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ABSTRACT The present paper is based on causal attribution theory, investigating how Lebanese youth attribute
poverty. Using the Chi-square methodology, the researcher examined the relationships between poverty and a set
of independent variables, for six different scenarios. In the first phase of the research, the researcher executes
cross-tabulation analyses and searches for significant variables that may predict the social class of a student. A
survey of a sample of 250 private- and public-school students shows that when compared with middle-class and rich
students, poor students place less blame on individual factors. Moreover, poor students tend to believe in fatalistic
factors as reasons for poverty more than middle-class and rich students do. In the second phase, the researcher
filters the answers to assesses only the consistent ones (that is students who believed that fatalistic factors are
reasons for both poverty and wealth). Out of 250 students surveyed, only 30 students attribute poverty to fatalistic
factors. The unexpected result is that, under this category, there are more middle-class students than poor students.
It is concluded that, on average, Lebanese youth attribute poverty to individualistic and/or structural factors rather
than fatalistic ones.

INTRODUCTION

The multidimensional issue of poverty has
been discussed since the dawn of civilization. It
proves to be a challenge for many economies
and societies, and its definition has evolved over
centuries to embrace new concepts and ideas.
Poverty is defined as the inability of a person to
possess the basic capabilities that guarantee his/
her right to a decent life. It follows that poor
people primarily have a low level of income that
cannot satisfy their basic survival needs. Pov-
erty is thus a phenomenon that has implications
for the social and economic affairs of a given
country.

The current study investigates how youth
attribute poverty in Lebanon, a country that has
experienced significant economic and social
changes during the past four decades, especial-
ly owing to the Lebanese Civil War (1975-1990).
According to poverty estimates by the United
Nations Development Program, 8% of the Leba-
nese population suffered from extreme poverty
in 2011. Such finding implies that almost 320,000
individuals (of the total population of four mil-
lion) are unable to meet their basic food and
non-food needs. Further, around 28.5% of the
population (approximately 1,140,000) leads life
below the upper poverty line ($4 per capita per
day). Youth unemployment is also aggravated
by poverty; it is a cause that both reproduces

poverty and is a manifestation of poverty. For
example, half of the extremely poor youth hold-
ing a secondary degree are unemployed (com-
pared with 25% of their non-poor counterparts).
In the following section, the researcher reviews
the literature on poverty attribution followed by
an overview of poverty studies in Lebanon.

Literature Review

A) Studies of Poverty Attribution

Many studies have examined how different-
ly individuals attribute poverty. These studies
typically use Heider’s (1958) attribution theory
and divide poverty attribution into two types:
(i) internal (individualistic) and (ii) external (struc-
tural, cultural, and fatalistic). Internal types of
poverty attribution tend to hold the individual
responsible for his/her economic situation based
on his/her indolence, unethical behavior, or lack
of motivation and capacity. Smith and Stone
(1989) discuss the existence of four metatheo-
ries in American culture: individualism, cultural-
ism, structuralism/situationalism, and fatalism.
They list 38 causes of wealth and poverty and
collect data in support of each determined meta-
theory. Their results show that individualism
specifies the causes of poverty, while both indi-
vidualism and culturalism attribute the causes
of wealth. Griffin and Sayki (1993) use logistic
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regression to measure the causal effects of po-
litical and socio-demographic variables on the
attribution of poverty. When other variables are
held constant, they find that students with con-
servative political affiliations, higher parental
social class, and opinions in favor of the death
penalty favor individual attribution. Cozzarelli
et al. (2001) investigate the relationships among
stereotypes of the poor, sociopolitical ideolo-
gies, feelings about the poor and poverty, and
attributions of poverty. Their data, collected from
Midwestern College (n=209), show that partici-
pants are most likely to blame poor people them-
selves for their poverty circumstances.

Feagin (1972) groups Heider’s (1958) exter-
nal attributions of poverty into three categories:
structural (that is when an individual blames ex-
ternal macroeconomic forces), cultural, and fa-
talistic. Based on this categorization, Singh and
Vasudeva (1977) survey 425 respondents from
60 Indian households and find that individuals
with a lower educational background and low
income tend to place more importance on socio-
economic (structuralist) factors. Lamarche and
Tougas (1979) also adapt the questionnaire of
Feagin (1972) to show that a sample of Montreal
residents attributes poverty to structural fac-
tors more than to individualistic ones. In other
words, the people of Montreal place blame more
to the social system than poor people themselves.

Morçöl (1997) accepted that gender, age, in-
come, and education constitute the major deter-
minants of poverty. Moreover, structural caus-
es are favored by the surveyed groups, while
non-poor individuals tend to offer more abstract
structural explanations, whereas poor individu-
als prefer more tangible ones. Hayati and Karami’s
(2005) study of Iranian farmers also informed
that 50% of respondents have a structural atti-
tude, whereas 30% and 20% have individualis-
tic and fatalistic attitudes, respectively. Like-
wise, Abouchedid et al. (2005) highlight that In-
dian youth tend to attribute poverty to structur-
al factors while socio-demographic variables
such as education and age are found to be sig-
nificant predictors of individualistic poverty at-
tribution. Similarly, Halek and Webley (2009) ex-
plore how Malaysian adolescents perceive pov-
erty, finding that 15–16-year-old students give
more individualistic and structural attributions
than their 12–13-year-old counterparts.

Cultural attribution externalizes blame to so-
cial, political, ethnic, and religious factors. Feath-
er (1974) uses a sample of metropolitan Adelaide
respondents to rate the importance of the 11 rea-
sons for poverty used in Feagin’s (1972) study of
American adults. The results indicate that Aus-
tralians are less likely to blame the poor them-
selves than their U.S. counterparts; however, older
respondents and Protestants (compared with
Catholics) are more likely to attribute poverty to
personal responsibility. In the same vein, Hunt
(1996) studies a sample of Southern Californians
to investigate whether race and ethnic differenc-
es affect beliefs on poverty causes, finding that
African-Americans and Latino-Americans find
individualistic and structuralist explanations to
be more important than Caucasians do.

Fatalistic attribution occurs when individu-
als blame destiny and misfortune. Goodhand
(2003) investigates the bidirectional relationship
between long-term violent conflicts and chronic
poverty. He finds that long-term conflicts that
are considered to be fatalistic and/or structural-
ist are drivers of chronic poverty. Similarly,
Abouchedid et al. (2002) use a sample of South
African, Lebanese, and Portuguese students to
show that South African students tend to blame
the individual for his/her poverty circumstanc-
es more than their Portuguese and Lebanese
counterparts do. However, the causes of pover-
ty are found to be more structural than fatalistic
or individualistic for all three groups.

B) Poverty Studies in Lebanon

Research on poverty in Lebanon is very lim-
ited because of the lack of reliable data. In gen-
eral, studies of poverty in Lebanon have been
conducted by the World Bank and United Na-
tions Development Program as opposed to indi-
vidual scholars. It is known that the 15-year Leb-
anese Civil War widened the gap between social
classes and that there is no communal view about
the causes of poverty. Very few studies have
even attempted to investigate the causes of pov-
erty and how Lebanese people attribute it.

Of this scarce body of research, Haddad
(1996) argues that the rising interest in studying
an old phenomenon such as poverty is only re-
cent in Lebanon. According to him, there is a
common belief that war is behind the expansion
of poverty, while structural causes particular to
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Lebanon‘s socio-economic system have also
magnified this societal discrepancy, mainly in-
come distribution. Haddad (1996) stresses the
idea of the poverty line1. In Lebanon, the in-
come level at the poverty line was estimated to
be $618 per month in 1993 and extreme poverty
line income was estimated to be $306 per month.
The author finds that 28% of Lebanese families
were living below the poverty line and 7% were
living below the extreme poverty line in that year.
The author concludes that the government tends
to reduce its role in offering basic education,
health care, and guarantees for minimal life re-
quirements, based on the assumption that eco-
nomic growth will automatically improve living
standards without the intervention of the gov-
ernment. This policy has generally failed in most
countries that have adopted it.

Abu-Ismail et al. (2008) draw a poverty pro-
file in Lebanon based on measurements of house-
hold expenditure. Similar to Haddad (1996), it is
found that approximately 28% of the Lebanese
population is poor, while 8% is considered to be
extremely poor. Abu Ismail et al. (2008) also find
that poverty rates are not significant in Beirut
(the capital) but are very high in rural areas. The
study concludes that it is necessary to redesign
macroeconomic and fiscal policies to create so-
cial safety nets and implement poverty reduc-
tion programs. In terms of poverty attribution,
Abouchedid and Nasser (2001) find that the ex-
planations of respondents are more structural
than individualistic and that parents with high
occupational status are more likely to favor indi-
vidualistic explanations.

C) Recent Studies

Recent studies have focused on different
factors to explain poverty attribution. Noci et al.
(2012) study socio-economic factors such as
age, education level, income, and working con-
ditions in order to explain the causes of poverty
in Italy. From a sample of 2,000 respondents,
they find that young people consider poverty
to be a condition that originates from the indi-
vidual more than older respondents do. In addi-
tion, a higher education level corresponds to
lower internal and higher external poverty attri-
bution. Kallioa and Niemeläb (2013) analyze the
determinants of individualistic explanations of
poverty among Europeans by using multilevel
logistic regression models. Their findings sug-

gest that the level of support for the individual-
istic explanation of poverty varies between Eu-
ropean nations. Among the specific determinants
of poverty perceptions, welfare regime, short-
term economic growth, and social expenditure
as well as individual-level demographic factors,
perceived economic hardship, political affilia-
tion, and egalitarian values are associated with
the individualistic attribution of poverty. Simi-
larly, Da Costa and Dias (2013) study 15 Europe-
an Union countries and consider three types of
poverty attributions: individualistic, societal, and
fatalistic. Despite social explanations of pover-
ty being generalized at the individual or micro
level, they find that groups also emphasize indi-
vidualistic explanations, blaming the poor for
their circumstances. At macro level, the most
developed cluster believes in individualistic and
fatalistic causes of poverty, whereas the least
developed cluster explains poverty based on the
injustices of society. The results of Yeboah and
Ernest (2012) in Ghana also indicate that the in-
dividual perspective of poverty attribution dom-
inates structural and fatalistic explanations. It is
also revealed that success depends significant-
ly on the individual effort and that work is one’s
contribution to society.

METHODOLOGY

A. Sample

A sample of 250 grade 12 (last year of high
school or secondary school) students was sur-
veyed from both private and public schools in
different regions of Lebanon (North Lebanon,
Mount Lebanon, and Beirut). Lebanese youth
represent a large proportion (around 30%) of
the population, and have different ethnic, edu-
cational, religious, and financial backgrounds.
Besides, It follows that they form a representa-
tive sample of the overall Lebanese society.

B. Instrument

The questionnaire was constituted of 21
questions grouped into five parts as follows:
 Part 1 - 6 questions: civil and personal infor-

mation (age, gender, religion, birthplace, or-
igin, and living place)

 Part 2 - 3 questions: information about edu-
cation (current school, university to join, and
tuition payment)
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 Part 3 - 6 questions: Information about par-
ents (father’s and mother’s educational lev-
el, occupation, and income)

 Part 4 - 4 questions: information about fam-
ily (number of brothers and sisters, number
of working brothers and sisters, family clas-
sification, and living place classification)

 Part 5 - 2 questions: general questions about
the attribution of poverty and wealth level.
These questions were closed-ended (that is
they intended to provoke clear answers from
the surveyed students). There are thus six
possible combinations for these two closed-
ended questions: Poor AND Lazy, Poor AND
Structure, Poor AND God’s will, Rich AND
Hard Work, Rich AND Corruption/Structure,
and Rich AND God’s will.
Previous studies use similar techniques to

measure class, the perception of class hierar-
chy, and self-reported variables (Duncan 1961;
Jackman and Jackman 1973; Kluegel et al. 1977).
Typically, these researchers define the indepen-
dent variables, rank them, and give the answers
a certain weight. For example, Nasser (2007)
chooses five determinants of poverty (educa-
tional level of father and mother, self-perception
of social class, income, and occupation) in order
to reach a subjective class measure. For each of
those independent variables, he defines a cer-
tain scale and assigns a grade to each possible
answer (for example when asking about the fa-
ther’s occupation, he grades the answers from 1
to 6, with 1 representing retired/unemployed and
6 owning a business). Additionally, Nasser (2007)
surveys students applying for a private univer-
sity only. Since poor youth in Lebanon apply
mainly to public universities, it is likely that
Nasser’s (2007) sample included mostly middle-
class and wealthy students and excluded poor
ones. This approach could give room to certain
biases. Hunt (1996) uses principal component
factor analysis (varimax rotation) performed on
socio-demographic variables and stratification
beliefs. The two dependent variables are stan-
dardized summed scales rather than factor score
scales. Following previous studies (Abu Ismail
et al. 2008; Haddad 1996), it is observed that is
necessary to include demographic and income
variables in the analysis.

C. Method

Previous studies of poverty use MANOVA
tests, F-tests, and individual t-tests. This study

applies Chi-square tests to assess the relation-
ship between poverty and each independent
variable because its aim is to test for relation-
ships and not for effects. A cross-tabulation for
each possibility within the entire set of indepen-
dent variables is presented. In addition, since
the questionnaire comprises many answer alter-
natives for each question, Chi-square is the most
suitable test to measure the relationships be-
tween all possible answers (regression cannot
be employed in the current case). For every com-
bination of answers, the researcher tests for the
existence of a relationship. In the second phase,
the researcher filters consistent answers (for
example possibility “A” for general question
#”1" is considered to be individualistic) and these
are cross-tabulated with the variables of age,
gender, father’s income, mother’s income, edu-
cation, university, and so on. The Chi-square
value and contingency coefficient then deter-
mine whether there is a relationship between an
answer and each of the independent variables.
In other words, there are six different scenarios
(for the six possibilities).

After cross-tabulating the answer possibili-
ties with all the independent variables, the re-
sults are filtered and only consistent answers
are selected (for example those who answered
“God’s will” to both questions in part 5). The
frequencies are also adjusted in order to differ-
entiate two different frequency usages. Some
frequencies are also merged such as age, coun-
try of birth, religion, university, and institute to
join. In addition, countries of birth are grouped
into “Lebanon” and “abroad”. The analysis cov-
ers the frequencies before and after adjustment.

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for
the surveyed students and their distribution
among different sets of independent variables,
while Table 2 shows the distribution of students’
answers to the two general questions (part 5).
The present study does not use scales in order
to avoid subjectivity. A scaling system faces
greater difficulties when dealing with general
questions. Although, it is possible to implement
common methods by changing the nature of the
general questions and by giving a variety of
answer choices (for example from strongly dis-
agree to strongly agree), this approach can lead
to ambiguous answers. Besides, the student may
not choose the appropriate possibility that best
reflects his/her opinion. Common scaling meth-
ods also have unclear possibility borders.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for a sample of 250
students and their distribution among different
sets of independent variables

          Frequency     %    Valid %

Age 16 10 4.0 4.0
17 161 64.4 64.4
18 62 24.8 24.8
>=19 17 6.8 6.8
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Age 1 =<17 years 171 68.4 68.4
> 17 years 79 31.6 31.6
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Gender Male 144 57.6 57.6
Female 106 42.4 42.4
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Religion Christian 125 50.0 50.0
Muslim 108 43.2 43.2
Druze 17 6.8 6.8
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Religion 1 Christian 125 50.0 50.0
Muslim and Druze 125 50.0 50.0
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Birthplace Lebanon 189 75.6 75.6
France 2 0.8 0.8
U.S.A. 6 2.4 2.4
Saudi Arabia 19 7.6 7.6
Others 34 13.6 13.6
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Birthplace 1 Lebanon 189 75.6 75.6
Abroad 61 24.4 24.4
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Origin Beirut 59 23.6 23.6
North Lebanon 81 32.4 32.4
Mount Lebanon 67 26.8 26.8
South Lebanon 23 9.2 9.2
Other 20 8.0 8.0
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Living Outside place 93 37.2 37.2
of birth
Place of birth 157 62.8 62.8
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Schooling Private school 156 62.4 62.4
Public school 94 37.6 37.6
Total 250 100.0 100.0

University Private 170 68.0 68.0
University
Public 68 27.2 27.2
University
Institute 12 4.8 4.8
Total 250 100.0 100.0

University 1Private 182 72.8 72.8
Public 68 27.2 27.2
Total 250 100.0 100

Name of Not applicable 76 30.4 30.4
  Private LAU 38 15.2 15.2
  University AUB 36 14.4 14.4

USJ 31 12.4 12.4
NDU 20 8.0 8.0
Other 49 19.6 19.6

Total 250 100.0 100.0

Table 1: Contd...

           Frequency     %   Valid %

Tuition No answer 76 30.4 30.4
  Payment Own savings 84 33.6 33.6

Loan assistant- 54 21.6 21.6
  ship aid
Scholarship 18 7.2 7.2
Other 18 7.2 7.2
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Tuition Own means 84 33.6 48.3
  Payment 1  Public 90 36.0 51.7

Total 174 69.6 100
Missing 76 30.4  
Total 250 100  

Father University degree 140 56.0 56.0
  Education School degree 88 35.2 35.2

Elementary level 17 6.8 6.8
No education 4 1.6 1.6
Other 1 0.4 0.4
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Father >= University e 140 56 56
  Education 1 Degree

<University 110 44 44
Degree
Total 250 100 100

Father Retired deceased 22 8.8 8.8
  OccupationUnemployed 14 5.6 5.6

Clergyman 6 2.4 2.4
Employee 43 17.2 17.2
Profes. employee 70 28.0 28.0
Trade small 39 15.6 15.6
 industry
Own business 34 13.6 13.6
Other 22 8.8 8.8
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Father No answer 33 13.2 13.2
  Income < 960000ll 11 4.4 4.4

960000 - 32 12.8 12.8
<1500000
1500000- 85 34.0 34.0
<3000000
3000000 - 5 5 22.0 22.0
5000000
> 5000000 34 13.6 13.6
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Father <3000000 128 51.2 59
  Income 1 >=3000000 89 35.6 41

Total 217 86.8 100
Missing 33 13.2  
Total 250 100  

Mother University degree 117 46.8 46.8
  Education School degree 111 44.4 44.4

Elementary level 22 8.8 8.8
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Mother >= University 117 46.8 46.8
  Education 1Degree 117 46.8 46.8

<University 133 53.2 53.2
Degree

Total 250 100 100
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Table 1: Contd...

              Frequency     %   Valid %

Mother No answer 1 0.4 0.4
 Occupation Retired deceased 1 0.4 0.4

Unemployed 72 28.8 28.8
Artisan seam 24 9.6 9.6
stress
Profess. 86 34.4 34.4
employee
Trade small 1 0.4 0.4
industry
Own business 21 8.4 8.4
Other 44 17.6 17.6
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Mother No answer 73 29.2 29.2
  Income < 960000ll 32 12.8 12.8

960000 - 50 20.0 20.0
<1500000
1500000- 74 29.6 29.6
<3000000
3000000 - 18 7.2 7.2
5000000
> 5000000 3 1.2 1.2
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Mother <3000000 156 62.4 88.1
  Income 1 >=3000000 21 8.4 11.9

Total 177 70.8 100
Missing 7 3 29.2  
Total 250 100  

Family Size 1 person 18 7.2 7.2
2 persons 129 51.6 51.6
>=3 persons 103 41.2 41.2
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Studying 1 person 88 35.2 35.2
  Family 2 persons 126 50.4 50.4

>=3 persons 36 14.4 14.4
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Working Zero 3 1.2 1.2
  Family 1 person 58 23.2 23.2

2 persons 143 57.2 57.2
>=3 persons 46 18.4 18.4
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Social Class High class 49 19.6 19.6
Middle class 156 62.4 62.4
Low income 45 18.0 18.0
Total 250 100.0 100.0

Living High class 60 24.0 24.0
  Level Middle class 147 58.8 58.8

Low income 43 17.2 17.2
Total 250 100.0 100.0

 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Phase 1: Six Cross-tabulations

In this phase, the researcher tests for a rela-
tionship between poverty and each variable (30
variables = 30 cross-tabulations). From these
cross-tabulations, the researcher gropes for sig-
nificant variables that can reveal, in one way or

another, to which social class a student might
belong. Besides, tuition payment, father’s in-
come, mother’s income, social class, and spend-
ing level can be considered to be good predic-
tors. This does not mean that the other vari-
ables should not be included in the study and
analyzed; all cross-tabulations are important for
drawing the general answer pattern for the sur-
veyed students under each category and each
answer choice. The issue is that variables such
as father’s and mother’s education/occupation
cannot predict the social class of a student when
analyzed alone. For instance, a father might be
well educated but also have a low income and a
low-level occupation. Conversely, regardless of
the occupation or education of the father or
mother, one can predict the social class of a stu-
dent from how he/she will finance his/her uni-
versity fees.

For this, the researcher analyzes significant
variables that may predict social class, under
the six different scenarios. If there are two sig-
nificant variables with a prediction capability,
where one variable is an adjustment of the other,
the researcher analyzes the more significant one
(for example if tuition payment is more signifi-
cant than adjusted tuition payment, the research-
er analyzes the former). The cross-tabulations
for all significant variables (with or without the
potential to predict social class) can be found in
the appendix.

A. 1) Poor AND Lazy (Individualist
Attribution)

(Refer to Table 3 and Tables 5 to 15)3

Altogether, 12 variables show significance
when testing for a relationship with poverty. The
Chi-square (2) significances become weaker af-
ter adjusting the frequencies for mother’s edu-
cation and mother’s income. The following vari-
ables show significant relationships with pov-
erty at different significance intervals (refer to
Table 3 for all test results):
· 90% confidence interval: age and adjusted

mother’s income
· 95% confidence interval: tuition payment,

adjusted father‘s education, father’s income,
mother’s education, and mother’s income

· 99% confidence interval: adjusted tuition
payment, adjusted father’s income, mother’s
education, adjusted mother’s education, so-
cial class, and spending level
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The researcher provided different answers
for tuition payment: (i) own savings, (ii) loans,
aids, and assistantships, (iii) scholarships, and
(iv) other methods of financing. After adjusting
the entries, the researcher kept only two an-
swers: (i) own financing methods and (ii) other
financing methods (loans, scholarships, and
aids). Under this scenario, adjusted tuition pay-
ment is more significant than tuition payment.
The cross-tabulation shows that 48.3% of stu-
dents cover their tuition fees from their own sav-
ings, while 51.7% rely on other financing meth-
ods. In general, students who cover their tuition
fees from their own savings belong to the high-
middle and rich classes. Of those rich and high-
middle class students, 66.7% do not attribute
poverty to individualistic factors compared with
85.7% of poor, low-middle, and middle-class stu-
dents.

For father’s income, there are five income
categories based on the approximate minimum
wage (plus benefits) in Lebanon (“I” refers to
monthly income):

(i) I < $640; (ii) $640 < I < $1,000; (iii) $1,000 <
I < $2,000; (iv) $2,000 < I < $3,300; and (v) $3,300
> I. $640. For adjusted father’s income, there are
two income categories: (i) I < $2,000 and (ii) I >
$2,000.

Since adjusted father’s income is more sig-
nificant than father’s income, the researcher an-
alyzes its cross-tabulation and finds that 59% of
students belong to the first income group, where-

as 41% belong to the second. Of those students,
14.1% and 30.3% attribute poverty to individual
reasons, respectively. Accordingly, the research-
er deduces that in general, students whose fa-
thers have higher incomes tend to blame indi-
vidualist factors for poverty more than students
whose fathers have lower incomes.

Social class has significant results and this
is considered to be a good and direct predictor.
The researcher finds that 19.6% of students be-
long to the rich class, of which 61.2% do not
blame the individual. In total, 62.4% are middle-
class students, of which 81.4% do not blame the
individual. Finally, 18% are poor students, of
which 95.6% do not attribute poverty to individ-
ualistic reasons. Moreover, living level shows
that 24% of students have higher-class living
standards, 58.8% have middle-class standards,
and 17.2% have poor standards. It’s also worth
noting that out of students, 68.3%, 80.3%, and
95.3% do not attribute poverty to individualistic
reasons, respectively. There are different figures
between living level and social class because
some students self-rate themselves uncon-
sciously in a different class.

A. 2) Poor and Structure (Structuralist
Attribution)

(Refer to Tables 3, 16, and 17)3

Two variables show significance when test-
ing for a relationship with poverty (refer to Ta-
ble 3 for all test results):

· 90% confidence interval: social class
· 95% confidence interval: mother’s income
For mother’s income, the researcher finds that

18.1% of students belong to the first income
group, 28% to the second, 41.8% to the third,
10.2% to the fourth, and 1.7% to the fifth. Of
those students, 78.1%, 56%, 64.9%, 55.6%, and
0% attribute poverty to structural factors, re-
spectively. This means that, in general, as moth-
er’s income decreases, students tend to place
more blame on structural factors. The cross-tab-
ulation of social class under this category shows
that 19.6% of students are rich, 62% are middle-
class, and 18% are poor. Of those students, 51%,
66.7%, and 73.3% blame structural factors, re-
spectively.

A. 3) Poor and God’s Will (Fatalist
Attribution)

(Refer to Tables 3 and 18)3

Only schooling shows significance at the
90% confidence interval. In general, public-

Table 2: Descriptive statistics showing the distri-
bution of students’ answers for the two general
questions (Part 5)

 Frequ-     % Valid   Cumu-
  ency   %    lative

     %

Poor AND Lazy 50 20 20 20
200 80 80 100
250 100 100  

Poor AND God’s 40 16 16 16
  Will 210 84 84 100

250 100 100  
Rich AND Corrupt 45 18 18 18

205 82 82 100
250 100 100  

Poor AND Bad 162 65 64.8 64.8
  Judgment 88 35 35.2 100

250 100 100  
Rich AND Hard 166 66 66.4 66.4
  Worker 84 34 33.6 100

250 100 100  
Rich AND God’s 37 15 14.8 14.8
  Will 213 85 85.2 100

250 100 100  
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school students are poor, low-middle, and mid-
dle-class, whereas private-school students are
middle, high-middle, and rich. Here, there might
be an overlap for middle-class students because
they might be in a private or a public school.
The researcher does not consider this overlap
to constitute a major limitation because in rural
areas, private schools are free and run by NGOs.
Hence, the concept is similar to a public school.
For this, many students in private schools might
see themselves as public-school students. Ac-
cordingly, the researcher considers that private
schools are for middle-class, high-middle, and
rich students and that public schools are for
low-middle and poor students. The cross-tabu-
lation for this variable shows that 62.4% are pri-
vate-school students, of which 12.8% attribute
poverty to fatalistic factors. On the other hand,
37.6% are public-school students, of which
21.3% blame fatalistic factors.

A. 4) Rich and Hard Work (Individual
Attribution)

(Refer to Table 3 and Tables 19 to 31)3

The following variables show significant re-
lationships with poverty:

· 90% confidence interval: father’s income,
mother’s education, and working family

· 95% confidence interval: tuition payment,
adjusted tuition payment, adjusted father’s
income, adjusted mother’s education, and
living level

· 99% confidence interval: father’s income,
mother’s education, and working family

This scenario is related to the first one. Hence,
the researcher expects similar results. After ad-
justing the frequencies for birthplace, universi-
ty, and tuition payment, the significances of the
Chi-square tests become weaker. The schooling
variable is also present in this scenario. The re-
searcher finds that 62.4% are private-school stu-
dents, whereas 37.6% are public-school stu-
dents. Of those, 73.1% and 55.3% find that
wealth is caused by individual factors, respec-
tively. Similarly, students who plan to enroll in
private universities constitute 68% compared
with 27.2% and 4.8% who plan to enroll in public
universities or institutes, respectively. Altogeth-
er, 71.2% of future private-university students
give credit to the individual compared with 61.8%
and 25% of future public-university and insti-
tute students. As mentioned earlier, in general,

public-university and institute students belong
to the low-middle, poor, and middle-class cate-
gories (because a number of private universities
have very low tuition fees).

Tuition payment is more significant than
adjusted tuition payment. The results show that
48.3% of students will pay from their own sav-
ings, 31% will rely on loans and financial aid,
10.3% on scholarships, and 10.1% on other fi-
nancing methods. Further, 78.6%, 59.3%, 83.3%,
and 55.6% of students attribute poverty to indi-
vidual factors, respectively. Based on the analy-
sis above on the similar variable, the researcher
finds that students paying tuition fees from their
own financial resources give more credit to the
individual as a reason for wealth. On the con-
trary, poor, low-middle, and middle-class stu-
dents tend to give less credit. In this case, schol-
arships might also embrace students from sev-
eral classes.

Adjusted father’s income is more significant
than father’s income. This result is consistent
with those of the first scenario: of the 41% of
students whose fathers earn more or equal to
$2,000, 76.4% give credit to the individual as a
reason for wealth. On the contrary, of the 59% of
students whose fathers earn less than $2,000,
60.9% give credit to the individual.

The variable of working family shows vary-
ing results, perhaps because it fails to predict
the social class of a student. In Lebanon, more
importance is placed on fathers and mothers’
incomes, even though the parents might earn
less than other family members. The results also
show that high-class students (19.6%) give cred-
it to the individual as a cause of wealth more
than do middle-class (62.45%) and poor students
(18%). Of rich students, 85.7% attribute poverty
to individualistic factors, while of middle-class
and poor students, 66.7% and 44.4% give credit
to the individual, respectively. The researcher
does not analyze the cross-tabulations for fa-
ther’s education, mother’s education, and so on
for the same reasons cited earlier.

A. 5) Rich and Corruption (Structural/Moral
Attribution)

(Refer to Table 3 and Tables 32 to 41)3

The following variables show significant re-
lationships with poverty:
· 90% confidence interval: schooling, univer-

sity, adjusted tuition payment, father’s oc-
cupation, and adjusted mother’s income
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· 95% confidence interval: father’s education,
adjusted father’s education, and family size

· 99% confidence interval: studying family and
social class
For the first time, family size (2 significance

= 0.043) and studying family (2 significance =
0.003) show relationships with poverty. Based
on the previous analyses presented herein, the
researcher finds that 62.4% are private-school
students, whereas 37.6% are public-school stu-
dents. Of those, 14.7% and 23.4% find corrup-
tion and structural factors to be causes of wealth,
while 68%, 27.2%, and 4.8% of students plan to
enroll in private universities, public universities,
and institutes, respectively. Of those, 15.9%,
19.1%, and 41.7% find structural factors and
corruption to be causes of wealth. Tuition pay-
ment, similar to previous scenarios, shows that
students who rely on financial aid and loans as
methods of financing place more importance on
corruption and structure as causes of wealth.
Those students constitute 31%, of which 22.2%
find that corruption and structure are causes of
wealth. Conversely, students that pay tuition
fees from their own savings constitute 48.3%, of
which 10.7% believe that corruption and struc-
ture are causes of wealth.

From the cross-tabulation of adjusted moth-
er’s income, the researcher tabulates that 88.1%
of students whose mothers earn less than $2,000
place more blame on corruption and structure as
causes of wealth compared with students whose
mothers earn more than $2,000 (11.9%). The re-
sults for social class show that high-class stu-
dents constitute 19.6%, of which 6.7% attribute
poverty to corruption/structure. The unexpect-
ed result is that poor students place less blame
on corruption/structure than middle-class stu-
dents: of middle-class (62.4%) and poor (18%)
students, 60% and 30% find that corruption/
structure are causes of wealth, respectively.

A. 6) Rich and God’s Will (Fatalist
Attribution)

(Refer to Tables 3, 42, and 43)3

When testing for relationship with poverty,
two variables show significance:
· 90% confidence interval: schooling
· 95% confidence interval: adjusted birthplace

The schooling variable shows that of the
62.4% private-school students, 7.2% believe in
fatalistic factors, whereas of the 37.6% public-

school students, 7.6% do so. Based on the pre-
vious analysis, the researcher finds that poor
and low-middle class students believe in fatalis-
tic factors as a cause of wealth more than mid-
dle, high-middle, and rich students do. In addi-
tion, for the first time, birthplace shows a signif-
icant relationship with poverty. Out of the 24%
of students born abroad, 5.6% find fatalistic fac-
tors to be causes of wealth, whereas of the 75.6%
of students born in Lebanon, 9.2% do so.

B. Phase 2

This phase stresses only logically related or
consistent answers (for example students who
answered “lazy” as a cause of poverty and “hard
worker” as a cause of wealth). The aim is to show
how different answer groups (fatalistic, individ-
ualistic, and structuralistic) are subdivided and
categorized. Of the 250 students surveyed, only
30 attribute poverty to fatalistic factors and an-
swer “God’s will” for both questions. Of those
30 students, 73% are older than 17, 56.7% are
men, 56.7% are Muslims/Druze, 66.7% are born
in Lebanon, 26.7% are from Beirut, 26.7% live
outside their places of birth, 46.7% are private-
school students, and 56.7% plan to enroll in pri-
vate universities. The unexpected result is that
under this category, 63.3% are middle-class stu-
dents and 26.7% are poor (refer to Table 4). Fur-
ther, 60% have a middle-class standard of living
and 26.7% are poor. On the contrary, students
who do not attribute poverty to fatalistic factors
are widely distributed and their data are varied.
Hence, it is impossible to run a percentage anal-
ysis for each possible set of answers. This con-
stitutes a limitation of the study.

Discussion

A. 1) Poor and Lazy (Individual Attribution)

In general, students whose fathers have high-
er income tend to blame individualist factors as
a reason for poverty more than students whose
fathers have lower income.

Out of those significant variables that can
predict the social class of a student, the research-
er can determine that poor, low-middle, and mid-
dle-class students tend to remove blame on in-
dividualistic factors as a reason for poverty more
than rich and high-middle class students do.
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A. 2) Poor and Structure (Structuralist
Attribution)

The results of this study show that poor stu-
dents blame structure as a reason for poverty
more than middle-class and rich students do.

A. 3) Poor and God’s Will
(Fatalist Attribution)

The researcher finds that low-middle class
and poor students tend to place the blame on
fatalistic factors as a reason for poverty more
than do middle, high-middle, and rich students.

A. 4) Rich and Hard Work
(Individual Attribution)

Based on the researcher’s categorization for
schooling listed above, it is deduced that low-
middle class and poor students tend to give cred-
it to the individual as a cause of wealth less than
middle, high-middle, and rich students do. From
this, the researcher finds that low-middle and
poor students give less credit to the individual
than other students do. In general, as social class
declines, the student is less likely to give credit
to the individual for his/her wealth.

A. 5) Rich and Corruption
 (Structural / Moral Attribution)

This section confirms that low-middle and
poor students find corruption and structure as
reasons for wealth to be more important than
middle-class, high middle-class, and rich stu-
dents do. The researcher did not test for the
other significant variables, because when ana-

lyzed alone, they fail to show any potential to
predict social class.

A. 6) Rich and God‘s Will
(Fatalist Attribution)

The researcher deduces that students born
in Lebanon believe in fatalism more than those
born abroad do, which might be due to the war
atmosphere in which those students were born.
This finding can be explained by the common
belief that war is half the truth of poverty, as
explained by Haddad (1996).

CONCLUSION

The researcher involved a sample of 250 stu-
dents from both private and public schools in
different regions of Lebanon. Based on causal
attribution theory, the researcher tested for rela-
tionships between poverty and different vari-
ables to understand how Lebanese youth at-
tribute poverty. The questionnaire was consti-
tuted of 21 questions grouped into five sets:
civil and personal information, information about
education, about parents, about family, and gen-
eral closed-ended questions. The independent
variables were weighted and to avoid subjectiv-
ity, this study did not use scales.

By using the Chi-square test, the researcher
examined relationships between poverty and
each independent variable for six different sce-
narios. Besides, based on previous studies, the
researcher also added demographic and income
variables. In the first phase, the researcher ran
cross-tabulation analyses (30 variables = 30
cross-tabulations) and searched for significant
variables that may predict the social class of a
student.

The results showed that compared with mid-
dle-class and rich students, poor students place
less blame on the individual. Similarly, poor stu-
dents give less credit to the individual as a rea-
son for wealth than middle-class and rich stu-
dents do. Further, poor students find structure/
corruption as reasons for poverty and wealth to
be more important than middle-class and rich
students do. In addition, poor students tend to
believe in fatalistic factors as reasons for pover-
ty more than middle-class and rich students do.

In the second phase, the researcher filtered
the answers and assessed only the consistent
ones (for example students who believed fatal-

Table 4: Descriptive statistics for the 30 “Fatalis-
tic” students regarding social class and living
level

Frequ-     % Valid  Cumu-
ency   %  lative

   %

Social class
Valid
Rich 3 10.0 10.0 10.0
Middle class 19 63.3 63.3 73.3
Poor 8 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0

Living level
Valid
Rich 4 13.3 13.3 13.3
Middle class 18 60.0 60.0 73.3
Poor 8 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
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istic factors to be reasons for both poverty and
wealth). Of the 250 students surveyed, only 30
attributed poverty to fatalistic factors. The un-
expected result was that, under this category,
there were more middle-class students than poor
students. On the contrary, the data for non-fa-
talistic students were varied and widely distrib-
uted, which made it impossible to run a percent-
age analysis for each possible set of answers.
This constitutes a limitation of the study.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Future researchers in the field are advised to
extend the sample size and include schools from
other geographical areas (for example south Leb-
anon, Bekaa). It would also be of great interest
to perform a comparative study on youth from
other countries based on the Human Develop-
ment Index in order to check for attribution dif-
ferences between Middle Eastern and North
African countries.

The Lebanese Civil War increased poverty
and left the country in a miserable state from
both human and infrastructural aspects. Suc-
cessive governments are paying more attention
to reconstruction rather than considering the
socio-economic condition of its citizens. Policy
makers should thus find ways in which to allevi-
ate the burden of poverty on the poor, especial-
ly those forced to relocate or that have lost their
businesses and properties. The government’s
negligence may have caused indignation among
different social classes. Therefore, the adoption
of certain measures to increase the social safety
net (social security or hospitalization, etc.) might
affect the results reported in this study, espe-
cially those related to structuralist factors.

NOTES

1 “The income level at which an average family of
five can meet its food requirements and other basic
needs such as health, education, housing, and cloth-
ing”

2 SPSS.com: “The Chi-square (2) test for indepen-
dence, also called Pearson‘s Chi-square test or the
Chi-square test of association, is used to discover if
there is a relationship between two categorical vari-
ables”

3 Tables 1 to 4 are found in the paper. The remaining
tables (5 to 44) can be downloaded from the follow-
ing website:  http://goo.gl/gw85yR
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