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SUMMARY

This bulletin reports the findings of an explor-
atory study of the long-range occupational plans
of Towa farm boys in their senior year of high
school. The primary objectives of the study were:
(1) to relate the theory of choice to occupational
planning, (2) to describe the occupational plans of
the boys, (3) to determine the characteristics which
differentiate boys who plan to farm from boys who
plan nonfarm careers and (4) to appraise the rel-
ative importance of factors influencing farm-non-
farm occupational plans.

Application of the theory of choice to occupational
planning resulted in three general hypotheses to
explain why some farm boys plan to farm while
others plan nonfarm occupations. These hypoth-
eses involved individual differences in (1) occupa-
tional satisfaction functions (preference systems),
(2) available resources and (3) the results expect-
ed from using given resources in farm and non-
farm employments. Various operational hypoth-
eses derived from the general hypotheses were
evaluated on the basis of evidence obtained from a
state-wide sample of senior farm boys attending
Towa high schools in rural areas and cities under
25,000 population in the spring of 1959.

Of the 870 boys included in the sample, 38 per-
cent were planning to enter farming; 58 percent
were intending to enter a variety of nonfarm oc-
cupations; and nearly 1 percent were expecting to
combine farming with a nonfarm job. Only 3
percent indicated that they had not given any
thought to a life career. About 13 percent of the
group considered their plans “certain,” while 58
percent viewed their plans as “fairly certain.” On
the other hand, about 22 percent indicated that
their plans were ‘“fairly uncertain,” and 7 percent
considered their plans as ‘“very uncertain.” In
general, boys who were planning to farm were
more certain of their plans than were boys who
were planning nonfarm occupations.

Two-fifths of the boys stated that they first
decided on their career plan during the twelfth
grade. Career plans were formed by 29 percent
during the eleventh grade and by 11 percent during
the tenth grade. Nearly one-fifth said they arrived
at their decision before entering the tenth grade.
Boys who were planning to farm formulated their
career plans earlier than those who were planning
nonfarm occupations.

The evidence supported the hypothesis that farm
boys who plan to farm value the nonincome charac-
teristics associated with farming more highly than
those associated with nonfarm occupations, while
the boys who plan nonfarm careers have opposite
valuations. In response to a series of questions on
employment preferences at different levels of rel-
ative income in farming, 89 percent of the boys
planning to farm indicated that they would prefer
farming to nonfarm employment at equal incomes,
whereas only 28 percent of the boys planning non-
farm careers had this preference.

In general, boys who planned to farm more
frequently indicated a preference for working con-

ditions and community characteristics associated
with farming thar did boys who planned nonfarm
careers. A larger portion of the boys planning
to farm favored work out-of-doors, physical work,
much use of machines and tools, little contact with
people and work in a small organization. Boys
planning to farm also attached relatively more
importance to freedom on the job and employment
security (attributes generally thought to be more
fully realized in farming than in most nonfarm
occupations) than did boys planning nonfarm
careers. In addition, a larger proportion of the
boys who planned to farm preferred living close
to relatives and a considerable distance from neigh-
bors.

As was expected, boys who planned to farm owned
more financial resources and were anticipating more
parental assistance to finance entry into farming
than were boys who planned nonfarm careers. A
higher percentage of boys planning to farm also
indicated that they had an opportunity to begin
farming with their fathers. The families of these
boys were better able to provide financial assistance
than those of boys planning nonfarm futures.
Average family net worth was $40,195 for boys
planning to farm compared with $29,085 for boys
planning nonfarm occupations. The difference in
financial capacity was even larger among boys
who were “certain” of their occupational plans.

While plans to attend college varied directly
with parental net worth, boys who planned to farm
had lower educational aspirations than had those
who planned nonfarm careers. Nearly 49 percent
of the boys with nonfarm plans were expecting to
20 to college, whereas only 17 percent of the boys
planning to farm intended to take college work.
Boys who planned to farm had a slightly lower
mean intelligence score, a moderately lower mean
achievement score and a moderately lower grade
point than the boys with nonfarm plans. Boys
planning to farm also participated less frequently
in school activities. As rated by their high school
instructors, 14 percent of the boys planning to
farm were rated in the high leadership group com-
pared with 26 percent of the boys planning non-
farm careers.

The data from this study were consistent with
the hypothesis that differences in income-earning
expectations help to explain farm-nonfarm dif-
ferences in occupational plans. Boys who planned
to farm were more optimistic about future relative
income-earning opportunities in farming than were
boys who planned nonfarm careers. Higher re-
turns for labor and capital in farming than in non-
farm employments in 1965 were anticipated by 38
percent of the boys with plans to farm but by only
21 percent of the boys with nonfarm plans. Boys
planning to farm also were more optimistic about
1965 incomes on small and medium-sized farms
than were boys planning nonfarm careers. On the
average, boys who planned to farm indicated that,
under current conditions, 232 acres of cropland
and $17,500 of capital in machinery and livestock
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were needed for a “satisfactory” income as a tenant.

On the basis of a small sampling, the level of
occupational information appeared to be somewhat
higher for boys planning nonfarm careers than for
those planning to farm. While there was little
difference in knowledge of farm industry charac-
teristics, boys planning nonfarm occupations were
better informed about the characteristics of a
selected list of occupations than were boys planning
to farm. Most farm boys had reasonably accurate
knowledge of average farm size and the trend in
farm numbers. Only two-fifths of the group, how-
ever, were aware of the trend in the percentage
of national income contributed by the farm sector.

In response to a direct question, nearly 69 per-
cent of all respondents reported that they expected
to have difficulty in entering the occupation of their
choice. Boys planning to farm anticipated difficulty
as frequently as did boys planning nonfarm occu-
pations. Financial difficulties were mentioned most
frequently by both groups. Over 40 percent of
the boys planning to farm expected difficulty in
getting the capital needed to get started, and 27
percent of the boys planning nonfarm careers
anticipated difficulty in financing their training.

As reported by their sons, the parents of the
boys with farming plans had lower educational
aspirations for their sons than had the parents
of the boys with nonfarm plans. Only one-third of
the boys planning to farm indicated that their
fathers felt they should take additional training
beyond high school, whereas 56 percent of the
boys planning nonfarm careers expressed this view.
However, a large proportion of the boys in both
groups (51 percent for boys planning to farm and
36 percent for boys planning nonfarm occupations)
reported that their fathers had never said much
about additional training.

When variables measuring nonincome preferences
for farming, relative income expectations in farm-
ing and family resources were related to farm-
nonfarm occupational plans in a cross-classification,
it was found that high nonincome preferences, high
relative income expectations in farming and high
family net worth combined to produce a high pro-
portion (94 percent) of farm plans and a low pro-
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portion (6 percent) of nonfarm plans. Low nonin-
come preferences, low relative income expectations
in farming and low family net worth combined to
produce a low pfoportion (4 percent) of farm plans
and a high proportion (96 percent) of nonfarm
plans. When heterogeneity was reduced for two
of the three “independent” variables, the relative
frequency of farm and nonfarm plans varied with
the level of the third variable. Over the range of
variation reflected in the measurements of the
three “independent” variables, the level of nonin-
come preferences for farming appeared to have the
greatest influence on occupational plans. The find-
ings support the generalization that nonincome
preferences for farming, available resources and rel-
ative income-earning expectations in farming are
important variables influencing the occupational
plans of farm boys.

The Iowa evidence indicates that the supply of
farm-boy entrants in farming covers a range of
relative incomes (ratios of income in farming to
income in nonfarm employment) well above and
below 1.0. Also, this supply appears to be quite
elastic. 'When measured from a base relative in-
come of 1.0, a decrease of 11 percent in relative in-
come in farming was associated with a decrease of
14 percent in the number of boys preferring farm-
ing to nonfarm employment. And an increase in
relative income of 12 percent was associated with
an increase of 16 percent in the number of boys
preferring farming to nonfarm employment.

If the supply of entrants in farming is as elastic
as these figures suggest, long-range programs that
raise relative incomes in farming without reducing
the supply of entrants (shifting the supply curve
to the left) are likely to cause a relatively large
increase in the number of farm boys who seek
entry into farming. Unless such programs are
accompanied by additional restrictions on entry,
they would tend to be self-defeating over the long
run, since an increase in the number of entrants
would likely reduce relative incomes in farming.
In the short run, however, this effect is likely to be
comparatively small, because even a large increase
in the number of entrants would have a relatively
small impact on the total number of farm operators.



Occupational Plans of lowa Farm Boys'

by Donald R. Kaldor, Eber Eldridge, Lee G. Burchinal and I. W. Arthur?

Each year thousands of boys from American
farms complete their formal education and enter
the labor force in search of satisfying employment.
For many years, a declining number have selected
farming as the best way of achieving their occu-
pational objectives. Today, most farm boys enter
nonfarm occupations. This was not always true,
however.

During an earlier period, the majority of young
men born and raised on farms followed the occu-
pation of their father. This was a time when oc-
cupational alternatives were fewer and less at-
tractive than they are today, and entry into farming
was relatively easy. Land was abundant and cheap.
Capital requirements were small, and labor played
a much larger role in farm production than it does
today.

Economic growth and the forces associated with
it have been largely responsible for this change.
These forces have greatly reduced the demand for
labor in farming. At the same time, they have
increased the demand for labor in the nonfarm
economy. By changing the number and relative
attractiveness of employment opportunities, these
shifts in demand have induced striking changes in
the utilization of labor in American agriculture.

Trends in National Farm Employment

At the beginning of the last century, more than
80 percent of the labor force in the United States
was engaged in farming. By 1920 the proportion
had fallen to 27 percent. The figure in 1959 stood
at 8 percent. Although the trend in the proportion
of the labor force employed in farming has been
downward for at least 150 years, the number of
workers on farms continued to increase until about
World War 1. Since then, the number has declined
almost without interruption. The changes in farm
employment by 10-year periods since 1920 are
shown in table 1.

1 Project 1358, Iowa Agricultural and Home Economics Experiment
Station, Center for Agricultural and Economic Adjustment, cooperating.

? The authors wish to express their appreciation to the farm boys, high
school faculties and county extension directors who cooperated in
supplying the data for this study. They also wish to acknowledge the
helpful statistical assistance of Professor Norman Strand and Mrs.
Helen Ayres of the Statistical Laboratory at Towa State University.

Over the 1920-59 period, the number of farm
workers decreased by 4.8 million, or about 45 per-
cent. There was a moderate decline of 0.6 million
workers during the decade of the 1920’s. Although
the depression slowed the decline during the early
1930’s, the reduction over the decade as a whole
amounted to 1.2 million workers, twice the drop
during the relatively prosperous 1920’s. The early
yvears of World War II saw a rapid decline in farm
employment as workers left farms for jobs in
defense industries and the armed forces. How-
ever, the end of the war and demobilization was
accompanied by an increase in the farm labor force.
By 1948 farm employment stood at the same level
as in 1943. Still, there was a net decrease of 1
million farm workers between 1940 and 1949. During
the 1950’s, farm employment fell by 2 million. By
the end of the 1950’s, the number of farm workers
was 20 percent less than at the beginning of the
decade.

The downward trend in national farm employ-
ment has involved both family and hired workers.
In recent years, the rate of decline has been greater
for family workers than for hired workers. Be-
tween 1950 and 1959, the number of family workers
fell nearly 25 percent, whereas the number of hired
workers dropped 8 percent. For the most part,
the reduction in family workers reflects a decline
of nearly 20 percent in the number of farm oper-
ators.

The rapid decline in the number of farm oper-
ators in recent years has been largely the result of
(1) a decline in the rate of entry into farming, (2)
an increase in the rate at which operators have
quit farming and taken nonfarm jobs and (3) a
higher rate of retirement. Retirement has been
accelerated by the inclusion of farm operators in

Table 1. Absolute and percentage change in United States farm em-
ployment, by decades, 1920-59.

Change over the period

Period Number Percent
(million)

1920-29 ... —0.6 -4.5

1930-39 -1.2 -8.9

1940-49 ... -1.0 -9.1

1950-59 ... e —2.0 =20.5

1920-59 —4.8 -45.0

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Mar-
keting Service, Agricultural outlook charts, 1958 and 1959.
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the social security system. The other changes have
been encouraged by a decline in the number and
relative attractiveness of income-earning oppor-
tunities in farming.

The drop in the number of farm workers rep-
resents only part, although the larger part, of the
total shift of labor from farm to nonfarm employ-
ments. The number of farm operators working
off farms also has been rising. Although fewer
people operated farms in 1954 than in 1929, the
number of operators employed off farms 100 days
or more in 1954 was nearly 80 percent greater than
in 1929. In 1954, 28 percent of all farmers worked
off farms 100 days or more. By 1959 this figure
had increased to 30 percent. There also has been
an upward trend in the number of farm wives en-
gaged in nonfarm work. While much of this re-
flects an increase in the number gainfully employed,
it also reflects some reduction in the amount of
labor devoted to farm work.

Trends in Farm Employment in lowa

Trends in labor utilization in Iowa agriculture
have been similar to those in the nation as a whole.
Estimates of the number of workers on Iowa farms
indicate a drop of nearly 22 percent between 1940
and 1954.* This is almost as large as the reduction
in national farm employment over this period. Ap-
parently, less of the decline in Iowa has been associ-
ated with the fall in the number of farm operators.
Between 1940 and 1954, the number of farm oper-
ators in Iowa fell about 10 percent, whereas the
national decline amounted to almost 20 percent.

In line with the national trend, more Iowa farm
operators have been working off farms. Between
1940 and 1954, the number employed 100 days or
more off farms increased by about 55 percent. An
additional increase of 12 percent occurred between
1954 and 1959. Likewise, an increasing number
of farm operators’ wives in Iowa has been gainfully
employed off farms.

Factors Affecting Trends in Farm Employment

The trends in the utilization of labor in agri-
culture in the United States represent, in large
part, an adjustment to the changing pattern of
income-earning opportunities induced by the forces
of economic growth. Because the demands for
most nonfarm goods and services have been more
responsive to changes in income, rising per-capita
income in the economy has increased the demands
for nonfarm products faster than the demands for
farm products. Inasmuch as the demand for labor
is based on the demands for the products to be
produced, this has created a more rapid increase in
the demand for labor in nonfarm industries than in
agriculture. As a result, these industries have been
able to provide more attractive employment op-
portunities. Thus, they have been able to outbid
the farm industry for the use of labor.

The demand for labor within the farm industry
has been subject to strong downward pressure as a

*M. W. Trautwein. Differential rates of resource adjustment within
Iowa agriculture. Unpublished M. S. thesis. Iowa State University
Library, Ames, 1958.
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consequence of rapid advances m farm technology
and a growing relative scarcity of labor in the
United States economy. Both of these forces have
been particularly potent since 1940. Advances in
farm technology have reduced the demand for labor
in agriculture by raising the relative productivity
of capital inputs and by contributing to a rapid
expansion in farm output and lower farm prices
and incomes.

Most of the improvements in technology leading
to greater mechanization have been labor-saving in
their effects. By increasing the productivity of
capital in the form of mechanical power and ma-
chinery, these improvements have encouraged the
substitution of capital for labor, thus reducing the
demand for labor in farming.

Although the labor force in the United States
economy has expanded greatly since 1940, labor
is a relatively more expensive production input to-
day than it was 20 years ago. Since 1940, wages
of farm labor have risen much more than the prices
of farm capital goods and the rate of interest on
farm operating-capital loans. The relative cheapen-
ing of farm capital goods likewise has encouraged
substitution of capital for labor and a lower demand
for human effort in farming.

The changing pattern of resource productivities
and input prices has made previous combinations
of land, labor and capital on individual farms obso-
lete, because they no longer permit production at
minimum cost. Today, the well-organized farm
typically uses much more capital, more land and
very little more labor than its counterpart of 50
vears ago. The growing capital requirements in
farming have become an important obstacle to
getting started in farming.

Because efficient use of modern power and equip-
ment in combination with operator and family
labor has required more land, there has been in-
creasing pressure to enlarge the land base on indi-
vidual farms. The total area of cultivated land in
the United States, however, has been relatively
stable. As a result, farm enlargement has been
closely associated with a reduction in the number
of farms and farm operators. The growing demand
for land to enlarge farms has made it increasingly
difficult for new operators to obtain control of
sufficient land for an economic unit.

Improvements in technology also have had im-
portant output-increasing effects. High-yielding
varieties, better soil management, more effective
agricultural chemicals and fertilizers, more efficient
feeding, improvements in livestock breeding and
more timely tillage and harvesting operations have
made a large direct contribution to greater farm
output. Since World War I, the substitution of
mechanical power for animal power has freed more
than 80 million acres of cropland for human con-
sumption, and greater use of mechanical power in
crop production has freed labor for livestock pro-
duction. Improvements in labor and management
gkills also have contributed to the productive capa-
city of the farm plant.

By expanding farm output and encouraging the
use of new kinds of inputs, advances in technology



have contributed to a rapid growth of farm supply
and processing industries. Many tasks formerly
done on the farm have been transferred to nonfarm
firms. As a result, the decline in farm employment
has been accompanied by an expansion in employ-
ment in industries processing farm products and
supplying farmers with purchased inputs.

During much of the period since World War I,
there has been a strong tendency for farm output
to grow more rapidly than the demand for farm
products. At times, the rapid increase in farm
production has exerted heavy downward pressure
on farm prices and income-earning opportunities.
This has been especially true during the past decade.
The full impact of these developments, however,
has not been reflected in lower farm prices and
incomes because of government support programs.
Even so, income-earning opportunities in farming
have dropped sharply relative to those in the rest
of the economy. This also has contributed to the
decline in farm employment.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

Comparatively little is known about the charac-
teristics of people who enter and leave the farm
labor force or the factors inducing these decisions.
It is clear, however, that: (1) A large part of the
decline in farm labor force has involved farm oper-
ators. (2) Much of the reduction in the number
of farm operators has come via a decline in the
number of new entrants. (3) The typical beginning
farmer in Iowa is a young man with a high school
education who was born and raised on a farm.

Therefore, the occupational decisions of high
school farm boys play a critical role in determining
the future rate of adjustment in labor-management
input in farming. This adjustment, in turn, has
an important bearing on the long-run organizational
structure of the farm industry, the relative earn-
ings of labor in farming and the efficient use of
the nation’s manpower. Moreover, the future wel-
fare of these young men is associated with the
occupational choices they make. Their job satis-
faction will depend on how wisely they choose.
For these reasons, occupational planning and deci-
sion-making by farm boys is a significant field of
inquiry.

This exploratory study focuses on the occupational
plans of Iowa farm boys who are high school seniors.
Its primary objectives are: (1) to relate the theory
of choice to occupational planning, (2) to describe
the occupational plans of farm boys who were high
school seniors in the spring of 1959, (3) to deter-
mine the characteristics which differentiate boys
who were planning to farm and those who were
planning nonfarm occupations and (4) to appraise
the relative importance of factors influencing oc-
cupational plans. A follow-up study will examine
the employment experience of the same group of
boys after they have been out of high school for
3 years.

THEORY OF OCCUPATIONAL PLANNING

Occupational planning may be viewed as a rational
process by which an individual arrives at a tenta-

tive decision about the kind of work he expects to
do for his life career. The problem of each youth
is to select from a number of alternative occu-
pational plans the one expected to provide the great-
est satisfaction.

In solving this problem, the individual might be
expected to formulate a set of expectations for
each occupation under consideration. These ex-
pectations would relate to the various factors he
believes relevant to his choice. On the basis of
these expectations, he would arrive at some
judgment about the potential level of satisfaction
associated with each plan. After some allowance
for uncertainty, he then would select the plan of-
fering the greatest expected satisfaction. This
selection, however, would be tentative, since it
would be based on a specific set of expectations,
and these expectations may change over time.

Students of the problem are not in complete
agreement about the extent to which actual oc-
cupational planning fits this mold. A large majority,
however, seem to agree that the occupational choices
which people make do involve important elements
of rationality.*

There is evidence that the process of occupational
choice, as distinet from the determinants, involves
subjective role-taking activity on the part of the
individual. ° A person imagines himself engaged
in various occupations and then reacts to his ex-
pectations of the consequences of being in each
occupational role. In this way, he explores alter-
natives, rejecting some and retaining others, until
finally a tentative choice is made.

Likewise, there is evidence that the process fol-
lows an increasingly complex developmental pattern
extending from childhood to maturity.¢

Fantasy choices are characteristic of young
children. As numerous learning experiences occur,
the child becomes more aware of the realities of
adult life. His occupational thinking moves out of
the fantasy realm, and he begins to consider more
realistic alternatives. He becomes aware of an
increasing number of occupational possibilities.
As he matures, he rejects many of these possibilities
and, thus, narrows the range of his choice. Finally,
at some point during or after his educational ex-
periences, a tentative choice is made, and the indi-
vidual enters the trial-stable period of occupational
selection. A specific job is taken on a trial basis.
If it meets the individual’s expectations, he enters
a period of occupational stability. Otherwise, he
searches for a different job—one that is expected
to provide greater occupational satisfaction.

Insofar as occupational planning is a rational
process, the theory of choice can provide some in-
sights into the determinants of occupational plans.’

1 See for example: W. L. Slocum. Some sociological aspects of occu-
pational choice. Amer. Jour. Econ. and Soe. 18: 139-147. 1959.
Ibid; Walter Coutu. Role-taking versus role-playing. Amer. Soc. Rev.
16:180-187. 1951; Ralph H. Turner. Role-taking, role standpoint,
and reference group behavior. Amer, Jour. Soe. 61:316-328. 1956;
Donald E. Super. The psychology of careers, Harpers and Brothers,
New York. 1957,

% Eli Ginzberg et al. Occupational choice. Columbia University Press,
New York. 1951.

" For a discussion of the nature of preference and choice and the
assumptions underlying the theory, see: Kenneth J. Arrow. Social choice
and individual values. John Wiley and Sons, New York. 1951.
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It can suggest various hypotheses to explain indi-
vidual differences in plans.

In this section, some ideas from the theory of
choice are applied to the problem of occupational
planning under simplified conditions. Several gen-
eral hypotheses are formulated to explain why some
farm boys plan to farm and other farm boys plan
nonfarm occupations. In the later sections of this
study, these and related hypotheses are checked
against evidence collected from a statewide sample
of farm boys who were high school seniors.

Occupational Satisfaction Function

It seems clear that people want different col-
lections of things from their chosen occupation.
Some may want the same kind of things, but in
different proportions; others may want different
kinds of things. The level of occupational satis-
faction reflects the extent to which an individual
gets the things he wants in the proportion in which
he wants them.

Conceptually, the level of occupational satis-
faction may be considered a function of a set of
variables which the individual believes relevant
to his choice. The set might include the level of
beginning earnings, the rate of increase in earnings,
the stability of earnings, the amount of vacation
and other fringe benefits, the ratio of mental to
physical activity, the level of occupational status,
certain characteristics of the workers with whom
he will be associated, the amount of freedom and
rsponsibility to make decisions and so forth.

The individual’s value system determines (1)
the variables relevant to his choice and (2) how
these variables relate to his occupational satis-
faction. His value system, in turn, is the product
of his socialization experience.®

The concept of an occupational satisfaction func-
tion may be clarified by considering a hypothetical
case. Suppose the level of occupational satisfaction
of a given individual were an increasing function of
only two variables—the level of occupational status
(prestige) and the level of beginning earnings. An
increase in the level of occupational status, other
things being equal, would add some positive in-
crement to his occupational satisfaction. The same
would be true for an increase in the level of be-
ginning earnings. If each variable were continuous,
there would be a continuous substitution relation-
ship between occupational status and beginning
earnings. If the level of occupational status were
increased by a small amount, the level of beginning
earnings could be reduced by some amount without
changing his total occupational satisfaction. The
ratio of the decrease in beginning earnings to the
increase in occupational status would measure the
marginal rate of substitution of occupational status
for beginning earnings.

Each of these variables may be considered subject
to diminishing additional satisfaction. In other
words, increases in the level of either one, other

8 For instance, see: H. K. Schwarzweller. Value orientations in ed-
ucational and occupational choices. Rural Soc. 24: 246-256. 1959;
and H. K. Schwarzweller. Values and occupational choice, Social
Forces 39:126-135. 1960.
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Beginning earnings

° 1973

Occupational status

Fig. 1. Individual’s hypothetical preference map for beginning earn-
ings and occupational status.

things being equal, would add smaller and smaller
increments to occupational satisfaction. This would
mean a diminishing marginal rate of substitution
between the two variables. As more and more
occupational status were substituted for beginning
earnings, total occupational satisfaction remaining
constant, the rate at which occupational status
substituted for beginning earnings would decrease
as the substitution continued. These ideas are pre-
sented graphically in fig. 1.

In this diagram, the level of beginning earnings
is measured along the y axis, and the level of oc-
cupational status is measured along the x axis.
The curve C, represents various combinations of
beginning earnings and occupational status to
which the individual is indifferent, since they all
provide the same level of occupational satisfaction.
In moving from point A to point B on C., occu-
pational status is substituted for beginning earn-
ings. The ratio of the decrement in beginning
earnings to the increment in occupational status
measures the marginal rate of substitution of oc-
cupational status for beginning earnings. This
rate diminishes as occupational status is substi-
tuted for beginning earnings—the curve is drawn
concave to the origin.

Higher levels of occupational satisfaction are
represented by curves C, and C;, whereas lower
levels are represented by C, and C,. Point D on
C, involves the same amount of occupational status
and a higher level of beginning earnings than point
A. Point E involves the same level of beginning
earnings and a higher level of occupational status
than point A. If occupational satisfaction is an
increasing function of both social status and be-
ginning earnings, points D and E must represent
a higher level of satisfaction than point A. All
points on C, are equivalent to points D and E in
terms of total satisfaction. The optimum occu-
pational plan, as viewed by the individual, may be




defined as that plan which he expects will put him
on his highest indifference curve.

In practice, some of the variables entering the
occupational welfare function may be discontinuous.
A few may even be of an “all or none” kind. In
this case, there will be no marginal rate of sub-
stitution. Substitution may be limited to the pres-
ence or absence of one variable and large changes
in some other variable.

Because of differences in individual preference
systems, a given combination of, say, beginning
earnings and occupational status will give rise to
different levels of occupational satisfaction and to
different marginal rates of substitution. Individual
A may attach a high total utility to the level of
beginning earnings and a low total utility to the
level of occupational status. On the other hand,
individual B may attach a high total utility to both.
As a result, total satisfaction will be different.

Moreover, individual A may attach a low mar-
ginal utility to the level of beginning earnings and
a high marginal utility to the level of occupational
status, whereas B may attach a high marginal
utility to beginning earnings and a low marginal
utility to the level of occupational status. This
means that A’s marginal rate of substitution of
occupational status for beginning earnings will
be larger than that of B’s. As shown later, such
differences can cause variation in individual occu-
pational plans.

Resources and Entrance Requirements

At the time occupational plans are considered,
the individual has certain resources at his disposal.
These include, among other things, his intellectual
and physical capacities, his acquired knowledge
and skills, his capacity for leadership, certain per-
sonality characteristics, his financial net worth, his
borrowing capacity and perhaps some financial
resources from his family. Some of these resources
may be transformed into other resources by a
process of investment. For example, financial re-
sources may be transformed into acquired knowl-
edge and gkills by investment in education and
training. In this way, the quantity and/or quality
of resources that an individual brings to a job can
be increased or made more productive.

Under given conditions, the optimum amount and
form of investment is likely to vary among oc-
cupations. Total investment may be large in some
occupations and small in others. In some occu-
pations, a large proportion of total investment may
be in the form of training. In others, a relatively
large proportion may be in the form of tools and
other aids to production. Entrance requirements
may place a lower limit on total investment in
some occupations. Also, they may largely deter-
mine the form of investment. However, the opti-
mum level of investment in a given occupation may
be larger than that needed to meet entrance re-
quirements, depending on costs and returns.

Furthermore, various occupations are likely to
have different entrance requirements. There may
be minimum requirements, more or less exact, with
respect to intellectual and/or physical capacities,

acquired knowledge and skills, personality charac-
teristics, leadership, tools and other aids to pro-
duction and so forth. Some of these may be deter-
mined by techhological and market conditions.
Others may be imposed by law. Still others may
b}e.established by the occupational group’s member-
ship.

In general, the number of possible occupational
plans a person may consider is likely to be deter-
mined both by his own resources and by the en-
trance requirements of different occupations. An
occupation will be open to the individual if his re-
sources are sufficient, when optimally utilized, to
meet entrance requirements. Some occupations
may be closed because the individual cannot satisfy
one or more of the entrance requirements. Medicine
is not a possible alternative for the individual un-
able to finance the investment in training needed
to become a medical doctor. Likewise, a person
who is unable to cope with higher mathematics
cannot realistically expect to become a professional
engineer.

In practice, the number of alternative occupations
considered by the individual is almost certain to
be smaller than the number open to him. For one
thing, an individual’s knowledge of alternative
occupations and available resources may be ex-
tremely limited. Even when knowledge is quite
adequate, there will be pressure to reduce the
number to a manageable level. On first examination,
some possible alternatives may be dropped from
consideration because the chances of satisfying
entrance requirements are judged to be small. Or,
the level of occupational satisfaction associated
with some occupations may be considered unac-
ceptable. Here, however, attention is focused on
possibilities.

Differential Occupational Opportunities

Given the individual’s occupational satisfaction
function and the resources at his disposal, each
possible occupation presents a potential opportunity
to achieve some level of occupational satisfaction.
Under given conditions, however, different occu-
pations provide different opportunities.

For each possible occupation, there is some opti-
mum way of utilizing the individual’s resources.
When resources are utilized in this way, occu-
pational satisfaction is at the highest level per-
mitted by the particular occupation. Among other
things, this means an optimum amount and pat-
tern of investment for each occupation, including
investment in training, tools and other aids to pro-
duction.

Under given employment conditions, the opti-
mum utilization of the individual’s resources in
each possible occupation implies some set of values
for the variables entering his occupational satis-
faction function. In general, one or more of the
values in each set will be unique. For example,
teaching may give a high level of occupational
status and a low level of beginning earnings. Brick-
laying, on the other hand, may give a moderate
level of occupational status and a moderate level
of beginning earnings. Or, farming may provide
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a high level of freedom and responsibility to make
decisions and a low level of earning stability, where-
as clerical work may give a high level of earning
stability and a low level of freedom and responsi-
bility to make decisions.

This is illustrated in fig. 2. In the upper diagram,
the points labeled engineering, farming, teaching
and truck driving represent hypothetical combi-
nations of occupational status and beginning earn-
ings which the individual would obtain with the
optimum use of his resources in these employ-
ments. Here it is assumed that teaching would
give the highest level of occupational status and
that engineering would provide the highest level of
beginning earnings. In the lower diagram, the
points represent various combinations of earning
stability and freedom and responsibility to make
decisions. In this case, it is assumed: that farming
provides the greatest freedom and responsibility to
make decisions and the lowest level of income
stability; that teaching gives the highest earning
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Fig. 2. Hypothetical values of occupational satisfaction variables as-
sociated with selected occupations.
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stability ; and that truck driving gives the least
amount of freedom and responsibility to make
decisions.

Occupational differences in the values of the
variables entering the occupational satisfaction
function reflect the differential effects of numerous
psychological, physical, technological, economic and
social factors. Some operate via the individual;
others operate via the occupation. The levels of
variables related to income are likely to be associ-
ated with both the individual’s resources and the
specific occupation in which the resources may be
employed. On the other hand, nonincome vari-
ables are likely to be influenced more by strictly
occupational factors.

The effective input which an individual brings to
a particular job depends on such things as his
intellectual and physical capacities, his knowledge
and skills, his initiative and certain other per-
sonality characteristics. These are affected by
various physical, psychological and sociological
factors, including the amount and kind of edu-
cation, technical training and experience. Some of
these, in turn, are influenced by hereditary factors;
others are affected by cultural and economic fac-
tors.

Even with an optimum amount and pattern of
investment for each possible occupation, there are
likely to be important differences in the individual’s
performance in various occupations. Some of his
resources may be better suited to some occupations
than others. For example, psychological and physi-
cal attributes are not likely to be equally well
adapted to all occupations. These attributes are
likely to provide a comparative advantage in some
jobs. This will be reflected in differences in the
quantity and/or quality of service that can be
performed.

Occupational differences in the levels of the
variables entering the occupational satisfaction
function also may arise because of variation in the
relative scarcity of different occupational serv-
ices. The prices of some services may be relatively
high because of a large demand, a small competitive
supply offered by other individuals or both. On
the other hand, the prices of other services may
be relatively low because of a small demand and/or
a large competitive supply. Temporal and inter-
temporal differences in relative scarcity give rise
to occupational differences in beginning earnings
and rates of increase in earnings. These differences
also influence the levels of fringe benefits in various
occupations.

Differences in the relative scarcity of various
occupational services are affected by a complex
set of technological, economic and social factors.
Demands are influenced by such things as popu-
lation, national income and its distribution, con-
sumer preferences, opportunities to substitute other
inputs, the prices of these inputs and various in-
stitutional arrangements for administering re-
sources. Supplies of competing services are af-
fected by past income-earning opportunities in the
occupation and by various restrictions on occu-
pational entry and departure.



Likewise, a complex set of factors determine
occupational differences in the levels of the non-
income variables. Such things as differences in
technology, economic organization and bureaucracy
contribute to occupational differences in freedom
and responsibility to make decisions, the combi-
nation of mental and physical exertion, degree of
job confinement, social status and other variables
that may enter the occupational satisfaction func-
tion.

Optimum Plan

Given the values of the satisfaction variables
associated with each possible occupational plan, the
optimum plan is that plan which maximizes the
occupational satisfaction function. Under certain
conditions, there may be more than one optimum
plan, since two or more plans may provide the
same level of occupational satisfaction. In this
case, the individual presumably would be indifferent
in choosing between such plans.

The selection of the optimum plan is illustrated
in fig. 3, where it again is assumed that the indi-
vidual’s satisfaction function contains only two
variables—beginning earnings and occupational
status. This figure combines the elements pre-
sented earlier in figs. 1 and 2. Five different
occupational plans are assumed possible. When
the individual’s resources are utilized in an opti-
mum way for each occupation, the resulting com-
binations of beginning earnings and occupational
status are represented by the points labeled en-
gineering, teaching, farming, clerical and truck
driving. A portion of this particular individual’s
preference map for beginning earnings and occu-
pational status is represented by the indifference
curves C,, C,, C;, C, and C;.
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Fig. 3. Determination of the optimum occupational plan under hypo-

thetical conditions.

In this illustration, it is assumed that teaching
gives the highest level of occupational status and
that engineering gives the highest level of be-
ginning earnings. Farming, clerical work and truck
driving are assumed to provide lower levels of both
beginning earnings and occupational status. Under
these assumptions, teaching is the preferred occu-
pational plan on the basis of occupational status,
whereas engineering is the preferred plan on the
basis of beginning earnings. While the individual
would prefer to have the level of occupational status
associated with teaching and the level of beginning
earnings associated with engineering, possible
alternatives do not permit this. He must choose
between a collection with more occupational status
and less beginning earnings and one with more be-
ginning earnings and less occupational status.

In selecting engineering over teaching, he would
lose ab of occupational status and gain ed of be-
ginning earnings. In selecting teaching over en-
gineering, he would gain ab of occupational status
and lose ed of beginning earnings. Does he place a
higher value on the difference in occupational
status or on the difference in beginning earnings ?

According to the individual’s preference map, he
attaches a higher value to the difference in be-
ginning earnings than to the difference in occu-
pational status. For in moving from the point la-
beled teaching to the point labeled engineering, he
also moves to a higher indifference curve, repre-
senting a higher level of occupational satisfaction.
In other words, the increase in occupational satis-
faction from having an additional ¢d of beginning
earnings is greater than the decrease in satisfac-
tion from having ab less of occupational status.
Therefore, engineering is his optimum occupa-
tional plan.

Variation in Occupational Plans

Why may the occupational plans of individuals
differ? The preceding analysis points to three
broad factors. It suggests that plans may differ
because of individual differences in (1) occupational
satisfaction functions (preference systems), (2)
available resources and (3) the results expected
from employing given resources in various occu-
pations. These factors are hypothesized to be
among the primary determinants of an occupational
plan. Behind these primary determinants, of course,
lie numerous secondary factors that cause dif-
ferences in the primary factors. The secondary
factors exert their influence on occupational plans
indirectly by affecting the primary determinants.

It will be shown, for example, that a difference
in preference systems may induce a difference in
occupational plans. Preference systems, however,
are the products of socialization experiences. Dif-
ferences in family, school, church and community
environments contribute to differences in preference
systems. The resulting differences in preference
systems may cause differences in occupational
plans. Thus, a complete explanation of variation
in individual occupational plans requires an ex-
planation of the variations in the primary deter-
minants of these plans. In this study, the main
focus is on the primary determinants.
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Effect of a Difference in the Occupational Satisfaction
Function

The effect of a difference in the occupational
satisfaction function on occupational choices is
shown in fig. 4. Here, it is assumed that the re-
sources available and the anticipated results from
employing them in particular occupations are
identical for two individuals—A and B. Thus, the
same occupations (farming and engineering) and
the same combinations of variables (beginning earn-
ings and decision-making freedom and respon-
sibility) are applicable to both A and B. These are
represented by the points labeled farming and en-
gineering.

It also is assumed that the occupational satis-
faction functions of A and B contain only two vari-
ables—beginning earnings and decision-making free-
dom and responsibility. However, the relationships
between these variables and the level of occupation-
al welfare are assumed to be different. C, and C.
represent a portion of the preference map of A,
and C’, and C’, represent a portion of B’s map.
These curves have been drawn so that the im-
portance attached to beginning earnings in relation
to decision-making freedom and responsibility is
greater for A than for B. In other words, the
ratios of the marginal utility of beginning earnings
to the marginal utility of decision-making freedom
and responsibility (the marginal rates of substitu-
tion of decision-making freedom and responsibility
§0r é)eginning earnings) are higher for A than
or B.

Under these assumptions, the optimum occu-
pational plan for A is engineering and that for B
is farming. Individual A values the difference in
beginning earnings between engineering and farm-
ing more highly than the difference in decision-
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Fig. 4. Hypothetical effect of a difference in the occupational satis-
faction functions on the optimum occupational plan.
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making freedom and responsibility. On the other
hand, B values the difference in decision-making
freedom and responsibility more highly than the
difference in beginning earnings. As a result of
the difference in the occupational satisfaction func-
tion, A and B would plan to enter different occu-
pations.

Differences in occupational satisfaction func-
tions may be why some farm boys plan to farm
and others plan to enter nonfarm occupations. Boys
planning to farm may have satisfaction functions
that place a large weight on certain variables which
have a relatively high level in farming and a small
weight on other variables which have a relatively
low level in farming. In contrast, boys planning
nonfarm occupations may have satisfaction func-
tions that place a small weight on certain variables
which have a relatively high level in farming and
a large weight on other variables which have a
relatively high level in nonfarm occupations. One
of the general hypotheses of this study is that boys
who plan to farm have different satisfaction func-
tions than boys who plan nonfarm occupations. It
is considered in more detail in a later section.

Effect of a Difference in Available Resources

Resource differences may involve such things as
intellectual and physical attributes, acquired skills
and knowledge, personality characteristics and per-
sonal and family financial status. There are a
number of ways whereby such differences may in-
duce different occupational plans. Only two are
mentioned here for illustrative purposes.

Perhaps the simplest case is where resource dif-
ferences give rise to different occupational pos-
sibilities. For example, A’s resources may be such
that when optimally utilized he could satisfy en-
trance requirements in a large number of occu-
pations, including many with highly restrictive
requirements. On the other hand, B’s resources
may be such that he could meet entrance require-
ments in comparatively few occupations. Occu-
pations requiring a large input of financial resources
or an unusually high level of mentality, or both,
may be closed to him. As a result, A’s optimum
plan may involve an occupation that is not open to
B, even though both individuals may have similar
occupational satisfaction functions and similar ex-
pectations about the consequences of employing
given resources in various occupations.

Suppose that the same occupations are open to A
and B and that they have identical occupational
satisfaction functions and similar expectations
about the consequences of employing given re-
sources in these occupations. Still, they may have
different optimum plans because of different re-
source pecularities. This is illustrated in fig. 5
where it is assumed that the psychological and
physical resources at the disposal of A and B are
not equally suited to engineering and farming. A
has a comparative advantage in engineering, and
B has a comparative advantage in farming. In
this case, the occupational satisfaction functions of
both individuals are assumed to contain the vari-
ables beginning earnings and the rate of increase
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Fig. 5. Hypothetical effect of a difference in resources on the opti-
mum occupational plan.

in earnings. With these assumptions, A’s opti-
mum plan is engineering and B’s optimum plan is
farming. Thus, resource differences may cause a
difference in occupational plans.

This suggests a second general hypothesis;
namely, that boys who plan to farm have different
resource characteristics than boys who plan non-
farm occupations. Largely because of data limi-
tations, however, only one aspect of this general
hypothesis receives special attention in this study.
This aspect concerns differences in financial re-
sources.

Farming is neither the most difficult nor the
easiest occupation to enter. There are no highly
restrictive training requirements as in many pro-
fessions. Entry is possible by persons representing
a wide range of gkills, knowledge and social and
personality characteristics. However, technological
and market conditions, as well as institutional ar-
rangements, do give rise to important, although
variable, financial obstacles.

To farm, an individual needs some amount of
land. The ability to acquire needed land is closely
related to the financial position of the individual
or that of his family. This is obviously true if
land is acquired by purchase, gift or inheritance.
It is also true, however, if land is rented, because
landlords generally prefer tenants with much capital
to those with little capital, if other things are
equal. In the competition for rented land, capital
position is an important factor determining the
distribution of this land among prospective tenants.

While an individual could enter farming with
very little land, relative financial success is usually
correlated with the size of the land base. Under
given price conditions, the return which the pro-
spective operator can expect from his labor-manage-
ment input depends to a considerable extent on the
effective input of land and capital. Within limits,

the more land and capital he can combine with his
labor and management the larger will be the return.
Thus, the financial resources available to the indi-
vidual partly determine his capacity to acquire
land and capital inputs and these, in turn, partly
determine the return he can expect from his labor
and management.

Of course, adequate financial resources are es-
sential for entry and/or success in many nonfarm
occupations, too. Some require long periods of
heavy expenditure for training or large outlays
for tools or other aids to production. There are
also, however, many nonfarm occupations where
entry and/or labor earnings are not as heavily
dependent on large financial outlays as in farming.
In many of these occupations, tools and other aids
to production are furnished not by the individual
employee but by the owners of the firm. In some,
part of the investment in training also may be
company financed.

As a consequence, it might be expected that the
occupational plans of farm boys would be influenced
by the availability of financial resources. Other
things being equal, boys with extremely limited
financial resources might be expected to chose
farming less frequently than boys with more abun-
dant financial resources. However, the relation of
financial resources to occupational plans is com-
plicated by a number of other factors, such as the
relative importance of family and personal re-
sources, the role of the parents in the boy’s occu-
pational decision-making process and the claims
of brothers and sisters on family resources.

Effect of a Difference in Anticipated Results From
Employing Given Resources

A difference in occupational plans may also arise
because individuals expect different results from
employing given resources in various occupations.
Suppose A and B have identical occupational satis-
faction functions and the same resources. Assume
that A expects engineering to provide the highest
level of beginning earnings and the highest rate
of increase in earnings, whereas B expects farming
to give the highest beginning earnings and the
highest rate of increase in earnings. This situation
is presented in fig. 6.

Under these assumptions, A’s optimum plan is
engineering, and B’s optimum plan is farming. On
the basis of A’s expectations, engineering will pro-
vide a higher level of occupational satisfaction than
farming. But on the basis of B’s expectations,
farming will provide a higher level of occupational
satisfaction than engineering. Of course, both
sets of expectations cannot be realized inasmuch
as they are inconsistent. If, ex post, A’s expec-
tations are realized, B’s expectations will be in error.
On the other hand, if B’s expectations are realized,
A’s expectations will be wrong.

Differences in the anticipated results of em-
ploying given resources in different occupations may
result from differences in information or in the
interpretation of the same information. Differences
in information may also influence the range of oc-
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Fig. 6. Hypothetical effect of a difference in anticipated results from
employment of resources in farming and engineering on the
optimum plan.

cupational alternatives considered by individuals
and, thus, induce a difference in plans.

A difference in plans, likewise, may arise if indi-
viduals react differently to the uncertainties as-
sociated with their expectations. For example,
suppose A and B both expect a higher modal value
and a greater dispersion for beginning earnings in
farming than in teaching. A may select teaching
because he is less willing to run the risk of a de-
parture from the modal value, whereas B may select
farming because he is more willing to run this risk.

These considerations suggest a third and final
general hypothesis for this study—that boys
planning to farm have more optimistic expectations
about the relative results of employing resources in
farming than boys planning nonfarm occupations.
The evidence bearing on this hypothesis is ex-
amined in a later section.

EMPIRICAL BASIS OF THE STUDY

All farm boys with senior classification in Towa
high schools located in towns or communities of
less than 25,000 population were included in the
universe sampled. County superintendents and
high school superintendents supplied data for the
high schools in these towns. The data compiled
were: (1) the number of students in high school,
(2) the number of rural farm children in high
school and (3) the number of farm boys in the sen-
ior class. After this information was gathered for
all the high schools in the state, each high school
was located on a map, with the number of senior
farm boys in each high school designated.

Definition of Terms

Farm: A tract of land on which 25 crop-acres
were harvested annually.
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Farm boy: A senior high school boy who lived as
a member of the household of the family operating
a farm as defined.

Sampling unit: A collection of geographically
adjacent high schools which supplied an accumulated
total of approximately 50 farm boys.

Sample Design

Iowa was subdivided into 10 strata, each
stratum consisting of a sufficient number of high
schools to include approximately 600 farm boys.

Each stratum was further subdivided into 12
sampling units, with each sampling unit contain-
ing a sufficient number of high schools to supply
approximately 50 farm boys. A total of 116 high
schools were involved.

The 12 sampling units in each stratum were
numbered, and two sampling units were drawn at
random within each stratum. Thus, 20 sampling
units were drawn from a possible 120, giving a
16.6-percent sample. The final sample was planned
to contain approximately 1,000 senior farm boys.
The location of the strata and sampling units is
shown in fig. 7.

Questionnaire

The purpose of the questionnaire was to obtain,
as accurately and as completely as possible, se-
lected information relating to the occupational
plans of Towa farm boys. The schedule was divided
into six sections. The initial section was designed
to yield data on the boy’s family background and
the boy’s employment experience, school activities
and educational plans. Information on the boy’s
occupational plans and the persons and events he
associated with his plans was obtained in section
B. Section C attempted to discover the boy’s judge-
ments regarding current and future income oppor-
tunities in farming and nonfarm occupations. Data
relating to the resource characteristics of the boy
and his family were obtained in section D. Section
E contained questions concerning the boy’s know-
ledge of the characteristics of various occupations.
And section F was devoted to information on oc-
cupational and community preferences.

Fig. 7. Location of strata and sampling units.



Administering the Questionnaire

Field operations were performed by experienced
interviewers after a 1-day training session on ad-
ministering the questionnaire. An appointment
schedule was arranged with school administrators,
and the 116 schools were visited by eight inter-
viewers within a 2-week period. The school ad-
ministrators cooperated in having the boys as-
sembled in a room to complete the questionnaire.
After receiving brief instructions from the inter-
viewer, the boys were allowed approximately 1
hour to complete the schedule. When the question-
naires were completed, the interviewers edited
them immediately to assure completion. Question-
naires were collected according to schedule in all
but approximately 10 schools. In these cases, the
collection of data was disrupted by a severe snow
storm. Questionnaires were left with a school of-
ficial who administered them to the absentees at
a later date and forwarded them to the inter-
viewer. No attempt was made to obtain informa-
tion from boys who missed school because of ill-
ness on the day the questionnaire was adminis-
tered.

Each interviewer reported the expected number
of farm boys at the school, the actual number of
farm boys who completed questionnaires and the
reasons for any discrepancy. A total of 975 farm
boys were expected in the 20 sampling units based
on preliminary estimates supplied by county school
superintendents. The interviewers found that 940
farm boys attended senior class in the schools lo-
cated within the 20 sampling units. Of this num-
ber, 932 farm boys were given the questionnaire.
After editing, 62 questionnaires were discarded be-
cause of incompleteness or failure to meet the defi-
nitions of a farm boy adopted in this study. This
reduced the number of completed questionnaires
retained for use in the study to 870.

The methods used in estimating group means,
differences between group means and variances of
differences between group means are given in
the Appendix.’

DESCRIPTION OF OCCUPATIONAL PLANS

In this section, the occupational plans of the
boys are described. Subsequent sections examine
the factors that may explain these plans.

Nearly two-fifths of the senior farm boys in
Towa nonmetropolitan high schools in the spring
of 1959 were planning to become farmers. Of the
870 boys completing usable questionnaries, 330,
or 37.9 percent, indicated they planned to farm as
a life career.’® Nonfarm careers were planned by
506, or 58.2 percent. Slightly more than 1 percent

9 Resources were not sufficient to make tests of significance in all
cases where these appeared to be desirable, A sample of comparisons
covering a range of differences was tested to provide evidence of the
variation in sampling errors and their relation to the size of group
differences. In cases where a test was not made but the differences
appeared to be significant on the basis of the sample information, a
statement of probable significance is made in the text.

10 Tn subsequent discussion, boys who planned to farm are frequently
referred to as ‘“farm-plan boys” and boys who planned nonfarm
careers are referred to as “nonfarm-plan boys.”

Table 2. Occupational plans of lowa high school senior farm boys.

Occupational plan Number Percent
Plan to farm 37.9
Plan a nonfarm job. 58.2
Plan a combination of f; 1.2
No occupational plans 2.7

100.0

Table 3. Distribution of nonfarm occupational plans of farm boys.

Occupational plan Percent

Professions . 216 42.7
Craftsmen 110 21.7
Military career 23 4.5
Olevieal ™ < o 23 4.5
Managers and officia 19 3.8
Liahorers: «..coc.coiczan 15 3.0
Operatives. ... 14 2.8
Service ...... ) 1.8
Sales 3 0.6
Nonfarm unspecified .... 74 14.6

EobaIll s 2 e & S0 18 506 100.0

were expecting to combine farming with a non-
farm job such as mechanic or truck driver. Only
2.7 percent of the group said that they had not
given any thought to a life career (table 2).

A wide variety of careers were planned by the
58.2 percent expecting to enter nonfarm occupa-
tions. Nearly 43 percent of this group were plan-
ning a career in one of the professions, such as
law, medicine, engineering or teaching. About
22 percent said they intended to become crafts-
men. The occupations most frequently mentioned
in this category were carpenter, electrician, me-
chanic, machinist and radio-TV repairman. Ca-
reers in the clerical fields were planned by less
than 5 percent. The same number were planning
military careers. Almost 15 percent said they were
definitely planning a nonfarm career but had not
selected a specific occupation (table 3).

Uncertainty of Plans

Occupational plans, like other plans, may be held
with varying degrees of confidence. Each boy was
asked to indicate the degree of uncertainty that he
attached to his occupational plan. Four categories
were listed on the questionnaire: (1) “certain,”
(2) “fairly certain,” (3) ‘“fairly uncertain” and
(4) ‘“very uncertain.”

Of the 870 boys providing usable questionnaires,
801 gave information on plan uncertainty. Twenty-
four boys had no specific occupational plans, and
45 boys with occupational plans gave no informa-
tion on this item. All of the latter group were boys
planning nonfarm careers. 2

About 13 percent of the group providing infor-
mation on uncertainty considered their occupa-
tional plans “certain.” Slightly more than 58 per-
cent viewed their plans as “fairly certain.” About
22 percent indicated their plans were ‘“fairly un-
certain,” and 7 percent considered their plans
“very uncertain” (table 4).

Boys planning to farm were more certain about
their occupational plans than boys planning non-
farm careers. Of the 330 boys planning to farm,
almost four-fifths of the group viewed their plans
as either “certain” or “fairly certain.” However,
only two-thirds of the boys planning nonfarm jobs
indicated that their plans were this certain.
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Table 4. Degree of uncertainty attached to occupational plans by farm boys, classified by occupational plan.

Occupational plan

Plan Planning Farm-nonfarm
uncertainty Planning to farm nonfarm job ¢ combination Total

class Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Certain 59 17.8 44 9.5 1 10.0 104 13.
Fairly certain 202 61.2 39 56.2 7 70.0 468 58.4
Fairly uncertain. 5 bl 15.4 21 26.2 2 20.0 174 21.7
Viery  UNCertain. .o ucssisomsomsuiamsssssss 18 5.4 3 8.1 0 0.0 55 6.9

Total .ivocciuss "330 100.0 461 100.0 10 100.0 801 100.0

Time Plan Formed

When did the respondents formulate their oc-
cupational plans ? Of the 836 boys specifying farm
or nonfarm occupational plans, 768 provided infor-
mation on the time their plans were formed. About
40 percent of this group stated they first decided
on their plan during the twelfth grade. Plans were
formed by 29 percent during the eleventh grade
and by 11 percent during the tenth grade. Nearly
20 percent said they arrived at their decision be-
fore entering the tenth grade.

Boys planning to farm formulated their occupa-
tional plans earlier than boys planning nonfarm
careers. One-third of the boys planning to farm
made their plans to farm before entering the tenth
grade, whereas only 9 percent of the boys planning
nonfarm jobs reached their decisions that early.
About four-fifths of the boys planning nonfarm
careers formulated their plans in either the elev-
enth or twelfth grades in contrast to only 54
percent of the boys planning to farm (table 5).

For both groups, there was an apparent direct
relationship between the uncertainty of occupa-
tional plans and the length of time plans were held.
Of the boys planning to farm who considered their
plans as “certain,” 58 percent had formulated their
plans before entering the tenth grade. Only 22 per-
cent of this group had arrived at their plans dur-
ing the eleventh and twelfth grades. On the other
hand, 89 percent of the farm-plan boys in the
“very uncertain” group made their plans during
the eleventh and twelfth grades. Only 1 of the 18
boys in this group had formulated his occupa-
tional plan before entering the tenth grade.

A similar tendency was found among boys
planning nonfarm careers. About 94 percent of
the boys in this group who considered their oc-
cupational plans “very uncertain” made their plans
during the eleventh and twelfth grades. On the
other hand only 72 percent of those who viewed
their plans as “certain” made them in that period.
About 18 percent of the boys whose plans were

“certain” formulated them before entering the
tenth grade, whereas only 3 percent of the “very
uncertain” group had arrived at their plans this
early.

CHARACTERISTICS DIFFERENTIATING BOYS
PLANNING TO FARM AND BOYS PLANNING
NONFARM OCCUPATIONS

The application of the theory of choice to the
problem of occupational planning provided three
general hypotheses to explain differences in the
occupational plans of farm boys. These involved
individual differences in (1) occupational satisfac-
tion functions (preference systems), (2) available
resources and (3) the results expected from em-
ploying given resources in farm and nonfarm oc-
cupations.

In this section, various operational hypotheses
derived from these general hypotheses are eval-
uated on the basis of evidence obtained from the
Towa sample of high school senior farm boys.
Preference, resource and income expectation char-
acteristics of boys planning to farm are compared
with those of boys planning nonfarm jobs to de-
termine whether differences exist and whether
these differences are consistent with the hypoth-
eses formulated.

Occupational Preferences

The general hypothesis relating to differences in
occupational preferences was as follows: Boys who
plan to farm attach a larger weight (higher value)
to variables that have a relatively high level in
farming and a smaller weight (lower value) to
variables that have a relatively low level in farm-
ing than do boys who plan nonfarm careers. The
evidence bearing on this hypothesis was obtained
in response to four sets of questions on occupation-
related preferences. One set, the most comprehen-
sive, attempted to measure the nonincome prefer-
ences for farming and nonfarm employment. Two

Table 5. Time occupational plans were formulated by farm boys, classified by occupational plan and plan uncertainty.

Plan uncertainty class

Occupational plan

and time formulated Certain Fairly certain Fairly uncertain Very uncertain Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Planning to farm
Grade Il - i ] 15.2 54 27.0 27 54.0 15 83.2 05 32.1
Ghade Dl eemonmteckonnmommmmarnermsisihsbasas 4 6.8 55 27.5 13 26.0 1 5.6 73 22.3
Grade 10........._... 12 20.4 26 12.5 2 4.0 1 5.6 40 12.2
Before grade 10....... 34 67.6 66 33.0 8 16.0 1 5.6 109 33.4
POERT  coviot oo wieshsssemevamsisioss 59 100.0 200 100.0 50 100.0 18 100.0 327 100.0
Planning nonfarm jobs
Grade 12 12 30.0 108 41.6 65 59.6 19 59.4 204 46.2
Grade 11 17 42.5 88 33.8 34 31.2 11 34.4 150 33.9
Grade 10 4 10.0 36 13.8 T 6.4 1 3.1 48 11.1
Before grade 10... T 17.5 28 10.8 3 2.8 1 3.1 39 8.8
Ik e b S 40 100.0 260 100.0 109 100.0 32 100 441 100.0
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sets of questions involved preferences for selected
working conditions, and the fourth set related to
community preferences.

If the amount and time distribution of income to
be earned in a job were the only determinants of
the level of occupational satisfaction, individuals
would chose among alternative occupational plans
entirely on the basis of income characteristics.
Individuals then would be indifferent between oc-
cupations with the same income attributes. It is
widely recognized, however, that occupational
choices also are influenced by other factors. Indi-
vidual occupational satisfaction functions contain
both income and nonincome variables. If the nonin-
come characteristics of farming and nonfarm oc-
cupations are different, individual differences in
nonincome preferences may produce different oc-
cupational plans.

Nonincome Preferences

It is hypothesized that boys who plan to farm
tend to value the nonincome characteristics as-
sociated with farming more highly than those as-
sociated with nonfarm occupations. On the other
hand, boys who plan nonfarm careers tend to value
the nonincome characteristics associated with non-
farm occupations more highly than those associ-
ated with farming. Therefore, on nonincome
grounds, a larger proportion of farm-plan boys
(the boys planning to farm) prefer farming, and
a larger proportion of nonfarm-plan boys (the
boys planning nonfarm careers) prefer nonfarm
occupations.

Support for this hypothesis is provided by the
responses to a series of questions designed to meas-
ure the nonincome preferences of farm boys for
farm and nonfarm occupations. The initial ques-
tion in this series relates to job preferences under
conditions of equal income, If an individual prefers
job A to job B when both jobs have similar income
characteristics, it may be assumed that he antici-
pates more satisfaction from the nonincome char-
acteristics of job A than from those of job B.

Each boy was asked the following question:m
“Suppose your income was $4,000 per year in both
farming and your best nonfarm job opportunity.
Which would you prefer? Farming Best non-
farm job Doesn’t matter " The results are
summarized in table 6.

Of the 836 boys with occupational plans, 434, or
52 percent, preferred farming; 333, or 40 percent,
preferred the best nonfarm job; and 69, or 8 per-
cent, indicated it did not matter. Apparently, about
half of the boys valued the nonincome character-
istics of farming more highly than those of non-
farm employment, whereas the other half either
valued the nonincome characteristics of nonfarm
employment more highly than those of farming or
attached about the same value to both.

11 The question was preceded by the following statement: “In the
following question, we would like to have you indicate your preference
between farming as an occupation and what you consider to be your
best nonfarm opportunity. Farm income includes the value of farmhouse
rent and farm products consumed in the home. Consider incomes in
both jobs (farming and nonfarm work) to be equally steady over the
vears.”

Table 6. Occupational preferences assuming $4,000 annual income in
both farming and best nonfarm job, classified by occupational
plan.

Bofs planning
Preference at to farm

equal incomes Number Percent

Boys planning
nonfarm jobs Total
Number Percent Number Percent

Farming ... 294 89 140 28 434 52
Best nonfarm job 17 5 316 62 333 40
Doesn’t matter.... 19 6 50 10 69 8

Tofal foiocoe 330 100 506 100 836 100

A breakdown of the responses by occupational
plan reveals large differences. Of the 330 boys
planning to farm, 294, or 89 percent, preferred
farming with equal incomes of $4,000 per year.
Only 5 percent of this group preferred nonfarm
employment, and 6 percent said it did not matter.
In sharp contrast, only 140, or 28 percent, of the
506 boys planning nonfarm occupations preferred
farming at equal incomes, whereas 62 percent pre-
ferred the best nonfarm job, and 10 percent said
it did not matter.

Of the 434 boys specifying an occupation who
preferred to farm at equal incomes, 68 percent
were planning to farm, and 32 percent were plan-
ning nonfarm jobs. Nearly 95 percent of the 333
boys specifying an occupation who preferred non-
farm employment at equal incomes were planning
to enter nonfarm occupations. Only 5 percent of
this group were planning to farm. Thus, a much
larger proportion of the group who preferred to
farm at equal incomes were planning an occupation
other than farming compared with the group who
preferred nonfarm employment. Apparently, this
difference reflected more favorable income ex-
pectations in nonfarm occupations by a larger pro-
portion of the boys who preferred to farm at equal
incomes.

If only those boys who indicated they were
“certain” or “fairly certain” of their occupational
plans are considered, the differences are increased.
Of the 214 farm-plan boys who were ‘“certain”
or “fairly certain” of their plans, 88 percent pre-
ferred farming at equal incomes, whereas 71 per-
cent of the 297 nonfarm-plan boys who fell in these
uncertainty classes preferred nonfarm employ-
ment at equal incomes.

Strictly speaking, these differences apply only
at the income level of $4,000 per year. They would
tend to vary with the level of income if some non-
income characteristics were related to the level
of income and these relationships were different
in farm and nonfarm employments. It appears,
however, that many nonincome characteristics are
not closely associated with the level of income and
those characteristics that are may have similar
relationships in farm and nonfarm employments.

If an individual prefers job A to job B at equal
incomes, he may still prefer A to B at some sacri-
fice of income. The maximum amount of income he
would be willing to sacrifice to have job A is a
measure of the differential importance he attaches
to the nonincome characteristics of A over those
of B. This idea was used in attempting to measure
the intensity of the nonincome job preferences of
farm boys.
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Following the question about job preferences at
equal incomes, the boys were asked a series of
questions involving increasing income differentials
to determine the size of the differential that would
cause a shift in job preference. Boys who preferred
farming at equal incomes of $4,000 per year were
asked a series of questions in which the income
in their best nonfarm job increased by $500 incre-
ments up to a maximum differential of $2,500.
The same questions were asked of boys who pre-
ferred nonfarm jobs at equal incomes, except that
the income in farming was increased by $500 in-
crements.

The maximum income differential of $2,500,
however, was too small to cause all boys to shift
their job preferences. Nearly 16 percent of the
836 boys specifying occupational plans indicated
that, at an income differential of $2,500, they
would still prefer the jobs they selected under the
condition of equal incomes. Sixty-nine boys who
preferred farming at equal incomes said they
would still farm even if they could earn $2,500
more in a nonfarm job. Exactly the same number
of boys who preferred nonfarm jobs at equal in-
comes indicated that they would prefer nonfarm
jobs even if their income in farming were $2,500
greater.

These results indicate that Towa farm boys have
strong monincome job preferences. On the average,
boys who preferred farming at equal incomes re-
ported that they were willing to forego about
$1,700 of annual income before they would shift
their job preferences from farming to nonfarm
employment (table 7). This figure assumes that
boys who still preferred farming at a differential
of $2,500 in favor of best nonfarm job would have
shifted their preferences at a differential of
$3,000. Roughly speaking, an income of $5,700 in
nonfarm employment was needed, on the average,
to compensate these boys for the differential value
attached to the nonincome characteristics associ-
ated with farming at an income of $4,000.

Table 7. Mean income differentials needed to cause a shift in farm
and nonfarm job preferences at equal incomes of $4,000 per
year, classified by preference at equal incomes and occupa-
tional plan.

Mean income

Job preferences Number  differential
Boys who preferred farming at equal incomes.... 434 $1,698
Boys who planned to farm......................._.... 294 1,904

Boys who planned monfarm jobs.............._... 140 1,281
Boys who preferred nonfarm jobs
at equal incomes 334 1,752
Boys who planned nonfarm jol 316 1,784
Boys who planned to farm 1 1,270

The intensity of the nonincome preferences of
the 334 boys who preferred nonfarm employment
at equal incomes was about as great for nonfarm
jobs. These boys indicated a willingness to forego
about $1,750 of annual income before they would
shift their job preferences from nonfarm work to
farming. Again in rough terms, an income of
$5,750 in farming was needed, on the average, to
compensate these boys for the differential value
that they attached to the nonincome character-
istics of nonfarm employment at an income of
$4,000.

As might be expected, nonincome preference in-
tensities differed for boys planning to farm and
boys planning nonfarm jobs within each job pre-
ference group based on equal incomes. Among boys
who preferred to farm at equal incomes, those who
planned to farm had stronger nonincome prefer-
ences than those who planned nonfarm jobs. The
mean income differential needed to shift job pre-
ferences from farming to nonfarm employment
was about $1,900 for boys planning to farm com-
pared with about $1,280 for boys planning non-
farm jobs. Apparently, the boys planning non-
farm jobs expected to earn, on the average, at
least $1,280 more in nonfarm employment than in
farming.

A similar difference was found among boys
who preferred nonfarm jobs at equal incomes. The
mean income differential needed to shift job pre-
ferences from nonfarm employment to farming
was $1,784 for boys planning nonfarm jobs and
$1,270 for boys planning to farm. Among boys who
preferred nonfarm employment at equal incomes,
nonincome preferences for nonfarm jobs were
stronger for boys who planned nonfarm occupa-
tions than for those who planned to farm. Ap-
parently, the boys planning to farm expected to
earn, on the average, at least $1,270 more in farm-
ing than in nonfarm employment.

Table 8 shows the variation in farm and non-
farm job preferences for the different income sit-
uations. These findings point to strong but widely
different nonincome job preferences among Iowa
farm boys. The fact that only about half of the
group indicated a clear preference for farming at
equal incomes suggests that the nonincome prefer-
ence pattern was not heavily weighted toward
farming. Apparently, about 40 percent of the boys
would seek nonfarm jobs even if income oppor-
tunities in farming were as attractive as in non-
farm employments. Moreover, the nonincome pre-
ference intensities of boys who preferred nonfarm

Table 8. Distribution of indicated preferences for farming and nonfarm jobs under specified income conditions.

Boys who prefer farming at equal incomes?
($4,000 base income in farming)

Job preference

Boys who prefer nonfarm job at equal incomesP
($4,000 base income in nonfarm job)

Job preference

Income in Farming Nonfarm job Income in Nonfarm job Farming
nonfarm job Number Percent Number Percent farming Number Percent Number Percent
$4,000 100 0 0 $4,000 ... 347 100 0 0
4,500 93 33 /i 4,500 . 310 89 37 11
5,000 .. 67 147 33 5,000 .. 236 68 111 32
5,500 ... 44 248 56 5,600 .. 164 47 183 53
6,000 s 22 341 78 6,000 90 26 257 74
6,600 and ove 69 16 370 84 6,500 and over 69 19 280 81

2 Includes five boys who indicated they had given no thought to a life career.

b Includes 13 boys who indicated they had given no thought to a life career.
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jobs at equal incomes were about as strong as
those of boys who preferred farming. The pattern
of change in job preferences associated with varia-
tion in the income differential was very similar for
both groups.

Do these findings mean that value orientations
traditionally associated with rural communities
have become less sharp and distinct? What lies
behind the wide variation in nonincome job prefer-
ences of boys with farm backgrounds? What ac-
counts for the large differences in preference in-
tensities ? These are some of the questions that
remain for future study.

Relationship Between Job Preferences and
Relative Income in Farming

How might Towa farm boys shift their job pre-
ferences in response to changes in relative income
in farming? Some light is shed on this question by
the data presented in table 9, showing farm and
nonfarm job preferences at different levels of
relative income in farming.

In arriving at these figures, it was assumed that
the 74 boys who were indifferent between farm-
ing and nonfarm employment at equal incomes
would prefer farming if the income in farming
exceeded the income in nonfarm jobs by $500 or
more; they would prefer nonfarm jobs if the in-
come in nonfarm employment exceeded the income
in farming by $500 or more. At equal incomes
(relative income in farming of 1.00), the boys who
were indifferent were divided between farming
and nonfarm employment in the same proportion
as boys who were not indifferent.

On this basis, the estimates indicate that, when
the ratio of income in farming to income in non-
farm employment (relative income in farming)
was 1.50 ($6,000 in farming and $4,000 in nonfarm
job), 90 percent of the 860 boys providing infor-
mation preferred farming to nonfarm jobs. As
relative income in farming declined, the propor-
tion who preferred farming decreased, and the

Table 9. Apparent relationship between occupational preference and
relative income for lowa farm boys."

Relative income?
(Ratio of income

in farming to Job preference

income in Farming Nonfarm job Total

nonfarm job) Number Percent Number Percent Number¢ Percent
1.62 and over.. 793 92 67 8 860 100
1.50 770 90 90 10 860 100
1.37 696 81 164 19 860 100
1.25 624 73 236 27 860 100
1.12 550 64 310 36 860 100
1.00 480 55 380 45 860 100
0.89 406 47 454 53 860 100
0.80 292 34 568 66 860 100
0.73 oy 119 22 669 78 860 100
0.67 98 11 762 89 860 100
0.62 and less.... 69 8 791 92 860 100

« Estimates are based on the assumption that the 74 boys who were in-
different between farming and nonfarm jobs at equal incomes would

prefer farming if the income in farming exceeded the income in non-
farm jobs by $500 or more. ey would prefer nonfarm jobs if the
income in nonfarm employment exceeded the income in farming by $500
or more., At a relative income of 1.00, boys who were indifferent
were divided between farming and nonfarm employment in proportion
to the division of boys who were not indifferent at equal incomes.
b Ratio of 1.00 is based on equal incomes of $4,000 per year, Ratios
exceeding 1.0 are based on an income in nonfarm jobs of $4,000 and
successive increments of $500 in income in farming. Ratios less than
1.0 are based on an income in farming of $4,000 and successive incre-
ments of $500 in income in nonfarm jobs.

¢ Includes 24 boys with no occupational plans,
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Fig. 8. Apparent relationships between relative income in farming
and farm and nonfarm employment preferences.

proportion who preferred nonfarm employment in-
creased. When the ratio was 0.67 ($6,000 in non-
farm job and $4,000 in farming), 89 percent of the
group preferred nonfarm employment, whereas
only 11 percent preferred farming (fig. 8).

A 20-percent increase in relative income in farm-
ing from the base of 1.00 was associated with a
25-percent increase in the number of boys pre-
ferring farming and a 32-percent decrease in the
number preferring nonfarm employment. On the
other hand, a 20-percent decrease in relative in-
come in farming from the base of 1.00 was associ-
ated with about a 39-percent decline in the number
preferring farming and about a 49-percent in-
crease in the number preferring nonfarm employ-
ment. This suggests that the job preferences of
farm boys may be quite responsive to changes in
relative income in farming.

Working Condition Preferences

On the basis of the general hypothesis, it was
anticipated that boys who planned to farm would
prefer working conditions more characteristic of
farming than of nonfarm occupations, whereas
boys who planned nonfarm careers would have
opposite preferences. To examine this hypothesis,
each respondent was asked the following question:
“If you had to make a choice between two jobs
which were the same in all respects except the one
listed below, which would you prefer ?” Seven pairs
of working conditions were specified. These were
selected so that one paired element was more
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Table 10. Choices made between selected working condition characteristics in paired comparisons, classified by occupational plan.

Percent making choice
Furm-planoboys Nonfarm-plaé‘l boys
33

Choice « n=3 n = 50
Work out-of-doors over work indoors*® .. ... e ee e en e ameenne 97.6 78.1
Much physical work over little physical work** N T T T il e 92.7 68.3
Much use of machines and tools over little use of machines and tools**_ ... 92.1 68.6
Work in present town over work away from present town**_______ 83.9 60.3
Work in a small organization over work in a big organization**______. 60.0 41.3
Little contact with people over a lot of contact with people.. 34.8 20.4
Living in the country over living in the city** 96.7 81.0

#%* Difference significant at the 1-percent level,

characteristic of farming and the other more
characteristic of nonfarm employment.

It was expected that farm-plan boys would make
the following choices more frequently than non-
farm-plan boys: work out-of-doors over work
indoors; much physical work over little physical
work ; much use of machines and tools over little
use of these; work near home over work away
from home; work in a small organization over
work in a large organization; work requiring little
contact with people over work requiring much con-
tact with people; and living in the country over
living in a city. The results are presented in table
10.

The general pattern of preferences for the se-
lected job characteristics was similar for boys
who planned to farm and boys who planned non-
farm careers. The relative frequencies for the
farm-plan group were highly correlated with
those of the nonfarm-plan group (rho — 0.8).
Undoubtedly, this similarity reflects the common
elements in the rural orientation of farm boys.
Within the context of general agreement, how-
ever, there were significant group differences.
Without exception, these differences were in the
direction hypothesized.

These group differences partly explain the dif-
ferences in nonincome preferences described in
the preceding section. Apparently, many of the
boys who preferred farming to nonfarm employ-
ment at equal incomes did so because they at-
tached a higher value to the working conditions
which differentiate farm and nonfarm jobs. Like-
wise, many of the boys who preferred nonfarm
employment did so because they attached a higher
value to the working conditions more characteris-
tic of nonfarm occupations.

Farming is typically viewed as an occupation
that provides more freedom to make decisions and
more employment security than most nonfarm
jobs. Boys who place a relatively high value on
decision-making freedom and employment security
may be more attracted to farming than are boys
who place a relatively low value on these job char-
acteristics. Therefore, it might be expected that

the proportion of boys who attach more impor-
tance to decision-making freedom and employment
security than to other job characteristics would be
larger for the farm-plan group than for the non-
farm-plan group.

Some evidence on this point is provided by the
responses to another set of questions on job pref-
erences. Five general job characteristics were
identified as follows: (1) security to keep the job
as long as you wanted (employment security), (2)
steadiness of income from year to year, (3)
amount of income you can make over a 10-year
period, (4) opportunity for advancement and (5)
amount of freedom you have on the job to be your
own boss. These characteristics were presented in
randomly arranged pairs on the questionnaire.
Respondents were asked to indicate which member
of each pair they considered most important in
choosing an occupation.

The need for simplicity in the structuring of
these questions prevented a clear-cut measure-
ment of differences in preferences. Ideally, each
boy should have been asked to select between com-
binations involving different amounts of each
variable—decision-making freedom, employment
security, income stability, ete. If the same combin-
ations were used for all boys, differences in the
preferences of farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan
boys would be reflected in differences in the pro-
portions of each group selecting particular combin-
ations. Unfortunately, some of the variables could
not be quantified in simple terms. In failing to
specify the levels of the variables, the questions
involved an ambiguity. Consequently, the results
may reflect a confounding of preference differ-
ences and other differences. Still, they are rea-
sonably consistent with the hypothesis (table 11).

With one exception, that between job security
and amount of income, the paired-comparisons be-
tween freedom on the job or employment security
and other characteristics showed moderate to
large differences between the preferences of the
farm-plan and nonfarm-plan groups. In the case
of employment security versus amount of income
to be earned over a 10-year period, the group dif-

Table 11. Choices made between selected job characteristics in paired comparisons, classified by occupational plan.

Choice

Percent making choice
Farm-plan boys Nonfarm-plan boys
30 n = 4322

n = ¢

Freedom on the job over steadiness of income™* ___ ...
Freedom on the Job over opportunity for advancement**. ... ... ...

Freedom on the job over amount of income*. .. ...

68

LS TSNt PSS
w

=

S

Job security over steadiness of income*. ... ...

Job security over opportunity for advancement®..
Job security over amount of income... ...

oy~ 00

=00
=Jco O
crenen

2 Includes only those boys repo