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A' prestige scale for IO-agriOUltural and .

agriculturally related-'occupations was "developed.. The scale was .

construdted utilizing data from a mailed - questionnaire survey
conducted during the spring semester of 1977 'at 14_universitiee.in
the Southern United States..A 15% random sample of undergraduate
majorsin agriculture'at'these schools were contacted; this reeulted'
in ansinitial-target-'sample of 3,398 students. Seventy-four percent,
or 2;392 students, participated in the study. Questionnaire items and
scaling techniques closely parallel those used In the,Naticnal (s

Opinion ResearchCenter study, (North-Hatt Scale). The scale'indicated
that: veterinarian, with a prestige score of 92-.7 was rated- as the
most .prestigious occupation while migranttlaborer,,with a sccre of
311.0; was the occupation with 'the: lowest evaluation; there -was a
-decided_te.adency for the sample to evaluateprofesOcnal, managerial,
arid;soientific-occuPetions toward the tcp of the prestige hierar6hy;
swine raisers were given substantially lower scores than cattle
.raisersrlouary raisers were rankid-slfghtly lower than,swite
raisers; farm prOduction occupations were if they
involved either ownership or management by inference. ((A copy of the
prestige scale for agricultural occUpatiOne,:the.scile value for each
occupation; sand an 'index Of agreement fop. each Cccupition are-
reported along with an analysis of several' factors which may explain..
differences in the Perception of prestige. (Author /NQ)
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ABSTRACT

The devetopmemco6 a pustige scate got 50 agAicuttunat and agAi-
cuttlaatey xetated occupations is neponted. The scate 'wad constAucted
utilizing data 6kom a maited-questionnaiteViAvey conducted dutihg.the,
spiting semesteA. o6 1977 at 14 unive/a4ties in. the southern negion o6 the
United States. .A 15.Retcentitandom sampee.o6 undeAgAaduate majou in,
agAiduttute at these schoots were contacted, and 2,392 students (74 pen
cent) paAtici .tupated in the sdy. Questionnaite item and seating tech
riqued 'aosay pa/Latta those'used in the Nationat Opinion Research
Center study (Month-Uatt Scate). A_copy,o6 the pnatige 'sea& 4o/t.

'agkicuttultat oCcupations% the scate vague On each occupation, and an
index o6 agreement bon' each occupation ake.teponted atong with an anatysis
oiseveltaeqactou which may, exptain di66ekences in the paception og
pustige.

It has become widely recognized that American agriculture is becoming

increasingly Important for both our society and for the international food
,supply. As such, American agriculture appears as one of the major-forces
shaping life for the remainder ofAothis,century. Colleges of agricultdre
and land-grant institutions,. as critical centers for the development of
agricultural technology and expertise, will play a substantial role in
deterMining the'future. Since the mid-1960'S, the enrollment of these
institutions-has been expanding at a 'rapid rate; this growth has been
accompanied by some .fUndamentar changes in the composition and function

.

of the collegep. The agriculture student body is no, longer' composed
primarily of farm boys, but has expanded to include Substantial.numbers
of urban students and, more recently, women.- At the curriculum level,
the college's now offer .a. variety of nontraditional majors and courses
that extend the realm,of agricultural training far beyond production and
marketing.

.

ilf Colleges of agriculture, of course, constitute the siajor institutions

AN.. question of the relative, agricultural occupations in terms of.

that produce professionals in agriculture: It is at this _point that the.

prestige can'be introduced; Modern agricultdral occupations span a wide-,

*Paper presented at Vie annual'meeting of the Southern Association
I:Iof Agg4ultural Scientists, Rural Sociology Se'ction,'Houston, Texas,

Z'

FebruarS/,'1978. "Research in Agridultural higher Education" is a research
project Of the Texas AgricultUral'Experiment Station, (TAES H-3141), and
contributes to objective 3 of the USDA-CSRS Regional Research Project S-114.
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. range of specialtiesoccupations that can be differentiated potentially
along a number of dimensions including the one at hand, .the prestige ,

.hierarchy. As oUr society- has moved from ascription to achievement, a
person's.occupation has'growdto,considerable importance (Gross, 1959),

Is.
. and studies wych deal wi#,Occupational prestige Aaveproliferaied.

a
.

However,..little atteW4n has been paid to the algricultural occupations;
' Itis the object of this manuscript, then, to report,in a,descriptive

vein the initial development of a prestige scal for a set of 50 agri,--

:
cultural and agriculturally-related accnpitions. The goal of is

research i's. to cpnstruct,a scale for those fif
I

y occupations that is
comparable t9,the North7Hatt prestige, scale for general occupations "
developed in the°1947,1Tational Opinion Researcn Center study (Reiss, 1961).

41 . , . .
..,

North-Hatt scaling procedures were eppli.d to d ta obtained from a
sample ofsouthern undergraduate college.studen9;ho were majoring in
agricultural subjects. In addition, social Origin indicatbrs such as
farm background, socioeconomic and six, were investigated as
possible sources of variation'in the perception og prestige.'_

r

f

i

//

Development of Prestige Scales /

//
':

.i'ew. social science endeav s have received such sustaitled research

attention has the measurement of occupational prestige. This'epproach
444 social stratification emphasizes the'importlnce of the vertical strata
in society and assumes,that:the prestige of occupations in modern indus- ,

trial societies provides a meaningful and reliable method ofdifferen-
,tiattng along that dimension. In the United.Statest the empirical scaling

. of ccupationll prestige can be traced to a-number of early studies,
including those.by Counts (1925), AnderSon .(1927-28), Wilkinson, (1929), C ,.

\ and Smith (1943). In 1947, Cecil C. NortAand Paul K. Hatt, it colla-
boration th the Na Tonal Opinion Research Center, conducted a national
survey at sought to evaluate the social standingof a large group of

. 'occu tions (Reiss, 1961). This extremely influential study forms the
°ce erpiece in thliterature on prestige scales and is the major point

reference for practically all prestige scales that have followed.

/The North-Hatt method was based upon the subjectivejerceptions.of
respondents regarding their evaluationA....of a number of occupations.

..,.- .
Respondents were asked how they woUldludge°each occupation End were.
presented a, rating'card that ranged,in the order of Excellent standing,
Good standing, Average standing, Somewhat below average standing,'Poor
standing; and fETTE7know (Reiss; 1961: 19). Ninety occlupaticins were
used in thedevelopent of the 'scale. As,has been pointed out, this set'..0

s of occupations is-rift-generally regarded to be representative of the

,
American occupational structure, despite the efforts of Northsand Hatt

' tomake it just that.' The list seems tb suffer from three main problems:
4

) it contains a high proportion -of Professional occupations; (2) many of
r-4, tYie occupations are ktientific or governmental in nature; and (3) it con-

tains no."women's occupations". \ '
.

.
" ,

.
.

. 4$" ',. There is substantial evidence resulting from the nuMerous.empirical
4

kappliCations of prestige scales that the prestige of dccupationsvis nearly
Corifant. In their assessmel4 of occuutional prestige in the U.S. between

. 1925 and 1963, Hodge, Siegel and Rossi /1964) con*lude that there is a
. ..

f
' ;high degree of stability" in the perception of:ocoupational,prestige during
101

, that period. This conclusion was based upon a 1963 national replication

-2--
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of the NORC study and an examination-of the earlier' studies by Counts

(1925) and Smith (1943). They found a correlation coefficient of 90
between fhe ;cores obtained in the 1947 NORC study and the scores obtained

in their 196-replice'tion. There appeared to be a very slight upward shift
intscores 'during the period, but the most remarkable characteristic was

the extreme consistency of scores. They also found substantial cdtrele-
.1:tions (although of slightly smaller magnitude) between the Counts study

_ (1927),'the Smith study (1943), and the two more recent national surveys.,
This led thereto the observation, "there have been no substantial changes )
in occupational prestige in the Ullited States sin 192'5"(p.'296)

There is also consiArable data that indicate ;he cross-societal -
stability of occupational prestige scores.: .By 1971, Marsh reported that,
occupational prestige data is -available far .25 societies (Marsh, 102; -

:also Inkeles'and Rossi, 1956- and. Hodge, et al., 1966). It appears from
these studies that the overall occupational prestige hierarchy is very
'similar not only among Western European countries and the United States;
but also among developing countries; such-as 'Taiwan and the Phillipines,.
Although there is less comparable data readily available, it appears
that the Communist and Socialidt societies, such as Russia, Poland,anfl
Czechoslovakia, also show a similar occupational prestige hierarchy.
Perhaps the major exception taken to the above generality can be found
in Penn's (1975) comparison of the prestige hierarchy of the United
States with those-of Czechoslovakia and Poland. He-found that the .values
of Socialist countries leads'to a higher ranking than in the U.S. of such
occupations as farmer4 anchminers and lower rankings for.governmental.'and

political occupations.

Correlates

The significance of analyzing occupational prestige becomes evident

when its correlates are understood. For example, Caplow (1954) maihtains.

' tLt the prestige' of an occupation is-associatqwith "behavior-control":
that is, the, influence that an individual who holds that occupatioh has
over others. With this social power thesis in mind, we, would. anticipate
that those who hold higher prestige jobs would haire proportionately more
subordinates (Marsh, 1971). Thlepar and Feldman°(1969) feel 'blot higher
prestige occupations are not only_associated with power buts also:ere
viewed as being more satisfying. They also found that more prestige was
given those'jobs which concerned problem solvinerather than tlie.mere
application 4 routine solutions. In .a similar vein, Reiss (1961.Yhas
noted that in evaluating occupations, those dealing /ith.symbdlic tasks
are rated higher than physical ones, gncvations.,requfting.formal dduca-

mifttion are rated above those with just training'requirements, clean work is
favored over dirty taork, and,otfice occupations-score higher than'factory

'ones.
. . . r

I(
Gerbil.; and Bates (1961,1966) have empiriCalli assessed the relation-

ship betweel4 occupational preitige and occupational trafts8-and hare found
...,

correlations in excess of .80 for 1L-of the 20 traits conS'ided. That is',
.,

the perception of higher prestige occupations was fodnd ta be associated .k.

,%
with the followihg traits: , .t.

0 . '

\ -Regarded as desiral;le'eo associate with '.° .....,

... .' ,,

-Intelligence required 0 .

-S" ...

, ...Scarcity of.personnel who cah do the job ' ,

n 1.,
. ..,

-Interesting,andchallenging work
., , .

. 4 .
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- Training required.

-Education required
- Work alts for, originality and initiative
-Res onsibility to supervise others

7Hav -an'influence over others

- Securit

- Opportunity for advancement

1

Simpson and Simpson (1950) found that the NORC scale was highly
cotrelated, with a training- education- skill.and responsibility sc"ale 6967
structed for the same occupations. They suggested that thsie two charac-
teristics "could Te used to form an,index of occupational prestige" p. 139).

ciiticiuts" 43

It should be noted that there is a subseaitiaT\body of literature
that on one hand attempts to relate occupational prestige to theories of
social stratification and on the other to critiquei: e measurement of
occupational prestige inoterms of its meaning, in't retation, and pro-

.

cedures. The questions are of two,general types: ( ) "Exactly what is the
indiVidual ranking when'he rates occupationsn.an
these ratings mean in term4 of understanding socie
beyond the scope of this paper to adequately addres

thege,.positions., However, itioe's appear obligato
diwergenand questioning viewsiGross, 1959; Gus
,Thielbar.and Feldman, 1969; Alexander,,1972; Goldt

Stehr, 1974).

The Sample

Th

culture
was .par

Agricul

2) "Exactly what do
If!, Frankly, it is
even a minority of
o recognize these
and Schwartz, 1963:

e and'Hope,,1272; and

. f"

original goal of the researchwts to sample undergraduate agri-7.
majors in the southern region of the United States. The population_
iculaky resticted to agricultural majors atthe largest College of
ure 'in each of 13 southern states. Although it did not have the

largest program in that state, Texas Tecyniversity was,also included
because it was judged to have both a large student enrollment in agrigulture
'and to play a substantial role in soutWern IgriculturAl education. The .%
univeralres thus selected were:

Auburn'University Mississippi State Universifty
I I

.

University of Arkansas North Carolina University,
. Clemson University Oklahoma State University .

, /

University of Florida University of Tenessee
'Uni'versity of Georgia Texas A&M University

q,

University of Kentucky 'Texas Tech Uniliersity. .

Louisiana State University Virginia Polytechnical Institute
1 .

N
--,,

'Interestingly, twoof the very earliest occioational prestige studies'
0

- alsosptilized agricultural students as raters. For example, George S. .

Counts (1925) interviewed a group of fresh ten -as part Of hfa sample who .

were in thegoll4ge of Agriculture.at t?he University of Minnesota (Minnesota
highschoor,etudents and, teachers werealso sampled). The students were

Asked to panic 45 occupation accordiqg to their-social s sliding. W. A,
Anderson (1927) conducted a similar study at NorthCarolia State College,
(now University) that included p sample of studentS from the, 'College of

AgriCulture.' A casual examination of both Counts' and'Ander'son's.data::

.
,

° a

9
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suggest that agricultural students' did not markedly perceive occupational
prestige differently than the other raters.

Student enrollment-estimates for fall semester, 1976, Were obtained
frarrthe National Association of State.Universities and Land-Grant Colleges

.

(Hensley, 1976). From these estimates it appeared'that a 15 percent samr
ple would yield a manageable target sample ,of 3 td 4 thousand Students

_ and allow for sufficiently accurate estimates.

The Dean of Agriculture at each of the 14 schools was requested to
provide a listing, including names and addresses, of undergraduate stu-
Adents who had declared agricultural majors. It should be'hoted that this
apprbach resulted in some modest inconsistencies in the sampling frame.
For example, at the University of Florida, students-do not declare majors
untii.their third year--hence-the Florida list included only junioip and
.seniors. -Upon receiving the lists from the participating' schools, a

k screening and, trimming was Carried out primarily'to delete graduate and
special students should they appear. The lists collectively consisted
of22,766 undergraduate,agricuture majors. Utilizing the APL random 4
number gene4etor, a 15 percent random -sairlple was serected from each school.--
This, resulted in an initial target sample of 3,398 btudents (see Table 1).

Data Collection

.

In the spring of 1977, sample members were mailed questionnaires
with a cover letter explaining the survey: If a sample,member had no,
known mailing address, his or her questionnaire was mailedin care of the
-Ilean of. the College* of Agriculture with the .request that the' Dean locate
the student hnd disttibute the questionnaire. The time frate for the

.

survey and delinquent returns was March 25, 1977 throughMay 5, 1977.

;gok ...- ---.
I%

, 'The inffitutional sample sizes and return rates are shown in Table 1.
The, adjusted sample'size.s.have excluded graduate and special students.
The "raw ratd".of return is the number of qUestio aires returnee} divided

ltby the number m4Ke& out. The "adjusted rate" of eturn is determined by
using the sample size adjusted for deleted sample membeip whose question-
naires were returned as "undeliverable". Adjusted, rates varied from 83
percent to 61 percent with an overall rate of 74 percent for the region.
The f-i-d4. sample 'Size was 2,392 Students (see Tlble 1 for rates).

, I

Measurement of Prestige
,

.
.

. .

''-- The pgocedures used to'measurgpr'estige of occupations closely
apprOmimate those developed in the 1947 National Opinion Research Center
or NorthrHattPtudy (Rel.*, 1961). Sixty occupations were selected for
evaluation) Each student WO asked to rate the general standing ofeach

,, occupation with his or her choices ranging in orderAfvom."Excellent
standing" to "Poor standing" 'or °I don't know".g,

' . .

. , Prestige scores for each:oFcupatpriwere develOped by first assigning
N weights to responses:where "Excellent standing" = 100, "Good standing" = 80,

"Average standing",= 60: "Somewhel below average standing" = 40, arid'"Poor
0standing" =_20"., The prestige score for-each occupation is the simple

berage of the assigned weights. The sdeTes range 'from a possible maximum
35f MG to a °-minimum of-20. AlthOughjthis algorithM differs' slightly from

. .-

that used in the tORNstudy ,(Reiss, 1953) it'restilts in identical prestige
2,.

e , 1

1
-.,40. - .,-- - -, 'c ', . t.) .A
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TABLE 1. Sample Sizes and Return Rates for Participating Schools., '

"-

0

Schools
Agriculture

r School , Initial' Adjusted `'Raw Adjusted
Enrollment . Sample Sample Returns Rate , , Rate

(N)' . - (N)- 01) (N)

University of Arkansas

Auburn Univeksity,

ClemSon Univsi

Universi "ty of Fl

University of George

University of Ken'llcky

Louisiana State. Un ersity

Mississippi State niyersity t
. .

North'Carolina State University

.0klahoMa State University

Uili'versity of Tennessee

Texas. A&M University

Te5cas Tech University

Virginia PolyteChAtai Institute'
,

TOTAL

4%.

- r.

.

691 104 100
,'

.

. 1;340 201 '193
.

'839 N 126' -t 11

891' 124 /118
1,3981: ., 265' 193

1,291 190 173

1,294 193 178

.

. 1,161- 4 164

2;538 . 381 370

1,905 286 75

1,422 213 2 0

'. ittlk ' -625(0
, 57

.
1,364 :205 t":r 203

2,473 371

%
-

83

118,

93

90

'122

133

137

-- 122

284

(7.) (7)

80 83

59 61

73 78

73 .76

60 63_

70 77'

' 71 77

'70 74

.;/5 77

-72' 14'

%,,.69 73

72
7:

- 67 68

74.: ' 75

/

70 74

.205.

146

'448
.-

419 ,

272

22,766
. 3,39EL.J. 3,225 2,392

a

5,

,/

V
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scores. A second index,Agreement Scores, was calculated for each occupa-
;0 tion as the-standard deviation of the prestige Scores. Thus, the Agreement

Scores.Index is an estimate of the degree to which respondents' converge in-
their perception of.the standing of occupations.

.N.;`'

The occupations to be ranked were.choSen as follows: The first group
was made-up of a list of agqaulture and agriculture-related occupations

based upon (1) interviews with agiiculture students as to the type of Occu-
pation they expected to enter; (2) interviews with agriculture professors
as to the type of occupations their graduates have entered, and (3) a : 2

literature review that included the Dictionary of Occupation Titles. Prom'
this list of over 300 occupations, -50 agricultural occupations were our-
posefully selected. Selection'ieflected an°interest.to chodse occupations
with a r asonably high level,of recognition and occupations that would
span.the estige. conti uum.' There was also an effort to include a range.
of commodity and livest k type occupations, e.g., cotton, peanut, soybean,
and rice growers and cattle, sw ne, and poultry raisers. A second group
of nine occupations were selec d from the original NORC list (Reiss, 19161:
54-'57), taking every ninth posit n from that scale. It Was.planned that

o these. nine NORC occupations would provide'a means of trming the agric-
.

'cultUral occupation scores into ''standardized" NORO e Finally,
.Yfousewife" was included to estimate the Prestige atta d to this quail.-
occupational title.

. .

94fe
Analysis of Data,

The Agricultural Occupation Pre stige SCale appears as Table2.
table Consists of sixty occupation'that were ranked by agricultural stu-

'''dents during the spring semester, 1977. -Fifty'of these are considered to
be either Agricultural or agriculturally-related occupations. The non-
agricultural.occupations are 'indicated by an asterisk. Acpompakring the
list of occupations are theprestige scores, the ocqnpati n's rank in the
set, and where possitie;,the comparable score obtained i the 1947 NORC
study. An examination of the table will indicate that th 60 occupations,
tended to span the range of the NORC scale, Veterinarian,,with a prestige
score of 92:7, was rated 'as, the most prestigious occupation while migrant
laborer, with.k score of 340, was the occupation with lowest evaluation.
It should be recalled that the scaling procedure restricts scores in the
range from 20 to consistent`efaluation of "poor standing") to 1b0 (a Con-
sistent evaluation of "excellent standift0. Thdd was also a noterten-

. dency for occupations to cluster toward the middle of the scale.- Tor.:
example, 25 of the occupations were rated ashaving scores between 60 and 70.

...Mere was a decided tende cy 1dt the sample to evaluate profesdlonal,
managgrial, and scientific occ ions toward the top of the .presige
hierarchy. 'Veterinarian; physician, Secretary of Agriculture, Dean of
Agriculture, and nuclear physicist were given very high ratings. Profegsbr,
in, Agriculture, landscape4architect, A

C

res rcher,., wildlife refuge manaz
.Sei'.

ger sand farm manager also obtained hi .peotes It is i teresting to ncite
that in a sample of agrieltural.studentt,the o ly occur) tion.that clearly

,involved productiod agriculture in thiSop ten list was arm manager, and
it ranked tenth. In addition, planf-'hursery owner(tith a score of 75.3. and
rank of 14) and Cattle raiser (with a. score of 75,1 and rank of, 15)' were
the only other agricultural occupations which tendedto fall in4the middle
range of the hierarchy. Soybean grower; poOltry raiser, and' rice groWer

41,

all had scores that fell within, a tigfit band from 62 to 60. The

. 9 A

0
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.TABLE- 2. The ,Prestige of Agricultural 'Occupations :

Sample of 2,392 Southern Agriculture Students.

Occupation
Prestige
Scores
.4 '

Veterinarian
c:

92.7
.-,

thysician*
q91.5,

U.S. Secretary of Agiculture 89.4 '
t .

, peen of''Agriculture '
86',.:4

' ' Nuclear, Physicist*
.85.1

.
Professor in Agriculture 82.1

-Landscape Architect t 79.8
.

-USDA Researcher
'' ,7?.&

.

1411dMfe Refuge Manager 78.0
4

i
Farm Manager.

. 77.2

'Biologist
77.0

Government Scientist 76.8

Soil Conservationist - 75:5

Plant Nursery Owner
75.3

Cattle Raiser
: ' . 75.1.',

4.. Ecologist -_.1 A: 4
:_ .

.

. Ounpy Agri culture 'Agent
74..4

. .

Agriculture,Economist
, -74.3

Agriculture Loan Officer
. 72.7

Newspaper Agriculture' Editor 70.9
.

Soybean Grower
69-.2

-.,

Tree Farmer .%
69'.0.

,

Feed Store Owner
..

69.0
.-

Horse Trainer'
68.5 ,e,

High 'School. Vocational Ag Teacher 68,4
.

Cotton Grower 68:4

Swine Raiser
.<-7

66.5,
64

Peanut. Grower . 65.9

Tree Surgeon 65.9'

; Poultry Raiser 65.7
----...:_/

Dieticidh ,

65.6 *
--4,-

..' 1-0,

,,

Rank
NORe

Scores

t,

.

.

..--

,

'''

.

,

'

,

)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7.

,8

9

.

--

OM

86

.. ,

'10

11

12

13

81

88

111 14

15

16 __

17 77

18

19

20 x

21
-

22 - . .

23
,.

24
.

?

.26
.

26

27

28 S...._ .

- ..,-, 29 _...

30

31
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TABLE2. The Prestige of Agricultural OCcupations:
, Sample of 2,392 '.Southern AgricUlture Students. (font.)

OcUpation
, NORCPresel.ge

Scores , Rank' Scores

Florist

Hotisewife*

Rural Sociologist

Fruit- Inspector

Restaurant Manager 4*,

Farm -Ibplement Salesman

Crop Duster, -

Home Ecoftkomist.

Slaughterhouse Manager

Peace Corps Member.

dbounty /lame Demo Agent

Rice Grower

Railroad-Engineer*

Jockey-

Pest Exterminator'

Undertaker*

Incubator Mary

- Railroad Ccinductor*

Rodeo Cowboy

HAy'Baler

Farm Hand

Tenant Farmer''.

Gro'unds er.

'Machine Operatovk

Sharecrbpper

Killfloor Worker
X

, Station Attendant*

ClIerthes Presser in Laundry*

Migratory Farm Worker
0

65.0 32

64.9 33

64.5. 34

64.1 35

64.0 36
2 '

63.8 37

61:7- - 58

63.4 39

'63 . o 40 ,

62.9. 41

62.2

62.0

60.5

0

''' 58.3;

*56.6

55.8

53.3

53.0 '

.52.6
t o,

52.4

, . 47.2

47.0

45.5

43.1

41.9

38.8

34.3

34.0.

43

44 77,

-
. 45 ,

'

,
46

z. 47 72

'''''' 48

49 67
.

50

51 _...
.

52 *50

53
,

68

54 --.
.

. 55 60.

56 ...- ', 40

'51 '

58' 52 , i

59 - 46

60

*Selected non - agriculture occupatiOns used for reference points to
. .

general. Occupational Structure
J.

.1.1
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on is what turned out to be the high prestige vid de of farming, /

ca 'raising. In terms of livestock, swine raisers -were givensubstitn-
ally lower dcores$han cattle raisers,..and(pbultry raisers were ranked'

slightly lower than,'' vine raisers, indicating an interesting "barnyard
.ranking" of these occupations.' This, finding; coupled with ehe informal ,

observation of how cattle raising is romantlqized inmass cUlttire, Cer
pOints to cattle raising as a special category of .agricultural occupat
Avchildren we might have played -cowboys, but certainly not "chicken-bo s

'or pig- boys ", and interestingly', the hierarchy is also maintained among

suchdeViant occupations as thieVes (catEle'rUstlers are moire. prestigious
ti

than chicken thieves) .

There were twelVe occupations clearly involved traditionalagri-
cultural prOductiOn. that we haVe tentatively arranged-into thrte.ocCuPatiOnal
groups: livestock farming,, crop farming'and work. classification. 'These

...,groups along withrtheirprestige scores- are Ipredented-Tn Table 3. .

TABLE 3. Grodpings of Production. Agricultural OecupationS.

-Ani4utal Farming Grog Farming

It
.11

Work Classification

)-1
Cattle raiser (75.1) Soybeans (69.2)

-Spine raiser (66.5) Cotton growei (68.4)
Poultry raiser (65.7)., Peanut_g&Wer (65.9)1

Rice gow,r.(62.0)

.Farth manager 07(.2)

.Farm hard (52.4)
/

:.Tenant farmer.-(47.2) i

1.1drecropper--(43'.1)

Migratoryofarm laboier

(34.0)

.
. " 0.. - . .. .

. ,

When the production occupations are grouped in this banner, three natterns
' seem to emprge:(1) In-terms of livestock farming, 'there is an .already ..\

. noted -propensity for cattle raising. to wank higher than other typps-and-
J

, relativelylittle difference among other types, of livestock koductione .-,', '' .',",

(2) In terkas.of, crop farming, there dioes.not.seem to be. any Clear- differ- .

entlation with regard to type, of crOp;:rice grower was glyeh.somewhat Ilk
lowet prestige than the other dccupatioris which might have resulted from'.
the igudents' knowing les about rice farming.thanthe other three craps.

( (3) e sharpest difgertntiation clearly.exists'With regard to Work - .

classiffcation. Farm managers were given-vicluie high scored while farm- .

hand's, tellant farmers,.sharectoppers,.and what turned out t'o be the
lowest prest1 je oecupdtion,of those Considered, ,migratory farm.laborerd,
were ranked loW. It seems clear. that farm production occupations .were
ranked Iligh onlyZA1 they involved either. ownership or mansgeme.ntlly % _ '

Inference. Also in Table2, NORC scores for 14 occupdtiond.are provided.'
--These values allow us to compare boy our 'Students scored occupations
relative to tile-ngtibnal. study. : There ,was a discernable tendency for the

.students to give loWer prestige-scores dlan the national sample. 'the '-

. average agricultural student'scores fOrthe 14 occupation was-59:7* while
e ,I.

the NORC panelsty.ielded..a cOmparable'estireate'of 684. This implies two
things: It. suggeqs th4t.if we'laish to transform our scores to sOmesort _

of national score, a most upward adjustpient would 'der in order. It ,also
c . tends;eip' support the, nd'tion developed by Alexander 0.972-that'individtials

of relatively high%prestUe tendto give lower'scdres -6p-deCupaiions ., .
2o

o t If
* .

.
C

-
.

f
4

4,

It%
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below them in ihe prestige hierarchy than a more general.sample would.
. .

, .

. Although there was a clear tendency for the agriculture student to
give lower scores, the cotrelatidu between the hierarchy pioduced.by the

,,, , agriculture students and that Produced by the NORC sample Was .904, indi-
eating a.strodt agreement in the ordering of a set of 14 occupations in
'terms of-prestige. A simple regressibn analysis results in an equation of

,_the form
. .. .

. . /

NORC Score = 18.82t .83 (agricultural prestige score).

This, expression may be-used as an-interim bas'is for calculating sc e

values similaikin magnitude with 'those produced by NORC. A more tailed
and elegant solution to this problem is currently being vndertakep by
Curry.(197.8). .

In Table 4, ,the.,..oCcupations'in the scale are re -arraliged and ranked

according to the degree of'agreement intheTerception of prestige. The
agreement index is in actuality, the standard deviation of the Prestige
atings. ,Anexamination of the index indicated that the occupation
veterinarian is oqe that is held in consistently high prestige by most
agriculture students. A high level of agreement was also observed for
farm manager, feed store owrer,-profesgor, in-agriculture; and colmtl

'agriculture agent. 0f Pakticular,liote is the other endxof the agreement
anindex ranking where there seems to be considerable amount of disagreement

1-
,

s,, --,- about the prestige. f such occupations as Peace Corps member, undertaker,
housewife, and jockey. The interpretation of higher disagreement*bcores

a.
can probably best bemade on an occupationby-occupatidh basis. For

.

exit might bb, that theconaille.rable-disagreement -for the'occupation
of Peace Corps member is a reflection of the student's', hUmanisticxotien-,. '- '
tations, Thus, those Who hold a strong hutaniSticorlentation would tend

rank the occupation high, and thosetwha,did-n6p, would rank it low..
.

i , ,

The occupation of22.hotsewife" may require a different explanation.
Since it is a labelthat'does not necessarilybring to mind a specific
stereotyped set of taskss*.it is.posgible:that a housewife label may conjure
up-images that range from wealthy'ireman wo hire servants to poor aneswho
wash their clothes by hand. .-"-

.

Sources of Variation

Athis,Toint, we now Move to an' analysis ofpossiblesources.of
-.variation in the perteption of prestige-of,agricultural students. The
generalgist of-this analysis will folIawt p common-sense notion that
studentipam markedly diverse ba6itgrotinds d stticrentg who have markedly

. diverse access to certain occupgtions.wil tend to perceive
.

ve asOmewhat
. . 'different prestige hierarchy. .

0.. ,

InTable 5, the occupational prestige score's for both male and female
students' are reported. ...:It is. bur interpretation, that, in teneral stu-

dents of both sexes were perceiving essentially the same'prestige hierarchy.

A rapid scan of'the two lists-of scores:will reveal that female students.
gave as high, or almogt as high', a rating as male students. to those,opcu=
Tations to which they have historically had little access.: -A correlation .

'boeffi t ient of .96 was found betweerf the-male and female scores, indicating

the strength of the congruency. There .were,4uniever,.sam0Mall:yet
systematic differences in-the-perception of preitige by sex. If we .were

. , ,
:

,

. 1 , , 4 . .
. -....

.

. ,: ;
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TABLE4. Agreement of ,Ratings for Prestige of Agricultural

Occupations.

\ ,

/

,Occupation
Agreencent.

(S.D.) Rank- Scores Rank

'Veterinarian

Farm Manager

Feed Store. Owner

Professor in Agriculture

Soil Conservaiidnist
.

County Agriculture Agent

Philsician*.
.. ^-

Farm Implement Salesman

Clothes Pfess in Laundry* .

'USDA Researcher

Filling Station Attendant*

Tree Farmer ,4

Plant Nursery Owner'
.

Fruit Inspector. . .

Landscape Architect

'Restaurant Manager

, Newspaper Agriculture Editor-''
a

Agriculture Economist \ ....

Soybean Grower

Migratory Farm Worker

,

Poultry Raiser ..

Home Economist .

Cattle Raiser
.

r
Pest, Exterminator .

. .

High SchoolVocational Ag. Teacher
-. r

Incubator Man

Wildlife Rgfuge Man. -,

CouAl Home Demo Agent

Florist
. ./

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture '
.*1 ,

Peanut Grower

13.6

15.7

15.8

15.9

.16.0

16.2

16:2

16.3

16.6

16.9

17.0
.1

17.

17.1

1711

17.3

-17.3

17.4

17.5

17.5

17.6

17.7

17.7-

'17.7
-240o,

17.7

17.8
0
17.8

17.9

18.3

18.3

18.4
r4C.
18.4

..

.

'

..

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

. 8
4

9

10

12,

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
.

23'

24

25

26

27

, 28

29

30

` 31.

.

'

.

.

.

a

.

N.92.7 1.

77.2 10.

69.0 '23

82.1 6

75.5 '13.

74.4 17

91.5 2

63.8 37

34.3 59

78.8 8

38.8 58

69.0 22 .e

75.3 14

64.1 35

79.8 7

64.0 36
-.
70.9 20

74.3 18.

69.2 21,

34.0 60
.

65.7 30

63.4, 390 '

75.1 15

58.3 46

68.4 ' 25

55.8.48
78.0 '' v9

'62.2 42

65.0 32

89.4,' 3

65.9 2.8t'

..,,

.

.

4
.1,

f
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TABLE 4. Agreement of Ratings for Prestige of Agricultural -
Occupations. (cont) ,

,

.`

'

Occupation
Agreement

(S.D.),
Prestige

Rank 'Scores Rank,

. ,

Groundskeeper

Swine Raiser

Slaughterhouse Manager

Crop Duster

Cotton Grower

Horse Trainer 7'

Dean of.Agricniture

Agriculture Loeb. Officer

Railroad.Conductor* ,

Machine Operator*
. .

l
Biologist

Hay Baler
. .

,,

Tree Surgeon

Dietician
i

...Killfloqr Worker
.

.

Railroad' ngineer*
, .

Rural, ciologist

T= an4 Farmer ,

Farm Hand

Ecologist

Government Scientist'

Sharecropper

Rodeo cowboy

V.ce'GrowE'r

- Nuclear Physicist*

.Jockey ..4-'

Housewife*
.

.

Undertaker*
& '

Peace Corps Member

,

-

.

$

.

.,....

. ..

18.5. ,-

18.5

18.5

181:5

18.5

18.5

18.6

18.6

18.7

18.8

i8.8--
18.9

19.2

19.3

. 19 06

19.6 %,:'

19.8

19.8

20.2

20.3

20.4

20.6

20.7

21.0

21.0

21.:6
.

22.3
.

,

"22.9

23.2

.32' 47.0

33 66.5
,

34" 63.0

35 63.7

36 ' 68.4

37 68.5

38 .86.4

39 7217

40 53.3

41 45.5

42 77.0 -,

43 52.6

44 65:9

45 . 65.6

46 41.9

47 60.5

48 64.5

'49 47.2
-

50 52.4

51 74.4

52 76:8

53 43.1

-54. . 53.0

55 62.0

.56
\I

85.1

57 ?''''--69.0

5R' ..f 64.9

59 56.6,
1

60 .62.9

54

27

40

38

'26

24

4

19

49.

55

11

51

-29

7 31

57

44,

34

'53
.

52

16

°$ 12

56.

50

.. 4'3

5

45

33

- 47
-

41

*Selected non-agriculture occupations used fqr reference pgints to
..13emeral.Occupational Structure .'s

.

. (

a
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TABLE 5. Sex and the Differentee'in Prestige of Agricultural
,

Occupations.

Occupation

Veterinarian

Physician

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture

Dean of Agriculture

Nuclear Physicist

Professor0*.Agriculture

iindsC'apeiArchitect

USDA Researcher

Wildlife_ Refuge Manager

Farm Manager'

. Biologist

Government Scientist
.

Soil Conservationist

Plant Nursery 00fler

Cattle Raiser

'Ecologist

County Agriculture Agent

t,./=,, Agriculture Economiet

-Agriculture.Loan Officer

Newspaper Agriculture.Editor

Soybean Grower

Tree Farmer

Feed Store Owner

Horse Trainer

High School VocdtiOnal Ag. Teacher

Cotton Grower

Swine Raiser

PeanUt Grower,

Tree Surgeon

PoUltry Raiser ,

'16

4
.

Sex

Male.

(1715)
Fedale
'(675)

91.8 95.2

90.5.
4, I

94.1

88.8 910
86.3 86.5

83.1 -90.2

8I.9 82.6

78.1. 83.8

77.1 80.7

76.9 80.7,

77.4 76.7

75,1
4

81.8

75 61 81.0

74:7 , 77..6

74.4' 77%4

75.1 75.0

72.0 . 80.6

'74.0 75..4

73.8 75.5

73.2 71.5

72.9-

'70.0 66.9

68.7 69.9,

70.0 -66.6

66.0 74.6.

*68.7 67.7

69.5 65.5

67.0 65.0

66.7 64.1

64.7 - 68.9
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TABLE 5, . Sex, and the Differences in,Prestige.df Agricultural '

7 tb
Occupations. (cont) -

°

,

OcduPatIon

,O ,

A

Sex

-Male. Female

,(1715} '(675)

Dietician

lorist

Housewife

Rural S ,ciologist-
:

FruitsInspector

Restaurant Manager
.

Farm Implement Salesman°

Crop Duster

Home Economist

Slaughterhouse Managei

'Pa,,,aCe. Corps Member 17,

:.County Home Demo Agent

Rice Grower

Ragroad Engineer

631;4,

63.6

65.8' . .

62.7,

63.e

64.O'

64..

65.4

62.9'

60,.4.

61.8

63.0

59.8

'.hockey \

.Peat Extltminator

Undertak

57.9'

58.6

56.6

IncubatOr Man \, 55.4

Railroad Conductor 52.6

Rodeo Cowboy 53:2

Efler 53.8

_Farm Hand 51.8

Tenant_Farmer
"n.

48.6

-proundlkeeper 46.4

/ Machina Operator 46.1

Sharecropper 43.8

1111floor Worker
.. e

42.9

Filling StatiOn Attendant
.

.s
39.1

'Clothes Presser in Laundry 35.0

-Migratory Farm Worker
.

33.9
.,

71.1,

-68:5

62.7

69:1
.-

65.4

62.2,

59.1

64.7 $

5.910

69.0

61:-2

62,4

65.0

57.7

5644.

56.7

<55.0

52.5

49.3

53-:8-

43.7

4'8.1

43.9

41:3

39.04

kva

.32:5

34.6
.1

-r

/a.
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to use a span of four prstige.increients to indicate a real diffrence inprestige scalps (the four-point intervarseemg-fairly consistent on a `

terns:
s

t

statistical basis, since
e

the 95. percent confidence interval for sca,values, was generally le than ±. 1),,we would find the following palF male prestige scores w re higher for "a set of'occupatio4 that Viefeelw-re either scientific, esthetic or,humanistfc in nature. For example,in 13;of the comparisons .higher
prestige scores were obtained fortheSample'to includ the occupationsof14ndscape architect, V§pA

researcheri,:biologist, overnment scientisi,
ecologist,.horse.trainer,tree -surgeon, die0.cian florist, rural soaolOgist,.teace

Cdrps member,-jockey' and nuclear phys cistf, Male students, on the other hand, tended
to rank such occupation ascotton grower, crop, duster, slatghterhousd .

manager, hay baler,- and tenaffarmer As havinghigher prestige', Thisteemsleo imply j hat 'warn egAve higher prestige to:scientific, aesthetic, .i.and hamanittic $ccuOati ns because they constitute'occbpationstbat
are. ..more accessible for femc les than, say, production agricultlqe/jobs. Thisinclihation should be t Tapered by the finding that-such traditioTiallv

; ..female endeavors as hom economist, clothes presser in a laundry, and

.

houbewife weTe scored, a'Ot'the same by both males and females. _.. . -.,..
,ti",. (, t .

4

'In' Tables 6, .7, ark -

.1110111111111., t'he ilia eue:of farm background upon the `perception ofprestige of. agriculture
occupitions.ds.invettigAted, using three differento,,,,:-

. indicators, In. Table we investigated, the differencet in, prestige1 4
A - 0 relative to the sii -o. the placethestudent lived most Of hit or her;.. ei Nolife; in Table 7, we pesented a CoMPArison between students who have . \

vy0w,o4.

,
ifirid on a f.4rm; in Table 8, we the' those students

.;

'whose families own; rent, or lease farms and those:whose
families do not.. A detailed analysis of all these tables is'beyondthe space allotted for. '' ahib paper.' However, we dg feel that some

generdAizationsabout the datacan be brought forth. It appears to us at thiS point in.oUr analysis that.farm baoiliwund experience, gr( conversely, urban.experiences do notresuit. in 'any fanaamentally different prastige.hierar
y; that is to say that

throughout these rather lengthy tables those 4' fferences which do occur.v, . __ .tended tiii.,Se slight in magnitude and there, wee' certainly no radically-..

, .

.1(

different prestige hierarchies for any subgrOuP. There wa's.a slight4 ,
.

-tendency for s.tudenti'Wfth farm backgroundsi sto give higher scores to those
,' occupations. which came .into Closer contactwifh the ongoing operations ofa. farmfor:exartiple, feed store owner, crP'duster,

farm-implement sales-,man, and hay' baler. Also for reasons that are less than clear) students
with farm backgroundLtended to rank lower such occupations as, biologist,
government scientist, ecologist, and Peace ,Corps member. /

.Conclusions

f, : . NP ,
.,

.

It appears'that the dcreated complexity, specificity,'and diversity-

.

,..j that ,are characteristiC.of the general- American occupational structure are\,,,, also reflected in the agridatural sector. Our investigation of 50 agri-2 2 cultural'br agriculturally
related occupations resulted ina.wide ariaV. ,-

.along nearly the entireiprestige
the occupational structure of

no ithic prestige. categbry, but rather
s perceived As having varied degrees of social
Ve from our analytis that at least:Certain.

I -,of prestige, rankints of these occupation
\, spectrd. One obvious conclusion is th

'agriculture is hardly viewed' as a
is clip osed of, many occupati

..standing: It.is also suggeg
( dimensions underlying, prestige :rating% are shared by, both the general

'OCcupational structure and:agriculural occupations. As in the case with
.1
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. es ,

general occupational ratings, we found that professional,. technical, and '

* managerial:oCcupations tended to receive the highest prestige scores, and,
occupations involving unskilled, semi-skilled, and manual labor tended, to

.recetve,the lowest ratings. In this sense, our prestige scale bracketed
'the.range'from veterinarian to migratory farm laborers.

Interestingly, even amogg our sample of undergraduate agricultural
--,majors, most professional and technical positions ranked aboYe the central
and most significant occupation of farming, for this subset of occupations.,
It can be hypothesized that the somewhat lower rating given farmersOav

.
be associated with the perception of a manual labor component intrinsic

to farming. The*only traditibnally agricultural production occupation thA,
received a higher prestige rating was the highly romanticized occupation
of "cattle raiser". Agricultral .occupations-that involved a high, degree
of manual labsir-, such as migrant'laborers and firm hands, were givenvery?
low ratings. Production agriculture occupationg were grouped along three
diminsions--crops, livestock, and work classification. Generally, we
,found little variation inoccupational prestige among crop farming, i.e.,
soybean; cotton, peanut, and rice growers were not given markedly different
prestige ratings. Along the livestock dimension, swine and poultry raisers
were rated similarly, while that glamour farming occupation, cattle raiser,
as previously mentioned, received s4stantially higher ratings. In terms
of work classification, only farmmanagers had relatively high prestige
,scores. In fact, those occupations whicheapproximated the "hired hand",
type were among the very lowest occupations in prestigd. It should be
noted that throughout the analysis the. category, migrant farm laborer
was Ai every. instance given the lowest scores.

- Also indicated Was the fact that while some occupations were rated
quite differently in our study as,compared,tp such national, reference
Points as the 194/ NORC study, both groups were perceiving a very similar

. overall occupational hietArehy. Fourteen occupations appeared in both
studies. It was remarkable that a correlationof .90 was obtailted.between
scores for the 1947 NORC study and our 1977 study of. agricultural occupa-
tions given-the differences in populations and the thirty-year time tapthe
since the 1947 study. Although it remains unclear the degree to which
our scores may be,generalized and merged with the Nagc scores-for the
general, U:S, popdlation, our initial ,analyais does point to the nosgible

'utility of producing a-sligAtly upward adjusted version to be used in
Conjunction with the NORC scale.

. ..

Tentatively, it seems that the occupational hierarchy as revealed by
-our rating Adele is generally pervasive throughout groups and subClassifi-.
cations among agriculture students., Thus, a rather lengthy analysis of
prestige scores by sex and indicators of

f'
background failed to result

in any drastically different prestige hie'-rchies. Both male and female':

r'li
. students, both urbanlIpeand students f om farms, both from

families who owned feasalqd thoSe from*, amilies who did not were annarently
viewing a similar prestige hierardhy, of agricultural occupations. The
most notable exception to this generalization was for women agriculture
students to give slightly higherprestige.evaluations to scientific,
humanistic,and aesthetic Occupations.

,

..
. .

-,,..

/ -
A closing clreat,s in order. We wiSh.to stress tiat the analysis

presented in this report is Dreliminaryoand consequently all ccinclusion8
are of necessity tentative. We are currentlyprojectins continued work

f
1.9

:'

,
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,, on'th4 scale over-the next several months, with special attention being
...

'given to an expansion'of the: investigation into possible sources of
variation.in the perception bf.Rrestige and a parallel investigation,,into

1, .,

.

, , possible methodd;of producing generalizable prestige scores. A more \ , ''' 33,

definitive ,evaluation of the Agricultpral Prestlgp Scale ;and of our
64nclusions Omit the-mature of the, prestige structure of agricultural I .

,4 ,

T----;occppations,wIll await this additional analypis.

.

.
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Table 6. Size of Place and PreWge ofApricultural Occupations

Occupation

.4,

Size of Place

On a
Farm

(816)

.in the

Country'

(202)

.0 "Town or

Village

(under 10,000) "f

(332)

Small' City

(10;000 to
50,000)

. (482)

Mediass-sized

city (50,000
to 500,D00)

(552)

Metropdlitan
(over 500,000)

, (284)

Veterinarian

Physician

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture

Dean of Agriculture

Nuclear Physicist

Professor in' Agriculture

Landscape Architect

USDA Researcher

4 Wildlife Refuge Mtnager

Farm Manager'

Biologist

Government Scientist

. Soil tonservatiouist

Plant Nursery,pwn-gr:

Cattle Raiser /
.0"`

ecologist

County AgricultureAgent
. .

Agriculture Economist,

92.4

89.4

8a.1

88.3

81.7

82.1'

76.1

77.1.

74%5'

81.0

72.2

72.5

'75.5

73.3

78.31

67.1

74.5

74.4

92.6

89.8

89.3

85.2

3.6-

79.7

'80.2

78.7

7.6.2

77.8

77:8

76.4

74.8

74.8

76.5

75.5

.

92.8

90.2m'

87.2 0"..

84.7
m

79-.0
"A

78.1

477.5 'A,

77,6

Z5.9 ir

77.3'

75.6- / -

74.3

74'.5 4110

74.8 9
.

74.9

74.7

93.0

89.8'

86.8

85.7

81;4

81.7

79.6

.80.0

76.0

7.9.1

78.1

78.5

)6.3

74.9

76.7

73.3.

73.8

o

91.8

89.5

86.2

86.8

81.9

79.5 ,

75.3

79.0

79.1

76.4

74-5--

77.3

7.3.8

73-.8

.

/7

t.

93.6

92.8

91.1

86.5

87.5

82.0

82.8

79.4

77.8.

76.7.

78.6

77,0

75.3

76.3

736

77.3

76.0

7541

:-

21.

..

3

I
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v

,:Table 6. Size o'r0.1acd and Prestige of Agricultural Occupations Cont.)._
A

Occupation

On-a In the
Farm Country

Size of Place

Town qr Sall City'
Village (]0,000 to

(under 10,0(49) 8o,00a)

Medium-sized-

city (50;000.
to 50.0,000)

0.

0

Metropolitan
(over 500,000),

(516) ,(202) (332) - (482). (552) (284) ,

*Machine OperOor I

Shaqcropper .

..
Ki1lf1loor Worker

Fillirtg Station Attendant

Clothes Presser in Laundry

Migratory Farm Woilcer

.....

47.1

47.2

46.1

40:2

34.#.

34.2

45.4

41.3

41.3

39.1"

33.2

33.6.

45.

'44.3

41.5

40.4

36.0

34= .9

45.2

41.1z-

40.D.

37.2

34:5,

33.6

r P

43.t

9.7

40.2

38.5

33.8

34.0

45.1.

44.0

41-.0

-38.2

33.6 V

0

0.

-of

6

23

0

_,

C

t 4

e
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. Size of Place and Prestige of Agricultural Occupations (cont.)

v.

Occupation Size of Place

01.

On a In the
Farm Country

1(202)

. Town or
Village .

(under 10,000)
(332)

,

511.3)1 City

10,00.0 to

50000)
(482)

'AgrtcOture Loan Officer

104spaper Agriculture Editor

Soybean Grower

Tree FoPrMer

reed Store OWne
0

Horse,Traliner

Nigh Scf,1601 'Vac.

Cotton Grower

Peanu Grower.

Tree Surgeon

Poultry Raiser

.

Florist

Housewife ,

Rural Soci'olog'ist

Fruit Inspector

Restaurantilanager

o

, .

76.3 71.6 . 74.1,.

71.2 - 68..4' '71%1

73.1

4F: 67.8

''72.1

,67.8

71.4
so

Ag...Teacher

72.2

.9

6 .0

64.8

67:9

'51.5

67.7

.64.0

64.5

C18.0

68.

69.9-

66.1

70.3

66.9

64.8

65,2

66.4

63.2

64.5

63.3

60.1

61.8

6r5

62.5

.70.3

69.. 4

. :

,59.9

68.9

'66.9

67.6.

.64.7

64.9

-66.2

54.5

63.4

.64.2

*64,4

65.6

\

71;8

70.8

67.8

70:

67:8

69..-3

66.'9

-67.8 .

64.3 .

64.6

66.7

'65.4

66;6.

67.2

6549

65.5

6,1fS

64.7

r

0,1

. .

4'

..e:

Medium-sized
city (50,000
to 500,000

(552)'

Metropolitan ,

`(over 500,000):;..

' (284)

70.1 72,7

. 70.4 4 73.4

.67.1 68.2'

69.0 69.2. s.

67.1 67.2

69..1 69.9 '..

68.2

' 67;7

64,1 64.9 "

66.6 66.4 .

.64.5 66.9

654 67.5

64.4 67.1

..64.2

66.6

64.2

62.6

65.1'9

67.3

64.7

64.1

4

,
26 .
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TIble 6. Size of Race and Prestige of Ikgricultural Occupations cont.)

Occupation

'Farm Implement Salesman

Crop' Duster

-Wome Economist -

Slaughterhouse.Manager

Peace Corp :Mens.____

County Home Demo Agent

Rice 'Grower

Railroad Engineer

Jockey

Pest Exterminat9r

Undertaker.

Incubator Man .

Railroad Conductor

Rodeo-Cowboy

Hay Baler

Farm Hand

Tenant Farmer

Groundskeeper

On. a

FarM

2i

516

68.5

68.0

4.4

68.0

.56.8

64.4

65.0.

59.6

59.7-

56.2

55.7

63:7*

- 54.

59.0

53.6

50.8

45.3

62.7'

6

61.9 64.1

65.6

62.Q 65.3-

61.0 64.2

61.0: 62.1

62.9 , 61.2

57.9 62.7

61.7 61.1

571.1W. .57.4

59.7 58.5-

58.9 $5.5

56.9 55.8.

52.4 53.4

53.3 . 52:2

51.0 54.3

50.9 .' 51.8 '

45:9. 4; 48.1

46.7 48.5

Size of Plate

1

In the Town or Small City-

Country Village (10,000 'to

. (ender 10,0001- '50,000)

1 ((202332) c-(482)

63%0

62.5

64.1

62.1

65.6

61.8

60.9

61.6

61.2

58.0

56.3

56.3

54.5

52.9

52.3

46.2

47.0

Medi um.:s tied

city (50,00
to 500,00,0,

(552)

,Metrop011
.t
an

(over 500,000)

(284)

-62.0

.61.0

62.0 2

59.6n

67.3

61.2

59.9.

60.6

61.5-

57.2

55.1

54.5

52.5

.52.9

48,9

51.5

44-9

'47.4

61.7

61.7

62.5

62.8

62.5

59..7

64.5

59.1

62.7

57.
%

6

57.4

56.1

51.8

51.6

49.6

53.6.

46.4

7.7

.n`



Tab e, . Farm Backgrodhd 4pd the Prestige of AgricultUral Occupations

Occupation Farm Backgtound

7.

Veterinarian

Physitiaw

U.S. Secretary of Agriculture

Dean of Agriculturb

.Nuclear Physicist

Professor in Agriculture
.

LandsCPe-AT-chitect

'USDA Researcher

Wildlife Refuge Manager

Farm Manager

Biologist

Government Scientist

Soil Conservationist

Plant Nuriery Owner

Cattle Raiser

Ecologist- .

County Agriculture Agent

Agriculture Economist

Agriculture Loan Officer

Newspaper Agriculture Editor

Soybean Grower

Tree Farmer

Feed Store Owner-

Horse Trainer

f

Never lived on,A Lived one or more

44r- farm or,r ch years,dwa farm
or ranch

lijgh School Vocational Ag.,Teacher.

CottOn'Grower

Swine, Raiser

;Peanut Grower

Tree Surgeon,

Y'
o .
e - `

t

493) (899)

92.5 93.1 '

92.4 89.9

90.3 87.9

86.4 86.3

86.5 82.7

81.19 82.4

81.3 - 77.3

79.4 77.9,

79.0

75.5 80.0

79.1 -73.5,

78.6 73.8

75.5 75.5

75.8 74.4

73.6 73.4

77.2 69.8

74.1. 74.8

74.0 74.7

71.1. 75.0

- -70.5 71.5

67.5 71.8

'69.5 , 68.3

724 0

'68.3 68.6.

"67.0 . 70.8.

66.4 71.6

64.3 70.0

64.8, 67.8

6613 65.2- .
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Table 71 Farm Background, and the Prestige of AgricuItOral Occupations .

- (cont.)

...

''

-..,

Occppation Farm Backgrbund

Poultry Raiser

Dietician

. "Flori"st

Housewife

Rural Sociologist

Fruit Inspector

Restaurant .Manager

Farm Implement Salesnian,

4 Crop Der
' Homy Conomist

Slaughterhouse Manager

Peace Corps Member

County Home Demo Agent:\

Rice Grower -

RailrOadEn6ineer

Jockey

2 Pest Exterminator

Undertaker

Incubator Man

Railroad Conductor

Rodeo Cowboy.

Hay Baler
.

'Farm Hand _ .

° Tenant Farmer.
.

Groundskeeper

-Machine ,Operatpr ,

,
Sharecropper

Killfloor Wnrkpr

..

_

A

,,

- -

,5

.

y

Never

,.

.

,

lived on a
farm or ranch-

(1493)

Lived one or more
years on a farm

or ranch

'OW)

65.0 .

66.1

-'65.5

.64.3 .

65A1

64,0

64.0

62.0 '

61.7

62.8

. 60.9

65.4-.
.

61.2

60.9

60.8

60.5

57.8

56.5

55.4

52.9

. 52.5

48 .9.

51,2

-. 45.4

47.3

45.1 .

41.0 - /

39.9r

4

.

.

.

66.8

64.8

- 64.0

:65.8

62.3

65.4

63.9

,66.9

67.0

64.4
_ .

66.5

58.7 .

63.8',

63.6

60.1

59.0..

59.2

%56.7

56.2.

53.8

' 54.3

56.9

54.2

50.2

46.4

46.3

46.6

45.1.

'

la

, 4 -

JIP

, '; 4. .

o

. , 30
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Table 7. Farm Background and the Prestige of Agricultural
.(cont.) '

-eupatlops

Occupation Farm Background
f

Never'lived on a
farm or ranch

(1493)

Livedtone.or more
years on a farm

or rtanch,'.

(899)

Filling Station Attendant 3e,4 39.6

Clothes Presser in Laundry
. .

34.0 34.7

Migratory Farm Worker 336 34:6

31'

t



Table 8. amtly Farming. Statv§. a d the

Prestige-of'Agricultural Occupa ions

Occupatton,- ami y Farming. Status

Veterinarian

.4

PhysiCian

U,S,:Secretafy of Agriculture"

Dean of Agriculture -

Nuclear Physicist

Professor in,A0.icultute, .

\ Landscape Architettl

USDA Researcher A,: a
le

.Wildlife Refuge-Manager

.Farm Manager fi

Biolo§iVt ! . (

Government Sci tist

Sotl ConserVa fbniSt

plant,Nursery,Qwner

/ Cattle Raiser .

Ecolopft's,'.

CounpNpriciilture Agent i

AgricultureEConomfsi

Agriculture .Loan Officer

Newspaper Agricultut''e Editor

Soybean Grower 4 . "

-
.

.Tree.

Feed Store Owner . 8

Horse
.

Trainer . ,
.

High School Vocational.Aq. Teacher-
4*

Cotton Grower
n '

'Swine flaiser

.- ...

:peanut'Growe.r:

FaTily Owns Family Does Not Ow;
Rents, or Lea es Rent,, or Lease:a

.'a Farm.oe Ranch
' (1000) I

1

90.3. /

88-.6 [ ,

86.0

83..0%

'82:0-

77,5

'77:5
,)

75.3

-" 79.4

73.6 .

73.4

If
74.9

74.2

: 76.9

. Farm or Ranch .

(1392)

92.3

90.0

86..6

86.6

'82.1

81.4

79.8

79.8

79.4

79:1

76.0

73.7

78.2'

74.5

,74.3'.

70.9

70.6

67.3

7 0

67.0

68.6

67.4

66.3.

64.2

64.6

69.0.

74.3

74.2

75.1

71.2

71.7

67.7

71.7 '

68.3 ''

69.8

:

.

71.3

-69:;

: - 6.7i7 ..4,

'

r
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Table 8. Family Farming Status,and the
Prestige of Agricultural Occupations

(cont.)

)

Occupation Family Farming Status ,

Tree Surgeon

4- Poultry Raiser

Dietician

Florist

Housewife

Rural Sociologist

Fruit Inspector

Restaurant.Manager,

Farm Implement Salesman

Crop Duster

Hothe Economist

Slaughterhouse Manager

Peace Corps Member)

County Home Demo Agent

,Rice Grower

RailroafrEngtheer.,

Jockey'

Pest Exterminator,

Undertaker

Incubator Man

Raiirad Conductor

RodeotowbOy

Hay Baler

Farm. Hand

Tenant Firmer

Ground keeper

Machi r Opyrator
0

. A

Pamily.Owns, Family Does Not Own,

Rents; or Leases : Rent, or Lease O.

a Farm or Ranch Frm.or Ranch, , .

(1000) (139) ;,

.1 0

64.4

66.5

64.1

63.8

62.3

64.0-

64.3

. '66.5

66.3

63.7

66.5

. ,5f4.5

63:5

64.1

60.7.

59.2

59.2

56.7

56..1

53.4

54.1 -

56.5

54.0-

50.0

45.8.

4.6,.3

33.

67.0

65.1

.66;1

65.84\
64.0

66.1

64.3

63.7
I

61.9

61.8

63.7

60.5

65.9

60:4

60.4

60.5
.N

57.7

56.5

55.5

,

52.3

49.6

51.1

".45:2

47.8

'45.0
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16.

'able 8, Family Farming Status and thd

Prestige of' gricultur,a10.0upations.
(cont.)

Occupation Family ,Farmi nog Status

.

Family Owns,
.Rents, or Leases
a Farm or Ranch

(1000)

Sharecropper 45.8

i,Killfleor Worker 45:6'

Fillingt Station ttendant 4h.'2

Clothes Prese in Liundry 35.2

Migratory FarM Worker 34.7

Family Does Not Own,
Rent, or Lege a
Fart) or' Ranch

(1392)

. .41.2-

.'39.1

37.9 .

33.7

33.4

/
.

eAt
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