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THE POOR VS. THE NON-POCR: |
AN ETHNIC AND METROPOLITAN-NONMETROPOLITAN COMPARISON

The purpose of this papér is to.sumﬁgrize findings from survey data which
tap approximately thir?y.pf the so-called "poverty ﬁgéits" identified by Oscar
Lewis. The data were collected in 1970-71 from both metropolitan and nonmetro-

politan families, varying in ethnic background and living in widely different
parts of the U.S. )

/o "HOW DIFFERENT AR$ TyE POOR?": AN UNANSWERED QUESTION
After intensively studying impoverished families in MeXiFO and’ Puerto
Ricé, Oscar Lewis identified about sixty characteristics comprising what he
termed the "culture of poverty." Among sqcial scientists, the culture of pover-

ty notion has subsequently given rise to much controversy (see, for. example, the

“extended discussion by Valentine et al. in Current Anthropology, 1969:181-201) .

Leaving aside questions concerning the;appropriateness of Lewis' cultural (sub-.

cultural) conceptualization, the poverfy characteristic¢s listed by Lewis have

not been sufficiently evaluated. As Irelan-et al.(1969:405) BBEE?ve, "the
phrase 'culture of poverty' has become cugrent before the reallty of its refer-
ent has been established." Desplte Alan Winter's (1971.18) judgment that "the
final status of Lewis' hypothesized list and a more def1n1t1ve descrlptlon of
the life-ways of the poor await further research,' there have been‘few attemp:s
to empirically examine Lewis' alleged poverty tra;ts.l Large scale systematlc
surveys focussing on those at the boétom of the stratification system, which )
‘Rossi and Blum advocated in 1968, remain difficult to locate-

The question "How different are the poor?" is far from purely academic.
As Miller and Roby (1970:168) have noted, ""because of the importaunce of styles
of life in affecting social honor and public policy, social science becdme; par-
ticularly political, 1Its mode of interpretation has strong reverberations. Yet,
the knowledge from which descriptions and interpretations are made is limited
and controversial...” ) .

This paper {ummarfzes fihdings from an Inter-state study of disadvantaged

families. The study-included a number of measures of characteristics judged to
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‘civil subdivisions in nonmotropolitan areas. An add1tiona1 considerstion in se-

politan Spanish- qoeakinb, 6) nonmetropolitan S; Zuish-speaking.

be relevant to Lewis' alleged poverty traits. Families representing six differ-

ent ethnic/residence population types are considered in this paper. In order to

’summar12e a rather large amount of data, the paper focuses on significant dif-

ferences which were found between econom1ca11y poor and non-poor: families in

-

each of 'the s1x’ethnicﬁfes1dence categories, . o >

SOURCE  OF DATA

The scurce of data is a study ticled "Factors Affecting Patterns of Living
Among Dlsadvantaged Families" (Project NC-90, Cooperative State Research Ser-
vice, U.S.D,A.). An interdisciplinary research group, of which the author was
a member, designed and carried out the study. In addition to securing basic—~ T
rdcmograph1c 1nformat1on, the extensive interview schedule developed by this
group tapped three main coutent areas--family resource procurement and expendi-
ture, family social structure and social part1c1pation, and homemaker's value-
or1entations regarding education and employment.

Data-gathering took place in 1970—71 Using a common interview schedule,
interviews were conducted by trained female interviewers with the main female
homemakerzof families residing in the sample areas selected by researchers in
each of the thirteen states participating in the study. Sample areas consisted,

of poverty tracts in metropol1tan areas and of low income counties or. other

lection of sample areas was the representation of different ethnic groups, With-
in sample areas, fam111es selected to be interviewed were required to have a
female homemaker under the age of 65 mainly responsible for the household and
at least one child under 18 currently living in the home. Appqox1mate1y 200
interviews were completed in each participating state ]
NATURE OF RESPONDENT GROUPS CONSIDERED IN THIS ANALYSIS

Data presented in this paper were obtained from famiI{eS/representing the

following six ethnic/residence population types: 1) metropolitan white; 2) non-

metropolitan white; 3) metropolitan black; 4) nomnetropolitan black; 5) metro-

The h»;~OP0]! wn_white sample was drawn from Jov-indove warus of Superior,

»

:
1
Wisconsin (part of the cup..r:or vsuluth 5ul34). becatse po census tract informa- 1
i
|
|
1
|
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tion was avaiiable on a ward basis to select wards witih a high proportion of
d{sadvantaged families; Housfng Census information by ward was compared with
data from the cip& assessor's office. The families interviewed resided in
eight wards in which one-third or more of Ehe housing units were classified as
deterioratlng and dilap1dated, plus three public low-income housing areas,
These residentlal areas bordered the lake front, where ore and grain docks are
prominent; railroad yards; and the downtown.area of Superior, \

. :
: . . 4 C L. coen-
The nonmetropolitan white.sample was drawn from low-income minor civil

divisions in Vermoﬁt. Fifteen minor civil divisions or "towns" in which 34%

'or more of the fam111es had less than $3000 income (1959) were randomly se-

lected, and interviews were conducted w1th eligible families within these

"towns." Only 17% of the families interviewed livéd on farms; the remaining

<.

83% lived in small villages or in the open country and were not engaged in

. v

farming.

A

Both of the black rcspondent groups resided in Texas. The metropolitan

Elggk_sample was drawn from the. Sth,ward in the downtown section of Houston,
which encompasses two poverty tracts. A low 1ncome apartment complex and a few
single family dwellings are found in this ward, but the domindnt feature is
cramped row housing extending in several directions.

The nonmetropolitan black sample was drawn from a town of 4900 and two

nearby rural villages in a low-income county in East Texas. 'The county has a
higher proportion of blacks and a substantially lower median income ,than the

state of Texas generally and was purposely selected for these reasons. The

town and villages in which interviewing was conducted are located approximately’

sixty miles from the nearest metropolitan center. Lumber and poultry-processing

plants are the major industries in the area.

The metropofitan Spanish-speaking sample resided in poverty tracts of East

-Chicago, Indiana (part of the Gary-Hammond-East Chicago SMSA). Persons of both

Mexican-American and Puerto Rican background are represented in this group.

_The nonmetropolitan Spanish-speaking sample consists of migrant labor

families, fntereiewed while they were employed at twelve state-owned labor camps
in the vicinity of Davis, Califorma. Such camps .yearly house about one-fifth
of the agricultural workers and familles in Callfornia, thus representing a

large low-income population for potential study, - In addition, access to state-

/
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' Although individual families within these units might vary in economic re-

Y

-sources, 'non-poor" as well as poor shared disadvantages associated with 11ving

v

the farmers themselves. Families who were interviewed identi
as both Mexican-Americans and Mexican nationals, but their common migrant status
s viewed as the more socially meaningful for the varinblgs investigated-here.
All families interviewed met/the criteria of having 1) a female homemaker
under the age of 65 and 2) at least one child in the household under the age
of 18. However, the six respondent groups described above were not selected
by unlform sampl;ngﬁmethods. Procedures for a standard‘area sample were fol-
lowed for tngrtwo white groups. The metropolitan Spanish- speaklng group was
obtained from an area sample of East Chicago poverty tracts which also y1e1ded
black and white families; chus, this group is not as ;epresentative of Spanish-
speaking families as it would have been if only Spanish -speaking ne1ghborhoods
had been sampled. Finally, the two black respondent groups and the\nonm;er-
politan Spanish-speaking group (migrants) a11.constitute purpos1ve samples.

It should also be noted that all reééondent groups were drawn from geo-

graphic units identified as generally low-income or similarly d1sédvantaged

/

in poverty census tracts or low-income nonmetropolitan areas,

. METHOD

Identification of Families' Intome Adequacy (the independent variable)

An income index score for each family was derived by dividing the family's
total disposable innome for the past year by an appropriate poverty threshold.3 ‘
Families were classified as poor if total family income was less than the govern- - }
ment-designated poverty threshcld for a family ofothat composition and place of . %
residence in the year the data were coliected, i,e. index score below 100, An |
index score below 100 means that a family is in rather dire circumstances, re-
gardless of how much below 100 it i;. Families termed "non-poor" are those
having an income index score of 150 or more. It is recognized that there may
well be othef meaningful dimensions be51des 1ncomZ which would yield a differ-
ent categorization of poor and non-poor fam1lies.

For the purposes of this paper, families with income index scores ok 100
to 149 arg excluded in order to more clearly isolate and describe fami-

N 1]
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iies which are poor and non-poor in terms of an income index. Unfortunately,
exclusion of these families markedly reduced the nuﬁber of non-poor families
among the two Spanish-speaking groups. Resulting N's féripoor and non-poor | -
in the .six respondent groups are shown in Iable&i. ’ .

Selection of Poverty Trait Indicators (the dependent variables)

Table 2 shows the indicators which were investigated for specified poverty
traits. These indicators were judged by the researcher to be relevant to spe-
cified traits. For some traits--such as unemployment, low level of education,
crowding--the connection between indicator and trait is obvious. In other “
cases, such as "constant struggle for survival," the tirait could be’mea;ured by
various indicators, and the particular'indicator was judged to be one ren;onable’
measure of the trait. Because determ1n1ng appropriate indicators fer traits re-
lating to the family and the individual is considerably more difficult than it l
is for traits relating to the slum community and linkage Qf poverty culture to
the larger society, indicators selected leor fdmi-ty .and individual traits re-
quire further comment.

N

A. IndQ%ators of Fam11y Traits

it is not clear what Lewis means by '"trend toward female- or nother-centered

families." ' Thus, the indicator)splected is simply the percentage of families in
which the homemaker identified herself as family head. It is also difficult to

interpret the meaning of "predominance of the nuclear fami.J.y."5 Again, a simple

measure is used here: the percentage of fam111es of nuclear type--i.e. fam111es
that consist of husband wife, and their immediate children. .
According to Oscar Lewis, among familics sharing the culture of poverty,

there is much verbal emphasis on the importance of family solidarity, but the

latter is i fact an {deal rarely achieved. An indicator of ‘amily cohesive- .

ness was available in the form of an index based on the Q_géﬂ er's report of

the frequency of the family's joint partic1pat1on in various activities. Such

»

. -

|
|
a measure undoubtedly suffers from a social deS1rab111ty bias in response._lghe ]
majority -of both .poor and nonpoor families were classifled/as ‘having medium or ;i

high cohesiveness by this index. Thus, percentage of poof and non-poor faﬁilies

demonstrating high cohesiveness was compared, with. poor @am111es expected to o

demonstrate hlgh cohesiveness less freque 1y. ;
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- Another family-related poverty trait isg supposedly the "absence of child-
hood as a specially prolonged and protected stage in the life cycle."’ An-in--
dirept measure of this'traltrls the homemaker's attitude toward a child's quit-
ting sgﬁbol and'helping out for a while if the family needs more money, A
parent who agrees that a child "should" do this would seem to have low concern

student, __ -

" about prolonging for the child the relatively responsibility froe status of

- - - - .

Lewie also maintains téat part-of the cultgreoof poverty is a "strong pre-
diepositionvto authoritarianism" within the context of the family. Assuming-that
this authoritarianism includes an emphésis on parental dominance and correspond-
ing ‘behavior compliance on the part of children, a series of five items was -used

to investigate such an'?rientation toward the parent- child relationship.

B. IndlcatorS'df Individual Attitude Traits

All indicators used to measure attitudes of the individual are Likert-type
statements with which the homemaker expressed degree of'hgreement/disagreement
‘Some of the statements, such as the indicator for martyr comp lex amdng women, were
Jjudged to be related to the alleged trait on the hasis of face validity. The re-
search findings of Cohen and Hodges (1963) are cited in .support of the following
indicators: al

(1) Re existing institutions.,.: "When a child has problems there is no nse
getting it touch with the school because they aren't really interested." Cohen
and lodges (1963.323) report that ﬁLLms, more than members of any other stratun,

" are cynical and distrustful..." The indicator reflects this feeling as it i.s
directed toward one aspect of the existing power structure, ’

{2) Re helplessness: "It makes no difference which job you take because
you are likely to get laid ofl anywav." Cohen and Hodges (1963 322) report that
LL's are convinced that "jn all probability...things will turn out badly as\they
generally have in the past." The indicator conveys a sense of helplessneqs Bspe-
cifically related to employment opportunity, stemning from this convictlon»

(3} Re resignation and fatalism: "Some people, just cannot finish high
school so whj try"; "Few people really look forward to their @ork." .There is
no quegtion that feelings of helplessnes{, resignation and fatalism'are closely
related. While the indicator of helplessness (above) conveys frnﬁtration this

feeling does not have the degree of finallty which resignation and fatalism have,




.
1
.

The twosindicators .of resignation and fatalism convey a sense of being resigned

_to”the inevitable, for which no particular external force c¢an be blamed.

ké) Re dgpendénce: Mn getting a jo$~ft is not what you know but Qho you
know." Cohen and Hodges report that LL's frcq&enfly view "friends or connections"
as’ essential to economic and occupatidnal success, The indicator conveys a be-
lief in the importance of, and hence dependence on, such connections.

(5) Re ‘powerlessness: "The most‘important thing about getting a job is

being at the right place
dependence are difficult
ic, i.e, tied to another

ég seen as more diffuse,

at the right time." The feelings of powerlessness and
to separate. Dependence is interpreted here as specif-
individual or set of individuals, while powerlessness

Cohen and Hodges note the frequent alluding by LL per-

sons to the role'of "luck or chance' in their lives. “The indicator reflects
the féeiing*thgt oné's destiny -is controlled by impersonal forces.

(6) Re male superiority: "The man should be the one to make 911 the de-
cisions about choosing his job." Cohen and Hodges found that LL 6érsons are
more likely than higher strata to agree that men should make thf really imp?rf

tant decisions in th%'fnmily.

»

Statistical Evaluation of Data

It was first necessary to detgrmine the ﬁercentage of poor and non-poor
families demonstrating ea;h poverg§ trait indicator. Incidence of poverty trait
indiqators among poor families could not be compared across ethnic/residence
types because of the variation in sampling methods described earlier. The .anal-
ysis reported here therefore compares poor and non-poor within respondfnt groups.

In each of the six respondent groups, the percentage of poor and non-poor fami-

lies. characterized by each poverty trait indicator was compared to see if these

pgrc%dtnges differedlsignificantly. In each tase a one-tailed normal approxima-
tigﬁutest was uSed since a higher percentage of poor than non-poor was expected
to be characterized by each indicator (except high family cohesiveness, which was
expected to characterize fewer poor thian non-pvor families).

Poverty traits and specific indicators for which significant differences

were found are shown in Table 3.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

. . -

Indicators of twenty-nine poverty traits identified by Osewr Lewis. were in-

.vestigated in this gtudy, For twenty-four traits, a significant difference (in

lheipredicted direction) was found betweeén poor and non-poor families in at
least'oné\respgpdent group. B

A consideragiy*mgre varied and extensive set of poverty traits identified
b; Lewis has been invcsifgated in this study than was investigated in the Irelan
ét al, (1969) study. (The latter compared the incidence of eight value-orienta-
tions among Anglo-American poor, ﬁégro-American poor, and Spanish-speaking-Amer-
ican poor.) Because not quite half. of the traits idenéified by ngis haVé been
exsmined here, however, the present data are not sufficiently inclusive to-qu-
mit a ju&gment concerning the general empirical validity of Lewis' portrait of ‘“
the so-called culture of poverty

It is .also impossible to say that the present data prov1de a test of Lewis
cross-cultural hypothesis, i.e. he assumption that "very poor people from 8roups
characterized by different major,cultures are markedly similar to each other in
certain attitudes, values, and atterns of behavior" (irelan et al.,1969:406).
The present data do pcrmlt 1nferenc2?'about the gengfallzablllty of the traits
examined, However, sampling inconsistencies precluhe a direct test of the hy-
pothesis. It should also be noted that testing this hypothesis is difficult
even with adéquate samples because.no guidelines are given by Lewis for deter-
mining the specific level of a trait that differentiates poor from non-poor.
For example, to what extent and in what ways is ''belief in male superiority"
différent among poor and non-poor?

'Having emphasized what cannot be said on the basis of the presert data,
what do the findings permit in the way of Eonclusions?' It was argued at‘thé\
outset that "life-waysr assumed .to be distinctive among the poor have not been
adequately researched., The findings of this study suggest that the following
alleged poverty characteristics are not distinctive characterlstlcs of the poor
(i.e. the poor and non-poor did not differ significantly on these characteris-
tics) : working Qomen; lack of labor union memﬁgrship; lack of participation in”
Social Security; borrowing from finance companies; lack of participation in church,

church-related groups, community groups, and lodges; absence of childhood as a

specially prolonged and protected stage in the 1ife'cyc1e; authoritarian orien-

)




_ ~tation with respect to early weaning, frequent spanking, and importance of res-

pect for parents; and belief in male superiority as reflected in assertion that

e
L i ds wore importdnﬁ/ﬁor a boy to get an education beyond high qchool than for

a girl.! R '

It is possible that signif1cant differences on the above characteristlcs
might have been found if poor fam111es had been compared with a more represen-

tative sample of non-poorx, i.e. ‘families less exposed to influences associated ~

!'t",

¥
with residence in disadvantaged environments. The"fact that the poor and non-
poor studied shared these influences, however, make the significant differences
which were found eveii more .impressive. Despite whatever "contextual" effect

%

there ma& have been on the econTmlcally non-poor who resided in deprived envir-
onments, itending to produce similarities between | poor and non-poor, the differ-

ence in 1hcome adequacy between the two was found to be related to 51gn1f1cant
differences on a number of character1stics. Thiq would seem to support the
view that increasing the econom1% resources avallable to the poor will reqult
in a significant change in the life-style of such perSOns.

For each eth ic/residence respondent group, Table K summar17es the number
of traits for wh1ch significant dif ferences wvere found between poor and non-poor. -
It is 1mmediate1y evident that 51gn1f1cant d1fferences belween .poor and non-poor
in the two Spanish-speaking groups exlsted on considerably fewer traits than in
Che case of black or whlte respontient groups. Irelan et al.(1969), similarly,
found little d1ffereuce between the recipients and non- reélpients of public as-
.sistance among the1r Spanish-speaking sample, while con51stent differences were
found between theﬁe two sub- sets’of their black and wh1Le;samp1es. It should
be remembered that Lewis based his list of povertydtra1tﬁ on his research in
Mexico and Puerto Rico. The findings of the present,stuqy support IFelan gg_gl:}s
(1969:412) suggestion Lhat "the culture of poverty coneept, largely developed
through experienée with persons of Latin American origin, may have limited
utility,.." \‘ .

Significant differences between poor and non- -poor were found on fifteen

traits among both the metropolitan'blacks and the nonmetropolitan whites studied. 7
Significant differences between poor and non- -poor_were found on a smaller number -

of traits (eleven) among both the nonmetropolgtan bla:fa and the metropollcan

whites studied. Thus, one can speculate thatl for tne black population, the K
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metropolitan setting is associated with more distinctive life-ways among the
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7. ' ’
poor. For the white population, on the other hand, the nonmutropolitan setting

may be associated with more distinctive life-ways among the poor. This is an
intriguing hypothesis for further study.
-0

<

/ ¢
i
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scar Lewis' list of poverty traits is 8ifficq1t t6 empirically examine
for séve}gl reasons, and hence it is also difficult to tést his notion 6f the-

cross-cultural nature of these traits. The data reported here hopefully fut-

nish some inFights from which future research in this area can benefit,
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- -+ FOOTNOTES . ' RS
1. One notable‘exception is a paper by Irelan Qi_il.(1969).

2. The female's role as "homemaker' did not precluae her holding a job outsiﬁe

the home. The ferm "homemaker" is used to identify the person”"reséonsible

.

for running the household." .

L -

3. This threshold took info account 1) the number and ages of persons in the

|
' houséhold; 2) the proportion of the past year that each person resided in
the household; 33 the, consumer price index for the particular region of the -~
countfy‘awd ﬁetropolitan/nonmetropolitan place of;ﬁésidgéce; 4) farm vs. non-

A

farm residence. . ' . . -

" 4. A number of writers have questioned the aﬁproprigteneéé of the "bresking

‘ points'" currently used to define poverty status; see Bell (1970), Kershaw
(1970), Levine (1970), and Madden (1971). : N
: . \ . -

5. See Leeds (1971:266-268) for a discussion of'interpfetatiye problems sur-

rounding these two traits. v
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TABLE. 1:
Overview of Respondent .Groups

)

htmit-e N Black Spahish-spenkig&
Metroi Non-metro., Metro. Non-metro} tHetro, Non-metro.
I?C me N ' i
ndex

Below 100 . .

(1)) 53 57 135 97 17 114
150 &above \

) 96 93 74 94 24 11

p T
T .
_3 - ,//’ I
"»
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A . TABLE 2:
' Poverty Traits and Related Indicators

Poverty Traits

.

I, Relationship of- subculture éo
larger society

~

\\ et

N,

" Indicators ;

~

)
"
%
1

Unemployment Husband currently not employed
Tmgeremp oyhient N rtomemaker,;, - umptoyed;,—worked iTss tram
- ' K . 26 weeks during past year
/r\\WQrking women- L Homemaker currently employed outslde nhome
$iscellany ol unskilled occupations T employed, husband and homemaker nold un-
. skilled jobs
Lack of property ownership - Family does not own home
Do not belong (O 1avor untog; NO Union dues paid Qurtng pabt’yédl
Po not participate in Social Security No Income Irom Social Security benetits
Borrowing trom local moneyicnders... Taymencs mage on Linance COmpany loan
Absence of Tood reserves in tiae home Sometimes or oklen "do nol have enough food
to last until there is money to buy more"
Absence of ‘savings Somctimes or olten 'nol able to save to have
somethHing to fall back on" ~
Chronic shortage of cash Often "cannot artord to buy new shoes or
clothes"
Constant struggle for survival Family income perceived as "'not at all adequatc
Low level of ecducation C “Homemaker and Liusband compleled Iess than ©
years of school .
II. Nature of local slum community
Poor housing conditions Home lacks both hot and cold piped water;
home lacks flush to11et' home lacks tub or
-~ shower
Crowdihg Fewer rooms than personq ﬂhghome ‘ “ i
Minimum of organjzation beyond level Lack of voluntary assoflatlons' neither husband
of nuclear and extended family not «ife attend church, church-connected
' groups;PTA and commurfity groups; lodge, VFW, |
etc.; recreation groups
Lack of ne1ghboring\@y homemaker (low score on
index measuring freaueucy of shopping, ex-
changing favors, and chatting with neighbors)}
No interaction w1th ‘friends from work or with |
: other friends, by %omemaker and husband |
- 1
,i
! /!
/ _ 16 . X 1
o p ,




, _ Table 2 (continued)

Poverty Traits .

II1. Nature of Family

- Trend toward fcmale- or mother-
centered families

Indicatiors

Homemaker is head of family

-

Predominance of nuclear family

Family consists of husband, vife, children

Family solidarity: an ideal rarely
achieved )

.

High score on index of f{amily cohesiveness,
indicating that family often goes places
together and works around the home to-
gether (poor cxpected to have lower
percentage of high scores)

Absence of childhiovod as a specially pro-
longed and protected stage in the life
cycle

N

Agreement Lhat "1l the Iamily NCeds more
money it is all right for a child to quit
school and help out for a while"

Strong predisposifion to authoritarianism

IV. Attitudes, Values, and Cha

’Strong‘ﬂgreement that:
1)"Respect for parents is the most importan
thing kids should learn
2)"Most kidsishould be toilet trained by
15 months Of age"
, -3)"Most kids should be spanked more often"
£)"A child should be taken away from the
breast or bottle as soon as possible"
5)""The main goal of a parent is to see.that
the-kids stay out of trouble"

racter of the

Individual -

Strong feeling of alienation

~

Strong agieement that '"too many people on
the job are just out for themselves and

don't really care for anyone else" -

Feeling that existing insltitutions do not
serve their interes.s and needs

Agreemenl Lhat "when a child has problems
there is no use gemtlng 1n touch with the
school because they aren L really 1ntcresL-

dll

o
ke

Strong Leeling ol helplessness

Strong agreement that "1C makes no dilier~
ence whlch job you .take because you are.
likely to get laid off anyway"

*Bense of resignation and ratalism

Agreement Chat:
1)"Some people just cannot finish high
school so why .try"
2)"Few people rqplly look forward to their
work"®

Ttrong feeling ol dependence

Strong agreement tnhat "in gelfing a job 1l
is not what you know but who you know"
Ve

Feeling of powerliessness

AoTwement Lhat "Elie mos( 1mportant tiing
! about getting a job is being at the righf
place at the right time"




Poverty Traic

; '

Belief in male superiority

Table 2 (continued)

Indicators

Agreement that:

"It is more important for a boy to get
an education beyond high school than
‘for a girl"

2)"It is all right for women to hold jobs
which are usually men's jobs"

3)"The man should be the one to make all
the decisions about choosing his job'" '.

Martyr complex among vomen

N "

Strong agreement that '"kids should be nicer
than they are to their mothers since their
mothers suffef so much for them"

.

i

R g SR

\

ERI lC\

Aruiext providea by enc
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.Poverty Traits on which Poor and Non-poor

TABLE 3:

Differed Significantly

\ .
N 0. Nopmet. fetrp, i . etro. Yonmet,
. A < < L . .-
Poverty Traits .¥ﬁ§€e RTE Li1cﬁ P1ae lggﬁn sp lSpan $p.
Unemp loyment o | N . ** o “L - e C e
Undcrcmploymgnt R ) 1_* R *x
Unskilled occupat1ons *(H) w3 (1) (W) . ; x(w)
Tael o . AR YL N e .
Lgghngf proverty - [y T T e
Absence of food re L. . - { )
- serves 1n home L L N A DU
Absence of savings § %X ek %% wk i
Chroplc shortage of e sede S et :
Snetant e e s e T , .- voromen e fer e s
Csar\tu{}alstru?’gle f; r *x% % e boosk \
Low level of education Ak (1) ~%(H) i % (H) .
! *(w) \ r H(W) Y ,
' ‘\
. s 1 ! *\ :
Poor housing conditions Pk P i
s . - . , e b e - » - PR VRT 4 . .
Crowding - ek %% %% |owk \\
Minimum of organization:
Voluntary. ass ciaii ns N <
recreationa oq,yf_ R D do = - o
Neighboring ‘ . ** * , )
Friends from work % xk y %
Other friends ’ - % %
Trend tpward femalc- ﬁ
r (o} o 0 2. N
ameEgg cen%erea *% Fx | * ; : '
Predominance c . I o L S ,
Pre 1m?19 of nucle “ ) - u o
am11 solidari deal \ : .
Fomily nch{eveay ide . Fke N ¥k L
Authorltarlanicm-
Early toilet training % *%k - ——— .
oal o§ aren 1% to .
%eegl out o " St i .
! .
é}ienatiod \ * R .
Instatutions don't serve ” y
“necds A 1.
Helplessness * %
Resignation, fatalism: |
...can't finish school | * M T T
...look forward to work % ® %
Dependence ) o - * ' - T
Powarlessness T % . %
Male superjority’ )
for ,women to
Po%d men's ?og %k
....... e ~ SSUIUE U
--pan;should pake all - N
vy k% )
MATLys X ) I | i
oolys complex among s ek
* denotes significance at ,05 (H) =lusband
*%denotes significance at .01 (Wy=Wife
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‘ TABLE 4: ]
Number of Poverty Traits on which Poor and Non-paor
Differed Significantly, by Respondent Group
N - Number of Traits on which
Respondent Group Significant Differences Found
Nonmetropolitan white S 15 i
Metropolitan black - 15 .
. Nonmetropolitan black = 11
. Metropolitan white ’ 11 .
Nonmetropoiitan Spanish-speaking 5

Metropolitan Spanish-speaking




