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' 2 prestlge scale for 50-agricultural and -
aquculturally related-'occupations was -developed. The scale was
. constructed utilizing data from a mailed-questdicnnaire survey SR
" conducted during the spring semester of 1977 at 14 unlversztles in .
the Southern United States. A 15% random sample of undergraduate ,
lajors~in agriculture” at’ these schools were contacted; this resulted ’ .
in an+*initial .target’ sample of 3,398 students. Seventy-four percent,
or 2,392 students, participated in the study. Questionnaire items and .
scaling technigues closely parallel those used in the Naticnmal -
" Opinion Research Center study, (North-Hatt Scale). The scale indicated -
. . that: veterinarian, with a prestige score of 92.7 was rated as the
o most .prestigious occupation while migrant: lakorer, . with a sccre of
34.0, vwas the occupation with ‘the: lowest evaluation. there ‘was a : :
‘ “decided _tehdency for, the sample to evaluatevprofes 3icnal, managerial,
& and: scientif;c<occuﬁhtlons toward the tcp cf the wrestige hierarchy; ,
. sWwine raisers wvere given suhstantially lover scores than cattle ) .
'raisersx’boultry raisers were ranked: slightly lcwer than, swine
‘raisers; farm préduction occupations sere ranked high,only if they
involved either ownership or management by inference.’A ccpy of the
_ prestige scale for agricultural occupations,,the scaLe value for each
* . occupation, :and an 1ndex of agreement for each occupatlon are -
reported along with an analy51s of several factors which may explaln
. g, differences in the perce;tion of prestzge. (Author/¥Q)
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’ " The development, of a prestige seale for 50 agnicultural and aghi- -
eulturnally nelated odeupations is neponted. The scale was constucted
utilizing data from a mailed-questionnaine Sivey conducted durihg the - -
spring semesten of 1977 at 14 univensities in. the southesn region of the <
United States. A 15 pencent. nandom sample .o undengraduate majons in-. 1
agridubiure at these Schools wene contacted, and 2,392 students (74 per- - :
cent) participated in the study. Questionnaine items and scaling tech-

" Ruiques ‘closely parallel those used in the National Opinion Research = -
Center study (Nonth-Hlatt Scafe). A copy of the prestige scale fon

“agrniculturial occupations’, “the scale value for each occupation, and an
Andex of agreement fon each oceupation are .neponted along with an analysis
0§, several factons which may explain differences in the perception of

. prestige. ;. ' ’ -
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It has become widely recognized that American agriculture is becoming
. 'increasingly {mportant for both our society and for the international food B
.supply. ' As such, American agriculture appears as one czf the major forces :
“shaping life for the réemainder of&t;hisrcenturj‘. Colleges of agriculture
t and land-grant institutions, as cr—itica’l centers for the development of
- agricultural technology and ex'per.tis‘e,‘will }%lay a substantial role in
o determining the future. Since the mid-1960"s, the enrollment of these - Z
institutions-has been expanding at a rapid rate; this growth has been
accompanied by some fundamental changes.in the composition and function .° . .
of the colleges. The agriculture student body is no, longer’ composed. ’
s primarily of' farm boys, but has expanded to include substantial .numbers
of utban students and, more recently, women, . At the curriculum level, . .
. -  the colleges now offer a variety of nontradifional majors and courses N
that extend the realm of agricultural training far beyond production and \
M marketing. ) . . .- o

"\' ,' *Colleges of agriculture, of course, constitute the né)r institutions w‘i \\
s that produce professionals in agriculture: It is at this point that the | =

“\ ‘ questién of the relative.grading of agricultural occupations in terms of- 1

Q pr?Stig% can‘be ihtroduced: Modern agricultdral occupations span a wide - .,

. vt ~

*Paper presented at the annual ‘meeting of the Southern Association
o of Agricultural Scientists, Rural Sociology Section, ‘Houston, Texas,
‘f,‘) February,” 1978. “"Research in Agricultural Higher Education" is a research . ‘
" project of the Texas Agricultural 'Experiment Station, (TAES H-3141), and n
N cgtttribute.s to objectivc—:: 3' of the USDA—CSR§ Regional Research Project S—l]_.é. /
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range of Specialties—-occupations that can be differentiatéd potentially

" along a number of dimensions including the one at hand, the prestige .

hierarchy As obar society- has moved from ascription to achievement, a
_person's .occupation has ‘grown to«cons1derable importance (Gross, 1959),
.and studies w 1hach deal with?dccupational prestige Have proliferated.
However,. little attentign has been paid to the gricultural occupations,
It ' is the object of this manuscript, then, to r port in a, descriptive

vein the initial development of a prestize sca
cultural and agriculturally—related occupation
, research is to construct .a scale for those fif

:

for a set of 50 agri~
The goal of this
occupations that is

@%agﬂgg

comparable tthhe North-Hatt prestige, scale for general occu ations .
developed in the 1947, National Opinion Resear Center study (Reiss, 1961) .

North-Hatt scaling procedures were appliéd to dé///ohtained from a
- . sample of southern undergraduate college studs nts tho were majoring in

agricultural subjects.
- farm background, soci

In addition, social Q
oeconomic status, and se

A
gin indicators such as
were investigated as

Sﬁon of prestige

o possible sources of variation-in the percep
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. Pew social science endeav
o, attention as has the measure

7

f//have received such sustaified research
nt of occupational prestige.

This"‘approach

'social stratification emphasizes the ‘importgnce of the vertical strata
in society and assumes tﬁat the prestige of occupations in modern indus-
. trial socleties provides a meaningful and reliable method of differen-
tiatfhg along that dimension. In the United. States, the empirical scaling
Cof occupationﬁl prestige can be traced to a number of early studies,

including those by Counts (3925), Anderson (1927-28) Wilkinson (1929), < ,.

N\ . and Smith (1943). In 1947, Cecil C. North.and Paul K. Hatt, in eclla- .
. boration th the Nabtional Opinion Research Center, conducted a national
e _survey that sought to evaluate the 'social standing. of a large group of
. occu tions (Reiss, l96l) This extremely influential study forms the

reference for practically all prestige scales that have followed

The North-Hatt method was based upon the subJective perceptions.of

. ‘ respondents regarding their evaluationﬁ.of a number of occupations

. Respondents were asked how they would“judge’ each occupation d were.

o " presented a. rating-card that ranged An the order of Excellent standing,
Good standing, Average standing, Somewhat below average standing, Poor
standing, and I don't know (Reissy 1961: 19) . Ninety ocqupations were
used in the’ development of the scale. As has been pointed out, this set’

- . _ of occupatioms is’“ot-generally regarded to be reprefentative of the

. American occupational structure, despite the efforts of North-'and Hatt
- to.make it jhst that.  The list seems to suffer from three main problems:
ﬁ . ) it contains a high proportion -of professional occupations; (2) many of

~y ‘the occupations are’

, tains no 'women's occupations" .

v

. . Comfgtant.
;oY 1925 and 1963, Hodge, Siégel and Rossi

= that period
- ) \ % 3 P
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aientific or governmental in nature; and (3) it con-

"+

There is substantial evidence resulting from the numerous. empirical
;applications of prestige scales that the prestige of gccupationseis nearly

In their assessment of occupational prestige in the U.S. between
1964) conwlude that there is a

‘ high degree of stability in the perception of occupational prestige during

_This concluslon was based upon a l963 natiopal replication
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of the NORC study and an examipatiom of the earlier *studies by Counts
« (1925) and Smith (1943). They found a correlation coefficient of .99
between the seores obtai ined in the 1947 NORC study and the scores obtained ¢
. in their 1963 replication. There appeared to be a very slight upward shift
in scores ‘during the period but the most remarkable characteristic was
the extreme consistency of scores. They also found substantial correla-
“tions (although of sLightly smaller magnitude) between the Counts study-
(1927), the Smith study (1943), and the two more recent national surveys..
This led them*to the observation, '"there have been no substantial changes
©in occupational prestige in the quted States sincé 195" (p.” 296)

~

, - There is also cons1derable data that indicate the cross—soc1etal ’
stability of occupatiopal prestige scores.: By 1971, Marsh reported that .
occupational presflgé'data is availablée far 25 soé&eties (Marsh, 19727 -
salso Inkeles’and Rossi, 1956-and: Hodge, et al., 1966). Tt appears from
these studies that the overall occupational prestigé hierarchv is very
‘'similar not only among Western European cduntries and the United States;y
but also among developing countries; sué¢h as Taiwan and the Phllllpines%
Although there is less comparable data readily available, it appedrs
that the Communist and Socialis% soc1et1es, such as Russia, Poland,-and
".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 Countfies leads “to a higher ranking than in the U.S. of such
occupations as farmers andsminers and lower rankings for governmeéntal and
polltlcal occupations. - ) .
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Correlatés . : . . ) . . \
—_— ‘ —t . .

_The significance of analyzing occupational prestige becomes ‘evident
when its correlates are understood. For example, Caplow (1954) maintains,
' that the prestige’ of an occupation is -associated-with "behavior -control":
that is, the influence that an individual who  holds that occupation has
over others. With this social power thesis in mind, we would. aniticipate
that those who hold higher prestige jobs would haye proportionately more
subordlnates (Marsh, 1971). Thielbar and Feldman* (}969) feel {hat higher
prest1ge occupations are not only associated with power but albo .are
" viewed as being more satisfying. Tﬁey also found that more prestlge was
given those jobs which concerned problem solving’ratlier than the mere
application of routine solutions. In a similar Vein, Reiss (19613 has
noted that in evaluating occupations, those dealing ith.symbolic tasks ot
are rated higher than physical ones, Qccuyations ,requiring £ormal educa-
setion are rated above those with just training requirements, cleagn work is
favored over d1rty trork, and,office occupations ‘score higher than factorv
‘ones. , . ! .
- . . » M ’ “' -
Garbi and Bates (1961 1966) have empirically assessed tbe relation-
ship betwenh occupational prestige and occupational traits”and haye found
correlations in excess of .80 for 1Ltof the 20 traits considerpd That is’, ,
the perception of higher prestige occupations was found to be associated

d“

with the follow1hg tra1ts- . ,‘_‘ < s ¢
. » o PR .
\  -Regarded as des1rab1e to associate with ~ - N RN

' —Intelligence required ° §? PR

“ .Scarcity of.personnel who ca® do the job e CLE

-Interesting_and. challenging work . Do ‘

. [ F . - - B
1N ! | ‘. ,;’
Y \ 4‘ LN ) \ "\ 1 g, ) .
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.Thielbar.and Feldman, 1969; Alexander,,l972 Goldt onpe andHope, 19723 and

The Sample , . o . .

-Training requ1red ,
-Education required . . , .
. -Work ¢41ls for, originality and initiative :
~Responsibility to supervise others
~Havilggan ‘influence over others
-Securit ) . . . .
- LOpportunity for advancement‘ . X T

Simpson and Simpson (1950) found that the NORC scale was highly
correlated with a tra1ning-education-skill and responsibility sczlé con-
structed for the same occupations. They suggested that these two charic-
teristics "could ke used to form an index of occupational prestige" (p. 139).

crit igu‘es N ‘ ‘ . @ ' .

"1t should be noted that there is a substén&i “body of literature
that on one hand attempts to relate occupational prestige to theories of .
soc1al stratification and on the other to cr1t1quegége\measurement of ' \
occupatioénal prestige in terms of its meaning, interffretation, and pro- , n
cedures. The questions are of two .general types: (%e "Exactly what is the * i
individual ranking when - he rates occupations?'); an {2) "Exactly what do ’ !
these ratidgs méan in termg of understanding socie ’éﬁ Frankly, it is
beyond the sgope of this paper to adequately addresp leven a minority of e \
these, posltlonS. However, it_does appear obligato o recognize these B
divergent and questioning views (6ross, 1959; Gusfi‘ and Schwartz, 1963:

Stehr, 1974). ' ; <t : .y
- <,‘§ . ' :‘ .

. % © > ' h ’ i

The original goal oé the research. was to sample undergraduate agri- Y
culture majors in the southern region of‘the United States. The population ’
was .parficularly resticted to agricultural majors at “the largest College of
Agriculgure 'in each of 13 southern states. Although it did not havé the :
‘largest program in that state, Texas Tech,University was ,also included

because it was judged to have both a large student enrollment in agriculture

"and to ﬂlay a substantial role in soutWern agricultural education. The
universities thus selected were: ; ;

Mississippi State‘Uniyersﬁty ST

. Auburn’ University

' yniversity of Arkansas North €arolina State University S C
. Clemson University "/ Oklahoma State University . f e
’ University of Florida University of Ten&essee ) : L
" Initversity of Georgia Texas ASM University . S .
University of Kentucky . " Texas Tech University . A
o LouiSian? State University Virginia Polytechnical Institute T o]
N T . o

Irterestingly, two 'of the very earliest occdnational prestige studies
‘also qutilized dgricultural students as- raters. Fot example, George S. )
Counts (1925) interviewed 2a group of freshtien-as part of his sample who .
were in the Collége of Agriculture at the University of Minnesota (Mimnesota
highvschool "gtudents and.teachers were'also sampled). The students were )

asked to ‘rank 45 occupations according to their social sﬁhnding W, A ,.g,}
Anderson (1927) conducted a.similar study at North Caroliha State College ;. .
(now Universtty) that included a sample of students from- the College of - o
Agriculture.‘ A casual examination of both Counts'’ and Anderson s, data, PN

) . ~ f v . . L
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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 .
from®the National Association of State Universities and Land—Grant Colleges
(Hensley, 1976). From these estimages it appeared 'that a 15 percent sam-
ple would yield a manageable target sample of 3 to4 thousand students

- - and allow for sufficiently accurate estimatas. s

[
°

The Dean of Agriculture at each of the 14 schools was requested to
provide a listing, including-names and addresses, of undergraduate stu-
«demts who had declared agricultural majors. "It shouyld be noted that this
approach resulted in some, modest inconsistencies in the sampling frame.
For example, at the Univers1ty of Florida, students-do not declare majors
until their third year--hence-the Florida list included only 1uniors and
seniors - Upon receiving the lists from the participating schools, a
{ screening and. trimming was carr1ed out primarily to delete graduate and
special students should they appear. The lists collectively consisted °
of 22,766 undergraduate agriculture majors. Utllizing the APL random
number gene;ator, a l5 percent tandom -sample was selected from each school.™
This.resulted in an initial target wsample of 3,398 students (see Table 1).
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Data Collection

In the spning of l977, sample members “were mailed questionnaires

,with a cover letter explaining the survey! If a sample.member had no,
knoyn mailing address, his or her questionnaire was mailed.in care of the
*Dpan ofr the Collegetof Agriculture with the .request that the' Dean locate
the student tnd distribute the questionnaire The time frame for the
survey and delinquent returns was March 25, l977 through May 5 1977
. “The rngtitutlonal sample sizes and return rates are shown in Table 1}
Tte adjusted sample * sizes ‘have excluded graduate and speqial students.
The "raw rate" .of return is the number of questiojﬁaires returned divided
by the number m%rled out. ‘The "adjusted rate" of /return is determined by
using the sample size adjusted for deleted sample membets whose question-

naires were returned as "updeliverable". Adjusted rates varied from 83
percent to 61 percent with an oyerall rate of 74 percent for the region
The £ -&ﬂél sample Size was 2, 392 students (see T%ble 1 for rates).

3 “«
(% .’,

Measurement of Prestige e y ]

.
a -
~

" The procedures-used tp' measure™ prestige of occupations closelv
. approximate those developed in the 1947 National Opinion Research Center
or North-Hatt ‘study (RelSﬁ, 1961). Sixty occupatidéns were selected for
evaluation, Each student Was asked to rate the general standing of- each
~ occupation with his or her’ choices ranging in order*from "Fxcellent
‘standing” to "Poor standing"‘or “T don't know'", S .
: /
.. Prestige scores for each occupation were developed by first assigning
weights to responses. where "Excellent standing" = 100, "Good stanﬂ:{.ng" 80,
"Average stand1ng",= 60, "Somewhat below average standing" = 40, and "Poor
- standing" =_20.. The’prestige score.for each occupation is the s1mple -
’ ?Verage of the assigned weights. The sceres range From a possible maximtm
of IOO‘to anpinimum of -20. Although ¢his algorithm differs’ sllghfly from
,that used in*the NORC\study sReiss, 1953), 1t restilts in identical prestige
; & , . : y

-
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oo T - TABLE 1. Sample Sizes and Returp 'I'{ate:s for Participating Schools. .

: z
T v ~ T

B . : . °
S e R ‘

. , . g ' - * .
33
“a

¢ . , . Agriculture e . ' . ‘" N
I . Schools . . & Coe School . Initial ™ Adjusted N , Raw Adjusted .
S L .y Enrollment . Sample Sample Returns ~ Rate ' . . Raté
: T L RO O o) ) (%) )
i h - ’ z‘ — \ - a - — .
- 4 . . . 5\ '- /“ £
K . L ! ) , €\ ‘£, ot .
PR 8 University of Ar'kansas e 691 104 \\‘ 100 83 80 " 83
- L . ¥ o ] . »
5 - © Auburn Univ ity . 1,340 201, 103 11§ 59 61
\ Clemson Uni ‘ 839 1260 .. 11);/ ~ 93 3 - 18
« -~ University of F1 ‘ 893 124 /].18 99 73 . . 76
;: University of Georg : e 1, 394 . 205 193 122 60— 63, 3 c'h
: University of Ken}',gcky S 1,295} -+ 190 73 133 00 - g7 0
Louisiana Stdte University 1,294 + . 193 178" 137 . 71 77
".. . Mississippi State niversity / . 1,161~ ) -;;.1‘ 164 - 122° $r700 Y 74 /
i North Carolina State University 2,538 1381 oW 370 ¢ 284 s 77
T Oklahoiia State University / , 1,905 286 . 275 205 ¢ tT2e 9y T
. . .. 7R . ’ 1] -\ i )
4 L = University of Tennessee ) ' 1,422 213 ¢ 20 ¢ a@ 146 .69 . 73 .
“ 0 3\ Texas ASM University . - a8 625% . 57 448 - 72 78
' - . ’ ~ ‘ t Loyt
o Texas Tech University ) 1,364 % 205 7T 203 139 67 _ 68
Virginia Polytechitedl Tnstitute: - 2,473 . * 3M ) 368, . 272 74 -~ 75
N . ¢ ,” ! b T, .-, - A - » ‘
- r- . s : oo ; no ﬁ&s . ’ . ’ ] . ’
TOTAL  ° ) o i . 22,766 3,398, - 3,225 ° 2,392 70
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scores. A second index,- Agreement Scores, was' calculated for each occupa- -
tion as the-gtandard deviation of the prestige $cores. Thus, the Agreement = -
Scores 'Index is an estimate of the degree to which respondents’ converge in°
their perception of. the standing of occupations. ! :
T The occupations to be ranked werer chosen as fol{bws. The first group "
was made-up of a list of agriculture and agriculture-related occupations
based upon (1) interviews with agriculture students as to the type of occu-
pation they expected to enter, (2) interviews with agriculture professers

. as to the type of occupations their graduates have entered, and (3) a Lo

literature review that incéluded the Dictionary of Occupation Titles. TFrom’
this 'list of over 300 eccupationg, 50 agricultural occupatibns weré pur-
posefully selected. Selection' reflected an-interest. to choose occupations .
with a reasonably high level of recognition and occupations that would e
span theEprestige conti 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, swine, and poultry xaisers. A second group ’
of nine occupations were selecdégwfrom the original NORC list (Reiss, 1961: ¢
54=57), taking every nihth positiyn from that scale. It was planned that
these. nine NORC occupations wquld provide' a means of tr sforming the agri-
1cultural occupation scores into "standardized" NORG VaiEZS. Finally,
ousewife'" was included to estimate the prestige attached to this quasi-

& - -

. Anal is of Data, : o . ‘

v

"% The Agricultural Otcupation Presfige Sdale appears as Tabie:2, "The
table consists of sixty occupations that were ranked by agricultural stu-

~dents during the spring semester, 1977. ‘Fifty‘'of these are considered to

[y

’ managerial and scientific occ

Jbe either agricultural or agriculturally-related occupations. The non-
agricultural»occupations are ‘indicated by an asterisk, Accompaﬁying the
list of occupations are the. prestige scores, the ocqupati n's rapnk in the
set, and where posslble,bthe comparable score dbtained ikf“the 1947 NORC
study. An examination of the table will indicate that tﬁiLGD occupations
tended to span the range of the NORC scale. Veterinarianj,with a prestige
score of 9277, was rated as the most prestigious occupation while migrant
laborer, with.a score of 34.0, was the qgccupation with lowest .evaluation. -
It should be recalled that the scaling procedure restricts scores in the o
range from 20 la consistent’ evaluation of "poor standing') to 100 (a con- - - °
sistent evaluation of "excellent standing") There was also a noted-len-
dency for occupations #o cluster toward the middle of ‘the scale. .For ..
example 25 of the occupations were rated as having scores between 60 and.70.

. There was a decided tende cy for the sample to evaluate profesdional,

Ebatlons toward the top of the prestige

hierarchy. Veterinarian, physician Secretary of Agriculture, Dean of
Agriculture, +and nuclear physicist were given,very high ratings. Profedsor
in Agriculture, landscapetarchitect, A res rcher wildlife refuge mana< v
ger'ﬁnd fdrm manager also obtained hi scofés. It is teresting to ngte .

.+ that in a sample of agri;ultural students the o 1y occup tion that c1early

. involved production agriculture in thisg tcp ten l st was farm manager, and -
it ranked tenth. In additiom, plant“nursery owner (With 2 score of 75,3 and
rank of 14) and ‘dattle raiser (With a score of 75.1 and rank of 15) were

the only other agriculturpl occupations which tended‘to fall in*the middle °
range of the hierarchy. Soybean grower poultry raiser, and rice grower

all had scores: that fell within a ti@ﬂ: band ﬁrom 62 to 69. The Jlone’

) i P . . : ! ‘ . 1
e $ ~ s T 9 v A ~, ' .
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TABLE 2. The Prestige of Agricultural Qccupations: o : .
. . - Sample of 2,392 Southem Agr_iéulture‘Stud'ents., \
. — ” : S - ‘ " — — N . v
’ - o ) Prestige ;T NORC' .
-, + Occupation h - Scoresr Rank Scores ’
. . ‘ = . - v ,(\‘ ‘ T . ® . !
’ Veterinarian . * T 92,7 R - ; -
Physician* =~ . - - 91.5 2 93 '
ST U,?.'Secrét}a'ry of Ag'&‘icultur.e' - "89.4 - w,«»'v'B. - AN
. Dea; of* Agriculture oo d - 86.4 . ° 4 _— . . ’
T Nucl'ear,.Physicist;* N ) : © 85.1 5, 86 — ’
‘ ' Professor in Agriculture §82,]é_ L 6 N . <
‘Landscape Architect =~ ct79.8 ) 7. - .
"USDA Researcher ' © 78.8° .8 — : ,
. . Wildlife Refuge Manager 1 78.0 9 -
" " Farm Manager. o A % T T SR
'Biologist ., 710 11 e :
° ‘ Governmeni: Scientist - 76.8 12 88
Soil Conservationist 75.5 13 - .
"Plant Nursery Owner 153y 1 - .
. ~ Cattle Raiser : L. 75 © 15 - .
' - Ecologist -~ - - ';4..4 16 ¢ -
. I~ Coungy Agriculture Agent ) T 17 77 g
" :’&gricui_ture‘Egonomist i 743 18 --
* Agriculture,loan Officer . 72.7 19 P ,
' Newspaper Agriculture Editor . 70.9 20 - X 1
) Soybean Grower . ) _ ) . 6.9'.2 w21 . ] |
Tree Farmer - o - Y 69,0 22 . -
. Feed Store Owner . - 690 23 _ . . Co
Horse ;l’r'ainer ' : 68.5 & 24 . - ' >
High ‘S.chool.Vocational Ag. 'i‘é:achg;' 68{.4 25 - .
Cotton Grower 68.4 26 -
Swine Raiser 7 665 27 |- "
f?' Peanut, Grower ) g . S 65.9 28 . .
’ . Tree Surgeon ' - 65.9 w29 -~ = \
> - J\I}mltt’y Raiser .. ‘ . ‘ 65.7 . %o | -
o Dieticidn 10 65.6 ~ 31 ( - E
MC. ) it \ C J -
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- TABLE 2., The Prestige ofFAgricultural Occupations: .-, :
. et . Sample of 2,39%.Southern Agrictlture Students. (gont.) -
. \ f . - 1 ' . » '
— - : 4 = . =
5 Y * ' s ) . . N “ -
. - Lo ~ Presidge . , NORC
. o Occupation - o Scores . Rank’ Scores .
oL .'l s . 2
Florist A we ‘65.0 32 0, -- .
i ' :Hou'sewife* . ~ 64,9 33 v -
,3\ Rural Sociologist - N C 64,5 B 12 - N
Fruit i‘nspector . o 64.1 - 35 T —— ., .l
. . Restaurant Manager * ! 64.0° - 36 -- -
. . Farm Implement Salesman - L, 63.8‘ e 37 : - '// .
~'y  Crop Duster - .. - L Y, DU S -
4 . . . _ . - v . C o
Elome Ecoﬁpml:st}k\- ‘ - . .63.4 . 39 ) i .
$laughterhouse Manager (. 63.0 " 40 | L_. ) .o .
. Peace Corps Member . _\\ T 62.9, 41 ~. T-— s < ’
. i N " .
, ~ Lounty Home Demo Agent . 62.3 5/ —— . )
s '~ =« Rice Grower ° ‘ ) ) _— .
, Railroad- Engineer* ® 77, Cone
, Jockey : o ;o

*

Pest Exterminator’

g ' . .~ ‘ .
) . Undertaker* oL, L ’ "56.6 s 47 72 Ce, e
- D . . N \t . / . rl u, - ] . - .

. _ Incubator Man' . o : 55.8 - 48 R
i Ra:f.lroad Conductor* o -,f - . 7533 49 N “67
o " Rodeo Cowboy .. . 53.0 * 50 - . o )
C\ Hay'Baler . /. B 2526 0 SL T - )
-w  jFarmfand . \ - 52.4 7 52 . 's0 SNVILE
S _Tenant Farmer ~ . 47.2' ' 53 ° 68
. .~ Grounds e&per PR Y N« 1 R o
‘ Machine 0perator* - -t - " 45,5 . 55 . 60- . .- /&
- e Sharecropper e ' o 43,1 . . 56 o= 40»

. kaf¥ftoor Worker . ey Ly e st - -
Yo _/ . «.Filling Station Attendant* - . 38.8 58 52 -, <
L ._ Clethes Presser in Laund\/ry* .7 .. 343 59 - 46

f 7. - cMigr'atory Fgrm W,oﬁlcer . h 34.0° 60 - o O

-~ *Selected non—aériculture occupations used for reference points to ?
‘ Qeneral Occup/ational Structure NP

N - Qo . 3 A . , o , P .
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excep on is what turned out to ‘be the high ;prestige mode of farming, /-

sraising. In terms of livestock, sw1n raisers -were givenrsubst&n

ally lower scores sthan cattle raisers,.an poultry raisers were ranked

slightly lower thanjgyine raisers, indicating an interesting "barnyard

.ranking" of these occupatlons " This finding, coupled with thé informal ., .

* obsetvation of how cattle’ raising is romanticized in mass culttire, cer ain%§ .
S,

points to cattie raising as a special category of agricultural occupation

és’ children we might have played ‘cowboys, but certainly not "chicken-boys
.'or pig—boys s “and intetestingly, the hierarchy is also maintained among \

such. deviant occppations as thieves (cattle rustlers ate mdre. prestigious A

than chicken thieves) N LN L4 " .. A

s

D

‘ There were twelve occupations ‘th at clearly involved traaitiona agri-
qultural production ‘that we have tentatively arranged ‘Into thrge, occupational
groups: livestock farming, ¢rop farming and work classification. ‘These

- .groups along with (their prestige scores. are presented- in Table 3. . T

-
' . . ~ .

. TABLE 3. Groupings of Production‘Angcultural Occupations. Ly N
Ee— ‘ = A
;'fAnﬁmal Farning“ ) . T Grop Eafhingg' : Work Classification )
Cattle raiser (75.1) . Soybean»grower (69. 2) . Farn manager (77.2)
» Syine raiser (66.5) . Cotton grower (68. 4) " ~.Farn hand (52.4) -
“* Poultry raiser (65.7)  Peanut. gtower (65.9)° :Tenant farmer. (47. 2) i °
. < ' Rice grower.(62.0) Shdrecropper “(43.1)
R e o Migratory, farm laborer
. . BRI ' : .. (34.0)
‘ i' . . . AN P ~" ‘ :, : . ". y g )/ . A :
. . /. ow ‘ .

. L
When the production occupatioens are greuped in this manner, three natterns

* geem to emerge: (1) In- terms of livestock farming, there is an .already .8
noted- propensity for cattle raiSdng to ewank higher than other typges-and -

relatively little difference amorg other types. of livestock productione- ., = .

e (2) In ter@s of crop farming, there dbes. not seem to be- any clear-differ- .
entiation with regard to type, of crop;.rice grower was giveh. somewhat
lowet prestige than the other occupations which might have resuited from . .
the dents' knowing less about.rice farming.than the other three crgps. R

¢ (3) e sharpest differentiation clearly exists’ trith regard to work - °
classification. Farm managers were given quite high scores while farm
hands, tehant farmers, sharecroppers,. and what turned out to be the .
1owest prestige oecupation of those considered migratory farm laborers,
were ranked low, It seems clear.that farm production occupations were .

., rahked high onlyzif they involved &ither.ownership or managemént Ry . ¢ ¢
inference. Also in Table'2, NORC $cores for 14 occupdtions are provided.

- *These values allow us to compare how our students scored occupations
relative to tHe~ national gtudy. - There was a discernable tendericy for the ..

.students to give lowér prestige’ scores ‘than the national sample:. The ‘

. average agricultural student'scores for .the 14 occupationd was 59, 7 while
the .NORC, panelayieldedea.comparable estimate 'of 68.4. This implies “two
things: It suggests that Jif we wish to transform our scores to, somé sort

" of national score,’a m033st upward adjustpent “would be, in order. It,also

. tends\tb support the no%ion developed by Alexander (19724 ‘that individuals L

" of relatively high prestige tend-to give lower scores to dccupations

[
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below them in the prestige hierarchy than a more generallsample would

Although there was a clear tendency for the agrdculture student to
‘glve lower scores, the correlation between the hierarchy pfoduced .by the

. agriculture students and that produced by the NORC sample was .904, indi-

qating a strong agreement in the ordering of a set of 14 occupations in
"terms of” prestige. A simple regression analysis results in an équation of

- -

't‘:he form . . . i . T 6

7

..

L]

,  NORC Score = 18.8 4 .83 (agricultural prestige score),
. This. expression may be ‘used as an .interim basis for calculating s;zig
tailed

- values simila#sin magnitude with -those produced by NORC. A more

N

an

*and elegant solution to th}s problem is curréntly being umdertaken by
Curry .(1978).

v ' =

In Table 4, ‘the\pccupations in the scale are re-arrahged and ranked
according to the degree of agreement in .the perception of prestige. The

' agreement index ig, in actuality, the standard deviation of the prestige

ratings. -An examination of the index indicated that the occupation |
veterinariam is éne that is held in consistently high prestige by most
agriculture students. A high level of agreement was also observed for
farm manager, feed store ownér,. professor im-agriculture, and coun

' agriculture agent. Of particular note is the other end#of the agreement
index ranking where there seems to be' congiderable amount of disagreement:
about the prestige of such occupations as Pefte Corps member, undertaker,
housewife, and jockey. The interpretation of higher disagreement "3cores
can probably best be made on an occupation~by-occupatidn basis. For )
exafipes- it might bg that the:considerable disagreement for the " occupation
of Peace Corps member is a reflection of the students' humanisticzofien-. -

. tations, - Thus, those who hold a strong “humani'stic -orientation would tend

to rank the occupation high, and those—who did not would rank it low. .

The occupation of "housew1fe may require a different explanation.
Since it is a label-that does not necessarily ‘bring to mind a $pecific .
stereotyped set of tasksy¥ it is. pos&ible that a housewife label may conjure
up-images that range from wealthy’Wumen who hire servants to poor Q\\S ‘who

wash their clothes by hand. ( U AN
-~ . ‘ . . &\aﬁf&}?@?ﬁ' ) 'lq‘;' LI - \
Sources of Variation . S - . .

s At this. point, we now fiove to an analysis of possible sources . of
variation in the perception of prestige of.agricultural students. The

students rom markedly diverse backgrounds nd studEnts who have markedly
. diversé access to certain occupations wil tend to perceive a somewhat
different prestige hierarchy. — N s

~ In .Table 5, the occupational prestige scorES for both male and female
students’ are reported. It iIs but interpretation. that, in generaly stu-

’ dents of both sexes were perceiving essentially the same ‘prestige hierarchy.
A rapid scan ofcthe two Tists “of scores 'will reveal that female students

gave as high, or almost as high, a rating as male students*to those. qeeu~

pations\to which they have historically had little access. ‘A correlation .,

‘zoefft€lent of .96 was found betweerf the male and female scores, indicating
the strength: of the congruency. There were, however ‘some small yet .
systematic differences 1in the'perception of prestige by sex. . If we were
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TABLE 4 Agreement of .Ratings for Prestige of Agricultural

Occupations.
' . ™ ‘ ,/ A@reement , /;EEEtigee_. —
,Occupation (5.D.) ‘Rank- .. Scores Rank

" Veterinarian o 13.6 1 | :_92.7‘ 1.

* Farm Manager : 15.7 g 2 77.2 .10 .
Feed Store. Ouner _ 5.8 % 3 69.0 23
Professor in Agriculture ) "15.9 T/ 82.1 6
Soil Conservatidnist '16.0 5 75.5 "13’
County Agriculture: Aée_nt 16.2 6 744 17
Phi781cian* . - 16.2 7 91.5 2
Farm Implement Salegmm T 16.3 o 8 63.8 37
Clothes Pfess in Laund-ry* : ) " 16.6 9 34.3 59t
USDA Researchér ‘ 16.9 78.8 8
Filling Station Attendant* 17,0 38.8 58
Tree Farmer L. 17.1 ' 69.0 -22 .°
JPlant Nursery Owner ) 17.1 75.3 - 14 X
Fruit Inspector. : 17.1 4 64.1 35 -
Landscape Architect - . 17.3 15 79.8,; 7

' Restaurant Manager =17.3 16 64.0 36
. Newspaper Agriculture Editor L 17.4 17 709 70
Agriculture Economist Ly g 17.5 18 74.3 - 18,
Soybean Grower o 1725 19 69.2 21

" Migratory Farm Worker 17.6 20 3.0 60
Poultry Raiser . 17.7 21 '65.7 . 30
Home Economist . L T 17.7- * 22 63.%, 393
Cattle Raiser 6, - g7 23 75.1 15
Pest, Exterminator ) P 17.72 24 _58 3 46
High School:Nocatlonal_Ag Teacher 17.8 . 25 68.4 25 v
' Incubator Man -, “17.8 26 55.8, . 48
Wildl fe Réfule Man _" -+ 17.9 27 . 78.0 ~", =9
CdulJ Home Demo Agent 18.3 , .28 '62.2 42
Florist ‘ ., ) 18.3 ° 29 65.0 32
U . Secretary of Agricultyre ) i 18.4 L, .30 89.4 ¢ .3
Peanut Grower y /13}4 y 3f2 . 65.9 287

e
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TABLE 4. Agreement of Ratings for Prestige of Agricultural

y; o Occupations (cont) - <o

.

Occupation " (8.D.). Rank "Scores

A .

Agreement ‘ Prestige’

Rank

> o

. Broundskeeper R 18,5 .32° . 47,0

Swine Raiser ; 18.5 33 66.5
' Slaughterhouse Manager . . 18.5 34~ 63.0
Crop Duster f C 18 35 . . 63.7,
Cotton Grower ' -7 18.5 3 - ° 68.4
Horse Traimer "7 . . .o 18.5 37 . 68.5,
Dean of Agriculture . 18l 38 " 86.4
Apriculture :ﬁgn Officer : 18.6 . 308 72,7
Railroad-Conductofi N 18.7 40 53.3\'
Machine Operator* -7 ' , 18.8 41 ° 45.5
S Biologist < . A . i8.8‘€“”“” 42 . 77:0 ;1‘
“ . Hay Baler : .. 8.9 43 52.6°
',h&reéyéurgeon i ) h " 19.2 44 65.9
Dietician ! o © 7 1903 45 . 65.6
Killfloqr Worker ~ ~ . 1946 46 419
Railrdad’ nglneer* _ 19.6 « 47 - . 60.5 -
1 S 19.8 48 . ' 64.5
s 19.8 49 T 472 .
Farm Hand S 2022 50 - 52,4
. Ecologist * | "/ 203 _, 7 51 74.4
Government Scientist: " '20.2 . 32 76.8 %
Sharecropper . . 206 . 53 - 43.1 ‘
Rodeo Cpwboy f : 20.7 . 54 . -53.0
R;ce'crdwg} : o o .« 21.0 . 55 62.0
Nuclear Physicist* .’ T c21.0 - .56 85,1
Jockey . © T 2146 I AN X
Housewife* | C22.37 T SR ¢ . 64.9
Undertaker* R - fﬁxzz.g L. os9 56.6, -
'. Peace Corps Member NI . . -:/f‘ 2?.2 ) N 69 E 62.9
" // V‘.
E *\*Selected non-agriculture occupatiGns used fqr reference pgints to-
*General- Occupatiqnal Structure Tk .ot o Tl
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. TABLE 5. Sex and -the Differertes”in Prestipe of Agricultural ’
. . Occupations. ) o A
NG . > \»
' ) N . \ . Sex ' .
. " Occupation .'?’ . r - e ot
‘ Made ‘ Femiale
(1715) - (615)
) o Vet',erinai:ian ’ 3 ‘ 9]...8: '\_ o . "95.2 ©
. Physician ‘ 90.5 S 94 BT
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 88.8 _ 91{0
‘Dean of Agriculture S - 86.3 . 86.5
,'/ Nuglear Physicist 83.1 \ 90.2
) Professor-éig-Agriculture 4 81.9 - 82.6'
) I"}iin'cnisc\ap.eg Architect ’ ) T 78.1 T . jc . 83.8‘ - ) .
USDA Researcher 7.1 . 807 N o
wrldlife Refuge Manager . 76.9 .. . 80.7. -
Farm Manager’ ‘ . 77.4 ' 76.7
° . Biologist ' '; ’ 55._; - 81.8 . .
. Government S$cientist 7541 81.?
. Soil Conserlvationi‘st‘ ’ . 74..7‘ 77..6/‘ i - .
Plant Nursery, Owner A 744" 774 .-
Cattlé Raiser ., . . 75.1 75.0 N
. _'Ecologist - S 72.0 h"‘“" 806 a 7 o,
% County Agriculﬁure Agent "74.0 ( N 75.4 , o =
. f,,ﬁ: Agriculture Economist : "73.8° 75.5 L B
| -Agriculturé Loan Officer - 73,2 oL :
< Newspaper Agriculture _Editor - 70,1 : 72,9 = .
B Soybean Grower i o ‘76.0 . : 66.9
. Tree Farmer o ' ' 68.7 b 0.9, . k
_ Feed Store Owner . . » 70.0° ~66.6 .
Horse Trainer .. . 66.0 ' 746 : /‘“”‘I"""“”"A.
] * High School Vocatiénal Ag. Teacher 8.7 67.7 / .
Cotton Grower _ \ | s ‘\69.5' - L 65.5 S
Swine Raiser " 67.0 ‘ T 65.0
. peanut Grower . . Ti . 66.7 = 64,1 .
. _ Tree Surgeon , . 64,7 - 68?9
v P6j@ltry Raister V “ 16 65.5 L :-sg.z
S SIS L -
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e ° . 7 TABLE 5 . Sex. and ‘the Differences in.Prestigé of Agricultural
. e .Occupations. (cont) - .
LS . = N ~
) h. \ ° N . : ) -
’ - s o = ~, . Sex .
C ) Océupatfon : - . ] . R . .
, - e . A - -Male* . Female ’
. e, (1715) (675)
a a ’ . < . ’ . \ b &‘( N “. '.\Ey
. Dieticiam | & . \ ' e 71.1, _
‘ T gElerist © - T 63.6 . 68.5 g
| Housewife .. & . 65.8 .. . ° 62.7 ‘
Rural SO iologist B 62.7, . 6931 ;Y
Rl . -‘ A . o
¢ Fruit \Inspecton 63.6" . 65.4 "

eo L. . N - !

. Restaurant Manager < = 64, 0\ v 340 L
o . Farm Implement Salesman ° 64 5 * 62,2, o 3
. S RS ’ k2 . . ‘A, ‘

c Crop Duster . 65 4 . . 59.1 ‘ :
- | ! i’ 3 j - M'
"‘”» ' Home Economist - ] “’;7‘:,:‘, 62.9 s 64.7 W )
L Si‘Laughterhouse Meﬁag'e;'r’vé ‘ 64.5 i '59.0 - o
. ’Peac& Corps Member o 60.4 . 69.0 ‘ .
) R . ;oA , . ) ‘
e i County Home Demo Agemt . o 61.8 63.2 . ‘
\\.\ Rice Grower ' ] 63.0 59.4% Fan C
L Railrgad Engineer . 59.8 ) . 62,4 .
‘. . . . , ] ) _ |
SN Jockey \\ ¢ 57.9 65.0 RPN
g: c h ) e " [ ’
I Pest Extermma\tor .58.6 57.7 { o
o Undertak%zr ) 56.6 - 56,4 PR \
« ' . Incubator Mam 55.4 - 56.7 e
= \‘\ ' Rallroad Conductor . 52.6 <55.0 V - i
8 Rodeo “Cowboy L K 53.2 . 52.5 . ¥
‘ .+ Hay Baler - | e 53.8 T893 o
. .F‘al‘m Hand ° : " A .(" 51.8 .° v z “.531‘8‘7’ e '
;[‘enant, Farmer ~ 48.6 L, 63.T
. groundr‘?keeper B 46.4 48.3 .
- /" Machiné Operator v y 46.1, 43.9°
. ™ sharecropper ST 43.8 . 413
. - , 7 . \% .
.t \Killfloor Worker\ e 42,9 - 39,0« - .
' Filling Station Atténdant 39.1. .38.1 "
, *Clothes Presser in Laundry . ST 35.0 a 32.5, i . - )
"+ “Migratory Farm Worker o 33.9 S 34.0 - o
L . - . ., N . . - P e * - P
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o prgstige scoyes (the foﬁ#—point integvaf'seemé‘fairly conslsten{ on a
e statistical basis, since|the 95 percent confidence interval for scb}ey
values, was generally 1esL than + 1), we wquld fifid the following pa térns:
Female prestige scores were higher for 2 sét of‘accupatiors that wes feel
wére either scientific, aesthetic or humanistic in niture. ¥For example,
in 1i of the comparisons) higher prestige scores weré obtained for-;hé :
L Wngn's sample’to includg the occupati%ns.of-léndscape architect, USDA
+ ° . researchers, biologist, government scientist, ecologigt,‘hofseitraider,
tree surgeon, dietician,| florist, rural sociologist, -Peace Cdrps member, .

i jockey and nuclear phys cispﬁg Male students., qh the other hand, tended
N . to rank stich qccupation as cotton grower, Crop, duster, slaaghterhousé

4

",;4 managgr, hay baler, and |tenant farmer As having higher prestige’,. This

Sgemsgto imply fthat women' gave higher prestige'tqiscieﬁtific, agsthetic,

N . . .
N Yty a . ¢
. . . - L " . . . N ! ) ~ o
to use a span of four prestige increments to indicate a real difference in o ’

and himanistic dccupatigns because they constitute‘qcchpations'tﬁat are. <.

more accessible for femgles than, say, oroduction agricultugeygobs. This
inclthation should be ‘tempered by the finding that-such traditiopally

v ?\\\\\“ .female endeavors as hom economist, clothes presser in g layndry, and
_ > hoﬁSewife‘were scored a‘§g;'the samé by both males and females,

“C P

oot L. . ) \‘t‘ﬁ el b Lf .
" - 'In’Tables 6, 7, angt §, _
S » the infd’ encet of farm' background upon the ‘perception of
. prestige of agriculture occﬁpa,ions,isfinvestigétéq using three different

indicators, In. Table ¥ e investigated the differences in prestige
relative to the siie(ol gge place ‘the’ student, 1ived most of his or her

r

T~

. life; in Tabie 7, we pﬁésented a: compdrison BétWEen gtudents who have
e lived on a f m; in Table 8, weﬂ;epqrtgﬂ Phe'scoregfof those students
"whose familied own, rent, or lease.farms and those ‘whose families do not.

this paper." However, we do feel that some generé}izatioqs about the data

can be brought forth. - It appears to us at -this point in.our analvsis that.

farm bag&ggpund experience, qr(convgrse%y; urbgﬁ]experiences do not result
«: . in-any fun amgntglly different prestige hierarghy; that is to sav that
. throughout these rather lengthy tables those ifferences which do occur
~ .tended u&;ﬁQ_slight in magnitude and there‘w%ﬁg’bertainly no radically
different prestige hierarchies for any subgrdup. There was.a slight
. :tendency for‘studgnté“Wi%b farm Béckgroundsjto give higher scores to thoge
' occupations, which came into éloser contact, with the ongoing operations of
é.farm—-for;eiample, feed store owner, créﬁ’duster, farm-implement sales-
man, and hay baler. Also for reasons that are less than cleary students
. with farm backgroun&?&tended to rank loyer such' ogcupations as.bio%og;st,
' government scientist, ecologist, and Pedce Cprps member. 2

— 2
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.Conclusiong | ’
~onc_usionsg

4 . 1 R -
LT It appears’ that the -intreased domplexity. specificity, ‘and diversity
=~ that are characteristic¢ of the gene%él'Ameriéan occupational structure are
& also reflected in the agrictltural sector. Our investigdtion of 50 agri-
2 pulturalf9r agriculturallyérelqted occupations resulted in-a.wide array
- ‘ -.of prestige rankinps of these occupation .along nearly the entire prestige
at ¢ spectrufp. One obvious conclusioh is thgz the occupational structure of
. . " agricultdire is Rardly viewed as a 1685 ithic prestige category, but rather
Co " is copposed of many bccupatilg
! " standing. It 1s also Sugge%giVé from our analysis that at least.certain.
dimensions underlying,prestige\rat%ngs are shdred by. both the general

jgccypag;onéi_strﬁctufe’and;agricultufal oceupations.: As in thgicaéé with
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A detailed analysis of all these tables 1s ‘beyond. the space allotted for. -

ns perceived as having varied degreeg,of social
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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 tq
receive thé lowest ratings. 1In this séns€, our prestige scale bracketed

the range from veterinarian to mfgratory farm laborers.

~

PR

; Interestingly, even amodf our sample of undergraduate agricul&ural
~.majors, most profe551onal and technical positions ranked abové the central
and most significant occupation of farming, for this subset of occupations.‘
It can be hypothesized that the somewhat lower rating given farmersxmav
be associated with the perception of a manual labox component intrinsig .
to farming. The only traditionally agricultural production occupation that
received a higher prestige rating was the highly romanticized occupation ‘,
of "cattle raiser". Agricultural occupations’ that involved a high. degree
of manual labor, such as migrant laborers and farm hands, were given verv’i-
low ratings. Production agriculture occupations were grouped along three‘
dimensions--crops, livestock, and work classification. Geherally, we'

.found little variation Yn. occupational prestige among crop farming, i.e.,
soybean, cotton, peanut, and rice growers were not given markedlv 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 supstantially higher ratings. In terms
of work classiflcation, only farm managers had relatively high prestige
,scores. In fact, those occupations which :approximated the "hired hand", K
type were among the very lowest occupations in prestigé.
noted that throughout the analysis the.category of migrant farm laborer
* was A' every. 1nstance given the 1owest scores,
/ ]

Also indicated was the fact that while some occupations were rated
quite differently in our sfudy as compared .to such national, reference
points as the 1947 NORC study, both groups were perceiving a very similar
. overall occupat10na1 hierarchy.

studies. It was remarkable that a correlatién- of .90 was obtaimed between
scores for the 1947 NORC study and our 1977 study of agr1cultural occupa—
tions given the differénces in populations and the thirty-year time Iaps
since the 1947 study. Although it remains unclear the degree to which
our scores may be generalized and merged with the NORC scores- for the
general U.S. population, our initial\analysis does point to the vossible
‘utility of producing a—slightly upward adjusted version to be used in
conjunction with the NORC scale. .

-

- -

Tentatively, it seems that the occupational hierarchy as revealed by
‘our rating scdale is generally pervasive throughout groups and subclaSSifi-
cations among agriculture students.. Thus, a rather lengthy analysis of’
prestige scores by sex and indicators of %gtm background failed to result
in any drastically different prestige hiefdrchies. Both male and female"
: and students fyom farms, both\students from
families who owned fa <apd those from families who did not were anparentlv '
. viewing a simijar prestige hierarchy of agricultural occupations. The
most motable exception to this generalization was for women agriculture
students to give slightly higher prestige evaluations to scientific,
» humanistic and aesthetic occupations. .

< N - - . .
. .5.}
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_A closing cgveat'is in We wish .to stress that the analysis
presented in this report is preliminary, «and corsequently all conclusions
are of necessity tentative. We are currently projecting continued work '
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;v Om" th\k secale ovef‘the next several months, with -special attention being
given to an expansion 'of the‘rnvestigation into possible sources of
. variation in the perception of prestige and a parallel investigation  into L 4
. possible methods\of producing generalizable prestige scores. A more f‘ o Ty
definitive evaluation of the Agricultural Prestige Scale and of our . Pllal
uqnclusions aboqt the .nature of the prestige structure of agticultural ' .
‘.-—7occup3tions,will await this addifional analysis. , ) [ 3 o
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Table 6. * Size of Place .and Préstige of, Agricultural Occupations

1
3

- . ., ) o ' \ - . 5:,',. . “ §e
Occypation . : ! A CoL . _Size of Place ' * .
e < — —————
Ona .n the - ._'Town or - ° Small City: Medium-sized  Metropolitaa
Farm  Courtry> -  Village (105000 to city (50,000 (over 500,000)
A (under 10,000)" 'y 50,000) to 500,000) o
. (5T6)  (202) - (332) . (482) (552) s (288)

<

Véterinarian 2 , ' 93,0 . L93.0 e 92, . 936,
Y 4 , e . 1
Physician -7 g . 92,8 © 925 9.8 2.8
A ’ ‘

.U.S. Secretary of Agriculture  88.1 3 90.2~" - . 89.8 . 895 - - 91
- Dean of Agriculture . 8.3 85 87.2 ~ 8.8 862 86.5

L

Nuclear Physicist .. 8T 1L s, . 85.7 . 86.8. - 8.5,

Professor in Agriculture .~ 82.1° . "',L Tg3.2 81.4 .- 81. © 82.0
Landscape Architect ~ = 76.1 [19.7 .- 79, . 817 8. © " 82.8

©_ USDA Researcher LS T se2 718 Y19 o 795 [ 79.4

. ... Wildlife Refuge Manager 76, 8- " . 80.0 795 . 77.8.
“ " Farm Manager © 8l e 0 10 T 7183 L 76
79, . 78.6

. 79, . 77,0

75.3

. 0
* Biologist © > : e 3
Government Scientist - . 5 | " 781

. Soil Conservationist - . e, - 75.5 ‘

" Plant Nursery $wngr. -~ ~ 3. o SR .3 764 . . 76.3
« g

7
3
8

745~ 73%
IS Y I X &
73.8 /w760

73.8 75,1

" Cattle Raiser ~ Y ‘ T 74,
“ Ecologist . oy ) . ‘ 76.
. Couhty°Agricu1tureiAgeﬁt ) LT3

Agriculture Economist, 72 A &
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“Table 6. Size of’ Place and Prestige of ‘Agricu]tﬁrai Occupations (é’on’t‘. ) ' TN
3 ~ ” .
":4 . . - N ‘\‘ ) ) - ) LE ’
Occupation ' Size of Place o o
. On"a . In the Town or ; + Small City' Medium-sized . Mét;*;)politan .
_Farm  Country Village - (70,000 to city (50;000- (over 500,000) .
| : (under 10,080) _~ 50,000)  to 500,000) :
. ‘(5]6)' ,(202) (%32)_ > (482). T (552) (284) .
: “— - —_— — >
“ »Machine Operator . o .47 45.4 _ 45.7 5.2 -, 45 ¥ 45,1 4
Sharécropper . 472 W3 RCC2 T B SR . 44.0 h
kii1floor Worker 6.7 4.3 415 0.0 ., 40.2 47.0
*Fillidg Station Attendant =  40.2-- 39.1° 0.4 - 3.2 . ' 385 38.2 " »
- Clothes Presser in Lagndry © . 34.8. 33.2 - 36'.-_0- - . 3475, 33.8. . 334 I ’
. Migratory Farm Worker ©36.2 336, ¢ 34.9 33.6 C%p e S 336- S
. i _ . ‘ ’ e ‘.;~ . DO
\,J . A .‘ \ " 'P L 4 e - . “ -~ )
: ‘ ) g - . ‘A.' « “ d
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. Tagqe 6. Size of luacé and Prest;‘ge of Adricultural QccuBgti?)ns‘ (cont.) : -
’ . Occupation -2 Size of Place S _ N
On a In the . +Town or . Small City Medium-~sized Metropohtan .
a Fam Country . Village . (10,000 to- city {50,000 . (over 500, 000),,'
| ' R Cindér 10,000) ~  50,000) - to 500,000) .
. (515 L(:zo:z) CoeR) T (ee) (553 (282)
: P .A" : . - ; ”_ 5 »
“Agrici]ture Loan Officer 6.3 7.6 '74.1;‘ .. . 7N8 ~70.hi 2.7 .
Nevispaper Agmcu]ture Ed1tor 71.2 - 68.4¢ - ;" 7.1 _‘. 70.8 . 70_.4", ot 73,4
Soybean Grower * . 7340 68.0 0.3 67.8 C 671 “ 68.2° ,
Tree Fgrier . Y768 683 694, JT055 . 69.0 . U 69.2. . . .
‘Feed Store Owne L2 6990 L7030 . 67:8 . 67.1 67,2 B
. Horse: Tra'mer . 67.8 . 66.1 67.7 r. 693 o 69.1 " 69.9 A
" High Schel Voc. Ag,.Teocher 714 70.3 8979 66.9 , 659 '68 2 ' -
" Cotton Grower g 2.2 66.9 68.9 . 67.8 . 7. 86.1 677 —~
~Sufine h«ser ' ’ 7.9 - 64.8 66.9 64.3 640 . - 65.6°
Peatut; Grower 69.0 . 65.2 67.6 64.6 64,1 .- 64.9 a-
Tree "Surgeon 6al8.. 664 Tea7 66.7 66.6 T o664
Poultry Raiser . 67,9  -63.2 64.9 11 654 .64.5 66.9
Dietician® . - . 420 646 °66.2 g 66:6 “e5.4  67.5
Florist 63.5 * 63.3 v, 645 - |- [ 67.2 © 64.4 A
Housewi fe 67.7 . 60.1 ‘3.4 \ 65,9 .64.2 65.1
" Rural Sociologist 61.4  6].8 '~ ' 64.2 ;4' - \65.5 6.6 - 67.3°
Fruit In§pec°c9r - _ 640 635 64.4 " 639 64.2 . 647
Restaurant Mamager " . 64.5  62.5 k_“ss‘.e - 164.7 62.6 641
v'% " \ . ek G ; ,',




'-I§E1e 6. - Size of Ptace and Prestfge of fgritu]tura] Occupations (cont.)

AL )
. Occupation ;.

Loy
L4

E

s

Size of Place -

c ., -~

e —

2

On a
Farm

.~ In the

Country

%5 (LS) (zoz)

Town or’
Village
(tnder 10,000) .

(332)

H

50,000)

Smail City-
(10 000 ‘to

(482) "

Med1um s1xed

city (50,00
0 500,000

(552)

Metropo11fan
"(over 500,000)

" (284)

Farm Implément Salesman
Crop"Duster’ R ’
-.Home Economist -
Slaughterhouse -Manager
Peace Corps$ﬂggggﬁ_‘_,_____
County Home Demo Agent
Rice ‘Grower: ’
’ éai]roa& Engineer

Jockey

Peét Extefhiniﬁpr
Undertaker ..

' Incubator #an

Ra11road Conductor

y RbdeO'Cowboy

Hay Baler

Farm Hand

Tenant Farmer
Grogn¢$keeper

68.5
68.0
644

68.0 -
56.8

64.4

65.0 -

59.6
58.6 -
59.7- »
56.2
55.7

5377
54.5
159.0
53.6 -
"50.8

45.3

61.9
62.7
62.0
61.0
61.0. =
62.9
57.9
61.7
574 .
59..7
58.9
56.9
52.4

" 53.3
"51.0. -

50.9
45.9. &
46.7

" 64.1
65.6

65.3- -
64.2 «

62.1
T.61.2
62.7
©61.1
57.4

58,5 .

%8.5
55.8

53.4

. 522

54.3 .
.~ 51.8 "
- 48.1

- 48,5 °

63.0
62.5
64.1

621
65.6
61.8
60.9
61.6

©61.2

58.0
56. 3
56.3
54.5
52.9
50.6.

. 52.3

46.2

e 620

© . 761.0
62.0 °
59.5-

67.3
_61.2

59.9

Ll

60.6

61.5"

57.2
55.1
54.5
52.5

.52.9

48.9

51.5

4.9
47,4

—

61.7
61.7
62.5
62.8

, 62.5
59,7
64.5

" 59,1
- 62.7
576
57.4

. 56.1
51.8
51.6
49.6
6

4

7

-

53.6.
46.
47.
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.’ Table.7. Farm Backgrand and the Prestige of iAgricultural Occupations

5 -

N . ¢ v . ] o H
Occupation ° ‘ ! - Farm Background

¢ - Never lived on;a Lived one or more
farm or .rgnch °  years_on-a farm
- or ranch w»
. (899)

-

_ Veterinarian - ‘ - 93,
Physiciag- :' . 89,
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture  ° . . 87.
Dean of Agrigq];yré ' . o 86.

Nuclear Physicist , . . 82.

\

Professor in KQricu]ture, o : 82.

__ Landscape Architect - ‘ﬁf“‘éﬁg S 77.
:USDA Researcher . . L 77.
Wildlife Refuge Manager e BERR T
Farm Manager . ‘ . ) 80.
Biologist =~ - - _ 73.
Government Scientist _ ' 73.
" Soil Conservationist T s,
Plant Nursery Owner
Cattle Raiser
. Ecolggist“~
_County Agriculture Agent - -
Agriculture Economist
* Agriculture Loan Officer
Newspaper AgricuTture'Editpr

O N D N DA P OO O =0V wsNwWwo oo

Soybean Grower =, =
Tree Farmer - ] §
" Feed Store Owner-
3 .
Horse Trainer e

L.ﬁjgﬁ School Vocational Ag:,méagher.
‘ - B o * ol

" Cotton ‘Grower
N Swine, Raiser )
-;Peaqdﬁ Grower - C
. Tree Surgeon: - .
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, . " Table 7.. Farm Background, and the Prestige of AgricuTtral Occupatwns .
3 . S _ < (cont.)
Ocgupation . \ Farm Bac'k‘gr_‘bund
. - Never lived on a Lived dne or more
s (] - farm or ranch years on a farm
- . I : C .or rafgh
L e CL (1) fays)
- Poultry Raiser o 65.0 . 66.8 " :
Dietician’ ) 66.1 64.8" '
Florist - - 655 - 64.0
. ‘Housewi fe 64.3 . ©65.8 .
. Rural Soéio'logis( 65.9 62.3
: Fruit Inspector 64.0' 65.4
' Restaurant Manager . 64.0 63.9 T
Farm Implement Salesman. ) 62'.0\ S .66.9 '
¢ cﬁoz}@er Y I A 67.0 i
- T Home~Economist " 62.8 64.4
. S]aughterhouse Manager « 60.9  66.5
- Peace Corps Member : ) 65.4 . 58.7 .
County Home-Demo Agent..\ 61.2 63.8™
" Rice Grower - . - 60.9 © 63.6
’ Rai]rdad'Enéineer . 60.8 60.1
Jockey < GQ.S N 59.0 ..
" Pest Exterminator 5 . / ‘ '57 g 59.2 ‘
 Undertaker ' S 56.5 ,56.7 °
Incubator Man 55. 4 56.2: -
) -~ - -Railroad Conductor 's ‘ 52,9 53.8 N
"’ Rodeo Cowboy, P ©U52.5 © 583 '
© Hay Baler’ . - 49.8 56.9
‘Farm Hand | R : 51.2 54.2
Tenant Farmer- ' <, s <. 854 50.2 .
7 Groundskeeper ' 47.3 46.4 o
Machine Operater - 1 26.3 L
e Sharécr*oppgr' Coo - Ca0h 46.6 {-
Kil1floor Worker P 39.9 45.1- -
o oo 30 . .
\ J : , - P B
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Table 7.

H

(cont.)

Parm Background and the Prestige of Aqrxcu]tural

' Occupation ""- Farm Background -, . .°.
- A * . N
' : t - " .
. ‘ ¢ Never'lived on a Livedtene-or more
Lo . , . farm or ranch years on a farm
" 2 : ‘ or ranch " ,
Y

Filling Station Attendant
Clothes Presser 1n Laundry
M1gratory Farm Norker

(1493)

(899)

‘ 38.4

34.0°
336 -

39.6 ,
34.7 - ‘
. 3476
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e &
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" ~ . t
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v Table 8. Family Farming ‘Status ahd the - :
- a8 . . Prestige of‘Agricultural Occupations }
34 . . . L A*
1 * .. L | . '
.. Ogcupatton,. * .. Family Farming Status - T
5o * * . Family Owns, = Family Does Not Owd{ . |
N ' Rents, or Lea es‘ Rent, or Lease-a . o
« . A +a Farm. or* Ranch . Farm or Ranch . =~ -/
T “ -t (i000) |7 (1392)- I
. N % ‘ 4 . : |
) ” - . . & . '<‘ ) . ’ R s I . v ‘
e “Veterinarian - -. . 926 | T 92,8
Physician 0 . 7903 | 9237
U.S,. Secretaty of Agricul ture— ) ' 88:6 f . D ¢« 90.0 ‘/i- ]
Dean of Agriculture  ~— : 86.0 | o 86.6 .
Nuclear Physicist ' ° ( /83_.0\4, _ . . 86.6
} . Prpfesg.:or in Agriculture , 82,0~ - . .82 ' 3
. Landscape Architect .+ 715 " 81.4 B
USDA Researcher ° -~ A7 7 7 77:5: 79.8 SRR
wﬂdhfe Refuge Manager ' . 75.3 ~ . 719.8 i o > .
-Farm Manager K C cot -~ 79.4, 75 6 , - *
 BiologiSt g . 73.6 79.4 v
3 e, 2 a % - CL . -
- _ Government Sciegtist . - © 7374 79:1 :
. Soil Conservafionist - oy 749 . 76.0 .
Plant Nursery} Qwner . - ) ST 7422 46 .0 -

/ Cattle Raiser o . '.j\ ;. . 16.9 - 73.7 '
Ecologféty, - | s 69.0 718.2° - )
Counpﬁx{gricﬁ]-twg Agent i . ., . T743 74.5 ff
Agriculture Economist S 74.2 . as3 F S
Agr'icd]ture Loan dfficer : A : © 70,9

. Newspaper Agriculture Editor C ‘71.2' 70.6
Soybean Grower g .o B & Y A . 67.3
(’?‘\« . 1 . ”»

- ;%Tree.Fanner et T 67.7 7%- '

~+ Feed Store Owner =~ - °® SRR A Y A 67.0 - .~

.. . Horse Trainer o . 68.3 . = 68.6

. : S o\

High School Vocatwna] Aq Teacher 69.8 67.4 "
7 . L] ..
Cottdn Grower = | . > 7.3 66.3 . -
. ‘Swine Ra1ser . o '69.‘§ ; 64.2
:Peanut’ Grower ' ‘ 6.7J7 - .- . 64.6
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L - Tadble 8. Family Farmmg Status\,and the s T ‘
g . ; Prest1ge of Agricultural 0ccupat1ons . N
S (cont.) - .
’.f. Occupation =~ Family Farming Status . -
i ~ ' . o . : .
L : . co v - SR .
> L B Family Owns, . . Family Does Not Own,
’ 7 Rents) or Leases ; Rent, or Lease a
a Farm or Ranch & . Farm or Ranch, . . .
. ~ ¢ (1000) ’ \ (1392) . b
) . LA t . L
;% Tree Surgeon . | . ' 64.4 . . 67.0
* Poultry Raiser : v 66.5 . 65.1 -,
Dietician . L. 64 S 66:7 ¢
Florist - . 1 63.8 65.8 *_
Housewi fe _ . +6641 64.0° -
* « Rural Sociologist _ , - 62.3 66.1
, ‘&Fruit Inspector . . . 64. 0§ 64.3
‘Restaurant .Manager ) 64.3 .. ¢ - 63.7 ,
Farm T‘mp1ement Sa]esman‘2 - _ 66.'5‘-' " ‘. 61.9
: Crop Duster , R | 66.3 ‘ 61.8 .
Home Economist ) S - 637 T 63:7
S]aughterhouse 'Manager ' 66.5 60.5
_ Peace Corps Member, -~ ..  .58.5 - 65.9
" County Home Demo Agent o 63.5 612
Rice Grower - o 64.1 . 604 .
.Aliaﬂroaqz_Engi‘heer-” S - . 60,7 . 60.4 - =
Jackey DA TR - I S w\60.5
Pest Exterminator ¢ - 7 59.2 SRR B
ﬁ‘." . . . . ] ¥
Undertaker | / - 56.7 . 56.5
" Incubator Man N 56..1 S 55.5
Railrodd Conductor TN 53.4 .0 53.1
e Rodeo Cowboy - R - N ) 52.3 :
. Hay Baler - .~ ‘ 565 N 49.6
~ Farm.Hand : Cot T 54.0" oo 81 -
' Tenant Farmer o e £ 50.0 » 245:2
Groundgkeeper . 45.8. . . 41.8
' 46.3 "45.0 -
» ’ = M b |
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. . : \ab]e 8. Fam1‘ly Fanmnq Status and thé R " o |
T Prest1qe 0 gmcultur,aTuOccupa‘tlons .
5 TR S i
T~ e - Occupation - . * Family Farming Status . ' -
) T ) ' ", Family Owns,”  Family Does Not Own,
) Rents, or Leases Rent, or Lease & -
' AR a Farm or Ranch Farmh or’Ranch’
. ’%K U (1000) (1392) ,
0 .S . I . :
Sharecropper '45 8 ' 41.2-
Killfleor Worker -, -~ Vg w s30T
- Filling Station Attendant 40.2 37.9 .., . .
Clothes Pressey in Ldundry 35.2 3.7 ( :
.. Migratery Farm Worker 8.7 . 33.4.. - - N
R ‘ C o N . '’ '
] . '
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