inclusion of the multiplicative interaction terms were very small and in no case resulted ina
significant {p <.01) F value when compared with the simple main effects model. They therefore
will not be discussed here.
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{e.g., Feagin, 1975; Feather, 1974; Williamson, 1974a, b), there was a
significant, but small, effect for age (# = .09) with older respondents having a
more fatalistic attitude towards poverty. Whether this difference is develop-
mental and due to increasing fatalism with age, or generational and due to
differences in socialisation and experience is, of course, an open question. Also,
as expected, there was a significant effect for location (8 =-.08) with urban
respondents tending to be more fatalistic than rural respondents. Finally, there
was a significant effect for educational attainment (f =-.09). Interestingly, the
more educated tended to be less fatalistic about poverty than the less educated.

Belief in the Role of the Church and Educational System in Poverty

The Church and educational system previously have been included as aspects
of general beliefs about social or structural causes of poverty, rather than treated
separatcly. However, it seemed likely that the relationships between this scale
and the demographic variables would be much the same as for more general
beliefs about the role of socieity in poverty. As it turns out, the multiple R was
only .22 (R? = .05) and only one variable, age, was significant {8 =-.22). Not
surprisingly, there was a tendency for younger respondents to hold the Church
and educational system more responsible for poverty than were older respon-
dents. This difference is attribution possibly reflects age-related differences in
religiosity which typically have been found in other studies (e.g., Davis, ef al.,
1977; Fine-Davis, 1979; Davis and Fine-Davis, in press). Because older respon-
dents tend to be more religious, they also may be more likely to perceive the
Church and its related institutions in a positive fashion.

Belief in Lack of Ambition

The eflects of the socio-demographic variables on belief in lack of ambition
as a cause of poverty also were very moderate. The multiple correlation was .25
(R? = .06) with three variables significantly entering the equation. The eflect for
age was again significant, with older respondents tending to believe more in lack
of ambition (8 =.10). This finding replicates research conducted in the United
States (e.g., Feagin, 1975) and in Australia (Feather, 1974) and indicates that
there may be a general tendency for older people to attribute poverty more to
individualistic causes than is the case for younger people. There was also a
significant effect for location (8 = .08) with rural respondents being more likely to
attribute poverty to lack of ambition. This finding also replicates previously
reported results for other western countries (e.g., Osgood, 1977; Williamson,
1974a, b) and may reflect a more individualistic and self-reliant outlook, in
general, on the part of those living in rural areas. Finally, educational attain-
ment was inversely related to belief in lack of ambition ( =-.15). Thus, unlike
previous research (e.g., Feagin, 1975; Feather, 1974; Williamson, 1974a, b), the
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more educated respondents in this study were less likely to endorse this
individualistic cause of poverty than were the less educated respondents.

Belief in Lack of Desire to Work

The multiple R for the socio-demographic effects on belief in lack of desire to
work was .17 (R? = .03) and only one variable was significant. As with beliefin
lack of ambition, rural respondents were more likely to blame poverty on a lack
of desire 1o work than were urban respondents (8 = .14},

Belief in Society as a Cause of Poverty

The multiple R for this belief factor was only .18 (R? = .03). However, as
expected, income was negatively related (8 =-.09) to the tendency to hold society
responsible for poverty: those with higher incomes were slightly less likely to
endorse this attribution, This finding is in accordance with research in America
and Europe (e.g., Feagin, 1972; Furnham, 1982a, b, ¢; Bell and Robinson, 1978)
which has found a weak, negative relationship between income and structural
attributions about poverty. It also follows from certain predictions made on this
basis of several principles of attribution theory. Interestingly, these findings are
dissimilar to those reported in Australia {e.g., Forgas, ¢ al., 1982) and India
(Pandey, et al., 1982) where no relationship and a direct relationship,
respectively, between income and tendency to blame society for poverty has
been found. Age also showed a significant effect (8 =-.09). In this case, younger
respondents were more likely to attribute poverty to society than were older
respondents. This is, of course, consistent with previous studies (e.g., Feagin,
1975; Feather, 1974) and was expected. Education was negatively related
{8 = -.14) 10 the tendency to blame society for poverty and female respondents
were more likely to blame society than were male respondents {5 = .06).

Summary of Socio- Demographic Differences

Overall, the effects of the socio-demographic variables on attributions about
the causes of poverty were rather small: the average R was only .19. None the
less, some interesting patterns emerged. Of all the demographic variables, age
shows the pattern most consistent with our expectations. Older respondents
were more likely to be fatalistic in outlook and also more likely to attribute
poverty to lack of ambition on the part of the poeor. Conversely, they were less
likely to blame social or structural inequalities for poverty. Relative to younger
respondents, they placed less blame on society in general and on the Church and
educational system specifically. These results are very similar to those reported
in other cultures (e.g., Feagin, 1975, Feather, 1974) and indicate that there may
be a endency for older people to be more fatalistic and individualistic in their
outlook. Why this is the case, however, is not clear. On the one hand, this pattern
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may result from developmental factors associated with the ageing process. For
example, older people generally have a wider range of cxperiences and a longer
personal historical perspective than do younger people. On the other hand, this
pattern might result from generational differences. Growing up at different
times necessarily means that older and younger people have had different life
and socialisation experiences. Such differences in experience could lead to
different attributional styles. Unfortunately, cross-sectional research such as this
does not allow these conflicting interpretations to be resolved.

Education also showed a relatively consistent effect. With the exceptions of
belief in the role of the Church and educational system in poverty and belief in
lack of desire to work, the more educated respondents were less likely to attribute
poverty to any of the causes included in this study than were the less educated.
This finding is somewhat at odds with some previous research that has shown the
more educated 10 be slightly more likely to use individualitstic or dispositional
attributions about poverty (e.g., Feagin, 1975; Feather, 1974; Williamson,
1974a, b). While there are any number of possible interpretations of our findings
concerning education, it seems most likely that they reflect a reluctance on the
part of the more educted respondents to attribute poverty to any one simplistic
cause or set of causes. Rather, they may have a greater realisation that poverty is
a complex issue and results from a number of factors, depending upon the
particular case. The fact that education may, in this case, undermine the
tendency to simplify the world through the use of attributional beliefs about
poverty is potentially very important.

Urban versus rural location also showed reasonably consistent findings. Urban
respondents were more fatalistic and less likely to attribute poverty to the
dispositional characteristics of the poor. These findings are gencrally in line with
those from earlier studies (e.g., Osgood, 1977; Williamson, 1974a, b). This
difference may reflect a more general individualistic and self-reliant outlook on
the part of rural people and most particularly farmers and small land owners.

Sex showed only one significant effect, with females being more likely to
blame society for poverty than were males. The lack of relationships between sex
and perceptions of poverty replicates findings from other research {e.g., Feagin,
1975, Feather, 1974). Thus, unlike what one might expect, there is no clear evid-
ence that women are generally more favourable than men in their views on the
causes of poverty.

Similarly, income showed a significant eflect only for belief in society as a
cause of poverty. Those of higher incomes were less likely to blame society than
those of lower incomes. This finding is in accordance with both previous research
(e.g., Feagin, 1972; Williamson, 1974a, b; Furnham, 1982a, b, ¢} and with
certain expectations based on attribution theory. It may reflect the operation of
any of a number of cognitive processes, such as actor-observer differences, ego-
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defensive bias, or belief in a just world. One possible explanation for this income
relationship may simply be that lower income persons have had more experience
with inequalities in the structural system (e.g., Davis and Fine-Davis, in press).
Regardless, the overall result is that the more well-to-do are more likely to see
income inequalities as a fair outcome of an equitable system. Unexpectedly,
however, income was not simply positively related to the likelihood of making
dispositional attributions about poverty, even though such a relationship also
would be expected from attribution theory. Rather, income showed no effect on
belief in lack of ambition or on belief in lack of desire to work. It is not clear why
income effects in the expected direction obtained for structurai, but not for
individualistic attributions.

General Soctal Beliefs and Beliefs about the Causes of Poverty

Very little research has investigated the relationships between beliefs about
the causes of poverty and other more general social beliefs. Information about
such relationships may be important, however, in that it may provide insight
into how beliefs are acquired and organised and how specific beliefs about
poverty are related to more general perceptions of the world. Table C.3 in
Appendix C shows the simple correlations between beliefs about the causes of
poverty and the eleven general social beliefs measured in this study. As with the
demographic variables, the effects of social beliefs were examined by entering
them into regression analyses to predict each of the beliefs about the causes of
poverty. Thus, their eflects were considered while controlling for other social

beliefs. A complete listing of these analyses is presented in Table C.4, Appendix
C.

Belief in Fatalistic Causes of Poverty

Table C.4 shows the effects from the regression analysis predicting belief in
fatalistic causes of poverty from general social beliefs. The resulting multipie R
was .48 (R? =.23) and nine of the eleven general social belief variables were sig-
nificant {p .01). Interestingly, anti-itinerant prejudice (f=.24), national pride
(8 = .11), national deprecation {8 = .12) and belief in innate tendencies (8= .17)
were all positively related to belief in fatalistic causes of poverty. Given that
these scales all share an individualistic tone, these findings again suggest that the
fatalistic factor may contain a largely dispositional component. The importance
of ideological factors also can be seen in that a belief in capitalism versus social-
ism was related to a belief in the fatalistic nature of poverty (8 =.12). Those who
espoused a capitalistic ideology were somewhat more likely to see poverty as
inevitable and to believe that little can be done to reduce its incidence. This
relationship may reflect the essential individualistic nature of capitalism and
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further indicate that the fatalistic beliel dimension is, to some degree,
dispositional. It also may reflect a greater acceptance of poverty as being inevit-
able on the part of those expressing a more capitalist ideology. Belief in economic
restraint showed a similar relationship (8 = .05). Religiosity was also positively
related to belief in fatalistic causes of poverty (8 = .12) as was belief in family
planning (f=.06). These findings are not surprising given the religious content of
onc of the fatalism items (i.c., ““Just as it is written in the Bible, the poor will
always be with us’’). However, it is not clear whether this relationship reflects a
tendency for the more religiously committed to be more fatalistic or simply to be
more likely to agree with items containing a religious referent. Interestingly,
belief in the extent of poverty in Ireland was negatively related to beliefin fatal-
ism (8 =-.08). Given that a high score on this factor indicates a belief that poverty
is relatively uncommon, this indicates that those who perccived poverty as more
widespread were also more likely to be fatalistic about it. This finding is, of
course, intuitively reasonable given that the fatalism factor largely relates to a
resigned acceptance of the ongoing existence of poverty.

Belief in the Role of the Church and Educational Sysiem

Out of 11 general social beliel factors, 9 showed significant effects in the
regression analysis predicting this specific structural attribution. The resultant R
was .51 (R* = .26). Most notably, those who were less religious (f=-.26) and those
who favoured family planning {# = .24) were more inclined to blame the Church
and educational system as causes of poverty. Thus, it is apparent that commit-
ment to the Catholic religion is, not surprisingly, associated with a more favour-
able view of the Church and its related institutions. More interestingly, beliefin
the extent of poverty was negatively related to this perception (8 =-.10) with
those seeing more poverty in Ireland having less favourable beliefs about the rote
of the Church and educational system. This finding is consistent with the
expectation, based on attribution theory, that commeon occurrences are likely to
be attributed to structural causes. It also is possible that those who perceive little
poverty around them may attribute this state of affairs to the effectiveness of the
Church and educational system, as specific cultural institutions, in dealing with
this problem. In this light, it is worth noting that belief in State efficacy or action
in general, was also related to this belief, but in an opposite direction (8=.12).
That is, those espousing a more active role for the State in social and economic
affairs, tended to blame the Church and eduational system more. To a certain
extent, this relationship probably reflects the implicit criticism contained in the
State eflicacy items: social ills could be cured if the State would take appropriate
steps. Similarly, those who were more capitalistic and less socialistic in outlook
tended to blame the Church and educational system slightly less (§ =-.05) and
those who advocated economic restraint also tended to blame these institutions
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less ( =-.08).

Other small effects can be seen in Table C.4. National pride was related to a
more positive view of the Church and educational system (8=-.09) and national
deprecation to a more negative view ($=.08). Finally, beliefin innate character-
istics was related to blaming the Church and educational system more (8 =.05).

Belief in Lack of Ambition

Seven of the social beliefs were significant in predicting belief in lack of ambi-
tion as a cause of poverty and the resulting R was .55 (R?=.30). Anti-itiner-
ant prejudice (8 = .15), national pride {8 = .16), national deprecation (8 = .24}
and belief in innate tendencies {8 = .17) were significant and, in all four cases,
were positively related to belief in lack of ambition. It is apparent that this
attribution about the causes of poverty does not exist in isolation, but rather is
systematically related to more general dispositional beliefs and to prejudice
towards outgroups. The tendency to use dispositional attributions concerning
poverty thus may be a specific instance of a more general attributionalstyle and
may be related to intolerance of outgroups generally. In this light, it also is of
interest that belief in economic restraint was directly related to belief in lack of
ambition (8 = .09}. It would appear that at the time of this survey thosec who
typically supported such economic policies were also more likely tosee the cause
of poverty as being dispositional.'® As expected, belief in the extent of poverty
was also related to perceiving poverty as due to lack of ambition (8= .15): the less
common poverty was seen to be, the greater the likelihood that it was blamed on
the personal characteristics of the poor. This is consistent with the hypothesis
derived from attribution theory that events perceived as being relatively rare are
more likely to be attributed to personal or dispositional causes. Finally, contrary
to what might be expected, belief in State efficacy was postively related to belief
in lack of ambition as a cause of poverty (8= .06). This may reflect a concern on
the part of some respondents that State-sponsored social programmes may serve
to undermine individual initiative.

Belief in Lack of Desire to Work

Not surprisingly, belief in lack of desire to work showed a pattern of findings
similar to those for lack of ambition. In this case, five of the general social beliefs
were significant, but the multiple R was only .35 (R* = .12). As with belief in lack
of ambition, belief in lack of desire to work appears not to be an isolated belief,
but rather to exist in conjunction with other dispositional beliefs. Thus, anti-

1°[; should be noted that support lor such economic policies may have a different interpretation in
the current circumstances than it did at the time when these data were collected (see Connille and
Kennedy, 1984).
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itinerant prejudice {£ = .19), national deprecation (f=.15), and belief in innate
tendencies (§ = .05) all were positively related to this belief. Belielin the extent of
poverty was also related o beliefin lack of desire to work (8=.13): those who saw
poverty as a less common condition were more likely to blame it on the personal
characteristics of the poor themselves. Finally, as was the case for lack of
ambition, belief in State eflicacy showed a small positive relationship with belief
in lack of desire to work as a cause of poverty (8 = .06).

Belief in Society as a Cause of Poverty

Six of the general social beliefs were significant in predicting beliefin society as
a cause of poverty and the multiple R was .45 (R? = .20). Table C.4 shows the
results. As was expected, belicf in the extent of poverty in Ireland was negatively
related to this factor {# =-.09). That is, those who saw poverty as more wide-
spread were more inclined to blame society than those who saw it as less wide-
spread. This pattern is consistant with the expectation based on attribution
theory that common occurrences are likely to elicit situational or social explana-
tions. Interestingly, belief in family planning was positively related to blaming
society for poverty (f=.10). Thus, it appears possible that a perceived failure of
the State to implement adequate family planning legislation and provide
adequate family planning services may be seen by some as one example of how
structural factors contribute to poverty in Ireland. As expecied, belief in a
capitalist ideology was related to blaming society less for poverty (f=-.08) and
belief in State efficacy was related to blaming society more (8=.33). It should be
recalled that belief in State efficacy as measured here seems to contain an
implicit criticism of the State for not having implemented appropriate social
policies, even though it is seen as having the power to do so. Finally, national
pride (= .14) and naticnal deprecation {f = .08) were both positively related to
blaming society for poverty. The first of these relationships perhaps suggests that
those who generally see the Irish character in a positive light are, as a result,
more likely to believe that the reason some are poor is because they have not
been given a chance. This explanation, however, is difficult 1o reconcile with the
fact that national pride was also related to one of the dispositional attributions.

Summary of General Social Belief Differences

Perhaps the most consistent pattern of results was obtained for belief in the
extent of poverty. The more widespread poverty was perceived to be, the greater
the likelihood that it was attributed to social, structural, or latalistic causes.
Conversely, the less widespread it was perceived to be, the greater the likelihood
that it was attributed to the personal characteristics of the poor. This pattern of
findings was expected on the basis of certain principles of attribution theory
which suggest that relatively rare or unusual behaviours and events are more
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likely to result in dispositional attributions and more common behaviours and
events in situational atiributions (Taylor and Fiske, 1978). This pattern also
suggests that increasing public awareness of the actual extent of poverty may be
one useful strategy for undermining prejudice towards the poor and for gaining
public support for poverty programmes.

There was also a reasonably consistent tendency for those who were higher on
anti-itinerant prejudice and belief in innate tendencies to attribute poverty to
fatalistic causes, lack of ambition and lack of desire to work. This suggests that
there may be a general attributional siyle that some individuals prefer in
organising information about the world. Specifically, some people may rely
more on dispositional attributions, while others rely more on situational attribu-
tions, regardless of the particular context (e.g., Feather, 1983). Attributing
poverty to a lack of ambition or to society may simply be a particular instance of
this more general tendency.

Belief in family planning also showed some interesting relationships. As might
be expected, those who were more favourable towards family planning were also
more likely 1o blame the Church and educational system and society for poverty.
This relationship suggests that these individuals may see a direct link between
the perceived difficulty of obtaining contraception and the existence of poverty.
In this context it is important to realise {Table B.4) that over 60 per cent of the
sample agreed with the statement “the lack of family planning in Ireland has
resulted in the poor becoming even poorer” and that over 69 per cent agreed
that contraceptives should be readily available to people who want to plan the
size of their family. Thus, to a certain extent, the Church and State may even be
scen by some to be encouraging poverty through their family planning policies.

Interestingly, belief in State ellicacy was related to placing more blame for
poverty on society in general and on the Church and educational system as
specific institutions. In part this probably reflects a perception by some that
society and its institutions have failed to do all that they can in this area. It is
worth noting, then, that the respondents generally had high expectationsin this
regard. Over 70 per cent of the sample indicated that they believed unemploy-
ment and inflation could easily be cured if only the State would take the right
steps.

The other general social beliefs showed less consistent or unexpected patterns.
Religiosity, for example, was positively related to belief in fatalistic causes of
poverty and negatively related to belief in the role of the Church and
educational system in poverty, but unrelated to the use of dispositional
attributions. Previous research had suggested that religiosity and use of
dispositional attributions might be correlated (e.g., Allport, 1954). However, no
direct support for such a relationship was obtained here. On the other hand, we
have pointed out earlier that fatalistic beliefs may well have dispositional
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implications, and, as Table C.4 shows, there is a significant relationship between
religiosity and fatalistic beliefs. Thus the results of previous research suggesting a
correlation between religiosity and the use of dispositional attributions is not
contradicted by the present research; it may simply be the case that in the Irish
context this relationship, while present, manilests itself in a more indirect manner.

Not surprisingly, adherence to a capitalist ideology was positively related to
belief in fatalistic causes of poverty and negatively related to belief in the role of
the Church and educational system and belief in society as causes of poverty. It
might be expected that those espousing a more capitalist ideology should be less
likely to blame society for poverty and more likely to blame the motivation of the
poor. Previous research, in fact, has shown this to be the case in other countries
{e.g., Pandey, et al., 1982; Furnham, 1982a, b, c). The data presented here tend
to support the first of these hypotheses, but not the second. Why this latter
relationship did not obtain here is unclear. It is possible that the measure of
ideology used here was not comprehensive enough and thus may have masked
these effects. Therefore, it is worth noting that previous research addressing this
issuc has used political activity as a measure of ideology. Thus, the relation-
ships between ideology and beliefs about poverty may hold only for extremes of
ideological belief or only for those strongly committed to an ideological stance.

Personality Characteristics and Beliefs About the Causes of Poverty

As with general social beliefs, there is very little theory or research to guide our
investigation into the relationships between personality characteristics and
beliefs about the causes of poverty. This lack of research, in fact, represents an
important gap in our knowledge about how such beliefs are organised. While
much of the following section must be considered tentative and exploratory, it
does represent an initial attempt to investigate this area. As with the socio-demo-
graphic variables and general social beliefs, each of the personality variables was
entered into regressions to predict each of the beliefs about the causes of poverty.
The simple correlations between the five personality characteristics and beliefs
about the causes of poverty are shown in Table C.5 of Appendix C, and a
complete table of the regression analyses is shown in Table C.6.

Belief in Fatalistic Causes of Pouverty

Four of the five personality characteristics were significant in predicting belief
in fatalistic causes of poverty with a resulting Rof .31 (R?=.10). Ascan be seen in
Table C.5, those who expressed greater feelings of anomia and powerlessness
were also more likely to express fatalistic beliels about the causes of poverty
(8=.19). Since anomia is broadly defined as a pessimistic or cynical beliefin the
inability to control the events in one’s own life, this relationship is not surprising.
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It simply seems to be a generalisation of this intrapersonal orientation to an infer-
personal context. Similarly, lack of trust in people (8= .07) and acceptance ofa
strong leader (8 = .06) also were positively related to a [atalistic view of poverty.
This cluster of personal auitudes is similar to the classical authoritarian
personality {e.g., Adorno, et al.,, 1950). Thus, we can see that this more general
set of anomic and authoritarian attitudes or characteristics may influence the
way in which poverty is perceived. Finally, life-satisfaction/self-esteem was
positively related to endorsing fatalistic beliefs about poverty (8 = .16). This
relationship may be difficult to explain on the surface. However, as Robinson
and Shaver {1973) point out, these measures are subject to social desirability and
acquiescence response set, which in turn have been shown to be related to
measures of the authoritarian personality syndrome (Couch and Keniston,
1860; Robinson and Shaver, 1973). Similar findings apparently resulting from
response set previously have been found in Irish samples using this measure of
life-satisfaction/self-esteem (e.g., Davis, et al., 1977; Fine-Davis, 1979; Davisand
Fine-Davis, in press).

Belief in the Role of the Church and Educational System in Poverty

All five of the personality factors were significant in predicting belief in the
role of the Church and educational system in poverty. However, the multiple R
was only .25 (R® = .06). As with belief in fatalism, those who were higher on
anomia (8 = .10), acceptance of a strong leader {# = .07), and lack of trust in
people (8 =.13) were more likely to have a more negative perception of the role of
the Church and educational system in poverty. Thus, those who generally
appear to be the most socially and politically alienated were also less likely 1o see
these specific social institutions as contributing positively to the alleviation of
social inequality. On the other hand, both life-satisfaction/self-¢steem (3 =-.08)
and rigidity {# =-.13) were negatively related to blaming the Church and
educational system for poverty. These two variables in turn, however, are
related to religiosity which, as has been pointed out, also is negatively related to
blaming the Church and education system for poverty.

Belief in Lack of Ambition

Four of the five characteristics showed significant effects on belief in lack of
ambition and the resulting R was .36 (R? = .13). As with belielin fatalism, some of
the scales relating to a general cynical and authoritarian outlook were positively
related to this belief. Anomia (8 = .21), acceptance of a strong leader (8 = .10),
and rigidity {8 = .14) showed this pattern. Those who were more likely to express
these general authoritarian personal beliefs were also more likely to express this
specific dispositional belief about the poor. Life-satisfaction/self-esteem also
showed a significant positive relationship with belief in lack of ambition (§=.11).




BELIEFS ABOUT THE CAUSES OF POVERTY 73

Downward comparison principles derived from attribution theory (e.g., Wills,
1981) would, of course, predict the opposite relationship. However, this pattern
possibly results from the problems of social desirability or acquiesence response
set which we have described earlier.

Belief in Lack of Desire to Work

Four of the personality characteristics were significant predictors of belief in
lack of desire to work and the R was .23 (R? = .05). The pattern of results is very
similar to that for belief in lack of ambition. Again, several of those personal
beliefs relating to a more general authoritarian outlook showed small, but
statistically significant, effects: greater levels of anomia (8 = .08), acceptance of a
strong leader (§ = .08), and lack of trust in people (# = .14) were all related to
blaming poverty on lack of desire to work. Again, life-satisfaction/sell-esteem
was positively related to this dispositional belicf (8 = .07).

Belief in Society as a Cause of Poverty

Only two of the effects were significant in predicting beliel in society as a cause
of poverty, with a resulting R of .31 (R? = .10). However, it is interesting to note
that the two scales that were significant were those directly relating to general
dissatisfaction with the present political system. Those who expressed greater
anomia (§ = .24} and acceptance of a strong leader (§=.11) were also more likely
to agree that society is a cause of poverty.

Summary of Personality Differences

Overall, the relationships between the personality characteristics and percep-
tions of the causes of poverty were quite modest. The average R was only .29.
However, some consistent patterns emerge. In particular those characteristics
usually associated with authoritarianism (i.e., anomia, acceptance of a strong
leader, rigidity, and lack of trust in people) were positively related to belief in
fatahism, lack of ambition, and lack of desire to work. These findings suggest that
the extent to which poverty is seen to result from individualistic causes may, in
part, result from more general negative personal beliefs about the nature of
people. However, the fact that anomia and acceptance of a strong leader were
positively related to beliefs about society as a cause of poverty suggests that other
processes may be operating as well. These relationships may well reflect a basic
distrust of both people and existing (democratic) social institutions. In this con-
text it is important to note the relatively high levels of endorsement that these
authoritarian-like beliefs received. About 60 per cent (Table B.6) of the sample,
for example, indicated some willingness to accept a single strong leader rather
than the “existing political system”. This tendency should.be a matter of some
concern. -
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Somewhat contrary to expectations, life-satisfaction/self-esteem  was
positively related to expressing fatalistic and dispositional attributions about the
causes of poverty and negatively related to the specific structural attribution
concerning the role of the Church and educational system. This pattern is the
opposite of that expected on the basis of downward comparison principles
{Wills, 1981). Such principles propose that those of low self-esteem should be
more likely to use dispositional attributions because of a need to enhance sell-
images. Recent research {c.g., Feather, 1983) indicates that high self-esteem
individuals do, in fact, generally use more situational and fewer dispositional
attributions. Social desirability and acquiescence response set as reasons why an
opposite pattern should hold in this sample have been been discussed above.
These potential problems with this measure of life-satisfaction/self-esteem were
first suggested by Davis, ¢t al. (1977), and the first use of this measure in the
present substantive study demonstrates the necessity of further methodological
work along the lines suggested by Couch and Keniston (1960), Triandis and
Triandis (1962}, and Davis and Triandis (1971).




Chapter 5

ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOURAL INTENTIONS TOWARDS
SPECIFIC POVERTY GROUPS AND ISSUES

Attitudes, Intentions and Behaviours

The previous chapters primarily have been concerned with the general
explanations of poverty that are most common among Irish people. An
important question centres on the implications that such explanations (and
related beliefs and attitudes) have {or avert behaviour in relation to social policy
and welfare and to specific groups of the poor. For example, given that a large
number of people see poverty as inevitable (i.e., they endorse a fatalistic view of
poverty) does it necessarily follow that they will regard specific measures to
ameliorate poverty as futile? Or will respondents who think that poverty is due
to lack of ambition or lack of motivation for work necessarily oppose increases in
social welfare or even perhaps tend to denigrate dole recipients? To answer these
questions requires a consideration of the attitude-behaviour relationship.

In an carly review article on the attitude-behaviour relationship. Wicker
(1969) suggested that only rarely could even 10 per cent of the variance in overt
behavioural measures be accounted for by attitudinal data. Typically, studies
obtained a paper-and-pencil measure of a general attitude (e.g., prejudice) and
then attempted to predict some specific overt behaviour (e.g., participationina
particular civil rights demonstration). In most instances, the observed correla-
tions were very disappointing, leading some researchers to conclude that
attitudes had little, if anything, to do with behaviour. The last ten years,
however, have witnessed a shift in emphasis in this area. No longer are
rescarchers asking if attitudes predict behaviours, rather they are asking when
attitudes predict behaviours (Cialdini, Petty and Cacioppo, 1981).

It has become apparent that one important consideration is the degree of
correspondence between the attitudinal and behavioural measures, that is, the
extent to which they are matched as to generality or specificity of target, action,
context and time {¢.g., Ajzen and Fishbein, 1972, 1980, Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975; Fishbein, 1980). For example, it would not be appropriate to measure the
overall attitude towards the environment if the behaviour of interest is participa-
tion in a particular anti-nuclear power demonstration. Rather the attitude
towards participating in that demonstration should be measured. If, however,
the behaviour to be predicted is more general, such as level of participation ina
class of activities over an extended period, then a more general attitude should
be measured. Thus, it would be appropriate 10 measure the overall attitude
towards the environment if level of “environmental activity” {e.g., re-cycling,
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contributing time and money to environmental organisations, using litter bins
and participating in demonstrations) is to be predicted.

Recent evidence indicates that with a high degree of correspondence, a good
fit between attitudes and behaviours emerges. When predicting specific
behaviours, specific attitudes have been found to work well (e.g., Jaccard, King
and Pomazal, 1977; Weigel and Vernon, 1974; Fox, 1977; Schriesheim, 1978;
Gabrenya and Arkin, 1979). Likewise, in predicting multiple or general
behaviours, general attitudes have been found 10 work well {e.g., Weigel and
Newman, 1976).

In the present context, these considerations suggest ways in which behaviours
related to the poor and to welfare policies might be more accurately predicted
than by considering attributions about the causes of poverty alone. Specifically,
if our interest is in behaviours towards poor people, it would seem appropriate to
identify the particular attitudinal target group or category of poor people (e.g.,
persons on the dole) in whom we are interested. Similarly, if our concern is with
public reactions to improving social welfare, then the specific attitudinal target
should be improvement of social welfare benefits. Morcover, since we are
interested in general behaviours or classes of activities towards these groups or
issues, rather than in any one particular behaviour, general attitudes towards
these groups and issues rather than action specific attitudes should be most
appropriate.

Another important consideration in predicting behaviours from attitudes
concerns the nature of attitudes and how they are conceptualised. It has been
suggested that attitudes are not unitary beliefs, but rather are organisations of
many beliefs about an object or an action (e.g., Rosenberg and Hovland, 1960;
Rokeach, 1972). Perhaps the most common conception of attitudes is that they
consist of affective, cognitive and behavioural components (¢.g., Rosenbergand
Hovland, 1960). The affective or evaluative component of an attitude consists of
beliefs or feelings concerning evaluation of or attraction towards the attitude
object. The responses to the evaluation scale of the Personality Diflerential (e.g.,
“good-bad’’) would represent expressions of this component of an attitude. The
cognitive component of an attitude consists of beliefs about the characteristics of
the attitude object and its relationships with other objects. The responses to the
extroversion-introversion scale of the Personality Differential, for example,
would be expressions of some aspects of this component of attitudes. Finally the
behavioural component of an attitude consists of beliefs or intentions to behave
in certain ways towards the attitude object. The responses to the Behavioural
Differential would be expressions of such intentions.

In general, an understanding of behaviour and the relationship between
attitudes and behaviours can be increased if these components are considered as
separate predictors {e.g., Bagozzi, 1981; Bagozzi and Burnkrant, 1979).
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Moreover, the behavioural component or behavioural intentions seem to be
particularly important because they largely mediate the influences of other
attitudinal components on behaviours {e.g., Ajzen and Fishbein, 1972, 1980;
Bagozzi, 1981). That is, cognitive and evaluative beliefs appear to influence
behaviour primarily because of their influence on behavioural intentions.

Behavioural Intentions Towards ““A Person on the Dole” and “An [tinerant™

The Behavioural Differential

The Behavioural Differential technique (Triandis, 1964; Davis, 1975) represents
an important methodological advance in attitude research because it incorpor-
ates many ofl the central features relevant to the attitude-behaviour relationship.
First, it attempts to measure behavioural intentions towards particular persons
or groups. Thus, it requries that the targets be identified with some degree of
specificity (e.g., ““a person on the dole”). Second, it assumes that behavioural
intentions towards a particular target are multidimensional. It therefore
includes a number of statements to encompass a reasonably wide array of actions
and contexts. Finally, by using factor analysis, a relatively small number of
dimensions of behavioural intention are identified which economically
summarise representative behaviours.

In the Irish context, the scale was developed by having respondents rate a
total of 96 complex person stimuli on 53 scales (Davis, 1975). Factor analy-
sis revealed eight dimensions very similar to those identified in other cultures
(e.g., Triandis, 1964): (a) intimate social acceptance, {b) marital-sex attraction,
(c) benevolent concern, (d) deference with anxiety, (e) respect, (I) public social
acceptance {g) subordination, (h) belief acceptance.

In the present study the stimulus persons were “‘a person on the dole’ and “'an
itinerant’’ and nine items were selected from the three most relevant dimensions
identified previously (Davis, 1975): (a) imitimate social acceptance vs. rejection
(exclude from my close circle of friends, be hesitant o seek out this person’s
company, avoid this person in social situations); (b) public secial acceptance vs.
rejection (would be reluctant to buy a house next door to this person, would be
willing to employ this person, would consider this person competent to serveon a
Jury); and (c) respect vs. non-respect (respect this person, be impressed by this
person, distrust this person). Higher composite scores on these scales would
indicate greater social acceptance and respect. For ““a person on the dole”, the
inter-item reliabilities {alpha corrected for bias) of these scales were .79 for
intimate social acceptance, .55 for public social acceptance and .53 for respect.
For “an itinerant”, the reliabilities were .79, .49 and .59, respectively.

A Comparison of “A Person on the Dole” and “An Itinerant”
It was expected that “‘a person on the dole’ and “an itinerant” would elicit
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very different behavioural intentions. Previous research (e.g., Furnham, 1982b;
Forgas, et al., 1982) clearly suggests that beliefs about poverty and the poor
largely are dependent upon the particular target group under consideration. In
this case it seemed likely that “‘an itinerant”” would be the recipient of far more
negative behavioural intentions than “a person on the dole”. This expectation
derives, in part, from previous studies of social attitudes in Ireland. MacGréil
(1977), for example, measured the attitudes of a large Dublin sample towards a
number of groups using the Bogardus Social Distance Scale (Bogardus, 1925).
This scale is similar to the social acceptance measures from the Behavioural
Differential and provides information about the degree of social intimacy to
which respondents would admit target groups (e.g., friendship, marriage, etc.).
Overall, MacGréil (1977) found that the unemployed fared far better than
travelling people. They were ranked 29 and 56, respectively, out of 70 stimulus
groups. Significantly, he reported that travelling people were placed at
approximately the same social distance as other groups that have been the
targets of extreme prejudice and discrimination such as “Chinese”’, “Negroes™
or “Africans”. Thus, while being unemployed or poor did elicit some negative
attitudes, minority or outgroup status resulted in far stronger rejection.

Table 5.1 presents a direct comparison of responses to “‘a person on the dole™
and “‘an itinerant” for the three behavioural intention scales from this study.
Repeated measures analyses of variance were conducted to compare these mean

Table 5.1: Mean behavioural intentions towards ‘‘a person on the dole” and “an

itinerant’”’
Stimulus
Behavioural A person on An
inlenlion the dole Hinerant F(l, 2358) n?
Intimate Social
Acceptance 5.58 3.06 3511.04* 41
Public Social
Acceplance 5.65 3.35 3861.75* 42
Respect 5.23 4.02 1281.33* 18

Nole: A higher score indicates greater social acceptance and respect.

<0l
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il

scores.'' As cxpected, the “‘person on the dole” was [ar more likely 10 gain
intimate social acceplance, public social acceptance and respect. Interestingly,
thesc differences arc most pronounced flor the social acceptance scales and least
pronounced for respect. This pattern is thus consistent with the proposition that
prejudice and discrimination are most likely to occur in relation to more
intimate behaviours (e.g., Triandis and Davis, 1965).

Table 5.2 displays the mean rankings and the percentages of the sample who
agreed with cach of the behavioural intention statements for “a person on the
dole” and for “an itinerant” (complete frequency distributions for these items
arc contained in Table D.1 of Appendix D). Comparisons of the mean rankings
of the two target groups were make using Fricdman’s tests (McNemar, 1969). As
clearly can be seen in Table 5.2, the respondents were significantly less positive
in their behavioural intentions towards “an itinerant’ than towards “a person
on the dole” for all of the items.

What is morc remarkable about these data is the size ol the diltferences and the
extreme degree of discrimination against travelling people. The absolue differ-
ence in the levels of agreement with the statements about the two groups is very
large, averaging over 41 per cent. Importantly, the largest differences occur for
those items relating to intimate social acceptance (e.g., “I would be hesitant 1o
seck out this person’s company’’) and for the item rclating to acceptance of the
groups as neighbours (I would be reluctant to buy a house next door to this
person’). The fact that slightly over 70 per cent of the sample agreed with this
latter statement for “‘an itinerant” has clear implications for public acceptance
of programmes designed to provide permanent housing or improved sites for
travelling people. Recent local opposition 1o such policies gives some indication
of the importance of this particular belief in public aflairs. Similarly, the fact
that only about 35 per cent of the sample indicated a willingness to employ “an
itincrant” has scrious social implications. More generally, the sheer extent of
discrimination against travelling people as indicated in this survey should be of
great concern to policy makers and others.

Discrimination towards ‘‘a person on the dole” appears to be much less wide-
spread. On the average, only about 16 per cent of the sample agreed with state-
ments of negative behavioural intentions towards this group (e.g., ‘I would
distrust this person’) and nearly 78 per cent, on the average, agreed with the
statements of positive intentions {e.g., “I would respect this person™). It is thus
apparcent that simply being poor or unemployed is considerably less imporiant
as a determinant of intolerance than is outgroup status.

""These results were closely replicated using Friedman's non-parametric analyses of vanks: Intimate
Social Acceptance, X,* = 1433.62, p<.01,1,% = .61; Public Social Acceptance, X,* = 1453.96, p<.01,7, =
.62; and Respeet, X 2{1) = 772,56, p<.01, 1.2 = .31,
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Tablc 5.2: Mean rankings of “a person on the dole’’ and “an itinerant’ on
behauvioural intention items (N = 2359)

Stimulus
Behavioural A person on An

intention the dole tinerant X n,?
I would respect 1.61 1.39 117.73* .05
this person (84.0) {77.2)
I would distrust 1.19 .81 903.59* .38
this person (14.2) (59.7)
[ would be impressed .67 1.33 286.42* A2
by this person (59.4) {(38.2)
I would be hesitant
to scck out this 1.15 1.85 1152.68* .49
person’s company (19.4) {76.5)
I would excude this
person [rom my close 1.17 1.83 1017.12* 44
circle of friends {t4.8) (67.5)
[ would 1end to avoid
this person in social 117 1.83 1040.90* 44
situations (14.1) (65.3)
I would be reluciant
10 buy a house next 1.17 1.83 1028.97* 4
door to this person (15.0) (70.1)
[ would be willing
to employ this 1.79 .21 782.90* .33
person (87.4) {54.8)
I would consider
this person
competent 1o serve 1.83 1.7 1011.88* .43
on a jury {80.7) {31.4)

Note: A higher mean ranking indicates greater agreement with each intention
and the numbers in parentheses are the precentages of respondents agreeing
with each statement,

*p<<.0l.
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Socio-Demographic Differences and Behavioural Inientions

As with the previous chapter, the relatonships between the socio-
demographic background characienstics ol the respondents and their
behavioural intentions were examined using multiple regression analyses. Each
of the Nve background variables were simultaneously entered into regression
equations 1o predict these belicls. Table 3.2 of Appendix D displays the simple
correlations between the socio-demographic vairables and the behavioural
intentions and the results of the regression analyses are shown in Tables D.3 and
D.4 lor “a person on the dole™ and “an itineran(”, respectively.

Ovwerall, the predictions ol the behavioural intentions towards “'a person on
the dole’ from the background characieristics of the respondents were not very
good. The average K was only .12, At best the background vanables accounted
for only about 2 per cent of the variance in these inwentions, For respect only a
single eflect, urban/rural residence, was signilicant (8 =-.08) and the R was . 11.
As might be expected, the rural respondents were somewhat less lavourably
predisposed towards “‘a person on the dole™ than were urban respondents. A
similar pattern is apparent for public soctal acceptance. Urban/rural location again
was the only signilicant predictor (8 =-.12) with rural respondents being less
positive. In this case, the K was .13, Finally, lor intimate soctal acceprance two
variables, urban/rural location (8=-.07) and age (8=-.10) were significant. The
R was .12, As with the other intentions, rural respondents tended 10 be less
positive. In addition, oldcr respondents also expressed somewhat less public
social acceptance of “‘a person on the dole™.

The predictions of behavioural intentions towards Fan itinerant” also were
weak. On the average, only about 3 per cent of the variance in these beliefs was
accounted for by diflerences in the background characteristics. For respect the K
was .18 and cducational status (8= .11) and age (8=-.08) were significant. Thus,
thc more educated and the younger respondents were slightly more likely 10
cxpress respect towards “an itinerant”. Age was the only significant effect lor
public social acceptance (f =-.17} and intimate social acceptance (ff =-.16). The R was
19 and .16 for the two intentions, respectively. In both cases older respondents
tended o be less accepting.

The fact that the socio-demographic variables showed only very small eflecis
on the behavioural intentions may be an important inding. It suggests that the
very high levels of agrecment with positive intentions towards ““a person on the
dole™ and with negative intentions towards ““an itinerant” (Tables 5.1 and 5.2)
arc not predominately limited to any particular social grouping, but rather are
reasonably universal throughout the population as a whole. These lindings are
particularly disturbing in the case of “an itinerant” because they indicate that
prejudice owards this minority is reasonably widespread.
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Beliefs About the Causes of Poverty and Behavioural Intenttons

The simple correlations between perceptions of the causes of poverty and
behavioural intentions towards “‘a person on the dole” and *‘an itinerant” are
shown in Table D.5 of Appendix D. The results of the regression analyses to
predict intentions towards these two groups are shown in Tables D.6 and D.7,
respectively.

The predictions of the behavioural intentions from perceptions of the causes of
poverty were substantially better than those from the socio-demographic
variables. For respect the effects of all five beliefs about the causes of poverty were
significant and the R was .37 (R? = .14). The two overtly dispositional factors,
belicf in lack of ambition (8 =-.07) and belief in lack of desire to work {8 =-.31),
were both related to expressing less respect towards ““a person on the dole” while
belief in society as a cause of poverty (8= .15)and beliefin fatalism (8=.05) were
both related to expressing more respect. These findings, then, suggest that
behavioural intentions towards this group to some extent may be the result of
perceptions of whether people are recciving social welfare because of their own
shortcomings or because of circumstances beyond their control. Belief in the
Church and educational system as a cause of poverty, however, showed a
paradoxical effect in this regard. That is, those who had negative beliefs about
the role of these specilic social institutions were also somewhat less likely to
express respect {8 =-.06). The regression analyses for public social acceptance of **a
person on the dole” showed a similar patiern of findings. Belief in lack of
ambition {8 =-.12) and lack of desire to work (# =-.23) as causes of poverly were
related to more negative intentions and belief in society {8 = .10) and belief in
fatalism (f = .10} 1o more positive intentions. In this case the R was .31 (R*=.10).
Finally, infimate social acceptance also conformed to the general pattern described
above. Blaming society for poverty related to greater acceptance (8 = .08) and
blaming lack of ambition (8 =-.14) and lack of desire to work (§ =-.21) were
related to less acceptance. The R for this intention was .29 (R* = .08).

Overall, then, these findings are very consistent. Those who were more likely
o sec poverty as resulting from structural or chance factors were more positively
predisposed towards “‘a person on the dole™ while those more likely to see
poverty as a result of dispositional factors were less positively predisposed. Thus,
it is apparent that the attributions about the causes of poverty do indeed relate
systematically to intentions towards this group as has been assumed previously.
The one anomaly to this pattern is for belief in the Church and educational
system as a cause of poverty. This structural attribution was associated with
lower levels of respect.

The pattern of findings for predicting the behavioural intentions towards “‘an
itinerant” from beliefs about poverty were similar 1o that for “a person on the
dole”. For respect the two individualistic belief factors showed significant effects,
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Those who attributed poverty more to a lack of ambition (8 =-.09) and a lack of
desire to work {# =-.11) tended to admit less respect for “an itinerant”.
Conversely, those who held society more responsible for poverty expressed
greater respect (8 = .10). Again, greater belief in the role of the Church and
education system in poverty was related o lower levels of respect (8 =-.07). The
R for respect was .20 (R* = .04). Again, belief in lack of ambition {8=-.12) and
lack of desire 1o work (# =-.13) were negatively related and belief in society asa
causc of poverty (= .11) was positively related to this intention. In contrast to
the previous analyses, however, a greater belief in fatalism or the inevitability of
poverty was related to lower levels of public social acceptance ($=-.09). In the case of
intimate social acceptance, \hose respondents who expressed a belief in lack of desire
to work {#=-.12) and in the fatalistic nawure of poverty (f=-.12) also expressed
less acceptance along this dimension. The R for this intention was .21 (R?=.04).

The results for all three behavioural intentions were reasonably consistent
with one another and with the findings for “‘a person on the dole”. Lower levels
of respect and social acceptance of “an itinerant™ tended 10 be associated with
placing greater blame on the individual for poverty while, convesely, higher
levels of respect and public social acceprance were related to placing greater
blame on socicty. In general, then, those advocating dispositional cxplanations
of poverty scem to be less positively predisposed towards this group and those
advocating gencral structural causes of poverty seem more positively
predisposed.

Ceneral Social Beliefs and Behavioural Inlentions

The simple correlations between the gencral social beliefs and the behavioural
intcntions towards “‘a person on the dole” and “an itinerant” are shown in
Appendix D, Table D.8. Complete listings of the regression analyses are
contained in Tables D.9 and D.10 ol the same appendix.

Overall, the relationships between the general social beliefs and the
behavioural intentions towards the *person on the dole” were quite modest. As
can be secen in Table D.9, the resulting Ks were .18, .15 and .18 for respect, public
social acceptance and intimale social acceptance, respectively. The one variable
that showed a consistent ellect was belief in the extent of poverty. There was a
tenclency for those who believed poverty was more widespread in Ireland to be
more positive in terms of respect (8 =-.07), public social acceptance (f§ =-.10),
and intimate social acceptance (8 =-.10) towards “‘a person on the dole”. In
addition, there was a tendency for greater respect towards this target group to be
associated with higher levels of religiosity {8 = .09) and national pride (8 = .09)
and with lower levels of anti-itinerant prejudice (8 =-.07} and national
deprecation (f =-.08). Lower levels of national deprecation also were associated
with greater intimate social acceptance (f =-.09). These elfects, however, were
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quite small.

This relative lack of relationship between General Social Belicfs and
behavioura!l intentions towards the stimulus “a person on the dole” is not
surprising. There is no previous body of rescarch or theory which would suggest
that such general orientations would predict behavioural intentions towards this
stimulus person, who does not seem to carry any strong ncgative connotation in
this culture, compared to the distinctly *“outgroup” nature of perceptions
concerning “‘an itinerant’.

We were able to predict intentions towards “an iunerant” with somewhat
more accuracy than those towards “a person on the dole”. The Ks were .44
(R? =.19) for respect, and .49 (R® = .24) for both public social acceptance and intimate
social acceptance. However, this increase in prediction primarily is due to the rela-
tively strong relationships between anti-itinerant prejudice and these behaviour-
al intentions. In each case, the simple correlation with this beliel factor was nearly
as large as the multiple R. As would be expected, those expressing greater anti-
itinerant prejudice were less likely to express respect (f =-.43), public social
acceptance (8 =- 47} and intimate social acceplance (f =- 47} towards *an iinerant™,
In addition, certain other small effects obtained. In the case of respect, higher
levels of religiosity (8= .09) and national pride {(#=.07) and lower levels of belief
in innate tendencies (§ = -.05) were related to more favourable intentions. For
public socail acceplance both national pride (f = .08) and beliel in economic
restraint ( = .05) were positively related 10 intention. Finally, national pride
rclated to higher levels of intimate social acceptance (f = .08) and belief in a
capitalistic ideology to lower levels of this intention (8 =-.08).

The positive relationship between religiosity and respect lor “‘an itincrent” is
of some interest given that this varable previously has been found o relate to
greater prejudice in gencral (Allport, 1959; Allport and Ross, 1967) and to
greater prejudice towards travelling people specilically (Davis, et af., 1977). This
apparcnt inconsistency requires some comment. It must be remembered that the
effcct of religiosity is considered here while controlling for other general social
beliefs including ant-itinerant prejudice. A consideration of the simple
correlations (Table D.8) shows no relationship between religiosity and respect
(r = .02) when these other beliefs are not controlled. (In the case of public and
inimate social acceptance, a small correlation in the expected direction was
found for both scales [7 =-.12 in both cases).) Morcover, there was a signilicant
correlation between religiosity and the anti-itinerant prejudice scale (r = .21).
Thus it seems likely that the relationship between religiosity and respect
reported here holds only when outgroup prejudice is controlled.

Personality Characteristics and Behavioural Intentions
The simple correlations between the personality measures and behavioural
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intentions towards “‘a person on the dole” and “‘an itinerant’”’ are presented in
Table D.11 and the regression analyses arc in Tables D.12 and D.13 of Appen-
dix D.

Overall, no pattern emerged in predicting behavioural intentions towards “‘a
person on the dole™. As can be seen in Table D.12, the effects were very small.
The Rs were only .09 for respect and .12 for both social acceptance scales. As in
the case of General Social Beliefs, there is no body of research or theory to suggest
that strong relationships between personality characteristics and behavioural
intentions towards “a person on the dole” should hold. In the case of “an
itinerant”’, a large body of theory and research on outgroup prejudice would
suggest such relationships (e.g., Aliport, 1954; Adorno, et al., 1950).

In predicting behavioural intentions towards “an itinerant”, higher levels of
lack of trust in pcople, anomia, and rigidity, three characteristics related to
authoritarianism, were associated with more negative behavioural intentions.
However, as shown in Table D.13, these relationships were not as strong as
would be expected. The Rs were only .20, .15 and .15 for respect, public social
acceptance, and intimate social acceptance, respectively. It is obvious that more work
is needed o perfect measures of these construets.

Lvaluative and Cognitive Beliefs About ‘A Person on the Dole” and “An ltinerant”

The Personality Differential

The Personality Differential is one technique for measuring evaluative and
cognitive beliefs about people or groups. This technique is based on the
Semantic Differential (Osgood, et al., 1957) and like the Behavioural Diflerential
assumes that evaluative and cognitive beliels are multidimensional rather than
unidimensional. In the Irish context, the Personality Differential was developed
by obtaining ratings of 35 people or categories of persons on 67 bipolar adjectival
scales (Davis and O’Neill, 1977). Subscquently, these scales were factor analysed
and scven factors or dimensions emerged: (a) general evaluation, (b) social
potency, {c) uniqueness, {d) activity, {¢) dominance with rigidity, {I) physical
potency, and (g) extroversion-introversion. For the present study, six items
representing two of these scales were used: general evaluation (trustworthy-un-
trustworthy, likeable-dislikcable, bad-good), and extroversion-introversion
(careless-carelul, excitable-calm, quiet-noisy). Both of these scales were
presented in a seven-point modified Semantic Differential format with ‘‘a person
on the dole” and “‘an itinerant” as the stimuli. A higher score on these scales
would indicate more negative beliefs (i.¢., less positive evaluation or greater extro-
version). For ““a person on the dole”, the inter-item reliabilities were .72 for
evaluation and .51 for cxtroversion-introversion. For “‘an itinerant”, these
reliabilities were .73 and .61, respectively,
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A Comparison of ““A Person on the Dole” and “An ltinerant”

It was anticipated that a comparison of the results on the Personality Differen-
ital for “‘a person on the dole” and “‘an itinerant”” would closcly paraticl those for
the Behavioural Differential. Specifically, it was expected that “‘an itinerant”
would be more negatively evaluated and perceived as more extroverted than “a
person on the dole”. Table 5.3 shows a comparison of the mean composite scores
on these scale for the two groups. The results strongly supported our
expectation.'?

The mean rankings of ‘a person on the dole’ and *‘an itinerant” on each of
the individual cognitive and evaluative belief items are shown in Table 5.4
(complete frequency distributions for these items are in Table D.14 of Appendix
D). It clearly can be seen that “an itinerant” was significantly more likely 1o be
perceived as extroverted and more negatively cvaluated than was ““a person on
the dole”. As with the behavioural intentions, these differences are rather large,
particularly for the items from the extroversion-introversion scale.

Table 5.3: Mean evaluative and cognitive beliefs about “a person on the dole” and
“an itinerant”

Stimulus

Belief A person on An
dimension the dole itinerani F (I, 2358)

Evaluation 3.16 4 34 1262.84*
Extroversion-

Introversion 3.44 5.21 2865.10* .34

Note: A higher score indicates greater perceived extroversion and a more
negative evaluation.

*p<.0l.

The results for these items are important because they provide some
indication of the stereotypes associated with the two groups. Stereotypes are
delined as socially shared beliefs that describe the behaviours and attributes of
an attitude object in an oversimplified and undifferentiated manner (Rokeach,
1972). This is not 10 say that stereotypes are always completely false or always
negative. To the contrary, they may contain an element of truth or may be

O, . ] . . - . . .
l'hese results were closely replicated using Fricdman's non-parametric analyses of ranks:

Ervafuation, X *(1) = 134.14, p <.01.1.% = 3); Extroversion-Introversion, X *(1) = 1289.32, p<.01,1,% =
.55.
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Table 5.4: Mean rankings of “a person on the dole’” and “an itinerant’ on evaluative
and cognitive belief items (N = 2359)

A person on An

Belief the dole itinerant X, nz?

Untrustworthy 1.24 1.76 662.34* .28
{23.0) (61.7)

Dislikeable 1.3t 1.69 340.32* 14
(14.0) (37.6)

Bad 1.32 1.68 387.17* 13
(10.5) (30.3)

Careless 1.22 1.78 752.09* .32
(32.6) (74.7)

Excitable 1.25 .75 609.40* .26
(18.4) (63.3)

Noisy 1.19 1.81 923.51* .39
(16.6) (68.4)

Note: A higher ranking would indicate more negative beliefs. The numbers in
parenthescs are the percentages of respondents agrecing with the negative end of
each sale.

*p <0l

positive in content. The problem with stercotypes is that they tend to be applied
to groups as a whole without regard to individual differences. Thus, a certain
number of individuals may be assumed to possess the stereotyped characteristics
who, in fact, do not. To the extent that a stereotype is negative and underlies and
helps organise attitudes, intentions and behaviours, it can result in the unfair
treatment of some individuals. In the present case, for example, over two-thirds
ol the respondents, on the average, saw “an itinerant” as untrustworthy, care-
less, excitable, or noisy. In contrast, less than one-third of the sample indicated
that they though cach of these negative traits was descriptive of “a person on the
dole™. 1t1s very likely that these prejudicial dilferences in belict, at least in part,
underlie the previously described discriminatory differences in behavioural
intentions. In particular, the low levels of social acceptance and the reluctance to
have travelling people as neighbours or employees may be a result of such stereo-
types. Undoubtedly, much ol the public resistance to programmes for settling
travelling people or lor providing permanent sites has its basis in beliefs such as
these.
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Socio-Demographic Differences and Evaluative and Cognitive Beliefs

Table D.15 presents the simple correlations between the cognitive and
cvaluative belief scales and the demographic characteristics for “‘a person on the
dole’” and “an itinerant”. The effects predicting these evaluative and cognitive
beliefs are shown in Tables D.16 and D.17 of Appendix D.

For hoth evaluative and cognitive beliefs only one of the eflects, education,
was significant in the regression analysis and the Rs were only .17 and .18,
respectively. Perhaps surprisingly, the more educated respondents evaluated “a
person on the dolc”” more negatively (8 = .13) and perceived him/her as more
extroverted (f = .15},

Two of the five variables were significant in predicting evaluation of “an
itinerant’” with the very modest R =.13 indicating a slight tendency for the more
educated (f =-.06) and for female respondents (# =-.05) to evaluate ‘“‘an
itinerant” less negatively. This pattern for education is of some interest because
it is the opposite of that found for ‘‘a person on the dole’. In this case, greater
tolerance tended 1o be associated with more education. Only a single effect,
location, was significant for perceived extroversion of “an itinerant” (R = .10).
Rural respondents showed a slight tendency (8=-.08) to perceive “an itinerant”
as more extroverted than did urban respondents.

Beliefs About the Causes of Poverty and Evaluative and Cognitive Beliefs

Table D.18 shows the simple correlations between beliefs about the causes of
poverty and evaluative and cognitive beliefs about *‘a person on the dole” and
“an itinerant”. The complete regression analyses appear in Tables D.19 and
D.20 of Appendix D.

Turning first 1o beliefs about “a person on the dole™, it is apparent that
neither evaluation ner extroversion-introversion were predicted very well from
beliefs about the causes of poverty. The multiple K was .28 and .17 for the
two beliel factors, respectively. However, beliel in lack of desire to work was
rclated 1o more negative evaluation (= .27) and greater perceived extroversion
(8 = .15). Conversely, belief in socicty as a cause of poverty was related to less
negative evaluation (8=-.07) and to less perceived extroversion (f =-.08). Thus,
there is some evidence that the tendency 1o explain poverty in terms of
dispositional causes is related to other negative beliefs about the characteristics
of this group of poor, while the tendency to explain poverty in terms of general
social causes is related to more positive beliefs. Itshould be noted, however, that
there also was a slight tendency for those who held the Church and educational
system more responsible for poverty 1o perceive “‘a person on the dole” as more
extroveried (8 = .06).

For “an itinerant”, a somewhat similar patern emerges. Belief in lack of
ambition (# = .06) and lack of desire to work {8 = .13) were both related to more
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negative evaluation. In addition, belief in [atalism also was related 0 more
negative evaluation (# = .08). This finding highlights the possible individualistic
component of the latalistic orientation. Belief in lack of desire 1o work also was
related to greater perceived extroversion (f=.07), aswas beliclin fawalism (8=.09).
Finally, beliel in socicty as a cause of poverty was associated with lower
levels of perceived extroversion (f = -.05). However, all of these relationships,
again, arc quitc modest and the Ks were only .19 (R? = .04) and .13 (K*=.02) for
the two personality differential scales. Thus, contrary to what has been assumed
by pervious researchers, beliefs about the causes of poverty may be only
peripherally related 10 these particular beliefs about the poor.

General Social Beliefs and Evaluative and Cognitive Beliefs

The simple correlations between general social beliels and evaluative and
cognitive beliefs about “'a person on the dole” and “*an itinerant” are shown in
Table D.2} in Appendix D. The regression analyses are shown in Tables 13.22
and D.23,

For “a person on the dole™, General Social Beliefs show only small
relationships with evaluation and perceived extroversion-introversion. The R
was .18 in the first case (£* = .03) and .19 in the second case (K* = .04). Wc have
discussed earlier why there may be no particular reason 10 expect strong
relationships between general social beliefs and atticudes wowards chis stimulus
person. It is worth noting, however, that there was a tendency for higher levels of
national deprecation (8 = .08) and anu-itinerant prejudice (8 = .07) 1o he
associated with more negative evaluation and higher levels of national pride
(B =-.14) to be associated with less negative cvaluation. A similar pattern is
apparent for extroversion with national deprecation showing a positive relation-
ship (# = .06) and national pride a negative relationship {8 =-.14). In addition,
higher levels of religiosity were related to the tendency 1o percieve “a person on
the dole™ in a more positive (introverted) light (8 =-.08).

In general, for “an itinerant”; the predictions were somewhat better. The R
was .41 for evaluation (#* =.17) and .32 for extroversion-introversion (R* = .10).
However, as with behavioural intentions, this improvement is due to the
relatively large  relationship  between  anti-itinerant  prejudice and  these
evaluative and cognitive belief scales. As would be expected, anti-itinerant
prejudice was related 10 more negative evaluation (8 = .40) and greaier
perceived extroversion (8 = .30). Conversely, national pride was associated with
more positive beliefs in the two cases (8 =-.06 and -. 11, respectively). Finally,
higher levels of religious commitment were related to more positive evaluation
(B =-.06). However, the previous discussion concerning religiosity and anti-
iinerant prejucice applies here also.
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Personalily Characteristics and Evaluative and Cognitive Beliefs

The correlations between the personality characteristics and evaluation and
perceived extroversion-introversion of “a person on the dole” and “an
itinerant’” are shown in Table D.24 of Appendix D. The regression analyses of
the relationships are shown in Tables D.25 and D.26.

As with the previous analyses, the predictions of evaluation (R = .13) and
perceived extroversion (K = .11} of ““a person on the dole” were very modest.
Some consistent patterns are apparent, however, Anomia was related to more
positive evaluation {8 =-.08) and to greater perceived introversion (§ =-.09).
That is, those higher on anomia had more positive belicfs about dole recipients.
This seemingly anomalous finding may be explainable on the basis of previous
research (Davis and Fine-Davis, 1979; in press) suggesting a relationship bet-
ween anomia and unemployment. That is, those groups expressing the highest
levels of anomia also tend to be those who are most likely to be unemployed or
have friends and relatives who are uncmployed. Other beliefs relating to an
authoritarian orientation showed the expected relationships with beliefs about
“a person on the dole”. Thus, acceptance of a strong leader was associated with
more negative evaluation (8 = .06) and lack of trust in people was associated with
more negative evaluation (8 = .11) and greater perceived extroversion (8 = .06).

The predictions also were modest for “an itinerant”, For evaluation the R was
.20 (R? = .04) and for extroversion-introversion it was .12 (R* =.01). Aswith “‘a
person on the dole™, lack of trust in people tended to be associated with more
negative evaluation (= .16) and gredter perceived exuroversion (8= .10). How-
ever, in contrast to the findings for ““a person on the dole”, anomia (f = .06) was
associated with more negative cvaluation of “‘an itinerant” (8 = .06) as would be
expected. Finally, life-satisfaction/self-estcem showed a small inverse relation-
ship with negative cvaluvation ( =-.06), as would be expected on the basis of
downward comparison principles (Wills, 1981).

Beliefs About Improving Social Welfare Benefils

The Issue Differential

As isapparent from our earlier discussions, it is useful to consider attitudes and
behavioural intentions towards groups and individuals as being multi-
dimensional. Davis (1977) further has argued that attitudes towards social issues
should be considered muitidimensional and has developed the Issue Difterential
as a technique for measuring perceptions of social issues. In his initial study on
the Issue Differential, Davis (1977) asked | 19 respondents to rate 32 issue-stimuli
on 58 scales. In a subsequent factor analysis, a six-factor solution seemed optimal
as follows: {(a) Evaluation, (b} Salience, {c) Feasibility, {d) Potency with control,
(e) Familiarity, () Importance. For the present study respondents were asked to
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rate the “improvement of present social welfare benefits” on the following four
scales represented with three items in each: Evaluation (had-good, desirable-un-
desirable, fair-unfair); lmportance (important-unimportant, relevant-irrelevant,
significant-insignificant); Feasibility (easy-difficult, controversial- non-
controversial, costly-cheap); Familiarity (well known-unknown, priminent- non-
prominent, familiar-unfamiliar). Higher scores on these scales would indicate
more negative or pessimistic beliefs: negative evaluation, less perceived import-
ance, lower feasibility and less familiarity. The inter-item reliabilities were .56 for
evaluation, .55 for importance, .34 for feasibility and .60 for familiarity.

Beliefs About Social ll/eUare

Table'D.27 shows the percentage of the respondents who agreed or d:sagrced
with each of the issue differential items relating to beliefs about i improving social
welfare benefits. As can be seen in that table, the respondents were generally
very positive towards this issue. Over 80 per cent believed that improving social
welfare was important, desirable, significant and relevant. A large majority also
indicated that it was prominent, good, familiar, well known and fair. Thus, in
general, there appears to be a great deal of public support for improving social
welfare. However, the ICSPOI‘Ian[S perceived (perhaps quite correctly, some
might arguc} the difficulty in achieving this goal. Less than 20 percent indicated
that they thought it would be casy non-controversial and cheap.

Socto-Demographic Differences and Betieﬁ About Improving Soctal Welfare Benefits

Table D.28 shows the simple correlations between the selected socio-demo-
graphic characteristics of the sample and beliefs about improving social welfare.
The results from regression analyses are presented in Table D.29. Ascan be séen
in Table D.29, the relationships between the socio-demographic variables and
these beliefs are quite modest (average R =.14). Only one of the variables, educa-
tion, showed a more or less consistent relationship across the belief dimensions.
Rcspondcnts with higher education were less likely to state that they thought
improving social welfare benefits was important (8 = .09), feasible (8 = .08), and
familiar (8 = .09). Interestingly, rural respondents also were more likely to see
improving social welfare benefits as less important (8=.10) and at the same time
as more feasible (8 =-.06) than did urban respondents. Finally, age showed a
small eflect on evaluation of improving welfare benefits, with older respondents
being more pdsjtivc (8=-.10)and women tended 1o see improvirg social welfare
as more important {§ =-.09). '

Once again, the lack of any very strong relationships between socio-demo-
graphic characteristics and beliefs about improving social welfare henefits
would seem to indicate that the results discussed previously concerning support
for this issue are not determined to any great extent by any one or more
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particular subgroups but, rather, represent a rather broad consensus throughout
the population as a whole.

Beliefs About the Causes of Poverty and Beliefs About Improving Social 1Wefare Benefits

Table D.30 shows the correlations between beliefs about the causes of poverty
and beliefs about improving social welfare benefits. The regression analyses are
shown in Table D.31.

While most of the relationships are fairly small {the average R was .16) some
interesting patierns emerge. Those who were more fatalistic about poverty were
more likely to positively evaluate improving social welfare benefits (=-.10)and
to indicate that they thought it was important (8 =-.13) and [amiliar {# =~ .05).
At the same time, they were less likely to see improving wellare benefits as
feasible (# = .08): Thus, although those who are more fatalistic about poverty are
pessimistic about implementing social welfare, they are generally positive
towards it. This finding may be particularly important given the apparent pre-
valence of fatalistic beliefs towards poverty previously described. It suggests that
this fatalistic orientation may not necessarily result in public opposition to social
policies designed to help the poor. Not surprisingly, the general structural factor,
belief in society as a cause of poverty, was associated with a more positive evalua-
tion of improving sociat welflare (§ =-.06) and with giving it more importance
(B = -.12) while the dispositional factor, belief in lack of desire to work, was re-
lated to a more negative evaluation of improving social welfare (§=.13) and to
assigning it less importance (8 = .12). This latter relationship probably results
partly from the fact that belief in lack of desire to work, as measured here,
implicitly suggests that social welfare acts as a disincentive to work and partly
from a more general negative relationship between belief in the individualistic
nature of poverty and support for social welfare.

General Social Beliefs and Beliefs About Improving Social Welfare Benefits

The correlations between the general social beliefs and beliefs about
improving social welfare benefits are shown in Table D.32 of Appendix D and
the regression analyses are shown in Table D.33. As with the previous analyses,
the effects are quite modest. In this case the Rs ranged from .21 t0.23. However,
some very interesting and consistent patterns emerge. Greater religious commit-
ment, for example, was associated with more positive evaluation (8 =-.09),
greater perceived importance (8 =-.11) and greater familiarity (§ =-.10) with
the issue of improving social welfare benefits. At the same time, however, it was
related to a greater belief in the unfeasibility of improving welfare (8 = .11).
Thus, we find that the more religious respondents were more compassionate, but
also more pessimistic, in their views on thisissue. Interestingly, national pride or
belief in the positive aspects of the Irish people, was also related 1o more positive
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beliefs about improving welfare: evaluation (8 =-.15), importance {# =-.10),
[easibility (8 =-.07, and familiarity (8 =-.11). Similarly, belief in the extent of
poverty was associated with evaluation (#=.09) and importance (§=.12). Asone
might expect, these respondents who believed that poverty was relatively wide-
sprcad evaluated this issue more positively and belicved that it was more
important. Interestingly, belicf in a more capitalistic ideology was related to a
beliel that improving social welfare is unfeasible (8 = .08).

Personatity Characleristics and Beliefs About Improving Social Welfare Benefits

As might be expected, the relationships between personal beliefs or
personality characteristics and beliefs about improving social welfare benefits
were quite small, as shown in Tables D.34 and D.35. There is no particular
theoretical reason to expect any strong relationships between general
personality characteristics and beliefs about this specilic issue, although one
might anticipate a ncgative relationship between authoritarian-like beliefs and
support for social welfare.

Life-satislaction/self-estcem and anomia were the only variables to show
reasonably consistent patterns. Those who were higher on life-satisfaction/self-
esteem were more positive in their evaluation of improving social welfare
benefits {§ =-.11), said they thought it was more important (f =-.13) and
indicated they were more familiar with it (8= -.12). At the same time, they were
pessimistic about the likelihood of improving social welfare benefits and thought
it was less feasible (8= .15). Interestingly, those who were higher on anomia and
thus the most alienated from the social system, also were more positive on all four
belief dimensions about improving welfare benefits: evaluation (8 =-.10),
importance (§ =-.09), leasibility (8 =-.06) and familarity (8 =-.09). As
previously suggested, a propable explanation for this may be that the
unemployed who are more dependent upon social welfare also tend to be more
anomic. A few other small and less consistent reclationships can be noted. For
example, lack of trust in people was related to more negative evaluation of
improving social welfare (# = .08) and to less familiarity (8= .05) and rigidity was
associated with more familiarity (§ =-.08).




Chapter 6

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

Background

As a natural outgrowth of Ireland’s cconomic development and its
consequences in the 1960s and carly 1970s, with an increased standard of living
never before known on such a widespread basis in the history of the State,
concern began to turn to the problem of poverty which still remained among
certain scgments of the population. In 1972, an interdisciplinary conference was
held at The Economic and Social Research Institute in recognition of the need o
obtain more solid data concerning the problem of poverty in Ircland than was
currently available. A working party was formed to cstablish, as explicitly as
possible, those arcas where information was nceded.

One of the main areas of research concern identified was the attitudes of the
general population towards poverty and the poor. It was the vicw of the working
party that such information would help to meet the policy makers’ need 10 know
the views of the public on poverty-related issues as a background to considering
social and economic policies in this area, and, where necessary, to seck to change
such views by public education and lcadcrshlp It was the main purposc of the
present study to take the first steps towards this end. This paper presents the first
large scale and systemalic study dealing with attitudes towards, beliefs about,
and perceptions of poverty and the poor among the general population in
Ireland. _

Naturally, the question of poverty is an extremely complex one requiring the
attention of experts in a number of different disciplines, such as cconomics,
sociology, political science and social administration. The present study makes
no attempt to cover all the various aspects of poverty itsclf; rather, it is limited to
a social psychological focus on attitudes towards poverty and related socio-
€conemic issues.

'The data were obtained from a nationwide random sample of 2,359 individ-
uals, drawn from the Electroal Register, who were interviewed during a 2%-
month period, ending in January 1977. The survey primarily dealt with percep-
tions of the causes of poverty, attitudes and beliefs about specific groups of the
poor, and attitudes and beliefs about social welfare. However, questions about
general social issues and personal beliefs were also included, as were questions
relating to socio-demographic characteristics. The attitude items and questions
themselves were developed over a considerable period of time, involving several
pretests, starting with open-ended interviews and progressing through success-
ive stages of refinement. A variety of attitude measurement techniques and
94
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scaling procedures was employed, representing the most current developments
in multidimensional attitude measurement. :
Iniual analyses were undertaken to simplily the data by identifying the factor
structures or dimensions underlying the individual questions. The attitude and
beliel items were divided on a. prieri grounds into those dircctly relating 10
perceptions of the causes of poverty, thosc relating to more general social issues,
and those relating to personal attitudes or personality characteristics. Each of
these subscts was then subjected to a Principal Components factor analysis with
Varimax rotations. From among the items pertaining to perceptions of the
causes of poverty, five factors were identified. We have called these A factors.
These were: (Al) Belief in Fatalistic Causes of Poverty; (All) Belief in the Role of
the Church and Educational System in Poverty; {Alll) Belief in Lack of
Ambition; (AIV) Beliel'in Lack of Desire to Work, and {AV) Belief in Society asa
Cause ol Poverty. These faciors are similar 10 those identified in previous
research in other cultures {e.g., Feagin, 1972; Feather, 1974) and correspond 1o
dimensions of fatalistic, individualistic (dispositional or personal) and structural
(or socictal) explanations of poverty. From among the items pertaining to
gencral social beliels, cleven factors were identified:. (BI) Acceptance of
Economic Restraint; (BIT) Religiosity, (BIIT) Outigroup (anti-itinerant)
Prejudice; (BIV) National Pride; {(BV) National Deprecation; (BVI) State
Efficacy; (BVII) Extent of Poverty in Ireland; (BVIII) Family Planning;
(BIX) Financial Optimism; (BX) Capitalism vs. Socialism; and (BXI) Beliei'in
Innate Tendencics. For the most part, these actors were very similar to those
previously identified in attitude survers of Irish samples (e.g., Davis, etal., 1977).
Finally, five factors were identified among the personal attitudes or personality
characteristics; (Cl) Life Sausfaction and Sell-Esteem; (CHl) Anomia and
Powerlessness; (CI1I} Acceprlance of a Strong Leader; (GI1V) Rigidity; and (CV)
Lack of Trust in People. The factors are also similar to those identified in
previous research in Ireland (c.g., Davis, ef al., 1977; Davis and Fine-Davis, in
presé). ‘
Indicators of beliefs about specific groups of the poor and about welfare issues
were obtained using atutude scales previously developed in Ireland. The
Behavioural Dilferential (Davis, 1975) was used to measure three dimensions of
behavioural intentions (Respect, Public Social Ac¢céprance and Intimate Social
Acceptance) towards stimuli representative of two groups of poor persons: *‘a
person on the dole” and “an itinerant”. Simitarly, the Personality Differential
(Davis and O’ Neill, 1977) was used to obtain measures of evaluative and
cognitive (perceived extroversion-introversion) beliefs about these groups.
Mecasures of perceived cvaluation, importance, feasibility and familiarity were

T

obtained for the issue “improving social welfare benefits” using the Issue

Difterential {Davis, 1977).
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Results

L. Perceptions of the Causes of Poverly

Onc of the primary concerns of this research was to identily the most common
explanations for poverty among the Irish people. Previous research in North
America (c.g., Feagin, 1972, 1975), Australia (Feather, 1974), and Europc (c.g.,
Riffault and Rabier, 1977; Furnham 1982a, 1) had suggested that there is a
gencral tendency for poverty to be attributed to individualistic or dispositional
shortcomings (e.g., laziness, lack of motivation, or other personal causcs). In
contrast, the results of the present study found that in Ireland poverty was more
likely to be attributed to fatalistic causes than to individual traits of the poor
themselves. The results showed that over 80 per cent agreed with statements
attributing poverty to fatalistic causes. (For a complete breakdown of the
percentage responses to the items comprising these faciors, sce Table B.2,
Appendix B.) Poverty thus tends to be seen as something over which people feel
they have little control. On the other hand, there is some evidence to suggest that
some of these fatalistic beliefs may not be totally free of individualistic or
dispositional implications. That is, the inevitability of poverty may be scen to
result from the characteristics of the poor themselves. Correlational analyses, for
example, indicated that belicf in fatalism was dircctly related to more overt
individualistic belicfs about the causes of poverty.

Alter fatalistic causes, society was the next most strongly endorsed cause of
poverty., For example, over 60 per cent of the sample expressed the belief that
“The reason why pcople are poor is that society does not give them a chance”
and “If we just made it our goal, we need have no poor people in this country™.
This suggests that Irish people believe fairly strongly that poverty is, at least in
part, a result of the social and structural inequities. Social programmes aimed at
reducing these incquities would, thus, on the basis of these findings, be expecied
o receive considerable support from the public.

While individualistic causes of poverty, such as lack of desire to work and lack
of ambition, werc clearly less strongly endorsed refative 1o fatalistic and structural
causcs, in absolute terms there was still a fair amount of support for such explana-
tions of poverty. Forexample, 57 per cent agreed that *‘Lack of ambition is at the
root of poverty” and 53 per cent agreed that “The majority of people on the dole
have no interest in getting a job™'. Thus, while overtly non-individualistic explana-
tions of poverty (including social/structural as well as fatalistic interpretations)
received the greatest endorsement, there was, nevertheless, considerable support
for the notion that the poor themselves are responsible for their own plight. To
the extent that such attitudes and perceptions exist, one would expect some
opposition to programmes designed to alleviate poverty and improve social
wellare benefits, counteracting, possibly, some of the support suggested above.




SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 97

The relationships between selected socio-demographic charasteristics (sex,
urban ws. rural background, educational attainment, income and age) and the
beliels about the causes of poverty were examined through the use of regression
analyses. Overall, perceptions of the causes of poverty were not well predicted
from the socio-demographic characteristics of the sample. What this suggests s
that perceptions of the causes of poverty are fairly uniformly held by all groups in
the population rather than being very much more strongly held by one or
another group. Thus, it can be assumed that the findings cited above concerning
the importance atiached to [atalistic causes, followed by structural causes (with
still considerable support for individualistic causes) pertain to essentially all seg-
ments ol society.

However, certain variables of a socio-demographic nature, while not terribly
strong in predictive power, showed consistent patterns concerning perceptions
of the causes of poverty. Age was one such variable. Older respondents tended to
be more latalistic, to blame poverty more on lack of ambition, and less on social
and structural factors. This pattern is consistent with rescarch on beliefs about
poverty carried out in other countries (e.g., Osgood, 1977; Williamson, 1974a,
b} and is explainable on the basis of several [aclors. For example; older people
have had substantiatly different socialisation experiences. Similarly; they have
been found o be significantly more religious than younger people in Ireland
(Fine-Davis, 1979; Davis and Fine-Davis, in press) and religiosity was [ound in
the present study to be significantly retated to fatalistic explanations of poverty.
Older people are also, on average, less educated than the young, and education
was found 10 be associated with a lower degree of endorsementol all the causes of
poverty. Interestingly, this pattern concerning education is in contrast with
previous rescarch in other countries which has shown a tendency for the more
educated to attribute poverty to more individualistic causes (e.g., Feagin, 1975;
Feather, 1974; Wilhhamson, 1974a, b).

Surprisingly, income was not systematically related to individualistic percep-
tions of the causes of poverty. It has been expected on the basis of previous
rescarch and certain principles of attribution theory (sec p. 15 et seg.) that higher
income respondents would tend to blame the poor for their circumstances.
However, income did show a small relationship with the tendency to blame
society for poverty. Lower income respondents were more likely 1o endorse this
explanation of poverty than were higher income respondents. This patiern'was
expected since lower income respondents are more hikely o have experienced
poverty. This is also consistent with previous research and with predictions
based on attribution theory (c.g., Furnham, 1972a, b).

The relationships between general social beliefs and beliefs about the causes of
poverty were somewhai stronger- than for the socio-demographic variables. On
average, about 22 per cent of the variance was accounted for by the regression
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models. Overall, there was a tendency for those who endorsed dispositional
causes of poverty also to express more individualistic or dispositional beliefs in
general. Thus, théy were more likely to manifest prejudice towards travelling
people, belief in innate tendencics, as well as belief in both positive national
characteristics (National Pride) and negative national characteristics (National
Deprecation), the common denominator of these two seemingly contrad ictory
tendencies being the innateness implied. This pattern suggests that there may be
a more global attributional style (e.g., Feather, 1983) that underlies the
tendency to usc individualistic or dispositional attributions about poverty.
There was a similar relationship between general social beliefs and a belief in
fatalistic causes of poverty. Anti-itinerant prejudice, beliel in innate tendencies,
and religiosity particularly showed a positive relationship to belief in fatalistic
causes of poverty. This suggests again that the fatalistic factor may contain a
significant individualistic or dispositional component.

An interesting pattern of results was also obtained for belief in‘the extent of
poverty. The more common poverty was seen (o be, the greater the likelihood
that it was attributed to social, structural, or fatalistic causes. Conversely, the
less common it was seen to be, the greater the likelihood that it was attributed to
dispositional or individualistic'causes. This patiern is consistent with the hypo-
thesis that outcomes or events which are perceived to be common will be
attributed to situational causes, and outcomes or events that are pcrccwcd ta be
rare to dispositional causes (Taylor and Fiske, 1978). :

Beliefs about the causes of poverty weré somewhat less well predicted by the
personality characteristics of the respondents. The average variance accounted
for by the regression models was only about 9 per cent. However, those
characteristics associated with social alienation and authoritarianism were
rclated to the tendency to express fatalistic and dispositional attributions. For
example, anomia, acceptance of a strong leader, rigidity and lack of trust in
people all showed relationships of this kind.

2. Bebamoura[ Intentions Towards “A Person ot the Dole’” and “An ltinerant™
Among the more tmportant [indings of the study is that concermng
behavioural mlemlons towards two specific groups of poor’persons: “‘a person on
the dole” and “an itinerant”. On the basis of previous research (MacGréil,
I977) it was expected that these two target groups would elicit very dilferent
responses on the Behavioural Differential scales. It was anticipated that the
rcspondents would be far more negative towards “an itinerant”. As expected,
“an itinerant” was much less likely to be the recipient of respect, public social
acceptance, or intimat¢ social acceptance. Of particualr interest, over 70 per
cent of Lhe sample indicated that they would be reluctant 1o buy a house next
door to “an itincrant” and over 45 per cent said they would be unwilling to
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employ “an itinerant”. In contrast, prejudice towards “a person on the dole”
appears to be much less widespread. High levels of respect and social acceptance
were evident for most of the items from these scales. Nearly 78 per cent, on
average, agreed with the statements of positive behavioural intentions, and only
about 16 per cent agreed with the statements of negative intention towards “a
person on the dole”.

The socio-demographic characteristics showed only small relationships with
behavioural intentions towards these two groups. Overall, the rural respondents
were somewhat less positive towards “a person on the dole” and older respon-
dents tended 10 be less positive towards “an itinerant”. As we have pointed out
carlier in a different context, the lack of any strong relationships between demo- _
graphic characteristics and behavioural intentions towards these two stimulus -
persons indicates that the findings concerning such behavioural intentions, and
particularly the striking difference between the relatively positive behavioural
intentions towards “‘a person on the dole” compared with the quite negative
behavioural intentions towards “an itinerant”, reflect a widespread tendency in
the population as a whole, rather than only in certain subgroups.

The relationships between behavioural intentions and beliefs about the causes
of poverty, while also not large, did indicaie tendencies for those who saw
poverty as resulting from individualistic or dispositional factors to be more
negative towards “‘a person on the dole” while those who attributed poverty to
societal factors tended to be more positive. A similar pattern was evident for “an
itinerant’”. Thus, it appears that those who generally tended to blame the poor
for theirsituation, were also less positively predisposed towards these two specific
groups.

The relationships between the general social beliefs and behavioural inten-
tions towards “a person on the dole” also were quite modest. A belief that
poverty was widespread, however, was associated with higher levels of public
and intimate social acceptance of ““a person on the dole™, whereas higher levels
of national deprecation were associated with more negative responses on all
three behavioural intention scales. For “an itinerant”, the regression models
showed a somewhat better [it. However, this was almost entirely due to the fact
that anti-itinerant prejudice was relatively strongly related to the behavioural
intentions towards this group. As would be expected, those who were more
prejudiced also tended 10 be more negative in their behavioural intentions.
Conversely, higher levels of national pride were associated with more positive
intentions towards “‘an itinerant”.

Among the personality characteristics there was a general tendency for those
expressing more authoritarian-like beliefs to be more negative in their
behavioural intentions towards both “*a person on the dole™ and “an itinerant™.
Anomia, lack of trust in people and rigidity all showed this pattern.
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3. Evaluative and Cognitive Beliefs About ““A Person on the Dole’” and “‘An ltinerant’
As with the behavioural intentions, it has been expected that “‘a person on the
dole” would be more positively evaluated and seen as less extroverted (e.g., less
noisy} than “an itinerant”’. The results strongly confirmed this expectation.
Overall, “an itinerant” was much more negatively evaluated and seen as much
more extroverted. In terms of the individual items from these scales, over 60 per
cent of the sample indicated that they thought “an itinerant”” was untrusi-
worthy, careless, excitable, or noisy. In contrast, only about 23 per cent of the
sample, on average, agreed with these descriptions for “‘a person on the dole”.
Nearly 40 per cent indicated that they thought “an itinerant” was dislikeable
and bad, whereas less than 15 per cent described ““a person on the dole’ in these
terms. It is very likely that these differences in perception of the characteristics of
the two groups underlie the differences in behavioural intentions previously
described. In particular, it seems likely that the reluctance to employ “an
itinerant’’ or have “‘an itinerant” for a neighbour results, at least in part, from
the belief that this group of people is untrustworthy, careless, noisy and
excitable. It must be kept in mind that these beliefs are oversimplified stereo-
types applied to an entire group of people, without regard to individual differ-
ences. These data also suggest that one means of promoting more favourable
behavioural intentions, and thus presumably behaviours, towards this
disadvantaged group is to make eflorts to change these underlying beliefs.

The relationships between the socio-demographic characteristics of the
respondents and their evaluative and cognitive beliels about “a person on the
dole” and “an itinerant” were small, again suggesting that these beliefs are
widely held in the population as a whole. Interestingly, educational attainment
was related to more negative beliefs about “a person on the dole” and to more
positive evaluation of “an itinerant”.

Beliefs about the causes of poverty showed some consistent patterns in
predicting evaluative and cognitive beliefs towards these groups. In particular,
the tendency to use dispositional attributions about poverty was related to more
negative beliefs in both cases. Conversely, the tendency to blame society for
poverty was related to more positive beliefs.

No strong relationships between general social beliefs and evaluative and
cognitive beliefs about “a person on the dole” were observed. However, anti-
itinerant prejudice, not surprisingly, was related to more negative evaluation
and greater perceived extroversion of ““an itinerant’’. For both ““a person on the
dole’ and *‘an itinerant” there was a slight tendency for those expressing greater
religious commitment to be more positive. Thisfinding appearsat first glance to
be somewhat contrary to expectations based on previous research (Allport,
1959; Allport and Ross, 1967) showing a positive relationship between religiosity
and prejudice. However, it must be emphasised that the negative relationship
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observed in this study was very slight. Indeed, it held only when the direct
measure of outgroup (anti-itinerant) prejudice was controlled for in the
regression analyses. The simple correlations between religiosity and beliefs
about the negative characteristics of “an itinerant” were not statistically
significant. On the other hand, a significant positive relationship between
religiosity and outgroup (anti-itinerant) prejudice was found (r=.21} indicating
that greater religiosity was associated with a greater degree of intolerance as
indicated by this measure. This latter correlation confirms the findings of the
above-named authors and also previous research on a Dublin sample (Davis, et
al., 1977) which showed a similar relationship (r = .34) between these two
variables. :

4. Beliefs About Improving Social Welfare Benefits

Overall, the respondents were very positive towards the issue of improving
social welfare benefits. Considering the individual items, over two-thirds of the
sample indicated that they thought improving social welfare benefits was
important, desirable, significant and good. Nearly 59 per cent said they thought
it was fair. The respondents were also highly aware of this issue. Over two-thirds
said they thought it was familiar, prominent and well known. However, they
were also very pessimistic about the possibility of actually achieving an improve-
ment in social welfare. Over 75 per cent said they thought this goal would be
difficult, about 81 per cent said they thought it would be controversial and over
90 per cent said it would be expensive.

The relationships between the four scales of beliefs about improving social
welfare benefits (evaluation, imporiance, feasibility and familiarity) and the
socio-dernographic characteristics of the respondents were small. Only
educational attainment showed a more or less consistent pattern with those of
higher education considering this issue less important, less feasible and less
familiar. The explanation for this relationship undoubtedly lies at the opposite
end of the continuum, i.e., those with lower education seeing this issue as more
important, more feasible and more familiar. Such a relationship is quite under-
standable given the fact that lower educational attainment tends to be
associated with lower income and, indeed, to a large extent with poverty itsell
(Rottman, et al., 1982). '

Turning to beliefs about the causes of poverty, those with a more fatalistic
orientation were more likely to consider improving social welfare 1o be
important and familiar. The fact that they were more positive is worth noting
given the prevaience of this perception in Ireland. However, at the same time,
they saw improving social welfare as less feasible. There was also a tendency for
those who blamed society for poverty to consider improving social welfare
benefits to be an imporiant issue which they positively evaluated. Conversely,
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there was a tendency for those who endorsed individualistic causes of poverty to
be more negative towards this issue.

Among the general social beliefs, religiosity showed a pattern of relationships
with beliefs about improving social welfare that was very similar o that
observed for fatalism. Those expressing greater religious commitment were
more likely to evaluate this issue positively and sec it as important and familiar.
They were also less likely to see it as feasible. As might be expected, those who
saw poverty as more widespread also tended to be more positive.

No parucularly sirong relationships were observed between the personality
characteristics and attitudes towards this issue. However, higher levels of
anomia tended to be associated with more positive beliels about improving
social welfare benefits. This may be explainable on the basis of other research
findings measuring anomia in the Irish population (Davis and Fine-Davis, 1979)
which show that the highest levels of anomia tend to occur among those groups
that are at greatest risk in terms of unemployment.

Implications for Policy

In the preceding section, we have attempted to summarise the main findings
from the present study. Both in reporting on the complete data in the main text
{and the associated appendices) as well as in the preceding summary, we have,
by and large, given a straightforward account of the study, its methodology and
the results of our analyses. Although we may have occasionally done so, for the
most part we have avoided making interpretations or drawing implications from
the findings. We do not, however, believe that a researcher’s responsibilities
have been discharged fully by a mere reporting of “‘facts”. We believe that it is
proper lor the researcher to give an indication of his or her interpretations of the
data and what implications for policy he or she sees in the findings. -

What is, of course, necessary is that every attempt be made to make a sharp
distinction between the results which rather clearly follow from the data and the
interpretations and implications which the researcher draws from the results.
These may not in the same way directly follow from the data but, rather, are
things which, in the researcher’s view, would seem to be suggested by the resulis.

What follows are some of the interpretations and implications for policy which
the present authors see in the data and which we feel worth highlighting, albeit
briefly. Naturally, since the complete data are available in the body of the text, it
is up to any reader to draw his or her own conclusions and interpretations from
the results. These may be different from those which we have drawn.

As indicated in the preceding summary, the results of the present study show
that the Irish have relatively compassionate beliefs and attitudes about poverty
and social welfare. Unlike the case in other countries for which we have some-
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what comparable data, poverty is more likely to be seen as a result of fate or
societal causes, and less likely as a result of personal or dispositional causes.
Moreover, the respondents were very favourable towards improving social
welfare benefits, although the difficulty in achieving this goal was recognised. A
further finding which, again, is unlike results obtained earlier in other countrics,
was strong endorsement of the statement “Most people on the dole would be
very glad of a chance to work”, with 69 per cent of the population agreeing with
this statement. This suggests that job creation programmes should receive wide-
spread support from the voters in that thisis a clear recognition that most people
on the dole are not there because of their own inadequacies or lack of motivation
but rather because of the general economic circumstances, i.e., that they would
“be very glad of a chance 1o work”. This sort of finding illustrates the policy
implications of social psychological (attitudinal) research in conjunction with
detailed economic studies such as the recent ESRI document on Employment and
Unemployment Policy for Ireland (Conniffe and Kennedy, 1984).

Grven the changes in the economic situation since this survey was conducted,
it is possible to anticipate the manner in which these beliefs about poverty and
social welfare would be expected to have changed. With regard to people’s views
as 10 the causes of poverty and unemployment, these can be expected to have
been maintained or even strengthened as unemployment has directly affected
more people. It would take a rather unusual interpretation of events indeed to
believe that a twofold increase in unemployment from 1977 to the present was
due largely to an increase in lack of ambition, lack of will-power or other individ-
uahistic causes. Thus, relatively speaking, an increased awareness of societal or
structural causes would be expected. This is in line with rescarch reviewed
earlier (p. 20) in which Huber and Form (1973) found that their respondents, by
a very large margin, tended to give structural attributions concerning poverty
during the Great Depression of the 1930s compared to more individualistic
attributions concerning poverty in-the early 1970s.

With respect to willingness to pay for improved social welfare programmes or
schemes to reduce unemployment, one will recall that while a majority rated
such improvements as important, desirable and good, a majority also saw such
improvements as difficult, expensive and controversial (see Table D.27,
Appendix D). These results from the present study, together with the growing
resistance in the last few ycars to the high levels of taxation (particularly in the
PAYE sector) leave one with a different prediction as to the results which might
be obtained today concerning support for funding a specific social programme.
We would expect greater resistance 1o such funding if this meant higher taxes.

However, a theme which is developed in this paper is that the value of studies
such as the present one lies not just in obtaining a percentage figure for a
particular item which is “up-to-date”, but rather in gaining basic insights into
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how attitudes and opinions about broad issues can be understood and inter-
preted. With such research as a background it is possible to carry out smaller
scale surveys on specific up-to-date issues fairly quickly and inexpensively and to
interpret such results within a broader context, as well as to investigate questions
of attitude change among the public. Without studies like the present one, there
would be no baseline data against which to measure such change. Furthermore,
our interest in measuring and detailing such change is not merely descriptive.
Results showing such change, taken together with recent developments in
attitude theory and mecasurement may contribute to the development of the
predictive models which can be used in social forecasting, in a mannersimilar to
current models used for economic forecasting. Ideally, such measures should be
part of a continuing social survey of social indicators carried out as omnibus
surveys on an annual basis and hence up-to-date. Such a plan is contained in the
ESRI Research Plans for 1976-80 and 1981-85 (Kennedy, 1976; 1981) and
discussed in Fine-Davis and Davis (1977) and Davis and Fine-Davis (1979).

In some cases the actual attitudes and beliefs of the population may be
different from those which scem to be assumed by political leaders and policy
makers. Just 1o take one example, for a long time politicians have been hesitant
to come to terms with the reality of the need for family planning, and even more
hesitant to see the link between family planning and poverty. In contrast, some
6} percent of our sample agree with the statement “the lack of family planning
in Ircland has resulted in the poor becoming even poorer™. Another 69 per cent
agrece with a statement suggesting that contraceptives should be readily
available to people who want to plan the size of their family. A number of
periodic opinion polls on this topic which have been carried out in the inter-
vening years since these data were collected suggest that the majority in favour of
the widespread availability of contraceptives has been steadily increasing and
remains a large majority even when no qualifications or limitations (such as
those contained in the present legislation) are suggested in the question.

The survey also revealed some less positive aspects of beliefs about poverty and
the poor among the Irish. In absolute terms, for cxample, a large percentage of
the respondents endorsed dispositional and individualistic causes of poverty.
Over 50 per cent of the sample, on average, attributed poverty to lack of
ambition, lack of desire to work, and lack of will-power. While these levels of
agrcement are lower than for the questions concerning fatalistic and structural
causes of poverty, they still are quite high.

Furthermore, while the results of the present study indicate that the Irish
generally may be less likely to explicitly blame the victims of misfortunes for
their condition (in this case the poor), as are people in other cultures, the degree
of acceptance of fatalistic causes of poverty in Ireland is quite remarkable. Aswe
have already pointed out, the relationships between socio-demographic
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variables and beliels in the causes of poverty are quite weak. The implications of
these seermingly negative findings arc quite clear.Excepting for the lew cases
where there were minor diflerences between social groups, by and large the
beliels which we have described are rather uniformiy held throughout the
population. ; '

Given the striking extent to which {atalistic attitudes are held in this culture
(sce p. 96) the question ariscs as to why these attitudes are such a pervasive aspect
of the Irish view of life and reality. This general tendency towards fatalism mani-
fests nsell not just with respect 1o poverty, but in other realms of life as well
(Davis and Fine-Davis, in press). The answer 1o this question is as complex as the
question of the origins of culwure itself — a question which requires the inputs of
history, cconomics, social anthropology and many other disciplines for even an
incomplete answer. Given that such a broad approach to this complex question
is far beyond the scope of the present study, we should merely like to mention the
closc relationship between religiosity (as measured here) and fatalism. First off
all, the two lactors are signilicantly correlated. Furthermore, the relationship
between religiosity and a beliel in (atalistic causes of poverty is illustrated by the
third item on this factor, namely, “Just as it is written in the Bible, the poor will
always remain with us”, which is endorsed by some 86 percent of the pupulation
(see Table B.2, Appendix B). From a policy point of view, it should be pointed
out that such a lawalistic attitude 1owards poverty would seem toimply a percep- -
tion that hittle can be done 1o alleviate economic and social inequity. As
previously noted, this belicf was, in fact, related to a perception that improving
social welfare benelits was unfeasible.

This combination of beliefs in lack of ambition and other individualistic
explanations ol poverty together with the high levels of fatalism concerning
poverty may lead to some resistance 1o social programmes designed to combat
poverty. In particular, there may be a certain degree of acceptance of poverty
and thus a reluctance to undertake the necessary steps 1o reduce its incidence. In
this light, it is worth noting that although a high percentage of the population
agreed that improving social weltare programmes is something that is desirable
and good, an cqually high percentage behieved that such policies are dilticult
and costly. It is not quite clear that most people understand precisely the
relationship between Government programmes and the necessity 1o fund them.
Thus, while it is casy to lind support lor poverty programings in general, it is less
likely that such support can be lound lor increasing taxes or other sieps necessary
to fund these programmes.

The sample also expresed very optimistic expectations concerning the eflicacy
of the State in dealing with unemployment and relawed problems. Forexample,
morc than 71 per cent of the population agreed with the statement “If the Siate
would only take the right steps, unemployment could cured quite easily™. This




106 ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

obviously suggests the need for greater public education as to the extent to which
the State actually is able o tackle such difficult problems and as 1o the implica-
tions of these programmes for taxes, re-allocation of resources, and similar issucs.
Coupled with the high beliel in the eflicacy of State actions is a somewhat
authoritarian tendency to rely on “a good strong leader”. Thus, some 60 per
cent of the population endorsed the statement I would support a goed strong
lcader rather than the existing political system™. Tt is the possible concomitant
rcjection of ‘“‘the existing [i.¢., democratic] political system’” that should be a
matter of some concern to those wishing to preserve a democratic State.

A high degree of prejudice and discrimation towards itinerants was also
found. Although the existence of such beliefs was not surprising, the extent to
which they were held was. As the daily headlines indicate, this problem
continues to be highly salient and emotive. The present findings do indicate
close parallels between this kind of prejudice in Ircland and outgroup prejudice
in other countries. This in turn suggests that much research on the causes and
cures of prejudice carried out elsewhere may, with appropriate modifications, be
applicablc here.

The important implication is that anti-itinerant prejudice is extremely wide-
spread, with an average of 80 per cent agrecing with such statements. It also
appears Lo be part of a whole system of underlying beliefs and attitudes. Political,
civic and Church leaders have an important responsibility here in attempting to
educate and change the attitudes of the general population on these issues.

Since the collection of the data reported on here, there have been some
initiatives on the part of successive governments 1o improve the situation as
regards the problems facing itinerants, or travelling pecople. Such initiatives are,
of course, to be welcomed. Without atiempting 1o chronicle all such develop-
ments, we should just like to refer to two relatively recent documents which are
at hand as this publication goes to press. In doing so we will attempt to relate
these 1o the potential policy implications of the data reported on here.

In January 1981 the Travelling People Review Body was established jointly
by the Minister for the Environment and the Minister for Health and Social
Wellare, with the following terms of reference:

“To review current policies and services for the traveiling people and to
make recommendations o improve the existing situation.”

In February 1983 the Report of the Travelling People Review Body became available
(Srtationery Oflice, 1983). The report is very thorough in documenting the
problems of travelling people and making recommendations to deal with these.
Naturally, the emphasis is on the very concrete concerns of housing and, in
gencral, measures 1o deal with the problem of accommodation in a manner
which would be accepiable to both travelling people and to what is referred to as
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“the settled community™, as well as other very important practical matters such
as health, education and legal rights. This emphasis is quite understandable
since these basic problems are very real and, as the Report documents, the plight
of the traveliing people in regard 1o all these matters is in many cases quite dire.
However, the Repont also recognises the social-psychological problems of
attitudes and the relationship between travelling people and the rest of the
community. Towards the end of the chapter containing a summary of recom-
mended programmes, the Review Body expresses the hope that “speedy and
enlightened implementation of the foregoing programme will help 10 remove
some of the causes [emphasis added] of present hostility shown to travellers by
_sections [cmphasis added] of the scttted community” (ibid., p. 21). As we have
mentioned, the data in the present study clearly show that there is a widespread
and deep-seated prejudice against travelling people, or itincrants, which, in
spite of the culture-specific aspects of this problem in an Irish context, shows
great similarity to prejudice as a generalised phenomenon with underlying
characteristics that arc common to prejudice against a number of different
groups in different socieities (cf. Allport, 1959; Allport and Ross, 1967).

Thus, where problems of camp sites, etc., may constitute real and legitimate
conflicts ol interest between the 1wo parties, we would maintain that they are not
so much causes of hostility but rather factors which exacerbate existing prejudice
with its latent aflective components. Also, we have mentioned that the anti-
itinerant prejudice which we have measured here is widespread amongst the
population, with very litle differences between various socio-demographic
groups.

Although our data suggest slight (though perhaps important) modifications in
the wording of the passage which we have just cited, the Review Body
demonstrates elsewhere in the Report a very clear understanding that one is
dealing with prejudice — and this very term is used on several occasions. They
also indicate an understanding of one of the key features of prejudice when they
refer 1o “a tendency to impute to the whole of the group the undesirable traits of some’
(ibid., p. 26). It will be recalled that one of our items measuring anti-itinerant
prejudice reads as follows: “There are a few exceptions, but in general itinerants
as people are pretty much alike”” (see Table 3.3., p. 44). As we described earlier,
this and the other items measuring anti-itinerant prejudice were taken directly
from a previously developed and widely used anti-Semitism scale {Levinson and
Sanford, 1944}, whereby the adaptation of the items consisted in substituting the
word “Jew” or “Jewish” with the word “itinerant” — suggesting again the
generalisability of outgroup prejudice.

In addition to recognising the existence of prejudice towards travelling
people, the Review Body clearly includes in one of its recommendations that a
programme of education — and, hence, by implication, attitude change — is
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called for. They state:

Every effort must be made to inform the general population of the needs of
travellers and their plight. Stigmatising travellers as a group should cease
and they should be treated as individuals of Irish origin with the same
rights as all other citizens. . .. A rcalisation of these factors will help to elimi-
nate the prejudice which is so seriously hampering travellers in their cflorts
to integrate with the population at large. (ibid., p. 31).

What has been the response of political leaders to these recommendations?
In a statement issued by the Government Information Services on behalf
of the Department of the Environment on 20 July 1984 (Government Informa-
tion Services, 1984}, the Minister of State at the Department of the Environ-
ment, announced “that the Government, having given detailed considera-
tion 1o the Report of the Travelling People Review Body and to the recom-
mendations of the Task Force of Ministers of State, have decided on a com-
prehensive programme to provide accommodation and other services for
travellers ... (ibid., p. 1). The Minister goes on to say that the new programme
will ... provide the basis for renewed efforts to meet needs, not only in thearea
of accommodation, but also in health and social services, education, training
and employment’.

In short, the Minister’s statement suggests that the Government programme
largely accepts the recommendations of the Review Body in regard (o the
practical areas mentioned above and pledges ““rencwed eflorts 1o meet needs [of
the travellers] in these arcas. Such a programme involving renewed eflort and
greater co-ordination is very much to be welcomed. However, there is litte
mention of the social-psychological factors which are alluded (o in the Review -
Body’s report. It is true that there is a brief mention, under the heading of
Support Services, of the fact that social workers, in addition to their usual
functions, “also have a role to play in promoting greater understanding between
travellers and seitled communities. .. (ihid., p. 6). This insight is very important
since, in light of today’s understanding of human refations, it is not enough to
provide the material wherewithal to solve thesc problems, but it is essential that
social workers and other professionals trained in the area of intergroup relations
be involved at every stage.

Notably absent from the Minister’s statement, however, is any relerence to the
Review Body's recommendations concerning the need “‘to inform the general
population”, a nced to which we have pointed carlier in a somewhat stronger
and morc direct manner. A simplistic explanation for this omission might be that
it is partially due to a lack ol awareness on the part of policy makers as to the
precise nature of the attitudes of the population at large concerning these
matters. However, we are certain that policy makers are not unaware ol the
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negative public attitudes towards itinerants. Such attitudes have been
commented upon [requently by the media and by a variety of interested persons.
But, as we have indicated earlier, although the existence of such attitudes and
beliefls was not surprising to the present authors, the extent to which they were
held was. Furthermore, the widespread nature of these negative attitudes, as
evidenced by the lack of any very significant differences between various socio-
demographic groups in the population, only emerged as a result of the detailed
analyses which we have carried out. Thus, while the present study may have
thrown some futher light on the nature of thesc attitudes, factors other than a
simple lack of awareness of the attitudes must be considered in explaining the
omission to which we have referred.

As we have suggested in Chapter | in describing the functions which
attitudinal rescarch of a survey nature scrve, the value of such research lies not
only in its ability to describe public opinion to decision makers (important though
this function is), but also to explain the nature of public attitudes to policy makers
and other interested persons. This should be particularly possible — indeed
expected — when such surveys are carried out in the context of a rescarch
institute by professionals who have not only been trained in survey techniques,
but who also have experience and training in the wider field of attitude theory
and measurement, attitude-behaviour relationships and factors aflecting
attitude change. Insuggesting that public attitudes shoutd be 1aken into account
as one input to decision making (although by no means as a sole guide), we stated
in the introduction that “this however, depends to a great extent upon the
ability of behavioural and social scientists to portray these ... accurately”
{p. 14). We should have added that where recommendations are made (such as
changing public attitudes), much depends on the researchers’ ability to provide
information to the policy maker which would be helpful in carrying out such
rccommendations.

Undoubtedly, the policy maker would reply (quite correctly) that recom-
mendations concerning changing public attitudes are more easily made than
implemented. Whereas the relevant government departments and agencics
have the necessary expertise to deal with questions such as housing, health,
education, etc., the expertise necessary to plan and execute a large scale
programme of public education and information designed to modify decp-
scated prejudices — which is what we are dealing with here — is a much rarer
commodity. This situation will, hopefully, change as the state of social-
psychological knowledge in this country catches up with that which exists in
some other developed countries where there is not only a large number of
rescarch findings in this area but also numcrous concrete examples of
educational programmes and other measures which demonstrate that, while it is
not necessarily easy, it is by no means impossible to influence public attitudes in
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a socially desirable dircction.

The researcher offering advice must bear in mind, however, certain
constraints under which politicians and other policy makers must operate. One
obvious constraint has to do with the finite nature of resources, and, in general,
the need to strike a proper balance between conflicting interests. In the case of
elected politicians in a democracy, there must be a recognition of the very real
dilemma between pursuing policies which the politician may consider enlight-
ened and “right”” when the electorate — upon whosc votes he or she is dependent
— may have less enlightened attitudes. The ability to pursue the “right” policies
and, where necessary, change public opinion towards supporting such policies is
that which distinguishes between someone who is a “politician” in the some-
times narrow and slightly perjorative sense in which this designation is used and
someone who is also a statesman.

Some commentators, disclaiming any prejudice on their part but speaking
merely of being realistic, have expressed the view that many of the stereotypes
held about travelling people have a factual basis and have suggested, therefore,
that the appeal 10 the general public should be directed not just towards their
reason but also towards their idealism and values, based on a sense of civic
responsibility. Thus, they would argue that since having a travelling family as
next door neighbours may be statistically speaking more likely to mean having
“difficult’’ next door neighbours than would be the case witha family belonging
to the majority population, there is no use trying to convince members of the
“scttled community” that it is necessarily in their “best interests” to have such
an outgroup family as next door neighbours when, in fact, it may not be. One
should, rather, frankly admit to them that while it may not be in their short-term
best interests strictly speaking, it is their civic responsibility 1o do their part to
contribute to the solution of this problem. Naturally, the “burden” should be as
evenly spread as possible so that no given community or neighbourhood has to
“suffer’’ disproportionatety.

Al this sounds like a large scale programme designed to influence the percep-
tions and behaviour of the population at large on the question of itinerants, or
travelling people. The difference seems to be essentially that the appeal should
be 10 the idealism and values of the target population rather than to an en-
lightenment of their understanding. They should be told that their prejudices
have some factual basis but that their civic responsibility dictates that they
should do their share in helping to solve a major social problem, even though
doing so will not, in the narrow sense, be in their self interest.

We have pointed out that, although there may be some dilficulty in appealing
to people’s sense of reason and ability to increasc their'understanding of the
complex attitudes which are involved here, it is by no means impossible. Also,
there is no inherent contradiction between appeals to values and ideals and




SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 111

efforts of an educational naturc designed to increase understanding; both
approaches should be part of an overatl compaign of persuasive communication,
It is not feasible here to go into great detail concerning the vast bodics of litera-
ture relating to the psychology of outgroup prejudice and atitude change.
Rather, we should just like to make a few salient points, iltustrating them in part
on the basis of insightful examples given in the Review Body's Report and
making a lew references to some of the more relevant psychological works in this
area for the benelit of those readers who wish o pursue the matter further.

Concerning the assumption that many of the negative stereotypes attributed
to itineranis, or travelling people, are, to a large extent, based in fact, a few
points should be made. In the professional titerature, this is known as the “kernel
of truth” hypothesis, i.c., that there is frequently some element of truth in sterco-
types which are held vis-g-vis outgroups (Allport, 1959; Aliport and Ross, 1967).
This, in turn, is related to the “sell-fulfilling prophcey”, e.g., il the stercotype of a
group is that they are uncducated and dull and this leads to discrimination -
against the group in terms of cducational opportunity, then, of course, the
prophecy becomes seli-fulfilling. The Report of the Review Body (op. cit.)
addresses itself to the question of the validity of the negative stercotvpes held by
the genceral population owards the travelling people. In some cases they adduce
evidence Lo show that some of the popularly held stercotypes are simply not true.
For example, with respect to alcohol consumption, they siate:

Travellers have been critised for an alleged high level of drunkenness. The
Review Body has been informed of two surveys, one city and one rural,
which indicated that alcoholism or continuous excessive indulgence in
alcohol is not widespread. The members are satisfied that there is no
evidence that excessive drinking is significantly worse than, or even as great
as, among the gencral population. The fact that travellers are obliged to
consume alcohol more openly than persons in houses do, may give the
appcarance of a higher level of consumption. Many publicans sell drink to
travellers but are not prepared 1o allow them 1o consume it on their
premises (ibid., p. 24).

In other cascs where there may be an element of truth 10 some of the sterco-
types, the Review Body points to some of the factors responsible for some of the
attributed traits. With respect to cleanliness, they state:

Contrary to what is frequently implied, travellers are, by nature clean in
their person and when given facilities they use them. This desired state of
cleanliness is unobtainable for families encamped in surroundings of mud
and scrap ... the insanitary and unsightly lcatures of roadside encamp-
ments arc an inevitable consequence ol the predicament in which the
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travellers find themselves. Unlike most settled people, they have no back
yard in which 1o conceal their waste, or masonry walls to contain the
sounds of family bickering (ibid., p. 25).

In general, the Review Body shows a very keen understanding of the causes and
factors associated with the problems facing travelling people. They are also
“satisficd that the general population of the country has very litle detailed
knowledge of travellers and the problems they face™ (tbid., p. 25) and it ison this
basis that they state in onc of their recommendations that “therc is a need for a
public education programme about travellers and the problems they face™
(ibid., p. 21).

Naturally successful programmes of ‘‘public education™ do not consist simply
of providing “information’ on the assumption that such information alone will
change attitudes. We have referred above to the fact that the circumstances
under which persuasive communication and other techmqucs of attitude change
arc eflective have been extensively researched. This research has been
summarised in a number of reviews (e.g., Davis, 1964; McGuire, 1969; Cialdini,
Pctty and Cacioppo, 1981).

The insight shown by the Review Body is very much in linc with psychological
explanations in terms of attribution theory to which we have referred earlier. In
order to understand and possibly change aflectively laden negative attitudes, it
is necessary to understand the cognitive beliefs associated with them.. In terms of
attribution theory, one is talking about what causes are attributed to given
observed behaviour. As we have described carlier, attribution theory involves a
tendency on the part of the observer 1o explain his or her own negative
behaviours in terms of extrinsic causes, but to explain negative behaviourson the
part of other persons or actors whom he or she observes to intrinsic causes or
personal dispositions and traits. Similarly, About and Taylor (1971) have shown
that this tendency extends to ingroup-outgroup relations, namely, that people
tend to use external causes to explain any negative behaviours on the part of
members of their own ingroup while using internal causes to explain the
negative behaviours of members of an outgroup.

Naturally, in any programme dcsigned to enlighten the general public
concerning the problems of travelling people, the approach must not be over-
simplistic or one-sided. One cannot simply tell the general public to get rid of
their prejudices and everything will be all right. The Review Body in s Report,
recognise this when they state:

The issue is complex. The settled person is entitled to protection of amenity
at his home or business setting. The traveller has a right to have a home or,
at the very least, basic sanitary facilities at a designated site.... While the
fears of the settled community may be unfounded, they are, however,
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genuine. They should be treated sympathetically by those who are working
for the welfare of wravellers (op. cit., p. 26).

In summary, we do feel that politicians and others in a leadership position
have a responsibility with respect to educating the general public and appealing
to their values and idcals, together with undertaking concrete measures o
alleviate the difficultics facing travelling people and that this dual-pronged
approach will be mutually rcinforcing and eventually lead to a satislactory solu-
tion to the problem along the lines suggested by the Review Body’s Report.

The policy implications of the findings of this Report concerning travelling
people for Church leaders is especially clear in that there is a significant correla-
tion between religiosity and anti-itinerant prejudice. While the hard work and
courageous actions of many religious in siding with itinerantsand atiempting to
help them in the face of hostile crowds is most commendable, it must be realised
that the problem is one which is widespread among the population, most of
whom presumably would be amenable 10 a concerted effort on the part of the
Church lcaders. Given the overwhelmingly Gatholic composition of the popula-
tion sampled (approximately 94 per cent — see Table A1, Appendix A) and the
high degree of religiosity expressed by the sample (see Table B.4, Appendix B),
strongly exercised leadcership from this source should be effective.

In line with a comment which was made earlier with respect 1o political
leaders and the extent o which they are or arc not completely aware of the
attitudes and views ol their constituents, it should be of interest to Church
leaders to note that while our representative sample is positive towards the role
of the Church and the educational system in connection with poverty in some
regards, it is somewhat critical of the Church in other regards. Thus, 66 per cent
of the population agree with the statement “*Although the Church cncourages
charity towards the poor, it does not help them to improve their position in
society”. And some 64 per cent of our respondents endorse the statement that
““T'he Church should spend its money on the poor rather than on the building of
new churches”. These data, while apparently critical of the Church in some
regards, may also be interpreted as a plea for greater leadership on the part of the
representatives of the Church. Of course, the respondents are not asking in any
direct way to be helped to overcome their deep-seated outgroup (anti-itincrant)
prejudice, but the data contained in the study speak for themselves and we hope
that Church lcaders will be able o draw the appropriate constructive implica-
tions.

Poverty and social welfare remain important issues in the Irish context. Given
the current economic situation and with increasing unemployment rates, it is
certain that poverty and the more general question of distribution of wealth will
become an even greater concern. tis, therefore, important for policy makers Lo
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understand how the Irish people perceive poverty and related socio-economic
questions and what their attitudes are towards the poor and social welfare. It is
equally important to understand how attitudes towards poverty are organised
and related to other beliefs and characteristics. This knowledge is not only
important as a background 1o social policy formulation, but also as an aid to
policy makers in anticipating public response to possible programmes and,
where necessary, exercising leadership and encouraging an ongoing process of
public education concerning these diflicult issues.
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E.S.H.L: November 1976

Intervicwer ED
Interview No. D__—I
Minutey L___D—_—]
Form m

Card E]

THE ECOKOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Atliludes Towards Social and Economic Issucs: Study VI

This Is a survey of the altitudes of people in the Irish Republlc
towards a wide range of social and cconomlic issues. Over lwo
thousand people have been chosen at random from Lhe electoral
register to complete this questionnaive. Tt {5 Important that we
obtaln your respoases as your views will represent the views of
many olhers who Lhink like you, but whomn we cannot interview.
We are hot inlerested in getting your name on the questionnaire,

B0 your answers will be completely anonymous,

There arc five short sections in the questlonnaire, and It i3 tmportact
that you complete cach seclion, The questionnalre should take &
1ittle less than | hour to complete.  Thank you for your co-

operation,

tnterviewer

Date

n

9,10,11

12,

13
14 Blank
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SECTION  1: GENERAL SOCIAL ATTITUDES

INSTRUCTIONS

On the following peges are some statements which are
sometimes used to deacribe ptople’s attitudes Lowards people In generai,
an well an towards themaelves, Some people would agree with these state-

ments while clhers would disagree, As far as we are concerned there dye

no right or wrong answers to these statements. We would like you to give

your responses (o these statements by placing an X" in the appropriate bax,
Flease remember thet theae statements do not secesaarily express cur

opinions and we would ]lke you to tell us just how you feel about them,

As 1t i likely that you will have stronger views about pome of these state~
meois than about others, we have provided three degrees of agreement and
three degrees of disagreement for each statement, Please place an "X
tn the box which best desacribes your opinjon,

EXAMPLE, DISAGREE AGRIY
There should be free strong  moderate  clight stight  moderate wramg

S i i Y

It you disagree strongly,you would place your "X* like this:
DISAGREL AGREZ

xT LI T ]

I you disagree slightly, you might place your "X" like this:

DISAGREE AGREE

ureng  moderate !ughl—' sight  moderate  aromg
R EN R .

U you agree sirongly, you would put your ‘X" ke this:

DISAGREE AGRET
strong  moderate  slight dight moderate mrang

L [ 30T Tx]

Please be sure to answer each statement. Feel {ree to express your

opinjons frankly, Your answera will be treated in the strictest confidence,

Remember thal the following are a collectlon of statements from dilerent
sources and do not necesanrily express the opinlons of the researchers.
Pleaac answer as qulckly as possible without being careless, using your

first Impression without thinking very long about mny one item,

(I
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CARD 1 1
DISAGREE AGREE © Cel
1. Mow people are mote mrong  moderate  alight sight moderate  srong .
inclined to ook out for
thermaelves than o help r | [ J l I l —I 18
others. reremasrsna
DISAGREE AGREE
%, 1have got more of the mrong moderate  slight tight  moderste  nrong
breaks in Life than mon
of the people [ kmew, I I I J | | i I 14
DISAGRET AGRIE
3. One’s religiow commir- myong  modersie  slight dight moderaie  mremg
ment gives life & ceraln
purpote which ft could l l I J | l [ I 17
2ot otherwise bave.
DISAGREE AGREE
4, 1 am popular with people wiong  moderate  stighe slight  moderate  strong
my owa age,
D T N (N P
DISAGREE AGREE
3. 1 am jwt as happy or happlet mrng  moderate  sdight sight modcras  strong
oow than when | was
. L [ T & 1 | . »
DISAGREE AGREE
6. 1 koow God really existe strong moderale mght lr.lght moderate zong

and | hive no doubt

= I N T N N

DISAGREE AGREE
7. [leel that] am » person wong  moderste  slight dight mederate  urcog
of worth, at least 0o an
equal bagls with others, l [ | I | | [ l n
DISAGREE AGREE
8. You can’tust mest people. mreng  moderate  slight slight moderate szeng
[ N T U Y
DISAGREE AGREE
9. There are oaly two kinds arong  moderate  slight slight  moderate  mrong
of people tn the world, the
weak and the song, | | r I [ [ L | =]
DISAGREE AGRLE
10. In spire of what some sreng  moderate  slight slight  moderaie  surong
pecple say, the life of the
aveiage peron by getting L | | I [ I I l 24
wone, B0t better,




12

JLB

1t

18,

-
-

1 always finteh tasks 3
mam, even [f they mre
oot very ifmportant,

In almost every way |
am very glad to be the
permn | am,

Prayer {3 mmething which
{3 very impomam {o my
Hie.

1 you don't watch your-
w«cif, people will take
advaniage of you,

It bothers me when some-
rthing unexpected (nter~
rupa my daily routipe,

13 (5 uselem 1o plan for
wmorrow, 1ll we csa
80 i1 llve for the present.

Although nobody can be
happy 4]l the Hine, [ feel
that gefiersity | am much
happler than moit prople
1 koow,

1 slways like o keep my
hings et and ddy snd

in good onder,

The majority of people are
not capable of determining

what {5, or iy not good for
themn,
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canp 1 2.

DISAGREE AGREE . Cel

nrong  moderare  dlight tght  modesase wmg:

I N N S N ™
DISAGREE ACREL

wroay  moderme  dight Hight  moderste  mrong

N U O O D O ™S
DISAGREX AGREL

mrong  moderate  dlight slight  moderaze  drong

S TN T N N IO . 8
DISAGREE - AGREL

wong  modecste  dlight slight  moderste  sucmg

N N N O N N O ™
DISAGREE AGRER

strong  moderate  dlight slight moderate stroog

A (N U
DISAGHEE AGREE

wrcag  moderate  slight ilight modetare song

[N A N i N N 3
DISAGREE AGREE

areng mod:uu_ slighe iight  modersie  Rzong

N N A I I
DISAGREE AGREE

sreng  mederue  aligh dight moderate Hrang

N N B D N B
DISACRER AGREE

srong  moderate  shighe slight  moderate  #rong

L1 ]I

[ |

Srsrreraasy
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CARD 1! L B

SECTION II: GENERAL SOCIAL INTERESTS: Media, Politics, Religion,
Socis] Wellare System.

INSTRUCTIONS

In this sectlioa you will {ind some questions asking which newspapers you
read and which radlo and television programmes you listen to.  Follow-
Ing on from this are & few guestions sbout political affairs and religlous
activitles. Anm In the previous scction, we would ask you to express

your oplalona frankly. All your answers wll} be ireated ag atrictly

gonfidentlal, Col.
Dup. 1 - 12
CARD 13
MEDWA B
20, How often do you read the newspaper, watch TV, and listen to Lthe
Radla? Please place a tick in the appropriate bax.
Lew than [Ooce or |Jar 4 Moue thae hiore tham
Never Moothly | Twice Times [Once Dalty coe papes
Monthly | Mosthly fweekly daily
0 Newvipaper 15
2L [Telkeviden 18
22 padlo 17
23. Which If any, of the following newspapers do you read most
Tegularly? (Rlease cirelc only ope in cech groug)
Irish NODE L ittt imnirinrrrrannnananna 1
Morniog Cork Examleper (oo vvevnnrrivnnnnannn 2
Newspapers Irish Independent ,........cc0vvn eaean 3
Irish Press (. .ovvinienivennnssnnnne 4
Irish Times .........ccccvaiivannas e B 12
OLther . . i iiiiniarranrnarrarannas ] A
24, Britiab NODE ... i vicnerennaeanssansannssnnn 1
Moming Dally EXpress ......cvvvsvnanrasanns H
Newspapers Dally Madl ..., ..o iiiiiiaiinnnns 3
Daily MIPIOr c.iovivnnranmnsaniinans 4
Daily Telegraph ..., vv-vcecerovanaass 5
Financlal Times .......coinearvenn o
Guardln . ...neiiivianrrennaaniouas T
Loodon TImes . ... . iiiiiaininennnss L] 19
Olher . o iiia v irrier e e -
25, Irlah NORE ...y iernnarransanrrrnamene S §
Evening Evenlry Echo ... . iciuiuivvnnnnns 2
Newspapers Evening Herald (... ...ciiiiinanes 3
Evening Press ... ..ocviieiiinnnnans 4 20
OHhEE . iviitansnrrrranaarnarnsanss - 2
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CARD 2 4.
28. Irish None .o i 1 Col,
Sunday Sunday Independent .. ......... Cereees 2
Newspapers Sunday Press ......ccvvviveraaiionns 3
Sunday World . ...................... L A L,
27, British NOnE, ot ii et atn e 1
Bunday News of the World .. ...l 2
Newspapers ObBErvET ...t iirirennanrannnanns 3
Sunday EXpress . .oovrnvnrvraannnes 4+
Sunday MIrror ....c.vviivneinannnnsn
Sunday People . ....................4
Sunday Telegraph .....00iivivvnnnnnes T
Sunday TImes .. .......cvveivnnnnnan 8
OMET ..\t ieainenas "I 22,
28. Weekly/ Nook ... ...ooieuas terarsarasasesanas 1
Fortnightly L 2
Hewspapers Other Polltleal. . ...ouvuiiiiinnacnns, 3
Local/Provincial .......covvuiencann. 4
Rellglous ..........vivnrennnns ‘e 5
OIET .t iievnnnrrennenn eeranes 8 TP
29. How often do you watch sny of the followlng types of TV
prograumme ?
Occar- | Quite | Very
ever | Racely logalty | Often | Often
m@wen bbb AL
3¢ (b) Cerrent Affain 25
3L {c) Entertainmest 28
3% (d) Spemt : 27
3% (e} lrish language and culture 28
34, How often do you listen to any of the following typea of Radlo
programme?
Occas™ } Quite | Very
plever  [Racely ionally | Ohea | Ofien
3L {8} Hews e 2.
38 (b Cuent Affain L e ELIN
36, (¢) Entenalnment n
My e 1 v 1 b 3.
trish language and culnue
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CARD 2

POLITICY
39, Wheo you talk to your friends, how often do you talk shoz
politica?
(Pheaxe clrcle the appropd ate gumber )
Almost aever ....... 1
Rarely .....0vovnnns 2
Occasionally ........ 3
Falrly Often ........ 4
Very Often ........ -

40,

41,

42.

43,

How much attention do you pay to reports about political
alfaire in newspapers and on TV?
{Please circle the appropclate sember )
Hardly any atteatioa, .1

Very little ,......... 2
Aljttle ......... - |
A Fuir Amount ,.... 4
Agreat deal ........ 5

How much would you say you khow about political and
public affairs?

(Flease clrcle tw sppropeiate number }

Hardly soything...... 1
Very little . ... ...... 2
Alllttle ... .ovnvnll. . d
Alair amount .......4
Agreatdeal ., ...... L]

This is e question shout the exteat to which the Goverament
should get involved in cconomic affaire.
Where would you place yoursell oo this scale? - plesps
mark with sn "X",
Aput lrom gemeral prde-
Haes, Govemmens should
lkeave cconomic scdviry
10 privae caterprise.

Govemnrnent showld
nationslice a1l Indusries
snd thould rea 1ba
economy by means of 3
detailed ecancenic plan,

019 you vote Io the laat geners! election? (L. e, election for
Dail Eireann, 1973)

Yes No
Not €lIgIbIE . . ..vunrrrvrnarrasasarns Cessaneaeans PN
Eligible but not registered ... .iinvciiianivernenan 3
Eligible and registered ........ tedtaeermeaitaiseaan 4

Col.




44. Which of the following polilical parties best represents your

APPENDIX A

CARD 2

own views (circle only one). Partiea are lisied In
alphabetical order,

RELIGION

(Plcaswe clicle the sppeoprd aie number)
Aontacht Eiveann, ., ,...........000

Communist Party of Ireland ..... .2
Filanna Fail , . .00 )
Fine Gael ........... ereaaaaes 4
Irigh Republican Socialist Party .. §
Labour Party ............ iri-.. 8
Sinn Fétn _...... P ——
Other {pleage apecily) ... ........ .8

No Interest in Politics,. .., ........9

45. low often, If ever,do you go Lo Mass or Services?

48. llow often, [ ever,do vou pray privately or with your famlly?

{Plcase citcle the appropriaie oumber)

Never.,...o0ooivesennannnar T |
Only rately ...vvvviivnnn [ .2
Afewtimesaoyear .. ......... ... 3

Once amonth .....coovievnnna. &
Twice or three times a month ... 5

Once aweck ........... crireaseas B
More than oncc a week ., aennns T
Daily o ooevunnnnns . sraanas 8

(Mlease circle the appropriatc nuepber)

Mever, .. ooevernnnanan R |
Only rately ...oovvvinnns [T 4
A few times o year ... e 3
Once amonlh .. voinviinsnrraern b

Twice or three Uimes a month ,....5

Onceaweek ..o vvevennn P [
Move than once a week ... ..oo.. .1
Dally et 8

47. How religlous would you say you arc?

{Pleaswe circle the appioprlate number)
Not at @l religlous, ... oeniaaeed

Nol very religious ... .. ..., [N 4
SHghtly religious (. .ooouuenvn 3
Fuicly refighous o oo iveinnnns 4

very veligioug ..ol M1

131

8.
Col.
39
R L
42




CARD 2

ROCIAL WELFARE SYSTEM

We are now comlag to some questions about the amounts of Soclal
Wellere Beneflls received by certaln {ypen of people, and sbout
the amount of money necessary for certaln sorts of people ta live,

48. How much mooey per weck would you say sn old-age pen-
sjoner living alone needs to - {SEE CARD A)

L just get by
{laclude pe Uk
Tood, clo(hl.n‘ e1e, )

dation, beaing,

45, be comfortable

50. For a married man, supporting a wifc and two children, how
much money per week do you think would be necessary to =
{SEE CARD A)
3¢. just get by
{Inchude pecewiries like sccommodstion, beating,
food, clabing rte }

51, be comfortable

§2. For a single person (axy |n thebr thiriles snd living aloae),
how much money per week do you think would be neceazary
to - (SEE CARD A)

52 jusi get by
{include necesdiles ke accommedarion, beattag,
food, cluching eic. )

53, be comfortable

54, In terms of Social Welfare Payments, how much per week do
you think the [oltowing peopie actually get. ({SEE CARD A)

% A Single Man who Is uaemployed (no stampa)

55 Ap Unemployed Married Man with a wifc and
two childrea (no stampa)

3. A Youny Single Woman who i3 unemployed
{no stampa).

»1. A Widow with one chiid. (no stampas)

a An Thunwrrind Liother with one child,

3% An Old-Ape Punsloner (no stomps). —

ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

Col,
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o} £ ISSUES A
BIIRVCTIONS
18 this secdon you are asked lor vuur opizions about various types of people
284 varlous 1ocla) imwen by purting & ek (+ ) {a one of the seven spaces between tvo sdjectives,

tf you look at the following pages you will see what we mean,  Ler™s rake & pardeulas examphe;

UNEMPLOYMENT
plessant; "7 , quite  alightly  cqually  slighdy  quite N T N

bad : 4 : : : : : : good

In this example yoo wauld etk younelf to what extent {1 ypemployment pleatant of uhplcasant;
bad or good. For iostaoce:
(1) U you felt that UNEMPLOYMENT was yery unpleasant, then you would put the tek La che
ace right bedde the werd unplessaag
(2) Ontbe next line, tf you thought that UNEMPLOYMENT was quite bad (bui not very bad),
you would place the deck fumt sway from bad, You would canttnve cp down the prge
in thds way, judging oo esch line how closely the adjectives were related 16 UNEMPLOYMENT.

It may be difftenls to see how the adjectives are sulted (related) 1o some of the
lemues  If you are not-sure of the meaning of che adjective 1 toe dde of the line, look at it
oppoulte,  Remember that adjectives can have diffcrent meanings; for example;

HARD can mean difficuls, e, g haed decidan; HARD cao mean wlid, ¢ g bazd wall

50 1f you have trouble with 1ome of the adjectives, oy to think of thelr various me eologs,

11 would be very utumial {f you fels tha every faue was closcly related to every
sdjective.  This is why we give you & cholce of seven paces to dek oo each lioe.  If yoo feel
that the Jaue ar the top of the page 13 ¢qually related {ox uarelazed) 10 both of the adjectives oa
4 lne, then you thould tick te middie space of that Hne,  You should work st quickly 31 potrible
without belng careless, wing your flrs: impresdon without thinking very loag sbout any coe (tem.

Nevet put more than one dck om any ooe Une and do oot forger any Hoe.  Treat
each Une sepazerely, without looidng back of thinking sbout your previous snvwen,  Remember
the Information you give bere b confidential, so please express yoursell freely.

Cel.

Dup, 1 =12
CARD E] 12
50, A GARDA 14 Blank
very  quite slghtly equally slightly quite very
1

60, Trustworthy : : : : : : : : Untrustworthy [ 5
18
61. Careless H : : : : : : : Careful
62, Likeable . : : H : : : : Dislikesble | ..... e ”
63. Excitable H H : 3 : : : : Calm [ . lB
64, Bad : : : H : . H : Good 19
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CARD

VERTY

3 8.

866. AN EX-MENTAL PATIENT

very  quite slightly equally slightly quite very

66. Trustworthy :___ :  :  :  «  +_ : Untrustworthy
67. Carelesas ;i i i_ i : Careful
68, Likeable :_  : = :_ i i ; Dislikeable
69. Exclteble .« &+ i i : Calm
70. Bed 1 s+ v x_ oz : Good
M, Qulet i ¢ i i i i : Nolsy
72. A PERSON ON THE DOLE

very quite alightly ecually slightly quite  very
72, Trustworthy :____ :__  :_  :_ 1 :___:___ : Untrustworthy
73. Careless S S DU DU DU D N : Careful
74. Llkeable . . . - o« s+ : Disllkeable
5. Excitable 2+« oz : Colm
76. Bed ;i :_ oz i i + Good
77. Qulet . s 1 Nolay

78. AN ITINERANT

very quite tightly equally sghily quite  very
8. Trustworthy : . : Pttt Untrustworthy
79. Carelens sttt r__r_ > Carcul
80. Likeable : - : __:__ :_ :__ : _: Dislikeable
81. Excltable . - . . = o :_ : Calm
8z, Bed o« ¢ i i Good
83. Quiet : -+ s 2 i Nolay




84.

LB

ge.

e7.

88.

Ba.

90.

91,

93.

94,

95

96.

7.

48,

99.

100.

103,

104.

1¢5,

106.

107.

Unimportant

Well known
Relevant
Contraversial
Deairable

Prom!nent

. Significant

Cosltly
Fair

Famlllar

Unimpaortant
Easy
Bad
well known
Relevant
Controversial
Deslrable
Prominent
Significant
Costly

Falr

APPENDIX A

CARD 3

84. LAW AND ORDER
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Col.
very guite ilightly equally stighily quite  very

39

B : : : : : : :important L........ e

: : : : :Difficult 40
. 41

: : : : : :Good e,

: . H H H : :Unknown L . 42

. - : : : : :Trrelevant .4:!

s R . ' . . :Non—Controvemial........‘.‘..

: : : :Undeslrable ..

H : : : : : : : Nen-promlinent .“

B : : : : : : :Insignificant "

H B H : : : H :Cheap “

: - : : : : s :Unfair ! ‘9

. . B : : : : :Unfamlillar - 50

96. THE IMPROVEMENT OF PRESENT SOCIAL WELFARE BENEFITS
very quite slUphtly equally slightly quite very

51

: : *lmportant
52

i s v :DUfleult beriveranas
53

: : Good berbeaneans
54

B I : : H : Unknown
55

e e e _rrelevant TR
58

b g H : : d H iNon-Controversiath ceresensee
57

H : H : : i : iUndesirable srensvesen
58

H : H : : H : :Non-promlnent
59

Pt et bttt ilnsignificent catanarann
60

i v _iChesp fraieaans .
61

e Y tUnfndie PP ee
2

s s i s__:i___:Unfamillar e 82

Famlllar
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CARD 13 11,
SECTIONIE:
ANSTRUGTIONS
On cach of the foljowlng pages yos will find » destription of » perscn.  Undemedth are & number of sitement
describing things you might do with this person.  You are aked to Wodicate whether you would ar would pot
do these Whlngs with this person, If the oppatrunity should preseat Isell.  En soge caxcr you may have vome
difficulty in thinking of 1 diusticn 12 which you migh! meer ihe panticular pencm described 1 this docs
bippen, UMply put down whatever you (hink you would do, ¢ven if you bave paves met much 3 person before,
Ta da tis plesse place 2n “X° {n the box which bst describes how you would behave,

AN ITINERANT -
DISAGREE AGREE Col
104, | would respact this srtng  mederse  glight dight  moderate  wreng
provon.
L L JC T 1 ..
DISAGREL AGREZ
199, 1 vould e relectaes 1o miony  modeiae  sliph ANIgM moderme  TItag
buy & hous pex) door
o o . Lt L7t T 1 .
DISAGREE AGREL
119, 1 would be heiaat 10 aremg  moderate  dight ight  moderate  wrang
stek our thin pesson’y
corn L [ Jt 1 T J .=
DISACREE AGREE
1L 1 would be wilting 12 drong  mederste  alight dight  moderate  irong
emphoy this person.
L 1 JL [ |t J. .«
DISAGREE AGREE
112, [ would exclude this smyang  moderme  al{pht slight  moderste  strong
persoa from my clowt
A 1T T 10 T 17 1 .
DISAGREE AGREE
113, 1 would conudes this srong  modcrate  light slight  moderme  Miong
PEIsCL COMPEIENY 10
sbor <o N A Y N Y
DISAGRIE AGREE
114, 1 would teod o avold this mitng  modtime  alight alipht medeime saong
person-in socla) diuan
L[ P JL 1 1 ..
DISAGREE AGREE
113 §.vould dizrum this swrong  moderaic  slipht slign modesare  stiong
g (N N s O Y
19
DISAGREE AGREE
118, 1 would be Impressed streng  moderae  alipht wight  moderate  strong
m [ N I A
n




111,

118,

1%

120,

171,

122

124,

1258

APPENDIX A

CARD 3 12,
ON THE, LE
DISAGREE AGREE
1 would respect this nreag  moderate  slight slight  modesaie  wong
o I N N O O
DISAGREE AGREE
1 would be reluctam ro arang  modersie  slight sdight enoderme  mong
buy a houst next door
19 this penoa, I— i | | | l l l
DISACREE AGREE
1 would be beurant o Arng  modene  aliph slighh  moderaie  Rroog
seek out this person '’y
conp. L[ [ Jt [ T |
DISAGREE ACREE
1 would be witling sfong  moderate  alghe stight  moderate  suong
to employ this
peven I N R
DISAGREE ACREE
1 would exclude thin arcog  modetate  dighe slight moderaie  wieng
persco from my cloa
reese T 1T 10 1 11
DISAGRIE AGRFE
1 would conuder cthis arong  moderare  slight sight moderaie  wuong
perim competent te erve
- b TN I O T O
DISAGREE AGREE
1 would tend 10 avold this sroag  moderate  slight slight  moderate  srong
person [ social divadont r I l ~| 1 I | I
DISAGREE AGREE
1 would dlurun this srong  moderme  pht Night  moderse mrong
- N I I A
DISA GRFE AGREE
| would be impressed wrong  moderate  light stight moderste  uiong

by this perion, r

1L 1l

||

T

137
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ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

CARD ¢ 13
f 12 Vi A ES TOWARDS SOCIAL AND ECON S
INSTRUCTIONS
In this sectlon we would ke ta have your oplaicas about s aumber of soctal sod teanomic dsucr mch
& usemployment and patiaadl wage sgrecments.  An Lo Sectiom [, plesse place ag “X" Is o box

which best déscriben the way you feel about cach astement,

Ageta, there are oo "right” or “wrong” anrwers; we are foterened dmply la what you yoursell thiak,
Measwe answer a1 quickly s poudlle without being carelem.  Pleswe remetnber that your saswen will

be trested tn the pricien confidence

Cal,
Dep. I'19
carp III 1
14 Blaak
DISAGREE AGREY
126, Thete fa lUrde reald poverty wrong moderate ullﬂl dl;h: modetate sroag
in 1rcland wday.
L1 T JC T 7 3
DISAGREE AGREE
121 If the State would only take srong  moderme  ilight slight  modersts  mrong
the right steps, lnflaton
could be cured quite cadly. l I l ' I I ’ ] 18
DISAGREE AGKEL
128 The nstionalisstion of Indus- ®eobg  moderate  alight dight moderste  stzong
oy in [reland would aot help
D improve ouwr economy. I l | I I I [ 17
DISAGREE ACREE
129, Cenerally spesking the trish wrng  moderae  alighe sdight moderate  soong
are seally » very “go ahead*
pri [ I R Y
PISAGRET AGREX
130, The Statc sbould enforce Rromg  moderae  lign slight  moderste  mrong
8 paY pauie © preven!
more wempl ymen., [ I I ‘I | l I I 1%
DISAGREE AGKEL
1L There ate a few excep- xrong  moderate  slight sight  moderats  strong
dons, but la general
Idnecants, & people, are [ | I I I I | I
peerty mmch allke,
DISAGREE ACREX
132, One good soong leader would  arong  moderate  alipht dight  moderue  syong
be far beteer for out Y
than the present polidcal I I L I I ’ | l 21
witem.
DISAGREE ACREE
[3)  The Catholic Ghureh bas mimg  moderste  alight gt moderste  strong

done 3 great deal w help

L[]




134,

134

138,

13

138

138

40,

L

Mz

143

144,

The educaricaal syrem io
this country s very good ar
giving poer people the 1ame
opportenites as other,

1 would support & pay pause
tn the ptesent codnomic
difleuider

Gencrally tpeaking, 1 think

1 wiil be worse off fnanciaily
oext yeds thao | sm this
year,

Ho amount of good rearlag
can hige a person's true
Dature,

There sheuld be a limir
placed oo the amnoumt of
wealth owned by any cae
persn,

Compared w other Eurcpeans,
Irith people ate very hard-
workiag.

There {1 f2r more poverty
In Iteland than mon
people know about.

In Ireland the main cause of
dsing prices is the continuwus
demand for higher wages,

1t §1 the hature of mag+
kind that mine will rematn
poor while others grow rich,

The touble with letdng
idnerants into a nice nelgh-
bouthood, (s chat they grad-
ually give it an {tinerant
atmasphere,

Many pecple are poot in
freland becavse the Catholic
Chutch teaches then o
accept what they have with=
out ¢complaiat,

APPENDIX A

CARD ¢ 14,
DISACHEE AGREE
mrong  moderate  slight iight  moderste  Siong Col.
L T I I T J. =
DISAGREE AGREE
urong  moderate  alight slight  moderae  momg
N O N N OO
DISAGREE AGREE
wrong  moderate  slight dight  moderste  samg

[T T 1T

[ [ l..=

DISAGREE AGREE

nrong  moderate  plight slight  moderate  sreag

N NS I i I D N
DISAGREE AGREE

weng  moderate  sligt alight  moderate  strong

N TN i N T N
DISAGREE AGREE

wrohg  moderate  alighe slight  modcrate  strong

L T Je 1T [ 1. .=
DISAGREE AGREE

arong  moderate  slight tlight  moderate  suroag

N NN N R N e
DISAGREE AGREE

srong moderate  slight ilight  moderaze  srong

N N N I T N
DISAGREE AGREE

meong  mederate  yighe gt moderate  urong

C T T T T s
DISAGREE AGREE

®eong  modcrae atighe slight  moderaze  stiang

l

|

n

).

DISAGREE

fong moderake

sight

slight

AGRIE

modcrace

I

l

1 11

T

L

139




143

14E

"

48

14%.

151

152

154,

ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

£ iz is more stoactive

of living if It belped the

cowntys

LN

root of poverny,

Some men are bom
erminals,

them © Umprove their
posddoa o ociery,

the lrish charscter,

o el up &

higher iacomer

family.

which cen never be wived
by demectade metieds,

CARD ¢ 15.
DISAGREE AGREE Col,
. Most peopte will work oaly arng  moderate  slight sUght  modersie  mrong
Anancially than oot working. I l T I | I I | E L]
DISAGREE AGREE
The aversge persoa {ases wrong  medcrale  dlight stight  modeiste  song
bermer in & county where
propeny s privately owned. I I l l l l | I s
DISAGREE AGREE
1 would be prepared o accept  strong moderate  Might slight  moderate  sxmg
a reduction i my standard
NN N N S N ™
£, dlmﬂlﬂek dbararmasaa
DISAGREE AGREE
TJust as Is written (o the Hble, wtreng  moderate  slight slight  moderate  wroeg
the poor will be always with
L L T JbE T 1 J.=
DISACREE ACREE
Lack of ambition it st the arong  moderate  slight slight  modesaz  wwong
N N N N N
DISAGREL AGREE
srong  moderate  tlight Might  moderaie  myong
I N O S o
DISAGREL AGREE
Altsough the Clmrch o= wrong  moderate  slight dight moderate  srong
courages charity towards
the poor, it docs mot help | | I I l | I I w0
DISAGREE AGREE
A wndeacy wwards excettlve srong  moderate  slight light  moderae  mrong
drioking 13 a basic aspect of
I 1 T Joe
DISAGRLE AGREE
Those who risk their money arong  moderzte  slight 1light  moderats  song
busd whould
be rewarded by corsiderably | L 1 I | l I I 4“9
DISAGREE AGREE
Conrraceptives should be avafl- miong  moderme  alight shight  modesste  srong
able o marred people who
want © plan e size of thelr | | r I ! i l I +3
DISAGREE AGREE
Thete are ome problecnn siong  moderate  slight wight  mederzie  micag

i

L]

|

|




158,

157

158,

150

16L

162

165,

188,

APPENDIX A

CARD 4 16
DISAGREE AGREE Cob
We can see from history urong  moderste  light light  moderae  mrong
that poverry will always
o N N N e
DISAGREE AGREE
Most people oo the dole streng modecsie  alight slight  moderste  weng
would be very glad of a
chanee o work, I ' I l l | | ‘1 48
DISAGREE AGREE
When people Uive io dum sutug  moderste  slighe sight  moderate  srong
condidons, 1t iy wually due
0 8 lack of will-power | | I I I l I I )
rather thug to a lackef @ FM—deemnn 11 L T 1 0 ...l
mesey. DISAGREL AcReE
Only & tnalt percentage of srong  moderate  aliphe slight  moderate  smroag
the [rish populadon have
experienced poverty io L i I I I I I -I 42
thelr ows Hves, = ———b AL 1 3 L.
DISAGREE AGRER
The lack of family planning Wrong  moderate  stight slight  moderste  Rrong
in Ireland has rerlted in the
poer becoming even poores, I | I ] L [ L l
DISAGREE AGREE
Alcohollsm {s bagcally lo fireng  modesate  alight slight  moderste  wrong
4 penon’s blood,
(N N N N Y I
DISAGREE AGREE
1f we just made !t owr goal, "rong  moderate  slight slight moderate  wrong
we need have oo poor
people 1o this country, I | ‘ | I | I 1 s1 .
DISAGREE AGREE
1¢r who you know not what g moderate  dlight slight  moderate  stroog
you know that {3 imporiant
for getting on (o e, I I I —] [ [ l I 52
DISAGREE AGREE
Cenenally speaking, Irish fArmg  moderate  slight slight  moderate  strong
peaple tend to be rather
viclent by nature, l ! ! I I I J I o
DISA GREE AGREE
Poor people should be directed strong  inoderate  slight dlight  moderste  rrong
ime unikiited kindt of joby
because they are best suited I | I —I l J I ] 4
to them. FEPRRIN
DISAGREE AGREE
The Church should smpend it armg  moderate  1light sight  moderste  smrong

moncy on the poor 1ather
than on the bullding of new l I

L1

L 1=

churches,

141



142

187,

184

160

170,

1T

112,

173

11e,

174

e

177,

ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

{tiherants seem to have o
sverdon to plain hurd work;
they prefes to Mve off ocher

people.

Mot people would be bevier
offl [n an economy where
industries are owned by the
State rather than by private
firms and individuals,

The majority of people on
the dole have no interest
1o gettng & job,

I the present economic elr~
cuwnnaznces, | would mpport
2 good wrong leader rather
than the existng polidcal
item.

To be poor {1 the faw of
some people and very littde
can be done about 1L,

All [ all, I think chat ] will
be at least ag well off Boan-
cially next yeszr s | am this
year,

Some people are bom with
what it takes w geton in
life and wyme are not,

A major esuse of our economic

preblems L that the ddsh, 2
a peopte, lack inidadve,

If the State would only take
the rght steps, unemploy-
meht could be cured quite
cadly,

Oy and large, the reason why
people ate poor s because
oclery does oot give them

a chance,

breland 11 quite well off
compaied w other European
countries,

CARD 4 17,

DISAGREE AGREE Cal

mrong  medeiae  alight Hght  moderste nrong
N T i N O ot
DISAGREE AGREE

srang  moderate  light sight  moderzte  mmong
N N N
DISAGREE AGREE

ngong  moderate  slight slight  moderate  wmoag
DISAGREE AGREE

sirong  moderate  aligh slight  moderaie  mong
N N N N N
DISAGREE AGREE

strong  moderate  tlight tlight  moderate  strong
N I N N N o
DISAGREE AGREE

grong  moderate  1lipgh slight  moderme  srong
N N N I o
DISAGREE AGREE

wrong moderue  rl{pht iHght  moderate  suong
I R v
DISAGREE AGREE

siong  moderate  alighs stight  mederate  srong
N I R N D o
DISAGREE AGREE

miong  moderate  slipht ilight  moderate  Rrong
N N I S
DISAGALE AGREE

Asong  moderate  shight slight  moderate  mrong
N N I O N ™
DISAGREE AGREE

srong  moderate  steht wlight  moderate  srong

L 1




SECTION V; BIOGRAPHICAL IRFORMA TION

APPENDIX A

143

18.

As with all other information given, the sarwen w these questions will be reated m com=
pletely confldential and will be sed for srstistiesl purposes oaly,

Please cirele the appropriace aomber on the 1ight hand slde for £ach of e following

Quesdoad,
Col,
Dep. 1-12
wo [ [
14 Flank
178, Sex
Mg .oiiaaiaias 1
Female .......... .2 “”_““'I.S.“
179. Whet level had you reached whea you finbbed your full-ums educatdon?
Primary « Lncomplees . ...
Primary - complete .
Technical/Vocationsl - tncomplete ............
Secondary - lncomptete (before Intenmediate Cemficnl)... 4
tniermediate Cersificate/Group Certilicate . vverunneyorasl L3
Leaving Cenificate .., ....vulynnans ererrereranranaans L
Unkvenity o1 other third level Inttimtgon = lncomplete
Sl ar Univeniry or other third level tnstitutioa ... 18
Graduate of Unlvenity or other third tevel imdtuttoa ...,...8 [ .. ..., wrrans
180. What religicn do you beloag w?
Catholle, . uivirannnes
Church of {reland |
Other Protesiaat ..,.
Jewlih ...
Other 1eligion (please specily) ... 5
NORelIgIOB ., . vrvmriransransnn 8 -
Non-practising, cerrasnvenadd Prreninareaen .
181, If non-pracrising. please state former religion
Catholic ...uuuuean R |
Church of Treland ..., ..... -2
Other Protesanc .. .3
lewish . .......... PP 4
Other religlon (please apecify)...,.3 .......l......
182, Are you: Self=employed............ Hliiessbeabibabetraninn
Employed full-tme ..
Employed partime .,
lHowewlie not employed (outside bome) ...
Houtewife and part-Ume employed .....
Houtewife and full-time employed ... ...... ressrrenal 19
tinemployed and actively seeking employment..,.....9%9 ... ..., vewmmaan
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19.

CARD &

183, [F PRESENTLY UNEMPLOYED and actively seeking employment

183, | How long Nave you been unemployed?

Lews than 3 month,

184, [Are you receiving unemployment benelit or ausistance?

Yes|
Hga

188, How long hare you been seceiving this amistance?

Leu thin 3 months
3- Emonths ..,
1 mths, - 11 mahs,,
1T yeam.iiaa.
3 =4 yean .,
More than 4 yean ... . ciiaiicans

188, Pleuse describe bricfly the cxicl natore ol youwt occupadon, wiing one or Two sen™
tences il necenary,  ¢Hote: I a plwlent, please state your major ficld of 1rudy.
It ynemployed o cedied, pleise dewenbe yout furmer ocoupation,  If & howe
wile and employed outside the home, plessc state this and describe yous
occupation. )

187, How secute would you 1oy your ptesent employment 15, Pleae mark with sa
-x,

Yery Moderawely  Slightly Not Sure Slighdy Moderately Very
tnsecure  dmsecure  insecure 1ecure secure ecur

20

1

k1]

188, Are you or have you been a member of 2 Trade Union?

1]

119, This it 3 question about the extent to which you are or were actively
involved in union sffain = pleate answer by placing an “X° oo the
following scale.

Not ar all Very actively
wetively invelved In
involved in union

union affalr ; : : : ; affain
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190, Have you ever been UNEMPLOYED IN THE PAST?

2 n
N

145

20,

HL For how keng: (Glve longest continuous period of unempleymeat, )

3 -4 yean
More than d yean . oeuin.. &
w2 In what year did chis phase of unemployment come © an end}
19
193, Wete you tecelving unemployment benefln or aulstance?
1. For how long were you recelving this suslsrance?

1-2yean.....

195. Are you
Siogle ...ouen.

Separated of Divorced. .., .. ..... %
Deserted ,...0uuun

trernaiveses B

IF MARRIED OR WIDOWED
196, /o was yaur spouse;

Self~employed .........ccoceiieniains sesssreana 1
Ervployed (ull-dme. .
Employed part-time .

Redred. . ....covnuuns 4
Foll-time stodent ... .. iiainnans 3
Howewife not employed (outside home} ]
Housewile and part=tme employed . ..o.i0ivnn-en T
Howewife and full-time employed .....0irnrenney 8

Unemployed and actively secking employment .. .. 9
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11,

197, &f your SPOUSE In PRESENTLY UNEMPLOYED and sctvely secking employment

197, | How long bas he/the becn woemployed?

Tmths. = 11 mthe .

1=2yean..... veess ¥
LRl L1 I s
More than € yeans . ... R |

198, 11 he/ibe recelving udsemployment beneflts or assluiaocet

1. How ioag has be/the been recelving this asdstanca?

1-1yean

200, Pleame describe briclly the exact patsre of your SPOUSE'S OCCUPATION, usiag
one o two icatences [l necesary,  (Notx If 5 student. piease state hivher
major field of study. I unemmployed ot retired, or deceased please describa
his/her occupsdon. 1 8 howewl{e and employed cuulde the home, please
stste this and describe her oceupation. )

201, How secur would you sy your ipouse’s present employmeat . Fle e mark
with sat *X*

Very Moderately  Stighuy Stighdy

Not Sure
Mmlure
H ; J H ;

Moderately Yery
secure

" ourt

202. 1 yowr 1pouse or has hefihe beea s member of 3 Trade Unlony

|

203, ﬁl; b » question sbout the exteat o which he/ihe iy o1 war sctively
involved In wnion uifsin - please sbrwer by placing a0 "X oo the
following scale.

Not at all Very scrively
actively 1avolved {a
Involved 1n unlon
walonsfaloo:__ + v oz oy ¢+ aflun,

40

41




204,

208,

208,

207,

208,

208,

216,

21L

212,

213

APPENDIX A

Has your SPOUSE ever bees UNEMPLOYED IN THE PAST?

flo

Fot how loagr (Glve loagest cont period of ployment?)

1a what yeca did this phae of uncmployment come to an cnd?
1%
Was he/she receiving unemployment beneflo or astsiance?
i
2 Il
i

Fot how loag was he/ihe recelving this amistance?

Are you or your ipouse the HEAD OF THE HOUSEHOLD?

pl&

Is the head of household PRESENTLY UNEMPLOYED and acuvely seeking

employmentt
&
Ha

How loag has he/she been unemployed?

1-Zyean,,..

More than 4 yean .. .ovuaiinn... 8

1+ he/she tecelving udemployment beneflin or suistance}

HiE

How long has be/she been recelving this assistance?

Less than I montha ... ..uieuas e |

3~ 4 yeun
Mose than d yeals ... oivnnnnnns L]

a

Lt

44,45

4«

41

5

Foscecccansnss

147
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23,

214, Hm the head of the household ever been UNEMPLOYED IN THE PAST)

215, | For how tong? (Glve leagest continusum petiod of unemptoymeat )
Less than 3 menths .. ... FETROINAN 1
More thaB 4 2R L0 ihiiaann., L S “
218, | In whot year did this phase of vaemployment come @ an end?
) S el
217, | Was he/the recelving uhemployment benefits or ausistance?
=
2 1 51
218, For how long was he/the receiving this asburanee?
Less than T months, ... [P 1
3= Emonth . .......... PP 2
Tk, - limths ... ...l a
1-2yean....... . 4
34 yeans, ..., . 5 5
Mare than 4 years .. vuin..... . . B forene “eissasn

219, Do you o the hesd of the howehold rua youl own business andfot farm3
[
2 n 59

200, [ A. BUSINESS, please stair the uiyal number of employees of the business

HORE . iiiins i iiissinneanen 1

1 -2 employeer ........ 2

-4 .2

§-6. ¥

7-10,, H

1m-20,, &

21-50........ arvrereeaiaaas -7

Ovee 50, ...oolLhan cesniaen B ..........‘.a...
221, | B] FARM, plesse state the size of farm bn ststutc acres,

Under s seres .o ounvnvvnn.n.. verad

S Mo veneae 2

15-2% ., ceraererenanaas 1

20 - 49, L]

SE- 100, ..., FEPRTROReRE |

Over 100,....., Meeiitiraaaaas & ..........‘.l...
R, [ . FARM, pleate state the wsual frumber of employees oo the farm,

LU |

1= e TP 2

I-4. .. ravesren -

FOrmore ..o < “




23

228,

234,

APPENDIX A

CARD & 24.

Please dercribe brieNy the exagt nature of your tathers decapetion, wing one ot
Two wotences If necessary,  (Note:  f reured or deceased of unemployed,
Peus 1take this sad his lormer occupation, )

Does, o1 d1d your Exther run his own buiness and/or farmt

jld

A, BUSINESS, plessc siate the usual pumber of employec: of the bmiots

1- 2 employees .
3~
-6
T- 10,
1-20.
218,
QOver 50. ., crrena

L

-

A RM, please state the dig of {arm in catute scres

Ubder & scret ouininnias
- L
15-29.,
30 - 49,
50 - 100
Over 100,

PP}
sas B
. 6

C. FARM, please state the wual number of employees on the farm,
Mone ..,
| Bl

L T I T

5 af more

FRRR |

Hiw much moncy per week or month do you think Lt sezewary for yow younelf,
{if you are single) or your family unit with dependenn. if any, w: (SEE CARD A)

278, past get by
{lnclude necessiti

Ilke aceammodation, heating, food, clothing eic, }
729, be comiortable

What is the normal net weekly or monthly income (take home pay) of the househoMd
vt * e, et income af a1l housencld memben, plus investment retuma 3
applicable,  Fiepse include sl children™s sllowances snd any pemions or 4o¢isl
welisic benefit of any househeld member. {SEE CARD A)

TF unsure please estimate tSEE TARD A)

Lith many peopld e dependent on the houschold Income stated above (laclode
younell}t
.0

What it your owa nomat et weckly ar manthly income? 1, €, take hofe pay plus
tnvertment retarss, [ any.  (SEL CARD A1

Compailag your income 1o that of oiher peaple in lreland, would you way you are ¢
LI T T PP |
bl ceLting by . 2
Comftomable , 3
wWellalf ... creaad
very wellall .00, 3

8, 6%

0,71

1877

16,79

149
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CARD 8

CARD

235 Are yow o4 say membet of you! Immedlace lamily reciving or have you or thy rece v

sny of the Jollewing Social Wellate benelits from the wiate) (SEE CARD B)

gla

25.

«©

236, | With supect w har family membes who has been Hceiviag benelflt for the
longest peried.  Please itane the leagth of time for which the benelits have
bect received,

Lews then 3 moatha ., ., .,
J-émonthe.....,
Tmth. = )] mim,

Move than 4 years ...,

271, Where did you live meir of the time uatil you were Lrieen?

Republic of lreland: Dublin ..

Coehe

Vimerich

Calway .,

Walerford ... ..., e
Othes wwn with papulation over 10, 000
Tewn over 3,000 gp 10 10,000 .........

Townover 500 up 10 3,000 . ... uuiuinnais

Village or open country ,
Ouniidg Republic of trelynd: Major Cley 0. oues,

Medium Slae Ciry ., , .

Towh oo inririan

Village of open cowamry ... ..., trsiiesrerrvasa 13
231, Where have you lived most of the time 1ince you were ilxteen?

Bepublic of ireland: Dwblin ..

(s Wwwrn with paputation aver 10,
Tewt oves 3, 000 wp 10 10,000,
Town over 500 up = 3, 000, .
Village ot open cownury
Outiide Republie of heland: Major City .......

Medivm Size City .
Towa ... vasre
Villape ot opea country |
239, Miave you cver lived ovuide of fieland for a year o1 more?

7L

249, Elwewhere in Britith ales .,........ 1
Rest of Eusope |,
UISA o Canads
Rert of Warld ,

241, { vow many yeans Ir 2] Rave you lived outiide Lreland:
1= Tyean_..
A=dytan,,,
6~ 10 yeunn ,,

11= 13 yean ..

Wit

242 What age were you o6 yout L2t blrihday!

Thank wou very much for o co-operdtion,

Dup. 1+ 12

14 Hzak

n.1m
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26,
CARD &

TG BE COMPLETID BY THE INTERVIEWER WHEN THE INTERVIFW HAS TAKEN PLACE

A. M you deviawed from whe atlve procedure outl)

d pieviowily, pleate glve details
B, What ltem{i)/or wetions, If any, gave tmupbler  (Comment la detall plepse)

€. In your opinlon, [y there any reawsn why the respondent 4id not give valld infatm sdoa

(eoacentiation, rushed, tirednews, hunger).

243,  Who completed the quertionnaltct (Mark with aa *X™ )
Respondent Respondent Both inerviewer  inlerviewer
:(comptewely) : (mowdy) : _oqualty : tmostly) ;{somplewly) ;
1 2 a 4 3

How co-operative wai the respondent iniially) {Mark with an “X")

very wicoroperatlve: _ 1 ;2 ;3 : 4 : 5 :very coopciative

243, How, in your opinion did the respondent find the task? (Please vick, approprinte)

245, Boring ) 2 % :_ 4 ;5 ;:ioweraung

248, Ditlieslt ; P SR I 5 : Fay

243, Plemse eatimate a4 best you can, the nommal net weekly or monthly (Bcome  take bome

pay) ol the houschold valt i, . net income of alt household membery plut invesimens
returns if applicable,  Please include alwo childrezs alkowsnces snd any pemsiony of
wclal wellate benefiu of any houschold member,  (SEE CARD A)

248, TYPE OF DWIELLING {Intervicwers observatioa)

Bungalow .. ...,

Detached house , ,,
Semi“detsched bowse, ... .......
Terraged howse ., ...... resrana
COUNZE uvuiuirannsnn
Corporation Flat.. .., ,

Othet rype of Nlat ., .., ...
Mebile home/cacavan ..,

Cher (speclly)

20, From your general observatinony would you tegard the retpondent being

Worhing Lower middle Middle elass Uppur middle Upper
clan Clam clata clag
1 2 . 3 4 3

250, On which call was this interview obtainsed) (Pleare return names and addresses of the

respondents you weit unable 15 coniact on sheet headed Interviewer Report. §

12 3 . 4 3
Fint Second Third Fourdh  Flith

2L Numbe: ol Intesmupeions ............... 1{Circle where appropriste)

. 4 O Mo
Abire on of interuption.;=

252 How ¢id you find the sdminlsiration of the Interview {pledse tick ay appropriste)

252, Boriag

sl 2 « 3 . 4 . 5 : Inseresting ..........’?...
253, Diffieult ;1

S IS SV REN SRR WY (T e

Comement
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Table A.1: Comparison of census and sample characieristics

Data Source Goodness of fit
Grouping Census %  Sample % X2
Sex'
Male 49.7 48.7 90
Female 50.3 51.3
Marital Status'
Single 29.7 29.5
Married 61.4 60.1
Widowed 8.8 9.0 12
Other — 4
No information —_ N
Age'
20-24 years 13.2 10.0
25-29 years 11.8 10.9
30-34 years 10.9 9.7
35-39 years 8.8 9.7
40-44 years 7.9 7.7
45-49 years 7.5 82
50-54 years 7.5 89 45.71*
55-59 years 7.6 6.8
60-64 years 6.8 7.4
65-69 years 6.6 7.1
70-74 years 4.9 5.1
75-79 years 3.4 3.3
B0-84 years 1.9 1.5
85+ years 1.1 .5
Unknown — 3.3
Religion®

Catholic 93.2 93.7
Church of Ireland 3.8 2.6
Other Stated Religion 1.2 1.1 8.65
No Religion 0.3 0.2
Non-Practising — 2.2

No Information 1.5 0.3




APPENDIX A

Table A.l: (Continued)

153

Data Seurce

Goodness of fut

Grouping Census % Sample % X2
Education®
Primary (including not
stated) 60.7 49.3
Vocational 8.8 12.8
Secondary 17.1 28.0
University/Third 460.81*
Level Institution 4] 8.8
Sull at School/
Universuy 9.2 1.1
Urban/ Rural Location®
Urban 40.2 45.9 3] 7%
Rural 59.8 54.1
Occupational status®
Higher and Lower _ _
Professional 12.2 4.8
Employers and Managers 3701801 40177
Salaried Employees 2.1] 8.9/
Intermediate Non-Manual _ _
Worke . 25,
Vorkers 245 9.6 5.1 379 556
Other Non-Manual Workers  15.]1 12.1]
Skilled Manual 21.0] 18.9]
Semi-Skilled 10.0] 41.8 8.8| 43.7
Unskilled 10.8 16.0]
Unknown 0.6 1.4




154 ATTITUDES TOWARDS POVERTY

Table A.l: (Continued)

Data Source Goodness of fit
Grouping Census % Sample % X2
Household size®

l person 16.4 11.0

2 persons 20.4 20.4

3 persons 15.1 16.3

4 persons 15.2 15.3

5 persons 12.5 13.4

6 persons 8.9 9.4 58.35*
7 persons 5.3 5.2

8 persons 2.9 29

9 persons 1.6 2.1

10+ persons 1.6 2.4
Unknown — 1.6

Note: Missing and unknown categories were excluded in calculating the
goodness of fit statistics,

'1979 Census figures lor otal population 20 years of age or over.

21971 Census figures for total pupulation 15 years of age or over.

*197t Census figures for total population 14 years of age or over.

*1971 Census figures for employed persons 14 years of age or over.

1979 Census figures for private households.

*h<.05.
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Table B.1: Varimax rotated factor solution for beliefs about the causes of poverty

Factor
ftem 1 II 11 v A%
142 70 .03 .04 10 .05
148 80 -.06 .16 -.01 -.01
156 .78 .00 .07 .00 -.06
133 .20 -.68 .18 -.05 .24
134 A7 -47 .38 .06 12
144 .08 54 .23 .09 .27
151 .15 _69 .07 .09 14
166 -.01 64 .03 -.11 15
149 13 .07 71 .14 .02
158 .01 .07 _16_ .08 -.12
165 .08 -.07 55 .06 .18
145 19 .05 1 .56 .19
157 12 00 .03 -81 .20
169 .03 -.01 .27 78 .01
162 -.17 .04 13 .04 67
176 14 15 -.07 -.06 74
Eigenvalue 2.61 2.01 1.70 1.30 .99
Per cent Variance 16.3 12.6 10.6 8.1 6.2
Cum. Per cent
Variance 16.3 28.9 39.6 47.6 53.8
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Table B.2: Percentages of respondents agreeing and disagreeing with items about the
causes of poverty (N = 2359)

Item
DISAGREE ___ AGREE
N, ftem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Neutral  Stight  Moderate  Strong
Factor Al: Belief in Fatalistic Causes of Poverty
142. It is the nature of
mankind that some
will remain poor
while others grow
rich. 3.6 3.8 5.6 0.9% 21.5 29.7 319
_ {130%) S—C. (i | ) S
148. Just as it is written in
the Bible, the poor
will always be with
us. 3.0 36 7.0 0.7% 24.5 23.3 38.0
_ (13.6%) — - (858%)

156. We can see [rom
history that poverty
will always exist. 4.5 5.5 9.1 0.5% 26.0 26.3 28.1
E— | N ) P —  (804m)
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Item
DISAGREE ___ ——AGREE
No. fiem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Newtral  Slight  Moderate  Strong

Factor All: Belief in the Role of the Church and Educational System in Poverty

133. The Catholic
Church has done a
great deal o help
the poor. 7.8 8.3 11.9 0.6% 21.1 24.5 25.7
_— (28.0%) — (71.3%)

134. The educational
system is very good
at giving poor
people the same
opportunities as
others. 11.5 7.5 8.5 0.5% 16.7 25.7 29.6
—_—(27.5%) - (720%)—

144, Many people are
poor in Ircland
because the Catholic
Church tcaches
them 1o accept what
they have without
complaint. 25.4 20.1 14.5 1.1% 15.8 10.4 12.7
—_— (60.0%) — (38.9%)

151. Although the
Church encourages
charity 1owards the
poor, it decs not
help them to
improve their
position in society. 8.4 11.4 13.1 1.1% 24.7 22.6 18.6
- (329%) —  (65.9%)

166. The Church should
spend its money on
the poor rather than
on building of ncw
churches. 9.3 1.1 15.4 0.6% 21.1 19.2 23.4
—_— (35— — (63.7%)
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ltem

DISAGREE ___ . ——AGREE
No. liem Strang  Adoderate  Stight Neutral  Slight  Moderate  Strong

Factor Alll: Belief in Lack of Ambition

149 Lack of ambition is
at the root of
poverty. 12.3 14.5 15.2 0.8% 228 17.8 16.7
(42.0%) (57.3%)

158. When people tive in
slum conditions, it is
usually duc to a lack
of will-power rather
than to lack of
money. 17.3 19.0 15.9 0.8% 19.6 15.9 11.5
—_  (52.2%) —— -  (470%) -

165. Poor people should
be directed into
unskilled kinds of
jobs because they
are best suiied 1o
them. 35.0 15.0 13.1 0.8% 10.7 1.9 10.4
_  (67%) — —32.0%)

Factor AIV: Belief in Lack of Desire to Work
145. Most people will
work only if it is
more attractive
financially than not
working. 7.8 10.4 8.1 0.9% 14.9 23.6 34.3
_(26.53%) — (72.8%)

157. Most people on the
dole would be very
glad of a chance 10
work. 10.6 9.9 10.3 0.6% 16.5 24.) 28.3
—_(306%) — —  (68.9%)
169. The majority ol
people on the dole
have no intention of
gelting a job. 18.7 16.0 1.3 0.6% 14.5 15.1 23.9
(46.0%) (53.5%)
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Htem
DISAGREE AGREE
No. ftem Strong  Moderate  Stight Newtral  Stight Moderate Sirong
Factor AV: Belief in Society as a Cause of Poverty
162. If we just made it
our goal, we need
have no poor people
in this country. 7.9 13.9 16.4 0.9% 20.7 19.8 20.3
{38.2%) (60.8%)
176. By and large the
reason why people
are poor is because
society does nol give
them a chance. 8.6 15.0 14.6 1.0% 22.55 19.4 18.9
(38.2%) (60.8%)




APPENDINX B

161

Table B.3: Varimax rotated factor solution for general social beliefs

Faclor
Hem AR R /7 R ) L SR & S A 77 B A R WA
130 .82 06 .08 -01 04 09 .03 -07 .01 -02 .08
135 B4 03 04 -07 -04 -02 .10 .03 .05 .01 .00
141 56 07 17 16 21 -02 -02 -17 .08 .0l .06
147 54 06 -14 06 05 -12 03 21 02 i3 -.19
003 06 .79 .12 01 03 -00 .00 -09 .01 .07 -.02
006 04 B2 09 05 00 .00 .03 -.03 .01 .05 .4
013 08 .79 .05 .15 .07 .06 .01 -.18 .01 -.03 .04
131 06 08 .70 08 03 .0 -03 -02 -04 03 .05
143 02 .10 80 02 07 .00 02 .05 00 .04 .08
167 -03 06 .77 04 .16 02 .09 -0l .03 -01 .04
129 02 09 06 .79 -.12 13 .02 -04 .02 -02 .09
139 04 05 03 .79 -04 20 -07 -0F .01 -07 .06
177 14 0B .09 .51 .20 -06 .21 15 .10 -.03 .0
152 05 12 19 -0l .61 .02 -03 .02 -06 .06 .08
164 04 -06 03 12 .72 .00 04 -01 -05 .00 .05
174 08 03 06 -26 63 .6 .06 .09 .16 -.05 .02
127 02 04 05 10 .02 .84 .00 .03 -.07 -02 .04
175 -05 01 .06 .14 .1 .80 -06 06 -.01 -07 .07
126 A0 00 07 .11 06 08 .77 -06 07 .07 .00
140 02 04 -02 19 a4 11 =77 02 00 .03 .07
159 07 12 -04 25 20 -06 .52 17 08 .03 .10
154 04 -17 -03 -2 -04 05 -.03 Bl -.02 -.04 -.03
160 02 -1 06 -02 12 06 -04 .81 -0l -06 .09
136 -0l .03 .05 .05 .07 .10 -05 .06 -.86 -.03 .02
172 J2 .06 .04 .14 07 .03 .07 .03 .84 -01 .03
128 06 -02 -05 -02 -02 07 .03 -03 05. .74 .07
146 05 08 11 06 18 -06 01 -05 Q00 .66 .10
168 03 -06 -0 19 13 .16 -02 0F .04 -67 .17
137 02 05 .06 .08 -06 .20 -04 .03 .02 -0l .BO
150 -02 0l 11 08 27 -08 .05 .04 -0l .05 .70
Eigenvalue 350 242 209 189 161 1,33 1.31 121 L.16 1.07 .97
Per cent Variance 1.7 81 7.0 63 54 44 44 40 39 36 3.2
Cum. Per cent
Variance 11,7 198 268 331 385 429 473 51.3 552 588 620
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Table B.4: Percentages of respondents agreeing and disagreeing with items measuring
general soctal beliefs (N = 2359)

ftem DISAGREE — AGREE
No. ltem Strong  Moderate  Shight  Neutral Stight ~ Moderate  Strong

Factor Bl: Acceptance of Economic Restraint

130. The State should
enforce a pay pause
to prevent more 12.8 9.1 11.0 1.1% 19.4 21.5 25.2
uncmployment. (329%) — (66.1%)

135. | would support a
pay pause in the
present economic 13.1 7.8 11.1 1.3% 21.5 23.0 22.0
diliculties. (32.0%) (66.5%)

141, In Ireland the main
cause of rising
prices is the

CO"lif‘UOUS demand 95 10.6 8.9 0.9% 15.2 19.2 32,6
for highcr wages. (32.0%) (67.0%)
147. 1 would be

prepared to accept

a reduétion in my

standard of living il

it helped the

country's economic

difliculties, 25.1 11.0 11.7 0.8% 23.2 15.6 12.5
(47.8%) (51.3%)

Factor BIIL: Religiosit
3. One’s religious glostly

commitment gives

life a certain

purpose which it

could not otherwise 2.7 3.2 3.3 0.5% 14.1 20.8 55.4
have. (9.2%) (50.3%)

6. I know that God
really exists and 1
have no douln 1.7 .4 A7 0.3% 6.7 12.8 75.4
about it. (4.8%) (94.9%)

13. Prayer is something
which is very
important in my
life. 3.1 3.3 4.2 0.2% 13.4 19.3 56.5
—_ (10.6%) —— (89.2%)
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Table B.4: (continued)

DISAGREE —— AGREE
No. ftem Strong  Moderate  Stight  Newtral — Stight Moderate  Strong

ftem

Factor BIII: Out-Group (Anti-Itinerant) Prejudice

131, There are a few
cxceptions, but in
general itinerants as
people are pretty
much alike. 4.1 4.8 7.1 0.7% 20.2 3L 32.0
-  (16.0%) — (83.3%}

143. The trouble with
letting itinerants
into a nice
neighbourhood is
that they gradually
gi\'c it an itingrant
atmosphere. 4.9 5.7 8.6 0.6% 19.8 21.4 39.1
—_(192%) — (80.3%)

167. Itinerants seem 1o
have an aversion to
plain hard work;
they prefer 1o live
ofl other peoplc. 5.0 7.0 8.3 0.9% i7.3 22.3 39.3
(203%)y . {78.9%)

Factor BIV: National Pride
129. Generally speaking
the Irish are really
a very “go ahcad”
people. 1.7 14.6 16.1 0.4% 17.9 22.2 17.1
L (4%4%) (57.1%)

139. Compared to other
Europeans, Irish
people are very
hard working. 17.8 151 145 0.9% 13.6 17.6 20.3
—_ (A% — (51.5%)

177. Ircland is quite well
off compared with
other European
countrics. 16.9 15.0 11.4 0.8% 16.7 21.7 17.5
(43.3%) — (55.9%)
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Table B.4: (continued)

ftem DISAGREE — -— AGREE
N, ftem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Newtral  Stight Moderate  Strong
Facior BV: National Deprecation
152, A endency towards
excessive drinking is
a basic aspect of the 4.5 6.9 .7 0.5% 21.7 24.8 33.9
Irish character. - (191%) —— {80.4%)
164. Generally speaking,
Irish people tend w0
be rather violent by 20.4 18.6 15.3 0.5% 20.6 14.9 9.7
nature. — (543%) —— {45.2%)
174. A major cause of
our economic
problems is that the
Irish, as a people, 129 13.7 12.8 1.1% 21.7 21.1 16.7
lack initiative. —_  (394%) — (59.5%)
Factor BVI: State Efficacy
127. I the Siawe would
take the right sieps,
inflation could be 5.3 8.9 10.1 1.0% 20.7 23.5 30.4
curcd casily. _ (24.3%) — (74.6%)
175. If the State would
only 1ake the right
steps, unemploy-
ment could be 58 103 1.8 1.0% 187 226 29.8
cured quite casily. (27.9%) — (71.1%)
Factor BVI1I: Belief in Extent of Poverty in Ireland
126. There is very little
real poverty in 21.4 18.4 139 0.3% 17.3 16.4 12.2
Ircland today. (53.7%) {45.9%)
140. There is far more
poverty in lreland
than most people 3.2 6.7 1.0 08% 205 235 34.3
know about. {20.9%) (78.3%)
£59. Only a small
percentage of the
Irish population
have experienced
poverty in their 139 163 142 08% 229 202 1.7

own lives.

(44.4%) — (54.8%)
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Table B.4: (continued)
fiem DISAGREE —__ AGREE
Ao, ftem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Newral  Slight Moderate  Strong
Factor BVIIl: Family Planning
154. Contraceptives
should be available
to married people
who want 1o plan
the size of their
family. 16.2 6.0 7.1 2.0% 129 17.8 38.0
—_  {29.3%) - (687%)
160. The lack of family
planning in Ireland
has resulied in the
poor becoming cven
poorer. 13.9 11.1 12.8 1.3% 17.3 17.6 25.9
(37.8%) —  (608%)
Factor BIX: Financial Optimism
136. Generally speaking,
T think I will be
worse ofl financially
next year than [ am
this year. 9.2 15.3 15,9 0.7% 17.3 17.4 24.2
—_ (40.4%) —_ (989%)) —
172. All in all, I think
that I will be at
least as well ofl’
financially next
year as | am this
year. 139 10.8 14.6 0.9% 18.7 23.0 18.0
(39.3%) (59.7%)
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Table B.4: (continued)

ltem DISAGREE AGREE
No. ftem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Newtral  Stight  Moderate  Strong
Factor BX: Capitalism vs. Socialism
128. The nationalisation
of industry in
Ireland would not
help to improve our
economy. 12.2 13.1 13.9 1.4% 18.8 19.7 20.9
(39.2%) — (59.4%)
146. The average person
fares better in a
country where
property is privately
owned. 6.6 8.7 14.5 1.6% 19.8 258 23.1
(29.8%) — {68.7%)
168. Most people would
be better ofl in an
cconomy where
industries are
owned by the State
rather than by
private firms and
individuals. 249 19.8 16.7 2.0% 12.0 12.5 12.0
(61.4%) - (36.5%)
Factor BX1: Belief in Innate Tendencies
137. No amount of good
rearing can hide a
person’s true
nature. 10.8 10.5 10.2 1.0% 18.1 20.7 28.7
{31.5%) —  (67.5%)

150, Some men are born
criminals. 25.3 16.1 14.8 1.1% 15.4 13.1 14.2
{56.2%) - (42.7%)
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Table B.5: Varimax rotated factor solution for personality characteristics

167

Factor

ftem / i i H I
002 Bl -.10 -.07 07 .03
004 .60 .07 .07 10 02
005 .69 -.16 -.01 -.05 -.05
007 .64 .03 .03 .03 10
012 .68 A0 .02 A7 -10
017 .59 .27 .04 .20 -.10
009 .02 .63 .04 .03 06
010 -.03 .59 .05 -.05 .16
016 -.02 04 .08 13 =11
019 .07 .53 -.02 14 .03
163 .02 46 12 0l .25
132 .01 1 .91 03 .05
170 .04 11 91 .03 .05
011 .25 A0 -.02 .66 -.07
015 -.05 A3 .08 54 .28
018 21 .01 .01 18 -.03
001 09 .15 -.02 -.07 .67
008 .27 .06 -.10 .00 -.59
014 12 .21 .02 .23 .64
Eigenvalue 3.07 2.31 1.47 1.17 1.08
Per cent Varance 16.2 12.2 7.7 6.1 5.7
Cum. Per cent
Variance 16.2 28.4 36.1 42.2 479
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Table B.6: Perceniages of respondenis agreeing and disagreeing with tlems measurin
g greetng greeing g
personal characteristics (N = 2358)

{tem DISAGREE AGREE
o, fiem Strong  Moderate  Stight  Newtval  Slight Moderate Strong
Factor CI: Life Satisfaction and Self-Egteem
2.1 have got more of
the breaks in life
than most people I
know., 10.4 11.8 13.5 0.4% 20.3 23.9 19.7
{35.7%) ———— (63.9%)
4. I am popular with
people my own age. 0.9 1.9 31 0.9% 17.2 37.3 38.7
(5.9%) {93.2%)
5.1 am jusi as happy
or happier now
than when 1 was
younger. 4.7 6.2 6.4 0.3% 1.3 25.5 45.6
—_— 3% (82.4%)
7.1 feel thai [ am a
person of worth, at
least on an equal
basis with others. 1.0 1.5 2.3 0.6% 148 34.6 45.2
(4.8%} {94.6%)
12. In almost cvery
way, | am glad to
be the person | am. I.4 1.9 3.4 0.4% 13.3 26.4 53.3
(6.7%) (93.0%)

17. Although nobody
can be happy all
the time, 1 feel that
generally T am
much happier than
most people 1 know. 2.9 5.7 10.0 0.5% 18.7 324 29.8
- (186%) — (80.9%)
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Table B.&: (continued)
ftem DISAGREE ___ — AGREE
N, Hem Strong  Moderale  Nlight Newtral  Stight Moderate  Strong
Factor ClE: Anomia and Powerlessness
9. There are only (wo
kinds of peopic in
the world: the weak 22,0 17.2 13.4 0.9% 13.1 14.9 18.6
and the strong. (52.6% (46.6%
10. In spite of what
people say, the lile
of the average
person s getting 17.3 16.8 1.7 0.3% 12.6 17.0 24.3
worse, not better. (45.8%) — —{53.9%)
16. It is useless 10 plan
lor tomorrow, all
we can do is live for 237 13.7 8.3 0.3% 10.6 14.7 28.7
the prescm, (45.7%) (54.0%)
19. The majority of
people are not
capable of
determining what
is, or is not good or 12,7 16.0 12.3 0.6% 16.8 24.0 17.7
them, (41.0%) (58.5%)
163. I’s who you know
not what you know
that is important
lor gewing on in 6.9 8.0 6.6 0.6% 159 21.4 40.8
lile. (21.5%) (78.1%)
Factor CIT]: Acceptance of a Strong Leader
132, One good strong
leader would be far
better for our
cvconomy than the
present political 17.5 1.0 11.0 1.3% 14.2 16.2 28.7
system. (39.5%) (59.1%)
170. In the present
CCONOMmic
circumstances 1
would support a
wood strong leader
rather than the
existing political 16.3 10.7 10.9 1.7% 14.5 15.7 30.9
system. (37.9%) (60.4%)
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Table B.6: (continued)

ltem DISAGREE —— AGREE
No. ftem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Neutral  Slight Moderate Sirong
Factor CIV: Rigidity
11. I always finish 1asks
I siart, even if they
arc not very
important. 3.7 8.0 11.4 0.1% 13.1 23.4 40.2
—_  (230%) — (76.7%)
15. It bothers me when
something
unexpected
interrupts my daily
routinc. 13.7 15.3 15.6 0.4% 19.6 15.5 19.9
—_  (#40%) — (55.0%)
18. I always like to
keep my things neat
and tidy and in
good order. 2.5 4.1 5.8 0.1% 14.9 25.8 46.8
—_ (Y24%y — . (87.5%)
Factor CV: Lack of Trust in People
l. Most people are
more inclined to
look out for
themsclves than to
help others. 5.1 6.7 6.2 0.2% 15.6 27.6 38.6
—_  (18.0%) (81.8%)
8. You can trust most
people. 10.6 10.3 10.8 0.5% 16.8 28.6 22.6
(31.7%) — (68.0%)

14. IT you don’t waich
yoursell, people will
take advantage of
you. 4.8 5.9 7.7 0.3% 17.8 21.3 42,1
_ (18.4%) — (81.2%)
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Table B.7: Inter-item reliabulities of composite scales
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Reliabihity Number of
Seale coefficient items in scale
Attitudes and Beliefs About poverty

Al Belief in fatalistic causes of

poverty .68 3
All Bcelief in the role of the church

and educational system in

poverty .58 5
Alll Belief in lack of ambition .52 3
AIV Belief in lack of desire 10 work .58 3
AV Belief in society as a cause

of poverty .32 2

General Social Attitudes and Beliefs

BI Acceptance of economic restraint .66 4
BII Religiosity .75 3
BIIL Outgroup (anti-itinerant)

prejudice .67 3
BIV National pride .61 3
BV National deprecation 47 3
BVI State efficacy .66 2
BVII Belief in the extent of poverty

in Ireland 49 3
BVIII Family planning .65 2
BIX Financial optimism 67 2
BX Capitalism ss. Socialism .49 3
BXI Belief in innate tendencies .39 2

Personality Characteristics

CI Life-satisfaction and sell-

esteem .68 6
Cil Anomia and powerlessness .54 5
CIII Acceptance of a strong leader .83 2
CIV  Rigidity 45 3
cv Lack of trust in people .39 3
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Table C.1: Correlations between demographic characteristics and beliefs about the
causes of poverty. (N = 2190)

Belief
Church and Lack of
Demographic educational ~ Lack of  desire o
characteristic Fatalism system ambition work Society
Sex .00 -.05 -.01 -.03 .06
Location -.06 -.06 A2 A5 .0l
Income -.03 .01 -.12 -.07 -.11
Age 11 -.20 17 .06 -.03
Education -.10 02 -.21 -.08 -.13

Note: A correlation of .06 is significant {p <.01}.
*Deviations of the N from previously reported Ns are due to missing cases; this
occurs particularly with demographic characteristics, notably income.

Table C.2: Regressions predicting beliefs about the causes of poverty from demographic

characteristics
Standard
error of
Predictor b b Bela t
Fatalism
Sex .01 .03 .01 25
Urban/Rural Location -.10 .03 -.08 -3.77*
Income .02 .03 .02 .78
Age 12 .03 .09 4.08*
Education -.11 .03 -.09 -3.68*

R =15, F {5, 2184) = 10.33*

Church and Educational System

Sex -.07 .03 -.05
Urban/Rural Location -.06 .03 -.05
Income -.05 .03 -.04
Age -.27 .03 -.22
Education -.05 .03 -.04

R= .22, F (5, 2184) = 21.46*
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Table C.2: {continued).

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta !
Lack of Ambition

Sex .00 .03 .00 .14
Urban/Rural Location 2 .03 .08 3.69*
Income -.04 .03 -.02 -1.09
Age A5 .03 10 4.60*
Education -.22 .03 -.15 ~-6.34*

R =25 F (5, 2184) = 28.13*

Lack of Desire to Work

Sex -.03 .03 -.02 -.94
Urban/Rural Location .22 .03 14 6.39*
Income -.04 .04 -.02 -.98
Age 05 04 .03 1.29
Education -.05 .04 -.03 -1.38
R =17, F (5, 2184) = 12.32*
Soctely
Sex .10 .03 .06 3.04*
Urban/Rural Location -.02 .03 -.0l1 -.67
Income -.13 04 -.09 =3.71*
Age -.14 .03 -.09 -4.12*
Education =21 .04 -.14 -5.71*

R =18, I (5, 2184) = 15.10*

p<.0l
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Table C.3: Correlutions between general social beliefs and beliefs about the causes of
pouverty (N = 2359)

Belief aboui causes of poverty

Church and Lack of
educational Lack of desire lo
General social belief Fatalism system ambition work Society

Economic Restraint A2 =15 .19 .06 .01
Religiosity 22 -.35 14 10 -.02
Anti-itincrant Prejudice .35 -.05 .30 25 03
National Pride A7 -.15 .27 .05 .20
National Deprecation 24 .08 .35 .23 A2
Swate Efficacy .10 .14 A7 10 40
Extent of Poverty -.01 -.16 .23 .16 -.10
Family Planning .03 .36 .00 01 14
Financial Optimism -.01 -.06 10 .07 -.02
Capiialism »s. Socialism A3 -.11 -.03 -.01 -.15
Innate Tendencies .28 .06 .31 14 11

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant {(p<.01}.
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Table C.4: Regressions predicting beliefs about the causes of poverty from general

social beliefs
Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta {
Fatalism -

Economic Restraint .05 .02 .05 2.87+
Religiosity A3 .02 42 6.24*
Anti-itinerant prejudice 22 .02 24 12.24*
National Pride .08 .02 11 5.30*
National Deprecation At .02 12 6.37*
State Eflicacy -.00 .01 -.01 -.28
Extent of Poverty -.07 .02 -.08 -4.14*
Family Planning 04 .01 .06 3.14*
Financial Optimism -.02 .01 -.03 -1.77
Capitalism vs. Socialism Nl .02 12 6.61°
Innate Tendencies 12 .01 A7 8.67*

R= .48, F (11, 2347) = 62.70%

Church and Educational System

Economic Restraint -.07 .02 -.08 -4.29*
Religiosity -.28 .02 -.26 -13.57*
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.01 .02 -.01 -.43

National Pride -.07 .01 -.09 -4,59*%
National Deprecation .08 .02 .08 4.43¢
State Efficacy .09 .01 12 6.51*
Extent of Poverty -.09 .02 -0 -5.63*
Family Planning 16 01 .24 12.78*
Financial Optimism .00 .01 .00 .24

Capitalism vs. Socialism -.04 .02 -.05 -2.75*
Innate Tendencies 04 .01 .05 2.69*

R =51, F(11, 2347) = 74.11*

Lack of Ambition

Economic Restraint 09 02 .09 5.24»
Religiosity .02 .02 .01 72
Anti-itinerant Prejudice 17 02 .15 B.33¢
National Pride 14 .02 .16 8.24*
Naticnal Deprecation .26 02 24 12.88*
State Efficacy .05 02 .06 3.20*
Extent of Poverty .16 02 .15 8.58*
Family Planning .00 01 .00 .08
Financial Optimism .03 01 .04 2.06
Capitalism vs. Socialism -.04 02 -.04 -2.25
Innate Tendencies .15 02 A7 9.40*

R = .54, F (11, 2347) = 90.03*
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Table C.4: (continued).

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta !

Lack of Desire to Work

Economic Restraint .00 .02 .00 -.16
Religiosity .05 .03 .04 1.87
Anti-itinerant Prejudice .21 .02 19 8.95*
National Pride -.04 .02 -.04 -1.83
National Deprecation A7 .02 .15 7.34*
State Efficacy .06 02 .06 2.89*
Extent of Poverty A5 .02 A3 6.56*
Family Planning 01 .02 .01 34
Financial Optimism .04 .02 .05 2.48
Capitalism zs. Socialism -.03 .02 -.03 -1.52
Innate Tendencies .05 .02 .05 2.57*

R =35 F(I1, 2347) = 29.74*

Society
Economic Restraint .02 .02 02 1.04
Religiosity -.04 03 -.03 -1.39
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.05 02 -.04 -2.12
National Pride 4 02 14 7.13*
National Deprecation 09 .02 .08 4.08*
Swate Efficacy 31 .02 33 16.81°
Exteru of Poverty -.10 .02 -.09 -4.94°
Family Planning .08 .02 10 491*
Financial Optimism .00 02 .00 .09
Capitalism vs. Socialism -.08 .02 -.08 -4.02*
Innate Tendencies .01 .02 .01 .67

R = .45, F (11, 2347) = 55.01*

*p < .01
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Table C.5: Correlations between personality characteristics and beliefs about the causes

of poverty (N = 2359)

Belief about causes of poveriy

Church and Lack of
Personality educational Lack of desire lo
charasieristic Fatalism system ambition work Society
Life-satislaction/

Self-Esteem A5 -2 .16 .08 04
Anomia 24 Al .28 14 .28
Acceprance of

Strong Leader A2 09 A6 A2 A7
Rigidity 14 -1 .23 .09 10
Lack of Trust

in People 12 15 12 A7 10

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant (p<<.01).
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Table C.6: Regressions predicting beliefs about the causes of poverty from personality

characleristics
Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta t
Fatalism
Life-satisfaction/

Self-esteem .22 .03 16 7.96*
Anomia .18 .02 .19 8.a6*
Acceptance of a

Strong Leader .03 .01 .06 2.82+
Rididity .04 .02 .04 1.75
Lack of Trust

in People 07 .02 07 3.35*

R =31, F (5, 2353) = 49.66*

Church and Educational System
Life-satisfaction/

Self-esteem -.11 .03 -.08 -3.91*
Anomia .09 02 .10 4.68*
Acceptance of a

Strong Leader 04 01 07 3.48*
Rigidity -.13 .02 -.13 -6.05*
Lack of Trust

in People A3 02 A3 6.15*

R = .25, F (5, 2353) = 30.60*

Lack of Ambition
Life-satisfaction/

Self-esteem A7 .03 11 5.30*
Anomia .23 .02 21 10.04*
Acceptance of a

Strong Leader .07 01 .10 4.87*
Rigidity .16 02 14 6.56*
Lack of Trust

in People .05 .02 .05 2.27

R = .36, F (5, 2353) = 69.02*
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Table C.6: (continued}.
Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta {
Lack of Desire to Work
Life-satisfaction/

Self-esteem A2 .03 .07 3.38*
Anomia 10 .03 .08 3.86*
Acceptance ol a

Strong Leader 06 .02 .08 3.65*%
Rigidity 03 03 02 94
Lack of Trust

in People .18 .03 14 6.69*

R=.23, F (5, 2353) = 25.60*
Society
Life-sausfaction/

Self-esteem 0 .03 .01 41
Anomia .29 .02 .24 11.63*
Acceplance of a

Strong L.eader .08 01 1 5.50*
Rigidity .04 03 03 1.40
Lack of Trust

in People .03 .02 03 1.24

R =31, F (5, 2353) = 48.63*

*p<.0l
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Table D.1: Percentages of respondents agreeing and disagreeing with behavioural
differential items for “‘a person on the dole” and “an itinerant’”’ (N = 2359)

ftem DISAGREE —— AGREE
No. Hem Strong  Moderale  Slight Neutral  Slight  Moderate  Strong

A Person on the Dole

117. T would respect this
person 5.0 4.6 5.3 L% 17.9 319 34.2
(14.9%) ——— (B4.0%)

118. I would be
reluctant to buy a
house next door to
this person 423 26.2 15.5 0.9% 5.0 5.1 4.9
(84.0%) —_— (15.0%)

119. I would be hesitant
10 seek out this
person’s company 35.6 26.7 17.3 0.9% 9.0 6.4 4.0
(79.6%) — (194%)

120. I would be willing
to employ this
person 4.7 3.5 32 1.1% 12.1 299 45.4
(11.4%) —_ (B7A%y

121. 1 would exclude this
person from my
close circle of

friends 40.1 26.9 17.1 1.1% 6.2 4.9 37
(84.1%) P [ % ) D
122, 1 would consider
this person
competent to serve
on a jury 6.5 53 6.5 0.9% 15.5 27.6 376
(18.3%) —_— ) —
123. F would tend to
avoid this person in
social situations 399 27.6 17.3 1.0% 7.1 3.8 3.2
(84.8%) _  (140%) —
124. 1 would distrust this
person 13.2 24.5 17.0 1.1% 7.1 4.0 3.1
(84.7%) - (14.2%)
125, 1 would he
impressed by this
person 7.3 10.6 20.5 2.2% 25.6 20.1 13.7

(38.4%) —(594R) —
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Table D.1: {continued).
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frem DISAGREE — _ — AGREE
Al fiem Strong  Moderate  Slight  Newtral  Slight Moderate  Strong
An Itinerant
i08. 1 would respeet this
person 6.8 6.3 9.1 0.6% 26.7 29.3 21.2
—_—(22.2%) —_— {TT2%Yy
109. T would be
reluctant to buy a
house next door ta
this person 9.9 8.8 10.6 0.6% 16.9 17.8 35.4
—_— e (293%)y —_ {70.1%) —
110. T would be hesilant
o seck out this
person’s company 6.2 6.2 10.4 0.7% 216 20.6 343
(22.8%) — (765%) —
11t I would be willing
to employ this
person 13.0 1.4 15.0 0.8% 25.6 17.3 11.9
(44.4%) (54.8%)
112, 1 would exclude this
person from my
close circle of
friends 8.5 8.3 14.8 0.9% 22,1 17.4 28.0
{31.6%) {67.5%)
113. I would consider
this person
competent 10 serve
on a jury 36.1 15.0 16.5 0.9% 14.5 9.4 7.5
(67.6%) —_ {31.4%)
114. I would tend 10
avoid this person in
social situations 8.6 9.2 16.2 0.8% 21.9 18.3 25.]
(34.0%) —_—  (65.3%) —0
115, 1 would distrust this
person 8.8 11.5 19.2 0.8% 26.9 15.0 17.8
(39.5%) —_—  (59.7%) ——
116. 1 would be
impressed by this
person 19.0 16.2 25.2 1.5% 23.7 10.0 4.5
(60.4%) (38.2%)
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Table D.2: Correlations between socio-demographic characteristics and behavioural
intentions towards “a person on the dole’ and “an itinerant”. (N = 2359)

Behauvioural tnleniion

Demographic Public soctal Initmate social
characteristic Respect acceptance acceplance

A Person on the Dole

Sex .04 -.01 .02
Education -.05 .04 .01
Urban/Rural Location -.07 -.13 -.07
Age .05 -.05 -.09
Income -.03 04 .03
An Itinerant
Sex .04 -.04 .00
Education 15 10 .05
Urban/Rural Location -.07 -.05 -.02
Age -.13 -.18 -.16
Income 10 .06 .06

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant (p<.01).
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Table D.3: Regressions prediciing behavioural intentions towards “a person on the
dole” from socio-demographic characteristics

Standard
error of
Predicior b b Beia ¢
Respect
Sex .04 .03 .04 1.67
Urban/Rural Location -.10 .03 -.08 -3.72+
Income -.03 .03 -.02 -.88
Age .04 .03 .03 1.49
Education -.06 .03 -.05 -1.88
R=_.li, IF(5, 2184) = 4,96*
Public Social Acceptance
Sex -.01 .03 -.01 -.56
Urban/Rural Location -.15 .03 -.12 -5.49*
Income .01 .03 .01 43
Age -.05 .03 -04 -1.64
Education .00 .03 .00 .04
R= .13, [ (5, 2184) = 7.73*
Intimate Social Acceplance
Sex .02 .03 .01 .66
Urban/Rural Location -.10 .03 -.07 ~-3.08*
Income 01 .03 .01 .26
Age -.14 .03 -.10 -4.28*
Education -.06 .03 -.04 -1.76

R=.12, F (5 2184) = 6.22%

*p <.0l.
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Table D.4: Regressions predicting behavioural intentions lowards “an itinerani” from
socio-demographic characteristics

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta i
Respect

Sex 04 .03 .03 1.32
Urban/Rura! Location -.05 | .03 -.03 -1.62
Income 04 .03 .03 b.14
Age -1l .03 -.08 -3.57*
Education 15 .03 1 4 53*

R =18, F (5, 2184) = 14.83*

Public Social Acceptance

Sex -.06 .03 -.04 -2.00
Urban/Rural Location -.04 .03 -.0% -1.37
Income -.02 .03 -0l -.56
Age -.24 .03 -7 -7.32*
Education 07 .03 .05 1.95

R=.19, F(5,2184)=16.71*

Intimate Social Acceptance

Sex .00 .03 .00 -.03
Urhan/Rural Location -0 .04 .00 -.18
Income .03 .04 02 .85
Age -.27 .04 -.16 -7.17*
Education -.03 .04 -.02 -.76

R =16, F (5 2184) = 12,16

*p <01
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Table D.5: Correlations betiween beliefs about the causes of poverty and behavioural
intentions lowards “a person on the dole’” and “an iineranl” (N = 2359)

Behavioural intention

Public soctal Intimate social
Belief Respect acceplance acceplance

A Person on the Dole

Fatalism .02 .06 -.03
Church and Educational

System -.04 -.03 .00
Lack of Ambition -.13 -.16 -.18
Lack of Desire to Work -.33 -.26 -.25
Society .15 .09 .07

An Itinerant

Fatalism -.05 -.13 -.14
Church and Educational

System -.05 .05 .05
Lack of Ambition -.12 -.17 -1
Lack of Desire to Work -.14 =17 -.14
Society .08 .10 .04

Nole: A correlation of 0.5 is significant (p<.0l).
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>

Table ID.6: Regressions predicting behavioural intentions lowards “'a person on the dole
from beliefs aboul the causes of poverty

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta {
Respect
Fatalism .05 .02 .05 2.73*
Church and Educational
System -.06 .02 -.06 -2.84*
Lack of Amibtion -.06 .02 -.07 -3.31*
Lack of Desire to Waork -.24 .02 -.31 -1521*
Society 12 .02 A5 7.85*

R = .37, F (5,2353) = 72.59*

Public Social Acceptance

Fatalism .10 .02 A0 4.9]*
Church and Educational

System -.03 .02 -.03 -1.66
Lack of Ambition -.10 .02 -2 -5.90*
Lack of Desire to Work -.18 .02 -.23 -11.06*
Society .08 .02 .10 4.92%

R=.31,F(5,2353) = 48.35*

Intimate Social Acceptance

Fatalism .02 .02 .02 .98
Church and Educational

System -0l 02 -.01 -.46
Lack of Ambition -.13 02 -.14 -6.39*
Lack of Desire to Work -.19 02 -.21 -10.04*
Society .07 02 .08 4.00*

R=.29, FF(5,2353) = 41.61*

*p<.0l.
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Table D.7: Regressions predicting behavioural intentions towards “an itinerant” from
beliefs aboul the causes of poverly

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta !
Respect
Fatalism -.02 02 -.02 -1.07
Church and Educational
System -.07 .02 -.07 -3.27*

Lack of Ambition -.09 02 -.09 -4 32*
Lack of Desire 1o Work -.10 .02 -1 -5.22*
Society 09 .02 10 4,72+

R = 20, F (5, 2353) = 19.04*

Public Social Acceptance

Fatalism -.10 .02 -.09 -4.32*
Church and Educational

System 03 02 02 1.19
Lack of Ambition -2 .02 -.12 -5.80*
Lack of Deisre to Work -.12 02 -.13 -6.02*
Society 10 02 JH 5.22*

R=.26, I (5, 2353) = 32.80*

Intimate Social Acceptance

Fatalism -.16 .03 -.12 -5.79*
Church and Educational

Systemn .05 .03 .04 1.86
Lack of Ambition -.06 .02 -.05 -2.40
Lack of Desire to Work -.12 02 -.12 -5.51*
Society .04 02 .04 1.93

R= 21, I (5 2353) = 21.10%

*h< 0],
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Table D.8: Correlations betiveen general social beliefs and behavionral intentions
lowards “'a person on the dole’” and “an tinerant™.

Behauvioural inteniion

Public social Intimate social
Belief Respect acceptance acceplance

A Person on the Dole

Economic Restraint .03 -.03 -.07
Religiosity .07 .01 .00
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.06 -.04 -.08
National Pride 08 -.04 -.05
National Deprecation -.09 -.07 =11
State Elflicacy .03 -.02 .00
Extent of Poverty -.07 -.11 -.12
Family Planning .00 .02 .02
Financial Optimism -.01 -.04 -.04
Capitalism »s. Socialism -.03 .03 .00
Innate Tendencics -.04 -.07 -.06

An Itinerant

Economic Restraint .08 .01 -.03 R
Religiosity 02 -.12 -.12
Ant-itinerant Prejudice -.41 -.47 -.47
Nauona! Pride .03 .01 01
National Deprecation -.09 -.11 -.10
Siate Efficacy -.02 -.01 -.03
Extent of Poverty -.05 -.06 -.08
Family Planning -.02 03 .00
Financial Optimism .04 0l .01
Capitalism us.Socialism -.02 -.07 -.12
Innate Tendencies -.11 -.11 -1

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant (p<.01).
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Table D.9: Regressions predicting behavioural intentions lowards “‘a persen on the dole”
[fram general social beliefs

Standard
erorof
Predicivr b b Beta 1
Respect
Economic Resteaim 03 02 04 1.85
Religiosity 04 02 04 391+
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.06 .02 -.07 -3.09*
National Pride 07 L2 09 3.86Y
National Deprecation -.07 02 -.08 =3.50*
Stae Efficacy 0 02 A2 .81
Extent ol Poverty -.06 02 -.07 -3.23*
Family Planning 03 Ril 04 1.80
Financial Optimism -1 .01 -.01 ~.55
Capitalism . Socialism - 02 -.01 -.50
Innate Tendencies -.02 02 -.03 -1.49
=18, (11, 2347) = 6.99*
Public Secial Acceptance
Economic Restraint .00 .02 .00 -.22
Religiosity 04 02 04 1.62
Anti-itmerant Prejudice -.02 .02 -2 -.93
National Pride -.01 02 -.01 -.36
National Deprecation -.04 02 -.05 -2.21
State Eflicacy 00 .02 -.01 =27
ixtent of Poverty -.09 02 -.10 ~4.49*
Family Planning 02 .01 .03 1.55
Financial Optimism -.02 01 -.02 -1.16
Capitalisim vs. Socialisim 04 02 .05 226
Innatg Tendencies -.04 .02 -.05 =2.29
R=_15F(11,2347) = 4. 80"
Intimate Social Acceptance
Economic Restraint -.04 .02 -.04 -1.62
Religiosity .06 .03 .05 2,28
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.05 .02 -.05 -2.37
National Pride -.02 02 -.03 -1.19
Natiopal Deprecation -.09 .02 -.09 -3.09*
Srare eflicacy 01 02 A 63
Extent of Poverty -.10 .02 - 10 -4.70*
Family Planning .02 02 03 1.53
Financial Optimism -.01 .02 -.01 -.57
Capitalism o, Socialism -.01 02 .01 .52
Innate Tendencies -.03 .02 -.03 -1.53

f=18, /7(11,2347) =7.50*

*n<.0l.
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Table D.10: Regressions predicting behavioural intentions towards “an itinerant’ from

general soctal beliefs

Mandard
errorof
Predictor h b Beta i
Respect
Economic Restraint .08 .02 .09 4.66*
Religiosity 10 .02 .09 4.24*
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.43 02 -.43 -21.88*
National Pride .06 .02 .07 3.53°
National Deprecation .00 02 .00 .03
Stawe Efficacy .02 .02 .03 1.35
Extent of Poverty -.04 .02 -.04 -2.01
Family Planning 01 .01 .01 .74
Financial Optimism 02 .0l 03 i.51
Capitalism os. Socialism 00 .02 00 -.22
fnnate Tendencics -.04 .02 -.05 -2.59*
R=.44,1(11,2347)=52.11*
Public Social Acceptance
Economic Restraint 05 .02 05 2.74¢
Religiosity -.04 .02 -.03 -1.45
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.50 .02 -.47 -24.55*
National Pride 07 .02 .08 4.03*
National Deprecation .00 02 .00 =11
State Ellicacy .03 02 .04 1.97
Extent of Poverty -.03 .02 -.03 -1.66
Family Planning .01 .01 .02 99
Financial Optimism .01 .01 .01 34
Capitalism as. Socialism -.04 .02 -.04 -2.02
Innate Tendencies -.03 .02 -.03 -1.82
k=49, F(11,2347) = 66.62*
Intimate Social Acceptance
Economic Restraint .00 .02 .00 19
Religiosity -.04 03 -.03 -1.50
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.56 02 -47 -24.09°*
National Pride 08 .02 .08 4.10*
National Deprecation .02 .02 .02 1.08
Siawe Eflicacy .00 .02 .00 =11
Extent of Poverty - 05 .02 -.05 -2.46
Family Planning -.01 .02 -.0! -.70
Financial Optimism .01 .02 0l 44
Capitalism vs. Socialism -.10 .02 -.08 -4.52*
Innate Tendencies -.02 .02 -.03 -1.33

R=.49 F(11,2347) = 65.88*

*n<.0l.
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Table D.1: Correlations belween personalily characteristics and behaviowral intentions
towards “‘a person on the dole”” and “an itinerant’” (N = 2359)

Behavioural intenfion

Personality Public social Intimate social
characterislic Respect acceplance acceptance

A Person on the Dole
Life-satisfaction/

Self-esicem 05 04 -.01
Anomia .01 -.09 =11
Acceptance of a Strong

Leader -.02 -.07 -.07
Rigidity .02 -.04 -.05
Lack of Trust in People -.07 -.04 -.03

An Itinerant
Life-satislaction/

Sell-esteem Al .02 ~.01
Anomia -.10 -.05 -.04
Acceptance of a Stong

Leader -.05 -.01 -.01
Rigidity -.04 -.09 -1
Lack of Trust in People - -.16 -.12 -.12

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant {(p<<.01).
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Table D.12: Regressions predicting behautoural intentions lowards “a person on the
dole” from personality characteristics

Standard
ervor of
Predictor b b Bela l
Respect
Lile-satisfaction/

Seli-esteem 06 .03 .05 2.10
Anomia 02 02 .03 1.20
Acceprance of a Sirong

Lcader -.01 .01 -.02 -.97
Rigidity 01 .02 .0] .57
Lack of Trust in People -.07 .02 -.08 -3.55*

R = .09, £ (5, 2353) = 4.25*
Public Social Acceptance
Life-satisfaction/

Self-esteem 07 .03 .06 2.64*
Anomia -.07 .02 -.07 -3.13*
Acceprance of a Strong

Leader -.03 01 -.05 -2.35
Rigidity -.03 .02 -.03 -1.51
Lack of Trust in Peopic -.01 .02 -.0i -.53

R =12, 1 (5,2353) = 6.31*

Life-saustaction/

Sclf-esteem .01
Anomia -.10
Acceplance of a Strong

Leacler -.03
Rigidity -.02
Lack of Trust in People .01

R =12, (5, 2353) = 7.18*

Intimate Social Acceptance

03 01
02 -.10
01 -.05
.02 -.02
02 01

37
—4.49%

-2.40
-.94
29

*p<.0l.
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Table D.13: Regressions predicting behavioural intentions towards “an ttinerani”
Fable D.13: Regression ficting behawioural intentions toward.
JSrom personalily characteristics

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Bela {
Respect
Life-satisfaction/

Seif-esteem A7 .03 A2 551*
Anomia -.07 .02 -.07 -3.00
Acceptance of a Swrong

Leader -.01 .01 -.02 -.84
Rigidity -.05 02 -.04 -1.98
Lack of Trust in Pcople -.14 .02 .13 -6.00*

R = .20, (5, 2353) = 20.52*

Public Social Acceptance
Life-satislacuon/

Self-csteem 07 .03 .05 2.18
Anomia -.02 .02 -.01 -.64
Acceplance of a Surong

Leader .01 .01 .01 .53
Rigidity -.10 .03 -.09 -4.19*
Lack of Trust in People -1 02 -.10 -4.69*

R = .15, I (5, 2353) = 10.55*

Intimate Social Acceptance
Life-satisfaction

Self-esteem .03 .04 .02 .76
Anomia .00 03 .00 .18
Acceptance of a Strong

L.eader .01 .02 .01 .41
Rigidity -.13 .03 -.10 -4.61*
Lack of Trust in People -.14 .03 =11 -5.15*

R =15, IF(5, 2353) = 11.52*

*p<.0l.
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Table D.14: Percentage breakdowon of personality differential items for “'a person on the dole™ and “an itinerant™ (N = 2359)
fiem —_
RY) ftem very quile slightly equally stightly guile very Ttew &
A Person on the Dole
72, Trustworthy 16.8 26.5 10.0 23.7% 9.9 6.3 6.8 Untrustworthy
- (533%) — - (230%) —
73.  Careless 7.8 9.5 5.3 21.7% 8.0 21.8 16.0 Carcful
—_ (3206%)— - {458%)
74.  Likeable 16.1 28.2 1.7 30.1% 5.3 4.5 4.2 Dislikeable ,3_'1
- (56.0%) — —_  (140%) — =
75. Excitable 3.6 5.8 89 37.0% 8.7 20.3 15.7 Calm é
- (18.3%) _— - (M4T%) g
76.  Bad 2.2 2.5 58  36.9% 115 250 16.2 Good v
—_ (10.5%) — _  (52.%y — o
7. Quiet 14.6 17.8 10.9 40.1% 7.9 5.3 3.6 Noisy ;
(43.3%)y — —— (16.6%) =
o
@
An Itinerant 8
78.  Trustworthy 4.0 9.2 9.3 15.8% 19.9 15.1 26.7 Untrustworthy =
—_— (225%) R (1 U 3 W ;
79.  Careless 358 224 16.5 10.5% 4.6 5.7 4.5 Careful 3
— {7AT%y — —_  (t48%) — .
80. Likeable 6.0 14.8 15.6 26.1% 13.8 9.5 14.3 Dislikeable
- {364%) — _ (376%) —
8l.  Excitable 245 227 16.1 18.2% 48 7.4 6.3 Calm
—_ (633%) — _  (18.5%)
B2. Bad 7.0 5.8 17.5 40.4% 12.4 [1.9 5.0 Good
—  {303%) —— - . (293%)
B3.  Quiet 2.7 5.0 5.0 19.0% 15.7 23.7 29.0 Noisy

(12.7%) _ (68.4%)
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Table D.15: Correlations between demographic characieristics and evalualive and
cognitive beliefs about “a person on on the dole” and “an ineramt™ (N = 2359)

Belief
Demographic Lxtroversion-
characteristic Evaluation Introversion

A Person on the Dole

Sex -.04 0l
Education A5 17
Urban/Rural Locauion 00 -.04
Age -.09 -.09
Income .10 .09

An Itinerant

Sex -.06 .0l
Edcuation -.10 -.06
Urban/Rural Locatian 04 -.06
Age .08 .05
Income -.07 -.03

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant (p <.01).
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Table D.16: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognitive beliefs about “a person
on the dole” from demographic characteristics

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta /
Evaluation
Sex -.05 .03 -.04 -1.86
Urban/Rural Location .05 .03 04 1.70
Income .06 .03 .05 2.13
Age -.04 .03 -.03 -1.41
Education A7 .03 13 5.39*

R=17, 15, 2184) = 12.78*

Extroversion-Introversion

Sex .00 .03 .00 10
Urban/Rural Location -.01 03 -0l -.33
Income .03 .03 .03 1.15
Age -.04 03 -.03 -1.36
Eduction .18 .03 .15 6.33*

R =18, F (5, 2184) = 14.25*

*p< Ol.
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Table D.17: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognitive beliefs about  “an
itinerant” from demographic characieristics

Standard
error of
Predictor b / Beta !
Evaluation

Sex -.07 .03 -.05 -2.57*
Urban/Rural Location .03 .03 .02 .86
Income -.04 .03 -.03 -1.37
Age 06 .03 05 1.98
Education -.08 .03 -.06 -2.61*

R =13, IF(5, 2184) = 7.04*

Extroversion-Introversion

Sex .01 .03 .01 .54
Urban/Rural Location -.10 .03 -.08 -3.45%
Income -.0l .03 -0l -.35
Age .05 03 .04 1.78
Education -.07 .03 -.05 -2.20

R=.10, I (5 2184) = 4.41*

*h <0l
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Table D.18: Correlations between beliefs aboui the causes of poverty and cognitive and
evaluative beliefs about “a person on on the dole” and “an ittnerant” (N = 2359)

Belief

Poverty Extroverston-
belief Evaluation Introuversion

A Person on the Dole

Fatalism .04 -.02
Church and Educational

System .03 .05
Lack of Ambition .07 -.02
Lack of Desire to Work 2% 13
Society -.07 -.08

An Itinerant

Fatalism A0 .09
Church and Educational

System .02 .00
Lack of Ambition It .00
Lack of Desire to Work 15 .07
Society -.03 -.05

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant {p <.01).
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Table D.19: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognitive beliefs about  “a peyson
on the dole” from beliefs about the causes ofpover(y

Standard
ervor of
Predictor b b Beta {
Evaluation
Fatalism .02 .02 .02 .86
Church and Educational
System .03 .02 .03 1.53

Lack of Ambition .00 02 .00 -.01
Lack of Dcsire 1o Work 22 02 27 12.83*
Society -.06 .02 -.07 -3.26*

R =.28 F (5, 2353) = 39.53*

Extroversion-Introversion

Fatalism -.01 .02 -.0l -71
Church and Educational

System .05 .02 .06 2.70*
Lack of Ambition -.04 .02 -.05 -2.18
Lack of Desire 1o Work A1 02 156 6.87*
Society. -.06 .02 -.08 -391*

=17, F (5, 2353) = 14.54*

*»<.01.
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Table D.20: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognitive beligfs about “‘an

itinevant” from beliefs about the causes of poverty

Standard
error of
Predictor b h Bela !
Evaluation
Fatalism .08 .02 .08 3.75*
Church and Educational
System .03 .02 03 1.39
Lack ol Ambition .05 .02 .06 2.68*%
Lack of Desire to Work 1 .02 13 5.89*
Sociery -.03 .02 -.04 -1.93
R = .19, {5, 2353) = 16.76*
Extroversion-Introversion
Fatalism A0 .02 .09 4.50*
Church and Educational
System .0l .02 0l 45
Lack of Ambition -.03 .02 -.03 -1.56
Lack of Desire to Work 06 02 07 3.21*
Society -.04 .02 -.05 -2.56*

R= 13, I (5 2353) = 7.73*

*h< 01,
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Table D.21: Correlations betiween geneval social beliefs and evaluative and cognitive

beliefs about “a person on on the dole’ and “an Hinerant” (N = 2359)

Belief
Social Lxiroversion-
belief Evaluation Introversion
A Person on the Dole
Economic Restraint -.02 .00
Religiosity -.04 -.10
Ant-itinerant Prejudice 07 Ol
National Pride -3 -.16
National Deprecation .09 .06
Stawe Eflicacy .00 -.03
Extent of Poverty -.01 -.03
Family Planning 03 .06
Financial Optimism 00 -.01
Capitalism vs. Socialism .04 .01
Innate Tendencies 01 -.03
An Itinerant
Economic Restraint -.03 -.03
Religiosity 00 0l
Anti-itinerant Prejudice .38 .28
National Pridc -.02 -.09
National Deprecation A3 .09
State Efficacy .03 -.0l
Extent of Poverty 03 -.04
Family Planning 05 05
Financial Optimism -.04 -.03
Capitalism vs. Socialism .00 02
Innate Tendencies .08 .03

Note: A corrclation of .05 is significant {5 <.01).
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Table D.22: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognitive beliefs about “a person
on the dole” from general soctal beliefs

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta i
Evaluation

Economic Restraint -.02 .02 -.03 -1.21
Religiosity -.03 .02 -.03 1.36
Anti-itinerant Prejudice 07 .02 07 3.34*
National Pride -.11 .02 -.14 -6.43*
National Deprecation 07 .02 .08 3.52*
State Efficacy .02 02 .02 .96
Extent of Poverty .00 .02 .00 .09
Family Planning -.01 01 -.0l -.43
Financial Optimism 01 01 .02 1.01
Capitalism os. Socialism .02 02 02 .19
Innate Tendencies .00 .02 00 A0

R=.18, I(11, 2347) = 7.33*

Extroversion-Introversion

Economic Restraint .02 .02 .02 1.00
Religiosity -.09 .02 -.08 -3.82%
Anti-itinerant Prejudice .04 .02 .04 1.89
National Pride -1 02 -.14 -6.49*
National Deprecation .05 .02 06 2.55*
State Efficacy .00 .02 .00 -.10
Extent of Poverty .01 .0l .01 -.66
Family Planning .0l .0l .01 .46
Financial Optimism .01 01 .01 44
Capitalism vs. Socialism .00 .02 00 -.04
Innate Tendencies -.01 .02 -.02 -.72

k=19, FF(11, 2347) = 8.12*

*n<.0l.
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Table D.23: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognilive beliefs about “an

itinerant” from general social beliefs

Standard
error of
Prediclor b h Rela {
Evaluation
Economic Restraint -4 .02 -.04 -2.93
Rcligiosity =07 .02 -.06 =-3.10*
Anti-itinerant Prcjudice .39 .02 40 19.70*
National Pride -.05 .02 -.06 -2.74*
National Deprecation .04 02 .04 2.13
Staie Efficacy =01 02 -.02 -.79
Extent of Foverty .02 .02 .02 1.04
Family Planning .02 01 .02 112
Financial Optimism -.03 .01 -.03 1.77
Capitalism os. Socialism -.02 .02 -.02 -.91
Innate Tendencies .01 02 A1 Al
R= 41, F (11, 2347) = 42.14%
Extroversion-Introversion
Economic Restraint =03 .02 -.04 -1.92
Religiosity -.02 .02 -.01 -.64
Anti-itinerant Prejudice .28 .02 .30 14.35*
National Pride -.09 .02 -.11 ~-5.03*
National Deprecation 03 02 03 1.53
State Efficacy ~.02 .02 -.03 -1.41
Extent of Poverty -.04 02 -.04 -2.08
Famity Planning 02 0l 03 [.48
Financial Optimism © .00 0l 00 -.18
Capialism vs. Socialism .00 .02 .00 A9
Innate Tendencies -.01 02 -.01 -.36

R = .32, IF (11, 2347) = 23.95*

) <.01.
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Table D.24: Simple correlations between personalily characteristics and evaluative and
cognitive beliefs about “'a person on on the dole” and “an itinerant’”” (N = 2339)

Belief

Personality Foxtroversion-
characterisiic Fooatuation Introversion

A Person on the Dole

Lifc-satislaction/

Secll-esteem .02 -.06
Anomia -.04 -.08
Acceptance of a Strong

Leacder .06 .00
Rigidity .01 -.02
Lack of Trust in People A0 04

An Itinerant
Life-satisfaction

Sell-esteem -.06 -.02
Anomia 10 .03
Acceptance ol a Strong

Leader 01 -.02
Rigidity .06 .05
Lack of Trust in Pcople 18 A1

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant {(p <.01).
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Table 1D.25: Regressions prediciing evaluative and cognitive beliefs aboul “'a person

on the dole”” from personalily characterisics

Standard
error of
Predicior b b Rein !
Evaluation
Sell-sanisfaction/

Scli-gsteem .03 .03 .03 1.16
Anomia -.07 .02 -.08 -3.51%
Acceplance of a Sirong

Leader 03 01 .06 2.60*
Rigidity .00 .02 .00 0l
Lack of Trust in People A2 02 A h.54*

R=13 17(5, 2353) = 8.42*
Extroversion-Introversion
Lifc-satislaction/

Self-esteem -.06 .03 -.05 -2.33
Anomia -.08 02 -.09 -4.]15%
Acceplance ol a Strong

Leader 01 .01 .0 .60
Rigidity 0 02 O 28
Lack ol Trust in People 06 .02 06 2.83*

R =11, )7(5 2353) = 5.83*

"‘/J <.01.
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Table 1D.26: Regressions predicting evaluative and cognitive beliefs aboul “an
tiinerant™ from personality characleristics

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta l
Evaluation
Life-sausfaction/

Sell-esteem -.09 .03 -.06 -3.00%
Anomia .06 .02 .06 2.66*
Acceptance of a Strong

Leader -.02 .01 -.03 -1.45
Rigidity .05 02 .05 2.15
Lack of Trust in People A7 02 16 7.79*

R = .20, 17 (5, 2353) = 20.63*

Extroversion-Introversion
Lifc-satisfaction/

Self-esteem -.03 .03 -.03 -1.21
Anomia .00 .02 .00 A3
Acceptance of a Strong

Leader -.02 .01 -.03 -1.54
Rigidity .05 .02 .05 2.25
Lack of Trust in People .H .02 .10 4.86*

R=.12, I (5, 2353) = 7.10*

*n <.0l.




ltem

No. ltem very quile  slightly equally  shightly  quite very Ttem
96.  Unimportant &3 1.9 1.9 4.3% 52 16.0 67.3 Important
(7.3%) (88.5%)
97. Easy 6.8 7.2 3.6 6.8% 96  26.7 39.2 Difficult
(17.6%) (75.5%)
98. Bad 4.5 2.9 3.9 11.0% 11.0. 21.7 45.1 Good
(11.3%) (77.8%)
99.  Well known 29.0 25.7 13.1 12.5% 7.1 6.7 5.8 Unknown
(67.8%) (19.6%) 5
100. Relevant “5 214 11.6 9.8% 2.3 2.1 1.9 Irrelevant <
(83.5%) (6.7%) =
101.  Conuwoversial 4.1 248 148  109% 3.0 3.0 25  Non-controversial S
(80.7%) (8.5%) o
102.  Desirable 57.2  20.6 9.9 6.9% 2.0 1.4 2.0 Undesirable
(87.7%) (5.4%)
103.  Prominent 343 28.8 15.3 14.0% 38 2.1 1.7 Non-prominent
(78.4%) (7.6%)
104.  Significant 44.1 26.4 13.9 10.5% 24 1.4 1.3 Insignificant
(84.4%) (5.1%)
105. Costly 70.5 18.5 54 3.2% 0.7 0.8 08 Cheap
(94.4%) (2.3%)
106.  Fair 256 218 11.1 14.9% 8.9 8.1 9.5 Unfair
(58.5%) (26.5%) N
107. Familiar 28.5 26.0 16.0 13.9% 5.0 5.4 5.2 Unfamiliar -
(70.5%) (15.6%)
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Table D.28: Correlations between socio-demographic characteristics and beliefs about
impiroving social welfare benefits

Belief about improving welfare

Demographic

characteristic Evaluation  Importance  Feasibiltty  Femiliarity
Sex -.04 -.09 .01 -.04
Education 07 06 10 12
Urban/Rural Location .0l .09 -.09 -.07
Age -.12 -.03 -.02 -.10
Income .06 0l .09 .08

Note: A correlation of .05 is significam (p <.01).



APPENDIXN D 213

Table D.29: Regresston predicting beliefs about improving social welfare benefits from socio-
demographic characteristics

Standard
errorof
Predictor b b Bela {
Evaluation
Sex -.05 .03 -.04 -2.01
Urban/Rurai Location .03 .03 03 .18
Income .02 .03 02 .73
Age -.13 .03 -.10 ~4.54*
Education .05 03 04 1.64
k=13, F(5,2184) =8.06*
Importance
Sex -.09 .02 -.09 -4 2]*
Urban/Rural Location 1 02 10 4.75*
Income -.01 02 -0l -.38
Age -.01 02 -.01 -.50
Education 09 .02 .09 3.57*
R=.15F(52184)=10.19*
Feasibility
Sex .00 .02 .00 .22
Urban/Rural Location -.06 02 -.06 -2.97*
Income .06 .02 .06 2.50
Age .03 .02 .03 1.49
Education .08 .02 .08 3.15*
R=13,F(5,2184)=7.82*
Familiarity
Sex -.06 .03 -.05 -2.34
Urban/Rural Location -.06 .03 -.05 -2.17
Income .03 .03 .03 1.08
Age -.07 .03 -.05 -2.35
Education 1 .03 .09 3.80*

R=.15,F(5,2184) = 10.73*

* p<.0l.
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Table D.30: Correlations between beliefs about the causes of poverty and beliefs about
improving social welfare benefits

Belief about improving welfare

Belief
about poverly Fuvaluation  Importance  Feasibility  Familiarily

Fatalism -.10 -2 .08 -.08
Church and Educational

System .08 -.0l -.04 .09
Lack of Ambition -.01 .02 -.02 -.12
Lack of Desire 1o Work A2 A2 .03 -.03
Society -.05 -.12 -.02 -.05

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant (p <.01).
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Table D.31: Regressions predicting beliefs about improving social welfare benefits from

beliefs about the causes of poverty

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta !
Evaluation
Fauwalism -.10 02 -.10 -4.81*
Church and Educational
System .08 .02 .08 374>
Lack ol Ambition -0t .02 -.01 -.66
Lack of Desire 10 Work .10 .02 A3 6.05*
Socicty -.04 .02 -.06 -2.68*
R=.18, (5,2353) = 16.59*
Importance
Fatalism -. 11 .02 -.13 -5.49*
Church and Educational
System .00 .02 .00 -.04
Lack of Ambition .02 01 .03 1.38
Lack of Desire to Work .08 01 A2 5.55*
Socicty -.08 01 -.12 -5.69*
K =21, 1(5,2353) = 21 96*
Feasibility
Fatalism .67 .02 .08 3.91*
Church and Educational
System -.02 .02 -.03 -1.41
Lack of Ambition -.03 .0l -.05 -2.05
Lack of Desire 1o Work .02 01 .03 1.44
Society -.01 .01 -.02 =74
k=10, 17(5,2353) = 4.43*
Familiarity
Fatalism -.05 .02 ~-.05 -2.56*
Church and Educational
System .09 .02 .09 4.15*
Lack ol Ambition -.09 02 - 10 -4.77*
Lack ol Desire to Work .00 02 .00 -.02
Soviety -.04 .02 -.05 -2.36

R =16, F (5. 2353) = 13.08*

* p<.0l.
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Table D.32: Correlations between general social beliefs and beliefs about improving social
twelfare benefits (N = 2359)

Beliefs about improving welfare

Ceneral
social beltef Evaluation  Importance  Feasibility  Familiarity
Economic Restraint -.07 -.03 08 -.05
Religiosity - 12 -1 .10 -.15
Anu-itinerant Prejudice -.05 -.05 .08 -.12
National Pride -.15 -.11 -.07 =17
National Deprecation -.03 -.03 .03 -.05
State Eflicacy .04 -.07 -.06 -.05
Extent of Poverty .04 .10 -.02 -.07
Family Planning .06 -.05 .05 .05
Financial Optimism -.07 .0l 01 -.05
Capitalism ss. Socialism .04 .03 Al .01
Innate Tendencies -.05 -.05 -.02 -.09

Nole: A correlation of .05 is significant (p <.01).
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Table D.33: Regressions predicting beliefs about improving social welfare benefits from
general social beliefs

Standard
erpr
Predictor b b Beta {
Evaluation
Economic Restraint -.03 02 -.04 -1.98
Religiosity -.09 .02 -.09 -3.91*
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.02 .02 -.02 -91
National Pride -1 .02 -.15 -6.63*
National Deprecation -.02 .02 -.02 -.88
State Eflicacy .07 .02 A0 4.45%
Extent of Poverty .68 02 .09 4.10*
Family Planning 01 01 .0l 57
Financial Optimism -.03 01 -.05 -2.19
Capitalism us. Socialism 04 02 04 2.07
Innate Tendencies -.02 02 -.03 -1.37
=23, F(11,2347) = 11.45*
Importance
Economic Restraint -.02 .01 -.03 -1.19
Religiosity ' -.09 .02 -1 -4.86*
Ant-itinerant Prejudice -.01 .02 -.01 -.44
National Pride -.06 01 -.10 -4.52%
National Deprecation -.01 02 -.01 -.61
State Eflicacy -.01 .01 -.01 -.63
Extent of Poverty 09 02 A2 5.77*
Family Planning -.04 01 -.08 ~3.59*
Financial Optimism .00 .0l 01 .28
Capitalism as. Socialism 01 .01 .01 .55
Innate Tendencies -.01 0l -.02 -.79

R=.20/(11,2347)=9.35*%
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Table 12.33: fcontinued)
Standard
error
Predictor b b Beta !
Feasibility
Economic Restraint .04 .01 .07 3.19*
Religiosity .09 .02 11 4.98*
Anti-itinerant Prejudice 05 .02 .07 321+
National Pride -.04 .01 -.07 -3.23*
National Deprecation .00 .02 .00 .09
State Efficacy -.03 .01 -.05 -2.40
Extent ol Poverty -.03 01 -.04 -1.82
Family Planning .04 01 .08 388+
Financial Optimism .00 01 .00 14
Capitalism vs. Socialism .06 .01 .08 3.93*
Innate Tendencies -.01 .01 -.02 -1.06
R=21,F(11,2347) =9.82*
Familiarity

Economic Restraint -.0 .02 -.01 -.55
Religiosity =11 .02 -.10 -4.77*
Anti-itinerant Prejudice -.06 .02 -.07 -3.18*
National Pride -.09 .02 ~.11 -5.16*
National Deprecation .00 .02 -.01 -.25
Siate EfMicacy 00 02 .00 -.04
Extent of Poverty -.03 .02 -.03 -1.47
Family Planning .00 .01 .00 .19
Financial Optimism -.02 .01 -.02 -1.15
Capitalism ws. Socialism .01 .02 .02 .75
Innate Tendencies -.03 .02 -.05 -2.19

R=23 F(11,2347)=11.65*

*p <.01.
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Table D.34: Correlations between personality characteristics and beliefs about improving
social welfare benefils

Beliefs aboul improving welfare

Personality
characterisitc Evaluation  Importance  Feasibility  Familiartly

Life-satisfaction/

Self-esteem -.13 -.14 13 -.16
Anomia -.09 -.10 -.06 =11
Acceprance ol a Strong

Leadcer .00 -.02 -.07 -.04
Rigidity -.08 -.06 01 -.14
Lack of Trust in People .06 .01 -.01 .03

Note: A correlation of .05 is significant (p <.01).
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Table 1D.35: Regressions predicting beliefs about improving social welfare benefits from
personalily characteristics

Standard
error of
Predictor b b Beta f
Evaluation
Lile-Satisfaction/

Sell-esteem -.15 .03 -1 -5.31*
Anomia -.09 02 -10 -4.38*
Acceptance of a Strong

Leader .01 01 .02 .95
Rigidity -.03 02 -.03 -1.45
Lack of T'rust in People .08 02 .08 3.65*

R=17, F(52353)=14.77"
Importance
Life-satisfaction/

Self-csteem -.13 .02 =13 -5.01*
Anomia -.07 .02 -.09 -4.13*
Acceptance ol'a Surong

Leader .00 .01 .00 A3
Rigidity -.01 .02 -.01 -.33
Lack of "I'rust in People .02 .02 .02 .98

R=.16,F (5 2353)=12.71*
Feasibility
Life-sausfaction/

Sclf-estecm 15 .02 15 6.95*
Anomia -.04 .02 -.06 -2.64*
Acceptance of a Strong

Leader -.03 .01 -.06 -2.88*
Rigidity -.02 .02 -.02 -1.06
Lack of Trust in People 02 .02 .03 1.26

R =16, F (5 2353)=13.05*
Familiarity
Lfe-sausfaction/

Self-vsicem -.16 03 -.12 -5.64*
Anomia -.09 .02 -.09 -4,33*
Acceplance of a Strong

Leader -0l 0l -0l -.53
Rigidity -.08 .02 -.08 -3.82+
Lack of [rust in People .05 02 .05 2.56*

R=.20, F{5, 2353) = 20.57*

*n<.0).
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