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The history of L.uls article is an interesting comuentary oin the dewm
velopment and discenination of ideas. The basic outline of its cone=
cerns first aooeared in frank Ticssman's unpublishad doctoral dis-
sertation. olass viffcrences in Attitudes Towards Participation and
Tadersaip.  Colmbia University, 1955. dller and Riessman developed
The ideas in a saries of panars; one "rhe ~ritique of the Non-Deferred
Gratification lmagzc of the “orker” {195¢) was exclusively devoted to
Eye non-cerferred gratification pattern. Thev were never able to find
an seademic journal willing to _publish it. The ar.icle vas privately
Girculated unt.l the etitors of tais voluie asked to »ublisn it.
feammile, archur A. Seagull had orked with Aller anc did his _dis=
s-rtatior. <Tne ibility to Delay Gratification, Syracuse University,
196L, on an expsriment involving a oSt of the defe.red pattern. GCon-
sequently, we were able to exnand tae article. One moral of this tale
is that not only nas the interest in noverty led to new work but that
IT also has disinterred nerlected studizs,

TH. OUT 20URING OF 50%IAL 50I 0o LIT..alUde on social class differcnces has led
to efforts to develop general theines which codify the scattered data and provide
ways of thinking avout ¢lass dynamics. Une such thune is that of the deferred
graticication »attern, which is thought to provide the basis for the social and
econo.ic advance of the middle classes. Tts presumsd absence 1n the non-~niddle
classes is regardad as a barrier o iwmorovenent among th1is population, and, for

some, an ex»lanation of why the Door are pools

In the absence of coapeting explanations of the variesd data, the deferred
gratification nattern (DGP) has been in the first rank of princ .ples explaining
Mlower class behavior." Indeed, it is probably the wmost frequently used element
in discussion of lower class life. Iue recent attention to poverty nas renewed
interest in the DGP. Our feeling ig that it is a thin rezd on «ich to hang an-
alyses of behavior and that logical sxomination of the concent anl appraisal of
empirical materials do not confirm its usefulness as aa all-explanatory theme.

‘hile we believe that the DGP concern dozs point to soue laportant problem
areas, we do not have confidence that it is a satisfactory summation of the data,
nor that it can be mechanically applied to interpret low income life. Since it
affects social wolicy we believe 1t st be closely appraised.

The Concept of the DGP

The DGP is frequently discussed in the negative~-that is, the charactarisfics
which result from its absence in low income life. Schneider and Lysgaard have
provided the most compact summation of the non-deferred gratification pattern.
They have concluded that in contrast with middle class life, lower class life is
characterized by an inability to defer gratification by nimpulse following”
rather than "imoulse renunciation. ‘he catalogus of lower class, timpulsce-
follouwing® non-deferred gratification behavior includes: "relative readiness to
engage in paysical violence, free sexual expression {as through intercourse),
minimm pursuit of educ:tion, low asoiration level, failure of parents to iden-
tify the class of thelir children's playmates, free spending, little emphasis on
being twell-mannered and obedient,! and short time dependence of parents,”
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On the otasy haad, "iddle class persons feel tnat they should save, posipone,
ané renounce 2 variety of sratifications.”

iliison Devis' aparoach3 is central to the notion of a0ility to delay, or
its concomitant, "ianpulse remunciation." Davis felt tnat starting with early
child rearing practices there was less emjhasis on imodulse control among lower
class parents thain aiddle class parents. He felt that, "Generalizing from the
evidence o o o we would say the aiddle class children are subjected earlier and
more consistently to tie influences waich make a child an orderly, conscientiocus,
responsible and tanme person,”

Considering the bshavior of lower incomz aiults, Davis st ted that their
propensity for choosing inmediate reward was an acaptive response to the slum
environment. "The low:r class people look uoon 1ife as a recurrcnt series of
deoressions and peaks witi regard to gratification of their basic nezds. In
their lives it is all or nothings « » . The learned fears ol deprivation drive
lower class people to Eet 211 they can of otaer ohysical gratification, 'while
the getting is goods'"

The middle classes are believed to ve distinguishad by tue presence and
significant oparation of the avility to defer gratification, o accept later
revards insteal of lLnmediate satisfactions, to bank their impulses, and to plan
effectively for the future. The non-midéle classes are belisved 1o e charac=-

srized Uy the abscnce of tiese abilities. To sone axtent, tuen, the DGP
statements ars relative statements: ihe idcle classes have .aore of the deferred
patterns than do other classes (the u por classes are usually igaored in these
discussions ). Consequently, an cxamination must not only neich the existence

of these nalterns among ghe soor bub the degree of deficicney vwhen comared
with tne middle classes.

It is important to realize that an undertone of tha DGP analysis is that
tie pattern is not teaporary nor easily ovarcoile. Indead, the assumotion is
that the abilitv or inability wo defer gratification is deeply embedded in the
personality dyaasics of the individueal, nerforming an inporuant role in the
psychodynamic econoiy s The pic.ure scems to be that the DGF or the nou-DGP
are developed through early 1ife experiences taey becoams incorverated in the
perscnalicy and are rsiatively imooerrious to situational factors. ‘!¢ hasten to
add that not all wao espouse the DGP approach share che psychodynaiic orientation
or the notion of relative fixity. Perhaps, it is only ambicuous prescentations
which lead us to believe thal most do.

"hho Are tihe Von=Deferrers?

One of the difficulties in the discussion of the DGP is that tie world is di=-
vided frequently into the midlle classes and the non-niddle classes. All in

the middle classes are possessors of the ability to defer pratification, and
those of the non-middle classes are bereft of this ability. Obviously, even
among those who believe stroagly in the dichotomous distribution of the deferrin.
attributes, it is recognized at soue level that iv is not a 100 p.rcent against
a 0 nercent distribution problem. Central tendencies are what are basically
assumed-=-although some wriiing does not imply this--so that soame middle class
individuals do not possess the DGP and some non-midcle class persons doe

Bevond the blurring of the distribution problem is the Jumping of all who
do not mossess middle~leval inconzs or white collar jobs into the non=-middle
classes, frequently called " ower class." ‘e have previously indicated the
inadecuacy of luaping together regularly emsloyed, skjllad, blue-collar workers
with irregularly employed, low~-skill service workers.
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ilore recsntlss 1t has beea polnved out that there is coasicarable internal
differentiation =maoni taose at tihe lower-incore end of the lower class. Four
sub-groups zmong thz navlr radiscovarad poor have been danotedai the table
noor, tie striineg” ooor, Lhe copers/sikidders, and tue unsvable noorl.? It is our
susoicion that tuc iinds of attitudes and behavior which have wecn suosumed
under the DGP ter.. are nost likely to be found among the unstable poor. It is
mislezding, then, to write as thouga all the noor have tie same outlook as the
unstable poor and will be benefited by the same soctal policies as .ight aid
the unstable noor.

Since most analyses of attitudes and behaviors do not m:le fine distinctions
within the poor or tie lower classes, what might be real dif ererces between the
unstable poor and othier groups ©. 00T, Ne2r-poor and the middle classes do not
anpear in the available data.’ Jevertoeless, while we believe tinait sowe DGP
elements may be more characheristictO of the unstable poor, we do not find the
DGP concept a fully adecuate way of anderstanding the behavior of the poor and
of cthar non-middle class groups.

Tn ianvestipations with no immediate midile-class co.aparison groups or in
more ceneral statements about the ibsence of +he DOP among the »oor, the middle
classes are frequently explicitly or im.licitly imaged in an out-moded Way.
Thev are regarded as delifhiting in hard vork, frugilly 2n.l c.relvlly slaining
and budseting evory activity an! expenditure, abjurin- debt, and constantly
forepoing the indulgence of wrescnt galn in order to rea) fature rewards. It
is hard to recognize this "Protsstant Sthic! pasturn in the new niddle classes
possesszd by "other direction" and oursuing the coaswantion suohoria of Lodaye
Te i1isc of consurer dsbt among thie midcle classus, the r=fri1a of "not being
able to imke ends mast" desvite ~ffluent incoue levels, the competition between
work and the coffee “rsak, suggest that important changes have siken place in
many sections of the .ilddle classes, or tiat the middle classas were never quite
as described. Oonsacusntly, the couparisons with the mid'le clzss:s are fre=-
quantly of the actual behavior or tne oJoor with "ofiicial norius rather than
actual practice" of the better—off.ll Same official middle class iorms may
have changed as well, comjounding the irreality of the couparison.

The Logical Basis of the LGP

Before proceeding to evaluate rescaorch on the class distribution of the DGP,
it is immortant to note some problas in the formulation of this mode of an=
alysis. In order for a valid interclass cosparison to be made, certain con-
ditions must be met:

1, The two class groups must equally value the satisfaction that is being
deforred, 1T The OBject 15 less valued by tae low incoms growd, then obviously
e 1hTorest in making immediate sacriiiccs is less.

2. The two class rroups rust have an eruzl understandin; and op zortunity
to defer EW TTEOTALE F3lA 10- 4 Jubure rewarce Ti ohne prou. 18 not presented
TIh or 15 7oL aware of the o, orcan.ies of ruturs fain, taen e canaot infer
from the fact that it has not delerred that it is unrilling to do SC.

3. The two class grous must suf.or equally from the deferment. If one
class has many more OUher S:5isI2ciions, Then 1T 1s aifficult to equate the
irmmact of the deferment. Or, if tie nenalty of sostponement is rrzater far one
of the groups, the compirison falls come

L. The two class groins :ust have the same probapility of acuieving the
gratificaTion at une end Ol e TeTorToot Der1ods 1T one group nas less risk
than the other or has more confidence that the gratification will be forth=
coming, then the comparison 1s aot valid. Objective and subjectivs risk must
be comparables
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Clearly, NoO researcil .eevs wsts coidit-ons. Indeed, it is probably im-
possible in real life to find circuustances under - which these conditions pre-
vail in sroups differeitly situated in the social structure. It was these
doubts that made us first nonder tue ugefulness of tie NGF. In most situations
talked about in relation to the DGP, middle class or higher income grouplngs
are more likely %han lover-incone groupings to value the object that is deferred
(sometiues because they know more asout it; sometiies Hecaus: of value choices);
or they are likely to suffer lzss from a Jefermsnt of fratification (largely

because they aave altornative rowards), or they are much .ore likely to be sure

of pgetting the reward at the end of the deferment period.

Turthermore, it is importuant to rocognize that the same act can have quite
dilffarent meanings and imnlications in the differant settings of widdle class
and working class life, Deferment or non-deferment in the sams situation may
have different motivations in diflerent groups. Caution -ust be exercised in
order to avoid an lyzing the behavior of the poor in terms of middle class ex~
perience without considaration of altecrnative exvlanations.

vevertheless, class differences do exiss. That one would expect differences
between class=s in sieir an-roaca to 1life wvould seem incontrovertible, gilven
differsices in incone, housing, education, and opportuaities for unward mobilitye
Tt remains to be seer whether viewing tiese differences from a framework of
":he ability to defer or to delay gratification," is helnful.

Tn our liuited space, i'e cannoy review every study that touches uzron the
DGP. o shall cite studies walci question the appropriateness of the non-DGP
for describins the behavior ans attitudes of the poor. In a feuw studies, the
investigators do not conclude whual thelr data support toe s.1f-indulgence theme;
in others, “he invesilgators co conclude that their rgsulos sopport the non=-DGP
idea, but taeir data can be daifferently internreted.

e helieve thab data havs be:un fairly consistentlr interpreted as supporting
the non-DG® even where the resulis have hean ambipuous. One purpose of this
paser, therefore, is Lo free s to lock in a sore rounded way at the data and
studies. 87 raising questioas of interpretation, perhans e sliall begin to
think of otuer aliteraativzs modes of analysis.

Spending and Savings

The ability bo save=="to puc money away for that rainy day," to forego the
satistacsions of the imnediate purchass, to resist "imouls: ouyingM~-are lmportan

elements in the NGP.13  “chneider aad Lysgaard stodled the DG2 by asking 2,500
high school students vhether they thousat that thelr pareais had saved money to
give then a start in “ife., In the .iddle class, over 80 pereunt tihought that
their parents hel saved Ior them, as contrasted to over 70 perczent in the non=
middle class grouns, because differeaces were not controlled in the study.
Although statistically significant, (his difference betvesn the uppsr and lower
groups is not great hen Sifierences in income and hence avallable amounts for
saving are considered. The non-middle class families--at least in the eyes of
their children--were making eflorts to help their children. and such efforis
may have required more organizatio: than in tae middle class families of higher
income.,

These findings of Schneider and Lysgaard are presented by then, however,
to bubbress the nosition that worlkers cinnot defer gratifications as evidenced
by the lower percentage renorting savings. fet the same findin:s can be in-
teroreted as indicating a restriction of consumption in order Lo save deshite
the obstacles of couparatively lov=r incomese
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Sehneider and Lysgaarc also observed class differences in resoonse to the
question, "If yoi won a big arize, say two thousand dollars, what vould vou do
rrith 147" Apain there is a suall Zifforence in the percentages of non-middle
class iad middle class studcnts who indicate that they would "save most of it."
They resort tiais difference as indicative of less deferred gratification ability
on the part of the worker. But over 65 percant of both class groups shate that
they would Ysave uost of 1t," and tiae absolute class differsnce is less than
5 perceat. Certainly, this suall difference could be ecxpected in terms of the
likelihood that a largsr vproporticn of the lower incoqe groud would need to
spend morz of its funas on direc’ econoidc necessities.

The difficulties of interpreting data are vell ravealed in " 1lliam ¥. VWhyte'ls
findings that the cornr boy shares his money with nis friends.l? Schneider
and Lysgaard infer that ". . . the ccrner boys must share tacir money with others
and avoid mid’le class thrift.m (Italics ours.} [his is congidered Lo be an
i1lustration of a ne~ative attitude toward deferring gratifications. 3ut since
money shared with others is unavailable for norsonal gratification, saaring
might be considered under uhe rubric of "renunciation," and hence a delay of
gratification, although there may be some gain in status.

To inf-r 21 distinctive vilue or avvitude pattern from tihis kind of data
seems somewhat questioaables Pariticularly is this so in the light of the report
of “kConnell who cescriled tac "savings! orientation of the Llus-collar wvorker
as "defensive s vings" for a 'rainy “ay" rather tnan as one {ocused to ard
status ascant.~" This observation sui-esis that tae savings pracuices of workers
may fit into 2 differeat pattern tnan that of middle class individuals. There=
fore, tiaeir low rate of savings may not be affected by thc same psychological
focus 1ich would presumably be imcortant among non~saving mid:ile class indie

viduals.
School

Selmeider and Lysgaard intarpyret the fact that working clzss and lower class
adolescants le»ve school earlier as evideace of their inability to defer grati-
fication. Zly Chinoy has -ell e-mressed this point of view:

Thz guick surr.nder of workin; class wouth to the ditiiculiles they Tlace

is 0 necessarily forced or unilling. altaouch they are encouraged to
focus their aspirations into a long future and to make presant sacrifices
for the sake of eventusl revards, they are chiefly concaerned with immediate
gratifications. They may vorbally crofess to be concerned with occupational
success an? advancement {as #id iourteen woriing class LOYS W10 Ware il=
terviered), hHut they are likely to be more interested in "haviag a good
time" or Mhawvins fun.'' Ihey want to ”%o out," to have rirl friends, to
travel, to om a car or 2 motorcycleel

‘hile of course it is true that vorking class adolescents as a waole leave
school earlier than do midile class youth, tne cuestion is whetner the inter-
pretation of tiis behavior is sdecuate. In adlition to the school leaving
statistics, at least vhree other iteus “Jave to bz considered:

1. Th» school situation, lsss enjoyable for the non-mid: 12 class youth
than “or the middle class youth because of its middle class structur.ng,
teacher exdectations, and utilization of class biased intelligence tests, is
not coumarable for thi two--tae strain of school is probably greater on the
working class Yout,h;l8
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2, Heonomic necessity uadoubtedly contributes to the disnropcrticnate
withdrerral froa school;

3, Lower inccme vouth are, at least iwplicitly, being contrasted with
ths preswmably ceferred gratification aiddle class adolescent, 4 question
therefore tas to be raised as to vhether today the lattor tvoically give up
soending money, good tianes, girl friends, travel, or a car ia order to go to
school or college. St:rn has asserted that certain schools are "fountains of
xnotrledre where tie studenis come to drink," i.e., enjoy themselves.

‘"h: motivation of tue behavior of an individual cannot oe fully understood
unless attention is paid to the particular pressurss oi him and to the means
and resources :vailable to him in a ohysical, financial and cultural sense. The
immuted contrast setuveen middle class and worlking c¢lass youth has to be studied
in terms of these factorse For cramole, J:ilin concludes tnat college education
was the culmination of a desire of the woriin; class situdz=nt, and hence a grati=-
fication rather than a nostponement. In his questionnaire study, ne found no
relationship bstweep ability to delay cratification anJ upward mobility in his
lover class sample.

It is important to gather objective data concerning class difierances in
tne area of education. 1ituout a doubt, real class differences exist in at-
titude, dropout rate, and college attendance. One imust be cautious, nowvever,
in aseribing a solitary .aotivaiion to a particular uehavior, since individuals
may react in an ilentical manuer for vary differsznt raasons.

Sexual pericnce

It is tidelr believed that difierences vetveen social classes in the amount of
pre-marital semal intercourss wlrror differing ability to postpone immediate
gratification and control "igulse followings'" The free and unresirained sexual
activitr of non-middle class adolescents anc acults is contrasted with tnat of
their middle class countervarts. Allison Davis has prascnied a concise portraits:

Like phvsical agsressio., sexual relationshiis ind wotivation are far
more direct and uninhiited in lover class adolesc.nts. The most -
striking departure from the usual middle class motivation is that in
much lover class life, sexual drive und bshavior in caildren are not
rezarded as inhorently tavoo and evile

At an early a ¢ the chil? lewwrns of corzion-lay marria=s, and extra-
marital relatioasiiins v ien and woacn in ais oua family. Hz sses

his fataer disa.pear to live with other women, or he sezs other men
visit his mother or married sisters. Although none of his siblings
may be illegitimate, the chances are vy high that sooner or later

his father and mother will accuse each other of havinz illegitimate
¢hildren, or that at least one of ais brothers or sisters will have

a ¢aild outside of marriags. In his 3lay group, ~irls and boys discuss
sexual relations franklv at the agz of elev n or telve, and hie gains
status vith them by beginning intercourse early.

The Kinsey data are often cited to support the notion that the worker is
serually promiscuous and unable to defor gratifications.22 .hile thaere are
many limitations to the Kiasey studics rhiich we cannot enter into here, it is
worth noting, if the Kinsey material is to be offcred in evideace, that much of
it is self-contradictory, and that much of 1t does aot suysort: the usual in-
terpretation of workers' sexual bcehaviore




-7

For exammle, Schneiser aud Lyspacrd cite the Kinsey r.oorts as su porting
the coiclusion that "relativaly Ylower!' class persous indulge co..siderably in
premarital intercourse; 'upoer’ class persons saow relative deforment of grati-
fication in this section of Lehavior."?3  Schneider and Lysgasrd omit, however,
from the finsev reference the renort that mid ile class males pet and masturbate
more. Apparently, Schneider and Lysgasrd do not consider the widJle class pre=-
marital pattera of srotic involvewsznt idthout int:srcours: as a sexual experience,
although insey emphasized that this is itself a widdle class atceitude:

The conflict (about saxual morality) is obviously one botween two systems

of mores, between two cuitural pat.er.s, only one of waich sszams richt to

a person who accepts the tradition of the group in waiica he has been raiseda
T4}, the better educated proups, intercourse versus netting is a question
of morals. For the lower level, it is a problem of undarstanding how a
mentally normal indivicual czn engage in such highly ercotic activity as
petting and still refrain from actual :ntercourses.

The investicator's definition of what . sastitutes saxual exnerience is a
crucial variahle in determiniar vhether a differczice vill be noted in the ability
of either class to deliy, and not the surject'ts behavior per se. Hon-iiddle
class and midile class males differ more in their manner of achieving sexual
gratification than in the awount of sexual exverience achieved, cousidering all
SOUrces.

Iven when vsinn intorcourse as the oaly criterion for serual gratification,
mich of the dita is contradictory an? does not su~nort the usual interpretation.
of the se-uil behivior of the lov incoms pooulation:

1., ‘hile Kiasev r=oorts that noa-uidlle class males enrar2d in considerably”
more pre-marital intercourse than widdle class males, no sucy class difference
is reported {or the f-malese

2, Kinsey finds that the i~ dle class engared in fsllatio and cunailungsus
to a imeh srcater extent than id the non-midile class. He revorted he latter
as e nressing dis. ust at these practices which are also violatioas of professed
mid-le class sor:sS. Thus, lowsr-income people avoided and condemned serual
practices which were not inirequent axnong aiddle class males, although taey are
counter bto the usual middle cliss prescriptions.

3, rinsey's data on audity suow that working class neople are less likely
to have intercourse whthout clotizs than is true of middle olass nales.

Fursheraore, aczording to ‘accoby and (ibbs, lower class parents are much
less likely to ~ rmit their children to walk around naked in the housz, and they
are also less likely to appear uncloined before their children.26 That this
means is not entirelv clear, -ut ¢ may tentatively aypotacasize that it is re=-
lated to problams of crowded living conditlons ane to some coacern for the .e=-
velopment of children's ideas with regard to sex.

The data on musturbation, to so.ie extent, lend suphort to this hyoothesise.
The studies of ‘ecobr and Gibhs revezl that non-mid<le clags families, far
from encouraging indulgence of thz child's sexual nlay --ith hims 1i, are more
concernad than are middle class parents to prevent sexual nlay. Now, this ef-
fort mav Le undesirable, bui it certainly -oes not indicate any easy indulpence
of the impulses of the cnild., rhe lovweincome ciild is mmch more likely to be
nunisned for masturbatory acts than is tre mniddle class ciaild (whose parents may
be more attuned Lo the contemnorary demands of permissive ap-bringing)e




Kinsey's data on adolescents an.i adults, waich indicate less masturbation
on the part of the lower class, could be interpreted in teris of the latter's
greater outlet in sexual intercourse, The definite inhibition of mastiurbatory
behavior in ciiildhood on the part of the lower class cannot, hovever, be as
easily explained in terms of the usual image of sexmal "freedow," .ioreover, the
attitudes toward masturbation developed in ciaildhood may provide a .more adequate
explanation of adolescont and adult rates of asturcation in the lower class.

Further evidence of the intricate regulation of working class sexual life
rather than its unrestricted "freedom" is found in bhyte's analysis of the slum
sex code of Cornerville.?’ Some hav: taken nis study to reveal ssxual licene
tiousness on the part of the Italian working class youth whom he describes. Yet,
as the term "the slum sex code" sug ests, their sexual behavior is strongly re-
gulated by codes and traditions. s "thyte points out, it is clearly taboo to
have intercourse with "eood ;irls," i.e., virgins and relatives of friends. Vhat
kind of intimacy is acceptable and with whom is governed by stroag community
Nnorms.

The data on illegitimacy have also been misunderstood. The presumntion is
that non-mi dle class populations nava higher rates thnan middle class; this em=-
pirical observation is uszd by som: to support the notion of zasy sexual in-
dulgencze by the lower classes. Both the reports of data and their interpretation
are questionabla.

tarly research sampled onlv nublic clinics and hospitals; the conclusion
was that unwed motners tended to co.e from lower socio-economic levels and from
broken omes. f1en a more reprasentative samnle was emoloyed, including private
physicians and hosovitals, Vincent concluded that, contrary to :.rlier beliefs,
"the unwed mothers. . . were not predoainantly of low socio~economic staius,
nor evan predominantly of any particular socic=economi¢ status, nor :ven pre-
dominantly of any particular socio-economic stratuwa.n?

Furthermore, the illegitimacy rate bv itseli cannot be considered a be-
havioral measure of inability to delay, without controlliny for M"rate of illic%a
coitus"?? and differential knowledge of coatraceptive metnods between classes.

Knowledge of class-linked seiual behavior dozs not lend itself te an easy
sumnary. But the liaite! evidence that we have brought together should question
the facile accaentance of the notion that the sexual practices and outiook of the
non-mid le classes clearly suv.ort the DGP interpretation.

Ability to Delay

‘le have examined some of the case situdies and questionnaire ilavestigations on
the ability to delay gratification. ‘fe shall now survey some of the relevant
experimental literature on class differences in the ability to delay grati-
fication,32

‘ahrer found that the exoeciancy that the Msocial agent" (@) actually would
keen his word about bringing a delayed reward was an imoortant cue for the choice
of delaved or immediate reward. 3 His subjects were working class grade school
children. He mani-ulat=d the lewvel of their exvectancy for rew.rd in three dif-
ferent exoarinental groups bv promising a delayed reward on eaca of four training
trials, though keeping his promise none of the timz in one group (lov expectancy);
twice in the sacond group ( moderate expectancy); and all four tines in the
third group (high expectancy). The fifth trial (test trial) was a choice be-
tween two toyse~-a less valued toy to be had iomemediately or a .iwore vilued one
obtainable after a day's delay.
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He Tound that the "high expectancy" group differed significantly from the
other two groups in choice of "delayed reinforcement.” His results supported
the position, at least for worling class children, that it was the situation
rather than the personality which detcrmined whether they chose delayed or im-
mediate rewarda

He also found that neither the low, moderats, or high expectancy groups
generalized from their experience with the B of the training trials (Ea) to a
different £ (Zb)e"eus the effects of training with Za failed to generalize to
Tb. Instead there were uniform reactions to ib indepeadent of the kind of
training with Zaesss The implication is that delayed reinforcement behavior in
general depends not only on the value of the reinforcements, but also on the
expectancy for the occurrence of delayed reinforcement as related to the social
agent involved."3

Such a position militates against uniform interpretations of the ability
to delay as a class~linked personality variable, since it was clear that the
choice of reward was de’ riined by the particular interaction with the ex-
perimenter,

Shybut used a composite measure to explore the relationship Letween the
ability to delay and certain psychological %nd demographic variables, including
several neasures relating to social class . he first two components were
behavioral measures--a voie for a "record hop" within a week, or a "band dance"
with a vell-known and much-liked band a mionth from the testing; and a "thank you
ticket" worth 25e, 35c, or 50¢ in merchandise at a store, cepending on aow long
the subject delayed cashing in the ticket. The third, a projective measure, was
an essay about their personal reaction to obtalning a Zarge windfall of money.

A "Dazlaved Gratification Index" (DCGI) was constructed from the respons=s to the
threz m2asures.

There was no significant relationehip betwsen the o0GI and socio-economic
level as defined by any of the following criteria: paternal occunation, family
income, an index of the number of people per rocil at home, or naternal education,
Thus, on a vell constructed, conposite measure there was nc indication that
socio~economic classzs difiered in ability to delay. ISthnic groups, "inglos™
and "Hon-inglos" (Indians) did, however, differ, the Non-anglos having a sige
nificantly higher 2GI than the JAnglos.

Seagull36 investigated ischel's hypothesis that the ciioice of delayed
gratification might depend on the degree of trust the subjcct has for the I,
rather than on the class affiliation. Children were given iischel's choice
between one bar of candy now or two bars in a weeko37 For the sscond and third
sessions, however, the classrooms were randomly assizned to a trust condition
(that . kept his promise about bringing the candy) and a ‘dstrust condition
(wvhere E @id not)e. after the promise was kept or broken, the caildren again
chose to delay or note

The results were clear cut. The first week, when there was no experimental
maniulation, no differences appearec betueen children from any social classes,
or between white or Hegro children, The secoad and tiird session, tilere was a
large and significant difference tetween tae Trust and dstrust conditions in
choice of delayed reward in the expected direction. It should be noted that
there was no indication of a differential rate of sensitivity to trust or mis-
trust, since the rate of change was tne same to or from a2 delay reward choice
for the different social groupse.
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Thus, for those ciiildren wiose soclo-economic level was definable, there
were no differeaces in ability to delay on the choice presented, while the dif-
ferences in choice when they could trust the E or not were very large and sig=-
nificant.

The situational variable, then, rather than class affiiiation determined
the ability to delay. Taocugh taere are many other pooulations and cholce
stiqali to be sarpled, the data do aot support the hypothesis that the ability
to Jelay is class-linked at least over the whole rangz of subjects and situ-
ationse.

Conclusion

The studies that we have reviewed do not instill confidence in the sweening cons-
clusions of the DGP. Obviously, our interpretations of data can be questioned.
Jur intention is not to foreclose discussien on the usefulness of the DGF con-
cept, but to oncourage study of it and co.peting explanations.

s Qo feel that many loverw-income peorle have a shorter tiue perspective
than do many middle-income persons. [he siorter time ocutlock may handicap many
of the poor. But we are not sure that the shorter tice perspective is always
linked 'ith an inability to defer grasification. ilore l.portantly, we do not
view all those who seem to b unable to defer gratification as so psychody-
namically constrained that the ability to delay is unavailabls oo uhen.  ror
some, this is undoubtedly true. Dut for others, gituations waich offer perw
ceived hope do lead to postponement and planiinge They may ot be able to
overcome all the obstacles which face them, but they are not locked into self-
indulgence.,

The axperimental stuiies on bhe importance cf trust underline the signifi-
cance of situational rather than psychodynanic variacles. The foruer perspectiv
leads us to provide situations which: do, in truth, ofler chaaces of payoff for
possibilities of elping individuals to learn tie inds of patteras that may be
i -ortant for their well-beinge ‘e do not doubt, for exaaisle, that lower in-
come vouth could have school experiences which work toward e:manding the time in
which tie youth expect to ret a return for their activiticsa

.any studies show that educaticnal level is the major variable explaining
different social class behaviorial/attitudinal patterns. This conclusion suge-
gests that we are aot dealing with outlooks that have an imautable quality;
rather, they are affscted by knowledge, and understanding. They are subject,
consequently, to influences and change.

The DGF emphzsis leads to social policiles which egimphasize "renabilitation™
rather than expanding op ortunity. Some of the poor obviously need "rehabili-
ration" in order to take advantage of orportunity. For others, opsortunity
may reduce the need for trahabilitation.”

Our objections to the DG? e.aphasis do aot rest with its social policy impli
cations. At the level of social science analysis, the verdit on the DGP is "not
proved." It is not adecuate as the major, and sometings scle, variable in ex-
planations of the behavior of the poor. By recognizing the linitations as well
as the insights of DGP approach, we iil:ht move to search [or al:i::native or sup-
plementary explanations of the attitudes and behavior of that lareg slice of tae
American population who are @0t in the middle classese
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