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SUMMARY 
This bulletin reports the findings of an explor­

atory study of the long-range occupational plans 
of Iowa 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 de1·ived from the general hypotheses were 
evaluated on the basis of evidence obtained from a 
state-wide sample of senior farm boys attending 
Iowa high schools in rnral 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 hand1 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 than 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 c.:1,pacity 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 
go 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 ptoportion (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 entrant s 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 Iowa Farm Boys1 

by Donald R. Kaldor, Eber Eldridge, Lee G. Burchinal and I. W. Arthur2 

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 I. 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 A gricultura l and Economic Adjustment , cooperati ng . 

' The authors wish to express t hei r apprec iation to t he farm boys, high 
school facu lties and county extens ion directors w ho coope t"ated in 
supplying the data for t hi s study . They also wish to acknowledge the 
helpful statistical assistance of Professor Norman Strand and Mrs . 
H elen Ayres of the Statistical L aboratory at Iowa 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 
years 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 oper~tors in 
Table 1. Absolute and percentage change in United States farm em• 

ployment, by decades, 1920-59. 

Pel'iod 

1920-29 
1930-39 
1940-49 
1950-59 
1920-59 

Change over the per iod 
Number Percent 

(mi llion ) 
................................. ................. -0.6 
..... ................................ ............. - 1. 2 
..... .................. ............ ...... ... ...... - 1. 0 
...... .. .. .... ............ ..... ....... ..... ....... -2 .0 
...... ...... ........... ............... ......... ... -4.8 

- 4.5 
-8.9 
-9 .1 

-20.5 
- 45 .0 

SoUL'ce : United States Departmen t of Agriculture, A gr icultural Mar­
keting Service. A g ricultural outlook charts, 1 958 and 19 59 . 
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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 r e­
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 Iowa 

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 1954.3 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 m agri­
culture in the United States represent, in large 
part, an adj ustment 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 

3 M. W . Trautwein . Differe ntial rates of resource adjustment within 
Iowa agriculture. Unpublished M. S. thesis . Iowa State Univers ity 
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 particularl:)I 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 o-oods 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 prod;;ictivities 
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 
years 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 livest ock pro­
duction. Improvements in labor and management 
skills 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 product s and 
supplying farmers with purchased inputs. 

During much of t he 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 fro;n 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 sat isfaction. 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.4 

There is evidence that the process of occupational 
choice, as distinct from the determinants, involves 
subjective role-taking activity on the part of the 
individual. 5 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. 6 

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 possibilit ies 
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
sigh ts into the determinants of occupational plans.' 

-i See fo r example : W . L . S locum. Some soc iological aspects o f occu­
patio na l choice. Amer. J our. Econ . a nd Soc. 18 : 1 39-14 7. 1959. 
GJbid; W alter Coutu. R ole- taking versus r ole-playing. Amer. Soc. Rev. 
1 6 :1 80-1 87 . 1951; R a lp h H. T u rner. Role-taking, !'Ole standpoint, 
a nd ref e re nce grnup beha vio r . Ame ,-. J our. Soc. 61 : 316-328. 1 956; 
Do na ld E. Super. The psychology o f careers. H arpel's a nd Brothers, 
N ew York. 19 57. 
6 El i Gin zbe rg et al. Occupational cho ice. Columbia Univers ity Press, 
N ew York. 19 51. 
7 For a di scussion of the nature of preferen ce and cho ice a nd the 
assumptions underl y ing the theory, see: Ke nneth J . Arrow. Social choi ce 
a nd ind ividual values. ,John Wil ey and Sons, N ew York. 1 95 1. 
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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 tum, is the product 
of his socialization experience.8 

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 in sta nce, see : H . K . Schwarzwelle r. V alue orientations in ed­
ucationa l a nd occu pationa l choices. Ru ral Soc. 24 : 246-256. 1959 ; 
and H . K. Schwarz we ller. V alu es a nd occupational choice. Social 
Forces 39 : 1 26-1 35. 1960. 
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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 C0 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 C3, 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 C5 , whereas lower 
levels are represented by C1 and C2. Point D on 
C4 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 C4 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 skills 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 
be 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 Occup;ational 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 sa tisfaction varia bles as­
sociated with se lected occupations. 
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stability; and that truck driving gives the least 
amount of freedom and responsibility to make 
decisions. 

Occupational dffferences 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. Tempo:ral 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 C1, C2, Ca, Gi and C5. 
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Occupational st atus 

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 earningll. 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 cd of be­
ginning earnings. In selecting teaching over en­
gineering, he would gain ab of occupational status 
and lose cd 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-
1:iational 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 cd 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 Di fference 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. C1 and C2 
represent a portion of the preference map of A, 
and C'i and C'o represent a portion of B's map. 
These curves 1-iave been drawn so that the im­
portance attached to beginning earnings i~ :r:e.latio_n 
to decision-making freedom and respons1b1hty 1s 
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 su~s~i~u­
tion of decision-making freedom and respons1b1hty 
for beginning earnings) are higher for A than 
for 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-

.. 
00 

" .... 
" ... 
"' ., 
00 

" .... 
§ .... 
00 ., 
"' 

0 

1 
I 
I 
I 

I 

neering 

e,. 

\ . ~~ . 
c, 

'.0,------------------
Decision - making freedom 

and responsibility 

Fig . 4. Hypothetical effect of a difference in the occupational satis­
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makino· freedom and responsibility. On the other 
hand, B values the difference in decision-making 
freedom and responsibility more highly than the 
difference in beg1nning 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 sabsfact10n func­
tions may be why some farm boys plan t o farm 
and others plan to enter nonfann occupations. Boys 
planning to farm may have sati~facti~n functi~ns 
that place a large weight on certam y-anables which 
have a relatively hio·h level in fannmg and a small 
weight on other va~iables which have a relativ_ely 
low level in fanning. In contrast, boys planmng 
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 whi~h have a 
relatively high level in nonfan!) occupa_t10ns. One 
of the general hypotheses of this study 1s that boys 
who plan to farm have different satisfacti?n 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 m­
duce different occupational plans. Only two are 
mentioned here for illustrative purposes. 

Perhaps the simplest case is where re~ource dif­
ferences give rise to different occupat10nal 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 
require~ents. On the other hand, B's resou:r:ces 
may be such that he could meet entrance reqmre­
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 
o~cupational satisfaction functions and similar ~x­
pectations about the consequences of employmg 
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 i:r:i 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 fanning. 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 ; 
uamely, 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 skills, 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 pref er 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 d~termine 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 
fa1ming 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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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 Iowa 
high schools located in towns or communities of 
less than 25,000 population were included in the 
universe sampled. County superintendents and 
hio-h 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. 

Samplino· 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 contafo­
ino· 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 Iowa 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 fami ly 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 sa mpling 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 forw::rded 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. tl 

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 
Iowa 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.10 N onfarm careers were planned by 
506, or 58.2 percent. Slightly more than 1 percent 

9 Resources were not s uffi cie n t to make tests o f s ig nifica nce in a ll 
cases w he re t hese appeared to be desirabl e, A sample of comparisons 
covering a ra n ge of differences was tested to provide ev id ence of t he 
vari atio n in sa mpling enors and their relation to the size of g roup 
diffe rences . In cases where a test was not made but t he differences 
appeared to be significant on t he b as is of t he sample info rmation, a 
statement of prob able significance is m ade in t he text. 

10 In subsequent discussion, boys w ho pl anned to farm are frequently 
1·e ferred to as "fa,·m-plan boys" a nd boys w ho planned nonfa rm 
careers are referred to as " nonfarm-pla n boys. " 

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

Occupational p lan Number 
Plan to fa.rm............... ... ............ ..... ......... .................... 330 
Plan a nonfarm job......... ...................... ..... ................ 506 
P la n a com bi n:1.tion of farm and no n f a rm jobs... ..... 10 
No occupation a l plans....... ... .................. .. ... . .............. 2 4 

Tota l ................... .. .. ......... 870 

Percent 
37.9 
58.2 

1. 2 
2.7 

100.0 

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

Occupat ional Dian Number 
Profess ions ......... .... ................ .... ..................... ... ..... 216 
Craftsmen ......... ........................ .................... . .... ...... 110 
i\1ilita ry career ...... ............ ..... ........... ............. .......... . 23 
Cler ical . ........ . ...... ........................... .'.......................... 2:1 
Ma nage rs a nd offic ials.......... ....................... ......... ...... 19 
L Rbo rers .... ... ........ ..... ...... ......... ......... ..... .................... 1 fi 
Operati ves .......... ............ . ............. ... ... ........... 14 
Sel'vi ce ... . .... ..................... ................... ........ .......... ... .. 9 
Sa les .......... ........ .. .. ............. ...... ................. ................. 3 
Nonfa.rm un spec ified ....... ....................... ... ...... ........... 74 

T otal ............ . 506 

Percent 
42.7 
21. 7 

4 .5 
4. 5 
3 .8 
3 .0 
2.8 
1.8 
0.6 

14.6 

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. 

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 unce rta inty attached to occupational plans by farm boys, class ified by occupationa l pla n. 

Planning to farm 

Occupational plan 
Planning 

nonfarm job 
Farm-non farm 

• combination 
Plan 

uncertainty 
c la ss Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 
Numb~ercent 

Certain ···········-----··· -----·------------- ---····-------· · 69 17.8 
Fairly certain ·· ·· ·· ·······---·· --- -·----- ---- -· --··-·· ··· 202 61. 2 
Fairly un certain ..... . .. . ....................... ..... .. . 51 15.4 
Very uncertain ......................................... . 18 5-4 

Total -- ---- ----------------------------- ------··------- . 330 100.0 

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. P lans 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 t hose who viewed 
their plans as "certain" made them in that period. 
About 18 percent of the boys whose plans were 

44 9.5 
23 9 56.2 
121 26.2 

37 8 .1 
46 1 100.0 

1 
7 
2 
0 

10 

10.0 
70.0 
20_0 
o.o 

100.0 

104 13.0 
468 58.4 
174 21.7 

55 6.9 
801 100.0 

"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 
Iowa 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 relat ively 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 quest ions 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 uncerta inty . 

Occupation a l vlan 
and time formulated 

P lanning to farm 
Grade 12 ____ _____ __ __________________________________ _ 
Grade 11 ----------------- --- ---- ----------·----------
Grade 10 ______ -----·------ ----------- ---·------ ·-----
Before grnde 10 --------------·------------·-····-

Total ----· -----------------·-----------·-------··-· 

Pla nnin g nonfarm jobs Grade 12 _________________ __ _____________ __ ___________ _ 

Grade 11 ------------- ---- -·------· ··-----··· ---··----­
Grade 1 0- ---- --- --- --------- -- --- -- -- ---·----- ---- --·· Before g rade 10 ... _. ______ ______________ __ ______ _ 

T ota l 
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Certain 
Number P ercent 

9 15. 2 
4 6.8 

1 2 20. 4 
34 57 .6 

59 100.0 

12 30 .0 
17 42. 5 

4 10.0 
7 17.5 

40 100 .0 

Fair ly certai n 
Number P ercent 

54 27.0 
55 27.5 
25 1 2_5 
66 33. 0 

200 100.0 

108 41.6 
88 33 _8 
36 13.8 
28 10.8 

260 100 .0 

Plan uncertainty class 
Fairly uncertain Very uncertain Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

27 54 .o 15 83 _2 l 05 32. 1 
13 26.0 1 5. 6 73 22 .3 

2 4.0 1 5.6 40 12_ 2 
8 16.0 1 5.6 109 33. 4 

50 100.0 18 100.0 327 10 0_0 

65 59. 6 19 59.4 204 46.2 
3•1 31. 2 11 34 .4 15 0 33 . 9 

7 6-4 1 3.1 48 11.1 
3 2_8 1 3.1 39 8.8 

109 100.0 32 100.0 441 100.0 



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 :11 

"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 ques tio n was preceded by t he fo llow ing sta tem ent: " In t he 
following quest ion. we would like t o ha ve you indicate your preference 
betwee n f a rming a s an occupa tion and wha t you consider t o be yout· 
best nonfarm opportunity. Farm income in cludes the value of f a rmhou se 
re nt a nd f a rm prod ucts co nsumed in t he hom e. Co nsider incomes in 
both j obs ( f a rmin g a nd nonfa rm work ) to be equally steady over t he 
yen rs." 

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

Preference at 
equa l incomes 
Fa rmin g ..... . ... .. . 
Bes t nonfarm job 
Doesn't matter .... 

Total 

Bo1s pla nn in g 
to farm 

Number Percent 
2 94 89 

17 5 
19 6 

33 0 10 0 

Boys pla nn ing 
nonfarm jobs 

Numbe r Percent 
140 28 
316 62 

50 10 
50 6 100 

Total 
N umber P e rcent 

434 52 
33 3 40 

69 8 
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 Iowa farm boys have 
strong ;nonincome 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. 

Job preferences 
Boys who preferred farmin g a t equal in comes .... 

Boys who p lanned to farm --·-·--·-···-······---------
Boys who planned nonfarm jobs ................. . 

Boys who preferred nonfa rm jobs 
at equal incomes ... .................................... . 

Boys who p la nned nonfa rm jobs ................. . 
Boys who planned to fa rm _____ ________________ ____ __ _ 

Number 
434 
294 
140 

334 
31 6 

17 

Mean incom e 
differential 

$1,69 8 
1,904 
1, 281 

1 ,75 2 
1 ,784 
1, 270 

The intensity of the uonmcome 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 employmen.t 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 farmin g at equal incomes 8 

($4 .000 base income in farming ) 
Boys who prefer nonfa rm job at equal incomesb 

($4,000 base income in nonfarm job ) 
Job prefet·ence 

Income in Fanning Nonfarm job Income in 
nonfa rm job Number Percent Number P ercen t farming 

$4,000 -- -·-·---··-----·-----·--·--·------- 439 100 0 0 $4 ,000 ·------·-- ----···---·-·-·----------·----·-·-
4 ,500 --·---- -·--··---------·------------- 406 93 33 7 4,5 00 ---------------··-·-- ··--- ·------------·-··-
5 ,000 --------·--·--·-- ·------------------ 292 67 147 33 5, 000 --------·------·-·--·-------·-·--------·-·--
5 ,50 0 -----·---- ·------- ----------·---- --- 191 4 4 24 8 5 6 5, 500 ·---------·---·--·---·-··---·-··------------
6, 000 --·----·· ·--·-·-·-·-------- -·- ------ 98 22 341 78 6,000 -----------·--·----·-·------- ·---------·----
6,500 and over._____________________ 69 16 370 84 6,500 a nd over .. _______ --------··----··----

a Includes five boys w ho indicated t hey h ad given no thought to a life career. 
b Includes 1 3 boys who indicated they had g iven no thought to a li fe car eer. 

626 

Job preference 
Nonfarm job Farming 

Numbe r Percen t Number Percent 
3-17 100 0 0 
310 89 37 11 
2 3 6 68 111 32 
1 64 47 18 3 53 

90 26 257 74 
69 19 280 81 



jobs at equal incomes were about as strong a~ 
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 
t raditionally 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 Iowa 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 pref er 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 Iowa farm boys.• 

Rel ati ve incomeb 
(Ratio of income 

in farmi ng to Job pref erence 
income in F arming Nonfal'm job Total 

nonfarm job) Numbe~ent Num ber Percent N umb~t·cent 
1.6~ a nd over.. 79 3 92 67 8 860 100 
1.'50 ················ 770 90 90 10 860 100 
1.37 ········ ····--·· 69 6 81 164 19 860 100 
1. 25 ............... . 624 73 23.6 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 ·······•··•····· 191 22 669 78 860 100 
0 .67 ·········•······ 98 l1 J96f ~~ 860 100 
0.62 a nd Jess.... 69 8 860 100 
a Estimates are based on the assumption that the 74 boys w ho were in. 
d ifferent between farmin g and nonfarm jobs at eq ual incomes would 
prefer farming if t he income in farming exceeded t he in come in no n­
farm jobs by $15 00 or more. They wou ld prefer nonfarm jobs if t he 
income in nonfarm e.mployment exceeded the income in f ann in g by $500 
or more. At a relative income of 1 .00, boys who were ind iff ere nt 
were divided between farmi ng a nd nonfarm employment in proportion 
to the div is ion of boys w ho were not indi fferent at equal incomes. 
b Ratio of 1.00 is based on equal in com es of $4,000 per year. Ratios 
exceedin g 1.0 are based on an income in nonfarm jobs of $4 ,000 a nd 
successive increments of $500 in income in farming. Rat ios less tha n 
1.0 are based on an income in farming of $ 4,000 and s uccessive incre­
ments of $5 00 in income in nonfarm jobs. 
c Includes 21 boys with no occupational pla ns , 
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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 
pref erring farming and about a 49-percent in­
crease in the number preferTing 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 Pireferences 

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 pairl'! 
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 

Choice 
:F'a rm-plan boys Nonfarm-vlan boys 

n = 330 n = 506 
Work out-of-doors over work indoors** ······ ······-· --· -- -··· -- ---··· ·------ ----- -··-················ ····· ·····--··-- ----------- --··· ··········----- 97.6 78 .1 
Much physical work over litt le physical work** ··· ··· -··-- -···· -- -- --------·----- --- -··········· ······-··- -···•·- --·----- -·········--···------­
Much use of machines and tools over little u se of machines a nd tool s** ·························-- -------·-·······-· ·· ···--··-· 

92.7 68.3 
92. 1 68.6 

~~~~ !~ ~r:~~f1 ~r';~ni::;i~0 ~~e~w;~rtri~ tbi~e~~i~~=~~~••::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::~~:::: 
t~~~~g cr;~hc: ;~~t~t:yeoi,1:r 1r:rn: l~t th! ~ft~t*a;~ -~~~~-~--~~.~.

1
.~::::: ::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: :·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

8 3.9 60 .3 
60 .0 41.3 
34.8 20.4 
96.7 81.0 

* * Difference significant at the 1 -perce·nt 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 clif­
f erences 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, etc. 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 did'f erences 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 

Freedom on the job over steadiness of income* ~'· ··········--··········· ·-·······- •--·- -················--························· ········· 
Freedom on t he job over opportunity for a dva ncem e nt** ..... . ....... ............ .... ..... ..... .... ...... ................. ......... . 
Freedom on the job over amount of in come* ······ ··· ·················· ·· ········ •··· ······•····· ·-·· ·········· ························· ·-----

J ob security over steadiness of income* ................ .... ........... ................... .. .................. ........................... ......... . 
J ob security over opp01tunity for advan cement* . ........ ····················· ····-········-··········· ······· •········ •········· •··--···· 
Job secm·ity over amount of income_.. .. ...... . .. ... ........ .. . .. ... . ·· · ····· ·· ·········· ·· ····-··· .... . .... .. ............. ...... . 
a Includes only those boys revortinR plans to enter a specific nonfa r m occupation. 
* Difference significant at the 5-percen t level. 
* * Difference significant at the I-percent level. 
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Percent making choice 
Farm-pl a n boys Nonfarm-r>lan boys 

n = 33 0 n = 432• 
83 68 
44 24 
77 6 6 

68 
44 
76 

65 
35 
75 



ference was small enough to be highly question­
able on grounds of sampling error. 

On the basis of these data, it appears that farm­
plan boys attached relatively more importance to 
freedom on the job and employment security 
(attributes generally thought to be more fully 
realizable in farming than in most nonfarm occu­
pations) than did nonfarm-plan boys. 

Community Preferences 

If community characteristics are associated 
with particular occupations, an individual's com­
munity preferences may influence his choice of 
occupational plan . Other things being equal, he 
might be expected to select the plan associated 
with the preferred set of community characteris­
tics. However, few occupations appear to be as­
sociated with a unique set of community attri­
butes. 

Most jobs are carried on in a large number of 
communities exhibiting a wide range of environ­
mental conditions. In many cases, variations in 
community characteristics seem to be as large or 
larger within occupations as between occupations. 
This is less true of farming than of most nonfarm 
occupations. Despite the impact of important 
homogenizing forces, farm communities still re­
tain certain distinctive features. Depending on 
individual preferences, these differentiating char­
acterisitics may make farm communities more or 
less attractive in relation to nonfarm communities . 

If community preferences influence the occupa­
tional plans of farm boys, the preference patterns 
of farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys might be 
expected to differ with respect to some of the 
attributes which differentiate farm and nonfarm 
communities. To investigate the possible effect of 
community preferences upon occupational plans, 
each respondent was asked to rate the importance 
of six community characteristics as factors in­
fluencing his choice of a place in which to live 
and work. Characteristics were selected which ap­
peared to differentiate rural and nonrural com­
munities. The rating scale consisted of three cate­
gories: "very important," "important" and "not 
important." The answers by farm-plan boys and 
nonfarm-plan boys are summarized in table 12. 

Apparently boys who plan to farm attach more 
importance to nearness to relatives and living a 
considerable distance from neighbors than do boys 
who plan nonfarm careers. Nearly 62 percent of 
the farm-plan boys rated nearness to r~elatives as 
very important or important compared with only 
45 percent of the nonfarm-plan boys. Forty-four 
percent of the farm-plan boys, compared with 

Table 12 . Percent of farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys rating 
selected community characteristics as "very important" or 
"important" in choosing a place to live and work. 

Commun ity characteristics F arm-plan boys N onfarm-p la n boys 
Shol' t di stance from l'ela tives.... ........ 61.7 45. 4 
Li ving a considera ble 

di sta nce from ne ig hbors.. ................ 43 .7 31.5 
No t l'a ff ic congest io n............ ............ 7 4 .8 7 0 .7 
Shot·t di stance from fri ends........ .... 79. 7 81. 7 
M any enter tainment and 

!'ecr eation facili ties................... .. ... 72 . 6 7 6. 9 

32 percent of the nonfarm-plan boys, attached 
very important or important ratings to living a 
considerable distance from neighbors. The differ­
ences for other eharacteristics were so small as to 
be of doubtful significance. 

Respondent's Resource and Educational Characteristics 

This section examines the resource and educa­
tional characteristics of farm-plan boys and non­
farm-plan boys. Information was collected on 
financial resources, intelligence, academic achieve­
ment, leadership capacity and educational interests 
and plans. Only in the case of financial resources 
was a specific hypothesis formulated. Other char­
acteristics were of interest in relation to selectiv­
ity effects which may influence the attributes of 
the future population of Iowa farmers . 

Financial Resources 

An earlier section of this report developed the 
hypothesis that boys who plan to farm have more 
financial resources available to them than have 
boys who plan nonfarm careers. Especially rele­
vant to this hypothesis are the boy's financial 
resources and those of his family. At this point, 
data on the boy's assets are examined; data on 
family resources are discussed in a later section. 

Each boy was asked to list and place a market 
value on his own financial assets. A sum was com­
puted for each boy, and the totals were classified 
by occupational plan. Most of the assets consisted 
of livestock, crops, automobiles and cash. 

The mean value of assets owned by boys plan­
ning to farm was $2,750 (table 13). The compar­
able figure for boys planning nonfarm occupations 
was $1,420. Although the difference was statis­
tically significant and consistent with the general 
hypothesis, the average value of assets owned by 
both groups was relatively small in relation to 
the amount of capital required to start an efficient 
farming operation. For this reason, the amount 
of owned capital probably was not an important 
factor influencing the occupational plans of most 
boys. 

Apparently, it was more important, however, 
among boys who were "certain" of their occupa­
tional plan. In this group, the mean value of owned 
assets was $5,070 for farm-plan boys compared 
with $1,720 for nonfarm-plan boys. A boy with 
$5,000 or more of assets probably has ~nough t_o 
give him considerable encouragement m the di­
rection of farming. Farm-plan boys who were 
"certain" of their plans had more than twice as 
much assets as those who were "fairly certain" 

Table 13 . Average value of assets owned by farm-plan boys and 
nonfarm-plan boys, classified by occupational plan un• 
certainty .° 

Farm-plan boys Nonfarm-plan boy.s 
Pla n u ncertainty class (n = 32 9) (n = 5 0 3) 
Certa in ... ........................................... $5,0 70 $1 ,7 2 0 
F a irly certain ................. .. ... .............. 2, 480 1,460 
F a irly unce t·t nin .............. .. 1, 310 1,460 
Very un certain ... ............ .. ...... . .. ........ 2 ,14 0 1,4 3 0 

Tota l . . ....... .. ............. ..... ............... 2,750 1,420" 
• Computed to t he nearest hundred dolla l's . . 
" Inc ludes 45 boys who f ::iiled to g ive informatio n on uncert amty. 
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and almost four times as much as those who were 
"fairly uncertain." 

Intell igence and Academic Ach ievement 

Do farm boys who plan to farm have lower mea­
sured intelligence scores than those who plan non­
farm careers? The evidence from this study sug­
gests an affirmative answer. The participating 
high schools provided the intelligence test scores 
of all respondents. The mean intelligence score of 
farm-plan boys was somewhat lower than that of 
nonfarm-plan boys. While the difference was stat­
istically significant, it was not large, however. 
Boys who planned to farm had a mean score of 
102.2, whereas those who planned non.farm oc­
cupations had a mean score of 107.0 (table 14). 

Among boys who were "certain" of their oc­
cupational plans, the mean intelligence score for 
the farm-plan group was 101.0 compared with 
108.1 for the nonfarm-plan group. Among boys 
who were "very uncertain" of their occupational 
plans, the mean scores were 97.8 and 100.9, res­
pectively. 

Schools participating in this study also fur­
nished achievement test scores for respondents. 
Although several different tests were involved, 
599 boys (68.8 percent of the sample) had taken 
the Iowa Test of Educational Development. Be­
cause of the difficu lty of adjusting scores for lack 
of co_mparability among tests, comparisons were 
restncted to the ITED scores. ITED scores were 
available for 65.1 percent of the farm-plan boys 
and for 72.0 percent of the nonfarm-plan boys. 
Restricting the comparisons to ITED scores elim­
inated 36 boys from one stratum, 5 boys from an­
other stratum and between 20 and 25 boys from 
six other strata. Since there was no apparent re­
lationship between the type of t est given and 
school size, it was assumed that no appreciable 
selectivity occurred. 

The mean ITED percentile for farm-plan boys 
was 42.0 compared with 53.5 for nonfarm-plan 
boys (table 14). On the average, boys who were 
planning to farm scored 79 percent as high as boys 
who were planning to enter nonfarm occupations. 
The comparable figure for the intelligence scores 
was about 95 percent. Apparently, the difference 
between farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys 
was larger for achievement than for intelligence. 

Again, the largest difference was in the group of 
boys who were "certain" of their plans. In this 
group, farm-plan boys had an average achieve-

ment percentile of 42.8, whereas nonfarm-plan 
boys had an average of 62.2. Although farm-non­
farm plan differences apparently characterized all 
uncertainty grou~ings, there was some tendency 
for the size of the difference to diminish as uncer­
tainty increased. 

The 4-year scholastic record data made available 
by participating high schools reflected a variety 
of grading systems. These data were converted to 
the point system according to the procedure used 
by the Registrar's office at Iowa State University. 
The adjusted grades gave a pattern very similar 
to that of the achievement percentiles (table 14) . 

The mean grade for farm-plan boys was signifi­
cantly lower than that for nonfarm-plan boys. 
Whereas nonfarm-plan boys achieved an average 
grade of 2.31, farm-plan boys achieved an avera6e 
of 1.99. Again, the largest difference occurred in 
the group of boys who were "certain" of their 
occupational plans. 

In summary, all three measures-mean grade 
point, mean achievement percentiles and mean in­
telligence scores-presented a similar pattern of 
farm-nonfarm plan differences. Farm-plan boys 
had a slightly lower mean intelligence score, a 
moderately lower mean achievement score and a 
moderately lower mean grade point than had 
nonfarm-plan boys. There was some tendency for 
the sizes of the differences to be inversely related 
to the degree of plan uncertainty, being greatest 
for the group of boys who were "certain" of their 
occupational plans. Insofar as the farm-nonfarm 
occupational plans of Iowa farm boys are realized, 
farming is likely to absorb a somewhat larger 
proportion of those whose measured intelligence 
and scholastic attainment scores were below the 
sample means. 

Educationa l Plans and Interests 

Boys who plan to farm are less likely to continue 
their education beyond high school than are boys 
who plan nonfarm careers. Of the boys who 
planned a career of farming, 76 percent said that 
they expected to go to work and 24 percent said 
that they intended to get more education and 
training upon completion of high school. In con­
trast, only 32 percent of the boys planning non­
farm occupations indicated that they intended to 
go to work, and 68 percent said they expected to 
get additional education and training (table 15). 
Whereas, over 43 percent of the nonfarm-plan boys 
were expecting to go to college, only 15 percent of 

Table 14. Mean inte lligence score , ITED score and g rade point of farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys, classif ied by plan uncerta inty. 

F arm-p lan boys 

Plan-uncertainty c lass 

Certain ..... ...... .. .. ................................ ......... . 
Fairly certain . ....................... ..................... . 
Fairly uncertain ..................... ...... .............. . 
Very uncertain ..... •- ----------------------- ··· ········-·· 

Total. ..... ................ ....... . .. ............... . ........ . 

In te ll ige nce 
score 

( n = 282) 

101. 0** 
102.0 
10 5 . 5 

97. 8 
102 .2** 

a Includes 36 boys w ho fa iled t o g ive informa t ion on uncertainty. 
b Includes 28 boys who f a iled to give inform ation on uncertaint y . 
• Inc ludes 46 boys who failed to g ive information on uncerta inty . 
* * Difference sig nificant at the 1-percent level . 
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ITED score Grade point 

(n - 217) ( n - 317) 
( percen ti le ) 

42.8 
43.0 
45.0 
39.0 
42.0 

2. 00 
2.02 
1. 96 
1. 76 
1. 99 

N o nfarm-pl a n boys 
In te ll ige nce IT ED score Grade p oint 

scor e 
( n - 420) ( n - 382) ( n - 489) 

108.1 ** 
107 .2 
10 6.4 
1 00.9 
107 .0•** 

(percenti le) 
62.2 
58 .5 
5 3. 5 
4 9.0 
53 .5b** 

2.71 
2.37 
2.22 
2 .08 
2.3 1 C 



Table 15 . Immediate post high school plans of farm-plan boys and 
nonfarm-plan boys. 

F arm -pl a n 
boys 

Plan N umber P ercent 
Pian to g o to work............................ 250 75 .8 
Plan to go to college......................... . 50 15.1 
Plan to go to t r a ~e ~ChO?I. ................. 1 R f ~ 
Plan to get othe1 ti a inmg____ ____________ L ., . 
Plan a combination of college, 

t rade schoo_l, a nd/ or 
other t r a 1nmg... ............ .................. . 8 2.4 
Total ......... ............................. .. .... .. 330 100 .0 

Nonfarm-p la n 
boys 

Nu mber Percent 
1 62 32 .0 
219 43.3 

54 10 .7 
36 7 .1 

35 6.9 
506 100. 0 

the farm-plan boys intended to take college work. 
In addition, nearly 11 percent of the nonfarm-plan 
group expected to attend a trade school compared 
with only 3 percent of the farm-plan group. 

The foregoing information was based on a ques­
tion which asked what each boy planned to do fol­
lowing his graduation from high school. This was 
followed by a question asking what the boy would 
like to do. Alternative answers were listed as fol­
lows : (1) go to college, (2) go to work at a job 
you like, (3) go to trade or technical scho~l,_ (4) 
go to business school" and (5) other (specified). 
The responses to this question were remarkably 
similar to those given to the question asking what 
was actually planned. While 58 percent of the 
farm-plan boys indicated they preferred to go to 
work at a job they liked, only 28 percent of the 
nonfarm-plan boys gave this answer. Nearly 67 
percent of the boys planning nonfarm careers said 
they would like to take additional education and 
training, compared with only 30 percent of the 
boys planning to farm. Only about 14 percent of 
all boys indicated they would like to attend a trade 
or technical school. The percentage was somewhat 
smaller for farm-plan boys than for nonfarm-plan 
boys. 

Regarding interest in trade or technical educa­
tion a considerably different response was re­
ceiv~d in answer to the following question: "Sup­
pose there was a trade school (a school to pre­
pare you for one of a dozen trades such as auto 
mechanic, draftsman, electrician, barber, printer. 
surveyor and so forth) within driving distance of 
your home, would you be interested in attending 
such a school to become a skilled craftsman or a 
technician?" Although nearly 28 percent of all 
boys gave a "don't know" answer, 51 J?ercent if1:di­
cated that they would be interested m attendmg 
such a school (table 16). Of the boys planning to 
farm, about 45 percent gave an affirmative an­
swer. This compares with about 55 percent of the 
boys planning nonfarm careers. Perhaps the_po~si­
bility of attending such a school while contmm_ng 
their farming operations was the factor which 
explains the large difference between trade school 

Table 16. Interest in attending a trade school located within driving 
distance, classified by occupational plan. 

F arm-pla n boys Nonfarm-plan boys 
R espon se Number P ercent Number P ercent 
Internsted in attending ........... . l.4 8 44.8 278 55 .0 
Not interested in 

attending ............... .... .......... . 76 23.0 10 8 21. 3 
Don' t know ................. ............. . . 106 32 .2 120 23 .7 

Tota l ................................... . 330 100.0 506 100.0 

attendance plans ana preterence tor farm-plan 
boys. 

Plans to attend college appeared to be associate? 
with family financial resources: Net-worth ~sti­
mates for the respondent's family were ob~a~ned 
from the family banker. Respondent~ were d1v1d_ed 
into three net-worth groups. The high group m­
cluded boys whose parents had a net worth of 
$35,000 or more. The medium group included those 
with a net worth of between $15,000 and $35,000, 
and the low group included those with less than 
$15,000 of net worth. Respondents were classified 
into the three groups, and the college plans of 
each group were determined. The results are 
shown in table 17. 

Forty-three percent of the boys in the high ne~­
worth category planned to attend col_l eg-e. This 
compares with 34 percent in the medm m group 
and with 30 percent in the low group. 

The differences in college plans between farm­
plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys w~re large with­
in each net-worth class. In the high net-worth 
group, 64 percent of the nonfarm-plan boys were 
planning- to attend college, whereas only 21 percent 
of the farm-plan boys had college plans. In the 
middle net-worth category, 18 percent of the farm­
plan boys as compared with 44 percent of the non­
farm-plan boys had college aspirations. In the low 
net-worth g-roup, almost 40 percent of the non­
farm-plan boys expected to attend college as 
against only 9 percent of the farm-plan boys . 

The evidence supports the generalization that 
farm boys who plan to farm have lower educa­
tional aspirations than those who plan nonfarm 
careers. Perhaps a larger proportion of farm boys 
believe that additional education and training are 
less important in achieving success in farming 
than in nonfarm occupations . Or, they may attach 
a greater disutility to academic ~fforts. Wha~ever 
the reason it seems clear that if the educat10nal 
and occup;tional plans of farm boys are realized, 
the average level of education of th?se entering 
farming will be lower than those entermg nonfarm 
occupations. Over a period of time. this would 
contribute to a decline in educational levels in the 
farm sector in relation to those in the nonfarm 
sector. 

Leadership Capacity and School Activit ies 

Information on leadership capacity was based on 
the judo-ments of high school instructors. They 
were requested to rate the leadership capacity of 
each respondent as high, medium or low. A break­
down of the results by occupational plan is pre­
sented in table 18. 

Only 14 percent of the boys planning to farm 
were in the hio-h leadership group in contrast to 
about 26 perc:nt of the boys planning nonfarm 
occupations. Medium and low leadership ratings 
were received by a slightly higher proportion of 
farm-plan boys, although the differences here 
were not as large as for the high leadership group. 
Thus, it appears that new entrants into farming 
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Ta ble 18. Responde nts' leadersh ip cap acity as esti mate d by h igh 
school instructors, classified by occupationa l plan . 

Lea dership Farm-plan boys Nonfa.r m-pl a n boys 
capacity N umbet· Percent Number P e rcen t 

High ............. .......... . .............. . 43 1 3.7 124 25.5 
Medium ___ .................•.............. 1 7 3 55 .4 236 4 8.6 
L ow ... .......... ........................ . 96 30. 7 125 25 .7 

Tota l ............. ... ....... ........... . U 2 100 .0 ,)85 100.0 

may be drawn less frequently from the high 
leadership grouping and more frequently from the 
medium and low leadership groupings. 

Each respondent was asked to list the different 
school activities in which he participated. Boys 
who were planning nonfarm careers reported an 
average of 3.8 activities, whereas boys who were 
planning to farm reported an average of 3.3 activ­
ities. Again, the largest difference occurred for the 
group of boys who were "certain" of their occupa­
tional plans. In this group, average participation 
by farm-plan boys was 3.8 activities compared 
with 4.6 activities by nonfarm-plan boys. Ap­
parently, boys who planned nonfarm occupations 
participated more frequently in school activities 
than did boys who planned to farm. 

4-H and FFA Experience 

Do farm-plan boys participate more in 4-H and 
FF A activities than do nonfarm-plan boys? The 
evidence from this study suggests that they do. 
While 51 percent of the boys who were planning 
nonfarm careers had been members of a 4-H club, 
58 percent of the boys who were planning to farm 
had been involved in 4-H work. Likewise, 54 per­
cent of the farm-plan boys had been FF A mem­
bers compared with 47 percent of the nonfarm­
plan group (table 19). Although the differences 
were not large, they were statistically significant. 

Does this mean that 4-H and FFA experience 
provides special encouragement for boys to farm? 
It might mean this, but not necessarily. The dif­
ferences might reflect a causal relationship run­
ning from 4-H and FF A experience to plans to 
farm. On the other hand, they might also reflect 
selectivity effects. Boys who were interested in 
participating in 4-H and FF A activities also were 
those who entertained a high interest in farming 
as an occupation. In other words, they may have 
become involved in these activities because of their 
interest in the occupation of farming. Thus, no 
conclusion can be drawn from these data about 
causal effects. 

Family Financial Resources and Assistance 

The general hypothesis relating to differences 
in the amounts of financial resources available to 
farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys was based 

Table 19. 4-H and FFA experience of farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan 
boys. 

Club ex perience Farm-p la·n boys 
Number of boys in 4-H.................... 19 2 
Percent of boys in 4-H• .................. 58 
Average number of years in 4-H.... 4. 6 
Number of boys in FFA.................. 181 
P e rcent of boys in FFA*................ 5 4 
Average number of years in FFA.. .. 3 .0 
* Differen ce significant at t he 5•percent level. 

N on fa rm-pl a.n boys 
22 1 

51 
4.6 

205 
47 

2 . 5 



on the premise that capital requirements place a 
greater restriction on entry into farming than into 
most nonfarm occupations. Other things being 
equal, therefore, boys with large amounts of avail­
able capital are more likely to enter farming than 
those with small amounts. 

It was indicated earlier that farm-plan boys had 
significantly more owned assets than nonfarm­
plan boys. Nevertheless the value of assets owned 
by 11!-ost boys was small in relation to the capital 
reqmrements needed for an efficient farm opera­
tion. These assets, however, may be only a small 
part of the capital available to finance occupational 
entry. Varying kinds and amounts of family as­
sistance might be expected. The total amount of 
family assistance anticipated is likely to be re­
lated to the financial status of the family. Other 
things being equal, boys from wealthy families 
are likely to expect more assistance than boys 
from poor families. 

Fami ly Financial Resources 

The financial status of families was measured 
by net worth as estimated by the family banker. 
Boys who planned to farm came from families 
with an average net worth of slightly more than 
$40,000. In contrast, boys who planned to enter 
nonfarm occupations came from families with an 
average net worth of just over $29,000 (table 20). 
The difference was even larger for boys who were 
"certain" of their occupational plans. In this 
group, the mean net worth for families of farm­
plan boys was over $49,000 compared with less 
than $26,000 for families of nonfarm-plan boys. 
Evide_ntly, the parents of farm-plan boys had more 
capacity to provide financial assistance than had 
the parents of nonfarm-plan boys. 

There were similar differences for acres owned 
acres operated and acres harvested-character~ 
istics highly correlated with farm income. Farm­
plan boys came from families with larger farms 
and undoubtedly higher average incomes than 
did nonfarm-plan boys (table 21) . 

With large differences in family resources it 
might be hypothesized that boys who planned' to 
farm would expect more family assistance than 
boys who planned nonfarm occupations. A series of 
questions was designed to yield information on 
the respondent's expectations of family assistance 
in (1) getting started in farming, (2) getting 
started in a nonfarm job or business and (3) o-o-
ing to college. "" 

Boys' Expectations of Family Assistance in Farming 

The initial question relating to family assistance 
in getting started in farming was aimed at de­
ter!1'1ining whether any assistance was anticipated. 
This was followed by questions dealing with the 
kinds and amounts of assistance expected. For 
those anticipating family assistance, estimates 
were prepared of the dollar value of the assistance 
expected. 

Table 20. Family net w orth, classified by occupatio nal plan and un• 
certa inty . 

Plan Farm-pla n boys N onfarm-pl a n boys 
uncertain ty c lass Numbe r Mean Number Mean 
Certain ........................................ 52 $49,56 7 
Fairly certa in .............................. 1E 5 38,878 

33 $25 ,985 
235 29 ,330 

Fa irly uncerta in .......................... 40 33 .688 11 0 30 ,1 36 
Very u ncertain __________ ------·-- -----···· 1 8 41 ,111 

Total ..... .. ................. .......... 295 $40. 19 5 
29 38,000 

451 $29,085 

Ta ble 21. Acres owned, acres operated and acres harvested by parents 
in 1958, classif ied by occu pationa l plan. 

F a rm-pl a n boys 
Charactel'is lic Number 
Acres owned ......... ... ......... ..... ........ . 32 7 
Acres operated ................ .. ... .. ........ 329 
Acres lrn.rves t ed ...... 329 

Mean 
186 .2 
2 62 .5 
203 .4 

Nonfai·m-plan boys 
Number Mean 

501 1 23 .4 
505 228.3 
505 1 68.9 

Nearly 72 percent of the boys planning to farm 
were expecting some family assistance in getting 
started in farming. This compares with 58 percent 
of the boys planning nonf arm careers. There was 
little difference in the proportions expecting help 
in the form of money loans. The average money 
loan expected by farm-plan boys was $4,300, 
whereas that expected by nonfarm-plan boys was 
$3,820. While this difference was probably signifi­
cant, it was not large. However, a substantially 
greater proportion of farm-plan boys than non­
farm-plan boys anticipated parental o·ifts of land 
livestock, machinery and money. Likewise, th~ 
average value of gifts expec~ed by boys planning 
to farm ($4,730) was considerably larger than 
that expected by boys planning nonfarm occupa­
tions ($3,305). Approximately 26 percent of the 
boys planning to farm expected the use of parents' 
land having an average value of $33,390. On the 
other hand, 18 percent of the boys planning non­
farm careers anticipated the use of parents' land 
having an average value of $30,740. The average 
value of all family assistance expected by farm­
plan boys was about 12 percent greater than that 
expected by nonfarm-plan boys (table 22). 

Family assistance may also take the form of a 
father-son arrangement. Each respondent was 
asked "Would you have an opportunity to begin 
farming in some arrangement with your father?" 
Of the 328 farm-plan boys who answered this 
question, 227, or about 69 percent gave an af­
firmative answer. Of the 471 nonf;rm-plan boys 

Table 22. Respondents' expectatio ns of family assistance in getting 
started in farming , classified by occupational plan . 

F arm-pl a n boys Nonfarm-pla n boys 
Mean or Mean or 

Characte r is ti c Number perce11t Number percen t 
E x pecting som e he lp from 

1)arents i_n g etti-n g st a rt ed 
111 farming ... ...................... . 

E x pecting a loan of mo ney ... . 
Amount of Joa n expected ... . 

Expecting g ifts o f land, 
li vestock. machine1·y and 
mo ney ------------·--···-···-· ........ . 

Value of expected g ifts ..... . 
E xpectin g use of parents' land 

Val ue of la nd ..................... . 
E x necting oppo rt uni ty to 

begin f a rming with father .... 
Type of father- son arangement 

Hired band ......................... . 
Rent la nd a nd use fathers' 

rrLachine ry ..................... .. . 
Work and sha l'e in come on 

home farm ..... ..... ............. . 
No special ~~rrangement .... . . 

236 
136 
136 

222 
222 
86 
86 

227 

8 

60 

152 
7 

71.7 % 294 58 .1 % 
41. 3% 1 89 37. 3% 

$ 4,300 189 $ 3, 820 

67.4 % 273 47.4 % 
$ 4,730 273 $ 3,3 05 

26. 1 % 90 17 .7 % 
$33,3 90 90 $3 0, 7 40 

68 .8% 235 49.8 % 

3.5 % 22 9.4% 

26.4% 50 21. 3% 

67.0 % 152 ,64. 7 % 
3.1% 11 4.7% 
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who responded to the question, 235, or only 50 per­
cent, gave an affirmative answer (table 22) . 

Because of differences in net worth and farm 
size, a smaller proportion of the families of 
nonfarm-plan boys would be in position to offer 
attractive father-son opportunities. Since such an 
arrangement eases the restrictions on entry into 
farming, it is not surprising that a larger propor­
tion of farm-plan boys expected an opportunity 
to begin farming with their fathers. 

Boys with father-son opportunities in both the 
farm-plan and nonfarm-plan groups reported sim­
ilar kinds of arrangements. Among farm-plan 
boys having father-son opportunities, 67 percent 
reported an arrangement to work and share in­
come on the home farm, and 26 percent reported 
an arrangement to rent land and use father's 
machinery. Among nonfarm-plan boys having 
father-son opportunities, these arrangements were 
reported by 65 percent and 21 percent, respec­
tively. 

These data are consistant with the general 
hypothesis that differences in the availability of 
capital resources help to explain why some farm 
boys plan to farm and others plan nonfarm ca­
reers. Boys who planned to faim owned more 
financial assets, and they expected more assistance 
from their families in getting started in farming 
than boys who planned nonfarm occupations. The 
families of farm-plan boys were better able to pro­
vide assistance because they had more financial 
resources. 

Boys' Expectat ions of Family Assistance in 
Nonfarm Occupations 

Differences in fami ly financial resources, how­
ever, were not reflected in the boys' expectations 
of family assistance in getting started in a non­
farm job or business. The proportion of farm-plan 
boys expecting family assistance in entering a non­
farm job or business did not differ significantly 
from the proportion of nonfarm-plan boys expect­
ing such assistance. Moreover, there was little dif­
ference in the proportions expecting help in the 
form of money loans or gifts (table 23) . 

Both groups expected less assistance in getting 
started in a nonfarm job or business than in enter­
ing farming. However, the differences were smal­
ler for nonfarm-plan boys than for farm-plan boys. 
Thus, the expectation of family assistance prob­
ably gave both groups more encouragement to 
enter farming than to enter nonfarm occupations. 

Table 23 . Respondents' expectations of family assistance in getting 
started in a nonfarm job or business, classified by occupa• 
tional plan. 

Farm-plan boys Nonf,u·m-plan boys 
Mean or Mean or 

Characteristic Numbet· percent Numbel' percent 
Expecting some help from 

parents to get started in 
nonfarm job or bus iness 8 • •• • 139 

Expecting loan of money 
42.1% 228 45.1% 

from par ents........ ..... ........... 116 35.2% 194 
Amount of loan expected.. 116 $2,6 96 194 

Expecti ng g ifts from parents 91 27 .6 % 142 
Amount of expected g ift.. 91 $ 850 14 2 $ 

38.2% 
$2,6 41 

28.0% 
735 

• Difference not statistically s ignificant at the 5-percent level , 
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But it undoubtedly gave relatively more encour­
agement toward farming for the farm-plan boys 
than for the nonfarm-plan boys. Over 67 percent 
of the farm-plan group and more than 47 percent 
of the nonfarm-plan group expected gifts from 
their parents if they were to start farming. If 
these boys were to enter a nonfarm occupation, 
however, only 28 percent of both groups expected 
assistance in the form of gifts from their parents. 

Whether or not the pa1·ents were consciously 
exerting this ihfluence on occupational plans is not 
known. Nevertheless, the impact via expectations 
of family assistance may have been substantial. 
It may have reflected a conscious effort on the 
part of parents to encourage their sons to enter 
farming, or it may have reflected the greater adapt­
ability of fami ly resources in providing assistance 
to get started in farming. The resources available 
to the typical farm family can be used more readily 
to assist entry into farming than into most nonfarm 
occupations. The latter explanation is more consis­
tent with the information presented later on the 
occupational views of parents. Yet, it is difficult to 
explain why respondents expected more gifts or 
loans of money if they were to farm rather than 
take a nonfarm job, unless they believed their 
parents preferred that they farm. 

Family Assistance for College Expenses, 

In an earlier section, it was shown that plans 
to attend college were related to family net worth. 
Farm boys from families with high net worth were 
more likely to have plans to attend college than 
were boys from families with low net worth. Also, 
it has been established that the families of boys 
planning to farm had a substantially higher net 
worth than the families of boys planning non­
farm careers. Thus, it might be expected that a 
larger proportion of farm-plan boys would antici­
pate family help if they were to attend college than 
nonfarm-plan boys. This expectation, however, is 
not borne out by the data in table 24. A signifi­
cantly larger proportion of nonfarm-plan boys 
than farm-plan boys anticipated some fami ly as­
sistance for college expenses: 72 percent of the 
boys planning to farm and 78 percent of the boys 
planning nonfarm careers expected some help if 
they went to college. 

Respondents who expected assistance were ask­
ed to indicate how much they expected. Four levels 
of assistance were listed: (1) less than 25 percent, 
(2) 25 to 50 percent, (3) 50 to 75 percent and (4) 
75 percent and over. Of the boys expecting help on 

Table 24. Respondents' expectations of family assistance for college 
expenses, classified by occupational plan . 

Farm-p la n· boys Nonfarm-p!an boys 
Characteristic Number Percent Number Percent 
Expecting some help from pare nts 

for co llege ex penses* .................. 23 7 71.8 
Amount of help expected 

Less th a n 25 percent .............. 24 10.1 
25 to 50 percent.................. .... 59 24.9 
50 to 75 percent....... ....... ........ 43 18 .1 
75 pernent or more.................. 65 27.5 
Amount not k now n.................. 46 19.4 

* Difference significant at the 5-percent level. 

394 

67 
108 

87 
85 
47 

77.9 

17.0 
27.4 
22 .1 
21.6 
11..9 



college expenses, 19 percent of those in the farm­
plan group and 12 percent of those in the nonfarm­
plan group indicated that they did not know how 
much help to expect. The proportion expecting 75 
percent or more was larger for the farm-plan 
group, whereas the proportion expecting less than 
75 percent was greater for the nonfarm-plan 
group. Although a larger proportion of nonfarm­
plan boys expected college assistance, apparently 
the amount of assistance expected was somewhat 
smaller. 

Other factors, in addition to family financial ca­
pacity, appear to have been important in influenc­
ing respondents' expectations of help for college 
expenses. While a larger proportion of farm-plan 
boys expected assistance in getting started in farm­
ing, a smaller proportion expected help to finance a 
college education. Evidently some of the boys who 
were planning to farm believed their parents were 
more willing to provide assistance for farming 
than for additional education. 

Income Expectations and Aspirations 

According to the theory of occupational plan­
ning outlined earlier, a difference in the returns 
expected from using given resources in alterna­
tive employments may cause a difference in oc­
cupational plans. Other things being equal, boys 
who expect higher returns in farming than in non­
farm occupations would plan to farm, and boys 
who expect more favorable returns in nonfarm 
occupations would plan nonfarm careers . If dif­
ferences in expected relative returns influence oc­
cupational plans, boys who plan to farm would 
tend to have more optimistic expectations about 
relative future income-earning opportunities in 
farming than would boys who plan nonfarm ca­
reers. Of course, it is necessary to recognize that 
a boy may plan to farm even though he anticipates 
a less favorable income-earning opportunity in 
farming. He may expect other advantages in farm­
ing which he values more highly than the differ­
ence in anticipated income. It has been shown that 
a substantial number of farm boys would prefer 
to farm even when this involves a large sacrifice 
of income. But it also has been shown that the oc­
cupational plans of farm boys are highly respon­
sive to changes in relative income opportunities. 
So it was hypothesized that boys who plan to farm 
have more optimistic anticipations of relative in­
come opportunities in farming than do boys who 
plan nonfarm careers. 

Relative Income-Earning Expectations in Farming 

To examine this hypothesis, each respondent 
was asked the fo llowing question: "Suppose you 
have $15,000 in the bank, and you are considering 
how you could be using this money and your own 
working time to best advantage in the future. (a) 
How much net income per year do you think your 
labor and this capital would earn in the year 1965 
if you were farming then? (b) How much net in-

Table 25 . Frequency distrib ution of ratios of 1965 expected income in 
farming to 1965 expected income in nonfarm employment 
with specified labor and capital resources, classified by 
occupational pl,j' n, 

F a nn-p la n boys 
N on far m­
p la n boys Total 

Ratio o f farm 
incom e to n o n­

f a 1 m income Number P er cent N umber P er cent N umbe r P ercent 

0.00 to 0.49 ... .... ..... 47 14 .5 1 27 25 .5 17 4 21. 2 
0.50 to 0.99 ............ 155 47. 8 26 7 53. 6 422 51. 2 
1. 00 to 1.4 9 ..... .... ... 78 24 .2 60 12. 1 138 16.8 
1. 50 to 1. 99 ............ 34 10.4 29 5.8 G3 7 .7 
2 00 a nd ove r ...... .. .. 10 3 .1 1 ;; 3.0 25 3 .1 

Total . ............. .... 32 •1 100 .0 498 100 .0 822 100 .0 

M ean ratio 0.94 0.79 0.85 

come per year do you think you could earn in the 
year 1965 if you worked at the highest paying non­
farm job you could get and put this capital into the 
best paying nonfarm investment?" The ratio of 
the answer given in (a) to that given in (b) was 
computed and used as a measure of the relative 
income expectations of each respondent. Boys with 
ratios greater than 1.0 expected higher returns in 
farming, and boys with ratios less than 1.0 ex­
pected higher returns in nonfarm employments. 
A frequency distribution of these ratios, classified 
by occupational plan, is presented in table 25. 

Approximately 72 percent of the 822 boys who 
answered these questions expected lower returns 
in farming than in nonfarm employments. More 
than one-fifth of the group expected returns in 
farming to be less than half as high as in nonfarm 
employments, and almost 11 percent expected 
farm returns to be higher than nonfarm returns 
by 50 percent or more. The average of all individ­
ual ratios was 0.85. 

The breakdown by occupational plan shows 
that boys who were planning to farm were more 
optimistic about relative income-earning oppor­
tunities in farming than were boys who were plan­
ning nonfarm careers. About 38 percent of the 
farm-plan boys expected returns in farming to be 
as high or higher than in nonfarm employments, 
whereas only 21 percent of the nonfarm-plan boys 
had similar expectations. On the other hand, 79 
percent of the nonfarm-plan boys expected returns 
in farming to be lower than in nonfarm employ­
ments. Only 62 percent of the farm-plan group ex­
pected less favorable farm returns. The mean of 
the ratios for the farm-plan group was 0.94 com­
pared with 0.79 for the nonfarm-plan group. 

Although boys who were planning to farm gen­
erally had more favorable relative income ex­
pectations in farming than boys who were plan­
ning nonfarm careers, it is clear that, for many 
farm-plan boys, other factors were highly influen­
tial in shaping occupational plans. Of the 596 boys 
who expected lower returns in farming, 202, or 
nearly 34 percent, were still planning to farm. 
As pointed out earlier, many of these boys had 
strong nonincome preferences for farming and 
were expecting more fami ly assistance for getting 
established in farming than for getting started 
in a nonfarm job or business. Undoubtedly, these 
factors operated to offset the effects of less favor­
able income-earning expectations on plans to farm. 
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Income Expectations in Farming Under Alternative 
Resource Arrangements 

Under given price and technological conditions, 
different combinations of land, labor and capital 
produce different returns in farming. Income ex­
pectations in farming under alternative resource 
arrangements were obtained as follows: "We 
would like to have your estimate of the net cash in­
come per year (cash receipts minus cash expenses) 
from farming operations for an average owner­
operator on three different sized Iowa farms in 
1958 and 1965." The land, labor and capital char­
acteristics of each farm were then specified. The 
small farm was characterized by $20,000 of land 
and buildings, $8,000 of livestock, machinery and 
equipment and 14 months of family labor. The 
medium-sized farm had $50,000 of land and build­
ing investment, $15,000 of livestock, machinery 
and equipment and 14 months of family labor. 
And the large farm had $100,000 of land and build­
ings, $25,000 of livestock, machinery and equip­
ment and 14 months of family labor. Table 26 sum­
marizes the results. 

The data point to the conclusion that farm-plan 
boys tended to be more optimistic about income 
opportunities in farming under a wide range of 
resource conditions than did nonfarm-plan boys. 
The average estimate of net cash income for each 
of the three resource arrangements in 1958 was 
higher for boys planning to farm than for those 
planning nonfarm careers . Farm-plan boys also ex­
pected higher incomes in 1965 on small- and medi­
um-sized farms than did nonfarm-plan boys. Only 
in the case of the large farm in 1965 was the aver­
age estimate of the nonfarm-plan group higher 
than that of the farm-plan group, and here the dif­
ference was so small as to be of doubtful statisti­
cal significance. 

Previous discussion called attention to the fact 
that differences between farm-plan boys and non­
farm-plan boys tended to be greater for compari­
sons involving only boys who were more certain of 
their occupational plans. Again this is apparent in 
comparing the data on income expectations pre­
sented in tables 26 and 27. Table 27 shows the in­
come expectations of boys who were "certain" of 
their occupational plans; table 26 shows the same 
data for all uncertainty groups. 

The average income expected in 1965 on the 
small farm was $6,580 for all farm-plan boys and 
$5,630 for all nonfarm-plan boys, a difference of 
$950. For boys who were "certain" of their plans, 
the comparable figures were $6,920 and $3,970, a 
difference of $2,950. Likewise, there was an in­
crease in the difference for the medium-sized farm 
from $2,090 to $5,750. For the large farm, the in­
come expectations of all nonfarm-plan boys in the 
sample was slightly higher than that of all farm­
plan boys. However, farm-plan boys who were 
"certain" of their plans had an income expectation 
that was $9,630, or two-thirds, greater than that 
of nonfarm-plan boys who were "certain" of their 
plans. 

Boys who were "cer tain" of their plans to farm 
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Table 26 . Estimates of net cash income in 1958 and 1965 for small, 
medium and large farms, classified by occupational plan. 

Mean n et cash Mean net cash . income in 1958 income in 19 65 
Farm-p lan Nonfarm- F a rm-plan Nonfarm~ 

Farm si zen boysh p lan boysc boysb p lan boysc 
Small fa rm. ______________ ___ $ 4, 951 $ 4,546 $ 6,5 80 $ 5,630 
Medium f a rm _____ __ __ __ __ _ 9,890 8,710 1 2,5 90 10,500 
L a rge fa.rm _________ __ ____ ___ 18 ,68 0 15,630 23, 100 23,55 0 
A verage a l l 

th,·ee s izes. --------·····-·· $11 ,174 $ 9,629 $14.090 $13,227 
n See text f o r descript ion o f resource combin a tions. 
b n = 324. 
C n = 495. 

Table 27 . Estimates of net cash income in 1958 and 1965 for small, 
medium and large farms, classified by occupational plan of 
boys who were "certain" of their plans. 

Farm si zel'l 
S m a ll far m _______________ __ _ 
Medium farm ............. . 
La rge fa rm .. .... ........... . 
Average a ll 

t h ree s izes .............. ... . 

Mean net cash 
in come in 19 58 

"Certa in" "Cert a in" 
f a rm-plan non farm-

boysb p lan boy sc 
$ 5,525 $ 3,72 0 

11,040 7,04 0 
21,820 1 2, 740 

$12,795 $ 7,833 

Mean net cash 
income in 1965 

"Certain" 
farm -plan 

boys• 
$ 6,920 

13,140 
24 ,200 

$14 ,753 

"Certa in" 
nonfarm­

p la n boys <' 
$ 3,970 

7, 390 
14,570 

$ 8,64 3 
n See t ext for description of resource combin ati ons . 
b n = 59. 
C 11 = 39. 

were more optimistic about future income oppor­
tunities in farming than were boys who were less 
certain of their plans to farm. They also were 
much more optimistic than nonfarm-plan boys who 
were "certain" of their plans. For farm-plan boys 
who were more uncertain of their plans, lack of 
optimism over future farm income opportunities 
may have been an important factor increasing plan 
uncertainty. 

Farm-plan boys whose plans were "certain" ex­
pected larger increases in farm incomes between 
1958 and 1965 than did nonfarm-plan boys who 
were "certain" of their plans. Based on the means 
of the estimates for all three farm sizes, boys plan­
ning to farm expected an average increase of 
$1,958, or about 15 percent, whereas boys planning 
nonfarm careers expected an increase of $810, or 
about 10 percent. Again, this is indicative of more 
favorable income expectations for farming on the 
part of boys planning to farm. 

The data on income expectations are clearly 
consistent with the general hypothesis that differ­
ences in relative income expectations are an im­
portant factor explaining differences in the oc­
cupational plans of Iowa farm boys. The differ­
ences in income expectations take on added signi­
ficance when it is recognized that a substantial 
proportion of farm-plan boys indicated a prefer­
ence for farming even at a considerable sacrifice 
of income. 

Money-Income Aspirations 

Did the boys who were planning to farm have 
lower money-income aspirations than those who 
we1·e planning nonfarm occupations? If this were 
true generally, it might help to explain the persist­
ent disparity in money incomes in farming. 

The data presented in table 28 suggest an af­
firmative answer, although the differences were 
not large. The median net money income consid-



Table 28 . Median net money income considered "satisfactory" at age 
20 and 30 in farming by boys pl ~nning to farm and in 
"best" nonfarm iob by boys plann ing nonfarm careers . 

Age 
20 
30 

N et money in come co ns ide red " satisfactory" 
Jn fa 1·m in g r eported b y boy s In "best ' ' no nfa rm job reported 

pla n ni ng to f a rm by boys p la n n in g no n fa rm cal'eet·s 
(n = 329) ( n - 505) 

~4 ,6 88 $5 , 0 70 
6, 612 7 .4 91 

ered "satisfactory" in farming by boys planning 
to fa1m was $4,688 for age 20 and $6,612 for age 
30. Comparable figures in "best" nonfarm job 
reported by boys planning nonfarm careers were 
$5,070 and $7,491, respectively. The median level 
for boys planning nonfarm occupations was 8 per­
cent higher for age 20 and 13 percent higher for 
age 30. 

A difference in money-income aspirations, how­
ever, does not necessarily mean a difference in 
total or "real" income aspirations. Differences in 
nonmoney-income aspirations or in implicit "de­
~lators" mi~ht. affect any difference in money­
m~ome aspll'a;t10ns. Al~~ough the findings from 
tlu~ st1;1dy P?rnt to !1- difference in money-income 
asp1rat10ns, 1t remams to be determined whether 
there are significant differences in total or "real" 
income aspirations. 

About 37 percent of the boys planning to farm 
reported "satisfactory" net money incomes in 
farming at age 20 of less than $4,000. On the 
other hand, nearly 20 percent reported incomes 
of $8,000 or more. For age 30, only about 15 per­
cent reported "satisfactory" net money incomes of 
less than $4,000, whereas nearly 30 percent r e­
ported incomes of $8,000 or more. 

Land and Capital Needs for a "Sat isfactory" 
Income in Farm ing 

. What kind of a farming opportunity was be­
lieved to be needed for a "satisfactory" income by 
boys planning to farm? Respondents were asked 
to indicate land needs in terms of crop acres and 
capital needs in terms of dollars invested in ma­
chinery and livestock. Needs were specified for 
both owner and renter situations (table 29). 

In general, boys planning to farm reported land 
needs substantially greater than the land base of 
the average Iowa farm. The mean number of 
crop acres for a "satisfactory" income was 200 for 
owner and 232 for renter. In 1959, according to 
the Census of Agriculture, the average number 
of crop acres per farm was 150 in Iowa. Thus, 

boys planning to farm reported an average land 
need that exceeded the cropland base of the aver­
age farm by 33 percent for owner and 55 percent 
for renter. 

In 1959, 93 percent of the farms in Iowa har­
vested some cropland. Of these, 21 percent har­
vested 200 or more acres. About 40 percent of the 
boys planning to farm reported 200 or more crop 
acres needed for a farm owner to secure a "satis­
factory" income. The comparable figure for renter 
was 45 percent. At the other end of the distribu­
tion, more than one-third of the farms harvesting 
cropland in 1959 harvested less than 100 acres. 
Only 5 percent of the boys planning to farm re­
ported land needs for an owner of less than 100 
crop acres for a "satisfactory" income. Less than 2 
percent indicated a "satisfactory" income could be 
earned as a renter on a unit under 100 crop acres. 

The mean investment in machinery and live­
stock needed for a "satisfactory" income was $17,-
500 for a renter and $25,200 for an owner. The 
median_ values were about $15,500 and $19,000, 
respectively . Comparable data for the population 
of Iowa farms are not available from the 1959 
Census of Agriculture. Some comparison how­
ever, is provided by a statewide sample of 1 673 
farms furnishing business record summarie~ to 
the Cooperative Extension Service Iowa State 
University.1 2 The average investme~t in machin­
ery and livestock on these farms was about $18 -
000 in 1959. They had 4 percent more acres and 
2 percent more investment in land and buildings 
than the average census farm. However, these 
farms had larger livestock programs. Consequent­
ly, their investment in livestock was probably 
great er than on the average census farm. Al­
though no breakdown by tenure groups is avail­
able, it appears that the investment needs for a 
"satisfactory" income reported by boys planning 
to farm were appreciably larger than the machin­
ery and livestock investment on the average cen­
sus farm. 

About 21 percent of the boys planning to farm 
reported operating capital needs for a renter of 
less than $10,000. The comparable figure for 
owner was 11 percent. Operating capital needs 
for a renter of $20,000 or more were reported by 
nearly one-~hird of the group. ~alf of the group 
reported hvestock and machmery investment 
needs for an owner of $20,000 or more. 

" E,; , G. Stoneberg- a nd H. B. H owell. Farm business s umm a ry of 
1 ,6 I 3 Iowa farm s, 1 959 . FW-1 350. Cooperative Extens ion Service, 
Iowa Stnte Un ivers ity, Ames , Iowa. Nov. 1960 . 

Table 29. Crop acres and capital in mach inery and livestock needed for a "satisfactory" income as estimated by boys planning to farm . 

C rop ac res 

6 0 to 9 9 ····-·-····-······--·······-···· 
100 to 1 3 9 ... _ .. ...... -........ ...... . 
140 to 179 ................... ........ . 
180 to 21 9 ...... ..................... . 
220 to 25 9 ...... __ ................... . 
2(;0 to 33 9 .. _ .......... -....... -- .... _ 
340 t o 4 1 9 ....... -.... -.-· ..... _ ..... _ 
420 an d over ... ........... ......... . 

Total ·····-······- ··-· --··-­
Mea n ac res ·---·-·-· •--·---·--

Crop acr e13 needed 
As owner A s renter 

N u m ber P e rcent Nu m ber P e rce nt 
17 5.1 5 l. 5 
39 11 .8 1 5 4 . 6 

1 13 34 .2 92 27.9 
55 1 6. 6 72 21 .9 
58 17.6 63 1 9.2 
34 10 .3 4 7 14 . 3 

9 2.7 25 7 . 6 
5 1. 5 1 0 3.0 

33 0 100.0 329 1 00.0 
200.2 2~ 1. 9 

Ca p ital in m achinery a nd li vestock needed 

Doll ars 
Unde r 5. 000 ............ --·-··-····-·· 

5 .000 - 9, 99 9 -······-·· ····· •--···· 
10,000-14, 999 -··········---····- ·--
1 5 .000-B. 9 99 ·-·····-····-· •· -·-··-
20,000 -2 4 , 99 9 ····· ······-··-···-··-
25,000-29 ,9 9 9 ············· ·-- ·--·-· 
3 0, 000-3 4,9 9 9 -··--- --·------ ----·--
35, 000 -3 9 , 9 99 -·- ·-·· -··---· --------
40,000 a nd over·-·· ·· -··-·-·--·----

T otal ·--·- ·----·-·-·•··-·---· 
Mean do ll a 1·s -····-···-·-

A s ow ner 
N umber Pe rcen t 

5 
33 
61 
64 
60 
27 
26 

8 
43 

1. 5 
10.1 
1 8 . 7 
19 . 6 
18 .3 

8. 3 
8 . 0 
2.4 

1 3.1 

32 7 100.0 
25,200 

A s renter 
Num ber Perce nt 

14 4.3 
55 16.8 
88 27 .0 
60 18.3 
56 17 .1 
24 7 .3 
11 3.4 
1 6 4.9 

3 0. 9 

327 100.0 
17,500 
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Occupational Information 

Occupational plans rest partly on expectations. 
Expectations in turn, are influenced by the 
quantity and quality of information possessed by 
the planner. Although this study was not primar­
ily concerned with occupational information, some 
data were collected for the purpose of appraising 
the informational levels of farm-plan boys and 
nonfarm-plan boys. 

As noted earlier, farm-plan boys estimated 
higher 1958 net cash incomes for farms of differ­
ent sizes than did nonfarm-plan boys. Some check 
on the accuracy of these statements was provided 
by data on 1958 net cash incomes for Iowa Farm 
Business Association farms in the medium- and 
large-sized categories. Comparable figures were 
not available for the small farm as specified in 
this study. A comparison between actual incomes 
and estimated incomes for farms in the medium­
and large-sized groups is presented in table 30. 

Judged by the income experience of farm busi­
ness association farms, the income estimates of 
farm boys were highly accurate. Farm business 
association units with the resource characteris­
tics of the medium-sized farm had an average net 
cash income of $9,228 in 1958, whereas the aver­
age estimate made by farm boys for units of medi­
um size was $9,196. For the large-sized farm, the 
farm business association data gave an average 
income of $16,035. This compares with an average 
estimate of $16,840 made by farm boys. The 
error was less than 1 percent for the medium-sized 
farm and only 5 percent for the large-sized farm. 

It is necessary to recognize, however, that farm 
management specialists consider association farms 
to be more efficient than nonassociation farms of 
the same size. Hence, the errors were probably 
substantially greater than suggested by these 
figures . Nevertheless, it appears that farm boys 
generally had a fairly accurate conception of the 
income-producing capacity of different sized farms 
in 1958. 

Apparently, the estimates of nonfarm-plan 
boys were more accurate than those of farm-plan 
boys. The mean estimate of farm-plan boys ex­
ceeded the farm business association standard for 
both the medium-sized farm and the large-sized 
farm. On the other hand, the estimates of non­
farm-plan boys averaged slightly lower than the 
farm business association standards. Since the 
farm business association figures probably over­
estimate net cash incomes on typical farms of 

Table 30 . Boys' estimates of 1958 net cash income for medium- and 
large-sized farms , classified by occupational plan, and actual 
1958 net cash income for medium and large Iowa Farm 
Business Association farms . 

Net cash incom e estimated by: 

Mediwn­
s ized f a rm 

Al l fa rm boys............................................. $9,196 
F a rm-pla n boys..................... ....................... 9,890 
Nonfarm-plan boys...................................... 8,710 

Actual n et cash income on 
Iowa Farm Busi ness A ssociation 

L a r ge­
s ized farm 

$1 6,840 
18, 680 
15,6 30 

units" ........ ..... ... ... ... ....... ..... ......... .......... ......... 9,2 28 16,035 
a Based on da t a from Iowa F arm Business A ssociation farms sup­
plied by E. G. Stoneber g a nd H. B. H owe ll , Cooperat ive Exten s ion 
Se rvi ce, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa . 
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similar size, it is likely that the estimates of 
farm-plan boys were less accurate than those of 
nonfarm-plan boys. 

• 
Characteristics of Selected Occupations 

Each respondent was asked to rank a selected 
number of occupations on the basis of the follow­
ing characteristics: (1) amount of money needed 
for training and getting started in the job, (2) 
opportunity to be your own boss and make your 
own work decisions, (3) steadiness of income from 
year to year and ( 4 ) social standing of the job 
(prestige level) . In addition, each respondent es­
timated the income earned per year by the aver­
age United States worker in each of several occu­
pations. 

Different methods were used to obtain standard 
rankings for scoring purposes. For scoring the 
rankings of the amount of money needed for train­
ing and getting started in the job, steadiness of 
income and opportunity to be your own boss, 
standard rankings were based on a survey of 15 
members of the staff of the Department of Eco­
nomics and Sociology, Iowa State University. Ap­
proximately two-thirds of the faculty members 
participating were extension economists. There 
was nearly unanimous agreement on the rankings 
among those surveyed. The model ranking for 
amount of money needed for training and getting 
started was (1) medical doctor, (2) Corn Belt 
tenant farmer, (3) high school teacher, (4) ma­
chinist and (5) truck driver. For steadiness of 
income, the ranking was (1) high school teacher, 
(2) dentist, (3) semiskilled factory worker and 
( 4 ) Corn Belt tenant farmer. The ranking for 
oppo1tunity to be your own boss was (1) farm 
owner and operator, (2) lawyer, (3) high school 
teacher and ( 4) factory worker. 

Rankings for the prestige levels of jobs were 
based on the North-Hatt scale. 1 3 This gave the 
following standard ranking: (1) lawyer, (2) high 
school teacher, (3) Corn Belt t enant farmer, (4) 
store clerk and (5) taxi driver. The scoring stand­
ard for the question on occupational incomes was 
based on data provided by the Iowa Employment 
Service. The following occupations and standard 
incomes were used: (1) electrical engineer, 
$8,500; (2) skilled machinist, $4,200; (3) Corn 
Belt tenant farmer, $3,900; ( 4) semiskilled fac­
tory worker, $3,900; and (5) filling station attend­
ant, $3,000. 

On the basis of the standard rankings, the abso­
lute deviations, disregarding sign, were deter­
mined for each respondent and question. Respond­
ents were classified according to occupational plan, 
and the mean absolute deviation was computed 
for each question (table 31). 

With one exception, the means of the absolute 
deviations were significantly greater for farm­
plan boys than for nonfarm-plan boys, indicating 
that, on the average, the rankings of boys plan­
ning nonfarm careers were closer to the standard 
rankings _ than those of boys planning to farm. 

"C. C. N orth a nd P. K. Hatt. J obs a nd occupat ions: a popu lar evalu­
at io n. 0-pinion News 9 : 3-1 3. Sept. 1 , 1 947. 



Table 31. Absolute deviations, disregarding sign, from standard rank• 
ings of specified job characteristics for selected occupations, 
classified by occupational plan. 

J ob chara cteri stic 
Amount of m oney for t ra ining 

and getting started in job* ..... . 
Steadiness of income from 
year to y ear*------- -- -- -········ · ···· ··-

Opportunity to be your own 
bos~,. make your ow--rl work 
d ec1s1ons ......... ........................ . 

Social stand ing of job* ............. . 
Total dev ia tio n , a ll rankin gs~·* .. 
Earning s of a verage worker 
in 1958 ................... .................. . 

Mean absolute dev iation 
Farm-pla n boys Nonfarm-pl a n boys 

4. 53 3.73 

3.68 3.38 

1.48 1.45 
3 .9 2 2.9 2 

13.60 11.50 

$11,100.00 $10,480 .00 
** Difference s ig nifica nt at the 1-percent level. 
,:, Difference s ignificant at the 5 -1~ercent leve l. 

The only exception was the question on opportun­
ity to be your own boss. For this characteristic, 
there was no significant difference between the 
farm-plan group and the nonfarm-plan group. 

The mean deviations for both groups were cor­
related. High and low mean deviations tended to 
occur for the same characteristics in both the 
farm-plan group and the nonfarm-plan group, 
suggesting that both groups were more or less 
informed about the same occupational character­
istics. 

When the deviations for all characteristics were 
combined, the total for farm-plan boys was sig­
nificantly larger than that for nonfarm-plan boys. 
The question on average earnings of workers in 
selected occupations gave a similar result. The 
average error ( disregarding sign) of the rankings 
of farm-plan boys was significantly greater than 
the error of the rankings of nonfarm-plan boys. 

Table 32 shows the proportion of farm-plan boys 
and nonfarm-plan boys underestimating and over­
estimating the position of farming based on the 
standard rankings. With respect to the amount 
of money needed for training and getting started 
in the job, a larger proportion of nonfarm-plan 
boys than farm-plan boys underestimated the 
rank position of the farmer. However, the aver­
age error, as measured by the mean rank devi­
ation, was significantly larger for farm-plan boys 
than for nonfarm-plan boys. For those overesti­
mating the rank position of farming, there was 
no difference in the mean rank deviation of boys 
planning to farm and boys planning nonfarrn ca­
reers. 

Since farming ranked lowest in the standard 

ranking for steadiness of income, lt was 1mposs1ble 
to underestimate the position of this character­
istic. But a larger proportion of farm-plan boys 
than nonfarm-plan boys overestimated the rank 
position of farming with respect to steadiness of 
income. The mean rank deviation for those over­
estimating also was larger for boys planning to 
farm. 

Farming ranked highest in the standard ranl:­
ing for opportunity to be your own boss. Conse­
quently, the rank position of farming could not 
be overestimated for this attribute. Whereas 
there was little difference in the average error of 
those underestimating, a larger proportion of 
nonfarm-plan boys than farm-plan boys underes­
timated the rank position of farming. Boys who 
were planning· to farm overestimated the social 
standing of farming more frequently than they 
underestimated it, while boys who were planning 
nonfarm careers did just the reverse. Although 
there was no appreciable difference in the average 
error of those underestimating, the mean rank 
deviation of farm-plan boys who overestimated 
the social standing of farming was larger than 
that of nonfarm-plan boys who overestimated . 

About the same proportion of farm-plan boys 
and nonfarm-plan boys overestimated and under­
estimated the rank position of farming with re­
spect to the 1958 income of the average worker. 
Although there was practically no difference in 
the mean rank deviation for those underestimat­
ing, the average error for those overestimating 
was substantially larger for farm-plan boys than 
for nonfarm-plan boys. 

As judged by the standard rankings, boys who 
were planning nonfarm occupations apparently 
were somewhat better informed about particular 
occupational characteristics than were boys who 
were planning to farm. This difference may have 
been associated with the differences in academic 
achievement, occupations of older brothers and 
the occupational views of parents. 

Farm Ind ustry Characteristics 

To provide a basis for appraising their general 
knowledge of the farm industry, respondents were 
asked three multiple choice questions dealing with 
(1) the direction and rate of change in Iowa farm 
numbers, (2) the average size of farms in Iowa 

Table 32 . Percent and mean rank deviation of boys overestimating and underestimating the position of farming relative to other selected occupa• 
lions when ranked according lo specified job characteristics, classified by occupational plan . 

Boys underestim at in g 
Farm-plan group Nonfa r m-p ]an group 

Characteristic P e l'ce nt Mean 
Amount o f m o ney 

needed for training 
:1nd. getting started 
m JOb................... ........ 46.6 1.87 ** 

Steadin ess of in come 
from year to year ______ _ 

Opportunity to be your 
own boss, m ake your 
own work decis ions..... 1:.5 1. 39 

Social standin g of the 
job............. ......... .......... 2 6.3 1.44 

195 8 estimated income 
of average worker in 
t he job•................ ........ 35 .7 $1,100 .00 

• Mean is based on the absolute error in dolla rs . 
** Difference s ignifica nt at the 1-percent level. 

Perce n t 

61.6 

24 .3 

34.3 

34 .5 

Mean 

1.77 ** 

1.32 

1.45 

$1 ,180.00 

Boys overestimating 
Farm-pl a n g roup Non.farm -plan group 

Percent Mean Percent Mean 

24 .2 1.00 11.2 1.00 

56. 3 1. 78 45 .0 1.53 

38. 2 1.5 4 26.6 1.30 

62.7 $3 ,2 80 63.0 $2,400 
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Table 33. Estimates of change in Iowa farm numbers, trend in farm share of national income and average size of fa rms in Iowa , classified 
by occupational plan. 

Fann-p lan Nonfa rm-p la n 
boys boys Total 

Characteristic N umber P e•cent Number P er cent N umber P ercent 
Cha nge in Iowa farm n umbers : 

Increasi ng by 5 p e rce nt per year ........... ............ ...... ............ .............................. . 1 0 3.0 ).2 2.4 22 2.6 
Increasi n g by 2 percent per year .......................... ....... .. ...................... ...... ....... . . 16 4.8 24 4. 8 4 0 4.8 
Stayin g t he same ................................................. ..... ..... .. . ............... ............ .. .. ... .. . . 15 4.5 26 5 .1 41 4.9 
Decrea s ing by 2 percen t per yea r .......... . ................... ........... . ....... ...................... . 16 7 50. 7 25 4 50 .3 421 50.5 
Decreasi n g by 5 pet· cent per year ....................................................................... . 122 37.0 18 9 37 .4 311 37 .2 

Total ............................................... ............ ........................................... .... ... . 330 100 .0 505 100.0 835 100 .0 
Trend in f a r m sha re of nation a l in come : 

In er e a s in g __ . _______ ... _____ . __________ .... _____ ..................... ____ .......... ........................ .......... . 140 4 2.4 205 40.5 345 41. 2 
Stay ing t h e same .............. .................................................................................. .. 69 20.9 98 19 .4 167 20 .0 
Decreasing ----· --·----·····--······-·-··-···························---·- -·--··--···--·---·-···-······················ 121 36. 7 203 40.1 32 4 38.8 

T ot a l ....................... .... ........... ........................ ......... ... ....... .... ....................... .. 33 0 100.0 506 100 .0 836 100.0 
A vea ge-s ized f a rm in Iowa: 

80 acres ................. ............ . .......... ... ........ .. .......... .. .. .. ....... ........... ........ ........ ....... .. 4 1. 2 8 1. 6 1 2 1.~ 
14 0 ac res ....... .............. ......... .. .............................................................................. .. 59 17 .9 88 17.4 14 7 17 .6 
17 5 ac res ................... ........ ....... ................. ............ ............... . ........................... .. .. 147 44. 5 211 H .7 35 8 42 .8 
200 ac res ........ .. .................... .............. n••·---· ............... .................................. ._ .... .. 85 25. 8 15 1 29.8 236 28. 2 
2 ~ 0 acJ·es ......................... ................ .................................................................... . 35 10 .6 48 9.5 83 10 .0 

Total ............................. ..... .... ...................................................................... .. 330 100.0 506 100.0 836 100 .0 

and (3) the trend in the farm share of national 
income. The answers are summarized in table 33. 

Most of the boys were aware of the direction of 
change in farm numbers. Nearly 88 percent of 
all respondents indicated that the number of 
farms in Iowa was decreasing. Half of the group 
had a reasonably accurate idea of the rate of de­
cline. However, nearly one-third said that the de­
cline was 5 percent per year, a figure substan­
tially greater than the rate of decline in Census 
farms between 1954 and 1959. There was no 
appreciable difference in the kno,vledge of farm­
plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys. Both groups 
were about equally well informed of the trend in 
farm numbers. 

Also, boys who were planning to farm and boys 
who were planning nonfarm careers had about the 
same knowledge of the average size of farm in 
Iowa. The distribution of acreages selected to 
represent the average-sized farm was similar for 
both groups. About 19 percent of the boys indi­
cated that the average-sized farm was 140 acres 
or less; 71 percent selected 175 acres or 200 acres 
as the closest approximation to the average size 
unit. And 10 percent indicated it was 220 acres. 
According to the Census of Agriculture, the aver­
age-sized farm in Iowa, based on the 1954 farm 
definition, was 177 acres in 1954 and 190 acres 
in 1959. 

While most farm boys had reasonably accurate 
knowledge of average farm size and the trend in 
farm numbers, a much smaller proportion were 
aware of the trend in the percentage of national 
income contributed by the farm sector. Between 
1910-14 and 1955-59, the farm share of national 
income declined from 15.1 percent to 4.9 percent.14 

This trend has characterized all countries experi­
encing a high rate of economic progress and rapid 
advance in farm technology. Only 39 percent of 
all repondents apparently were aware of this 
trend. Over 41 percent said the farm share of na­
tional income was increasing, and 20 percent said 
it was stable. This suggests that most farm boys 
may not have much understanding of the impact 
of the forces of economic growth on the position 

" U nited Stat es Depa1tment of Agricultu re. Farm incom e situation. 
J u ly 1960. 
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of the farm industry in our economy. The sample 
data showed a small difference in the proportion 
of farm-plan boys and nonfarm-plan boys who 
were aware of this trend. This may reflect a real 
difference in general knowledge of the farm indus­
try which could affect occupational plans. On the 
basis of other tests, it appears that the differ­
ence may have been statistically signficant. 

Respondents' Views on Occupational Plans 

Boys who planned to enter nonfarm occupations 
were asked to list the three main reasons why 
they did not plan to farm. · A wide variety of rea­
sons were given, but some were mentioned more 
frequently than others. About 55 percent of the 
group said they were not planning to farm because 
it required too much capital. Nearly 44 percent 
listed unfavorable working conditions as a reason. 
Forty percent simply stated that they disliked 
farming and were not interested in it. Poor 
income-earning opportunity was given as a reason 
by 38 percent. Other reasons frequently men­
tioned were "income too unstable" and "no op­
portunity to farm." Most of the reasons appeared 
to be consistent with the hypothesized effects of 
preferences, resources and relative income expec­
tations discussed earlier. 

Obstacles to Occupational Entry 

Did farm boys anticipate any difficulties in 
realizing their occupational plans? If so, what 
kind of difficulties did they expect to encounter? 
In response to a direct question, nearly 69 percent 
of all respondents indicated they expected to have 
difficulty entering the occupation of their choice. 
Farm-plan boys anticipated difficulty as frequent­
ly as did nonfarm-plan boys (table 34) . 

Financial difficulties were mentioned most fre­
quently by both groups. More than two-fifths of 
the farm-plan group expected difficulty in getting 
the capital needed to get started. Only 5 percent 
of the nonfarm-plan group mentioned this factor. 
However, 27 percent of the boys planning a non­
farm career anticipated difficulty in financing the 
cost of training. This was mentioned by only 3 
percent of the boys planning to farm . 

A larger proportion of nonfarm-plan boys were 



Table 34. Obstacles to occupational entry anticipated by Iowa farm 
boys, classified by occupational plan. 

Non f arm-
Farm-p la n boys p la n boys 

Number P ercent Number P ercent 
Diff icul t y a n t ic ipated .......... ......... .... . 22 8 69. 0 295 68.8 
No diffi cul ty a n ticipated .. ............... . 10 2 31.0 134 31. 2 

T otal .......... .................... . ............ . 33 0 100 .0 42 9 100.0 
Diff icul t ies a ntic ipated: 

(',0st of train in g for j ob .......... ... .. . 9 2.7 117 27. 3 
Large ca1Jit a l investm e nt to get 

star ted ............... ........... ......... . . . 138 41. 9 20 4.7 
Capac it y. to do t he wo rk ......... . ..... . 15 4.5 G2 14 .4 
Limited opportunity in t his 

occuoation where you li ve ....... . 26 7 .9 35 8.2 
L a ck of fund s to move to a rea 

w he re job is ............................. . 18 5.4 1 2 2.8 
L a ck of knowledge of where t o 

fi nd t hi s wo rl: .. .................... ..... . 1 0.3 24 5. 6 
H a ve to su pport f a m ily and/or 

re la ti ves -- ------ ----·····---·-·---······· ··· 9 2.7 7 1. 6 
Other diffi c ul ties ...................... ... . 1 2 3. 6 1 8 4.2 

T otal ...................... ....... ...... . 228 69 .0 295 68.8 

planning to take additional training, and . many 
were planning nonfarm careers that reqmred a 
colle6e education. Hence, they "'.ere probably 
thinking more about the cost of. ~mancmg _such 
training. Since there are no ngid educational 
requirements for entering farming, farm-plan 
boys on the other hand, were more concerned 
about the problem of financing the relatively large 
investment needed to get established. A larger 
proportion of nonfarm-plan boy~ than ~arm-plan 
boys indicated doubt about their capaci_ty to ~o 
the work required in their chosen occupation. This 
probably reflects the more rigorous standard~ of 
achievement required in many of the occupations 
planned by nonfarm-plan boys. 

Sources of Influence 

What sources of influence did farm boys con­
sider important in helping them make their occu­
pational plans. In order of decreasing frequency, 
farm-plan boys mentioned work on the job, par­
ents FF A experience, close friends and 4-H ex­
peri~nce. Nonfarm-plan boys mentioned parents, 
close friends, reading, study at school and work 
on the job (table 35) . 

Sources associated with farming-for example, 
work on the job, parents, and FF A and 4-H­
were mentioned more frequently by farm-plan 
boys than by nonfarm-plai;. boys. On the . o~~er 
hand sources associated with nonfarm activities 
were' mentioned more frequently by nonfarm-plan 
boys than by farm-plan boys. 

It is not clear just how the boys may have 
viewed these sources of influence. In some cases 
they may have provided a positive influence in the 

Table 35 . Sources of influence considered important by farm boys in 
making occupational plans, classified by occupational plan. 

Sou rce of in fluen ce 
Work on job .................................... ..... . 
P aren ts ........................... ........... ......... . 
FFA exper ien ce ............... .. ............. ....... . 
Close friends .. .. .. ....... ....... .............. .. ... .. . 
4-H e:x perience ....... ... ..................... . ..... .. . 
Study at school.. ......... ... . ...................... . 
Occup a tion of person I a dmire ............. . 
Reading . ... ................................... ...... .. . 
Vocation a l g uida n ce ....... .. .................... . 
Teachers .................... . .... ...................... . 
R adio a nd 'l' V ................... ............ ...... .. . 

Percentage ind ica.ti-n g speci fi ed 
source as one of t hese 

m a in sou rces 
P a rrn-pJan 

boys ( n = 32 6) 
78 
67 
35 
24 
24 
1 5 
14 
13 
12 

8 
4 

Non fa rm-p la n 
boys (n = 439) 

26 
47 

5 
43 

3 
36 
23 
37 
1'5 
23 
11 

direction of the occupational plan. In other cases, 
they may have contribute? a ne~·ative i?fluence. 
For example, work experience ~n f_armmg _may 
have encouraged .a boy to farm if h_is experience 
were satisfying. If it were not, it may !1-a".e 
discouraged him from farming. Perhaps it is 
reasonable to assume that the boys were more 
likely to mention positive sources of infl~ence 
than negative sources of influence. On this as­
sumption, it appears that parent~, 4-H and FF A 
experience, and work ~m ~he Job ga-ye more 
encouragement in the d1rect10n of farmmg than 
in the direction of nonfarm careers. 

Selected Family Characteristics 

Family factors may influence a boy's occupa­
tional plans in many subtle ~nd compl_ex ways. 
Some may operate via the boy s occ~1pat10nal sat­
isfaction function . Others may mfluence the 
availability of resources. Still othe~·s may aff~ct 
expectations of costs and returns m alternative 
employments. Reference alrea~y has. ~een m~de 
to the role of family resources m providmg assist­
ance for a college education and fo~· ?ccupatio~al 
entry. In this section, several addit10nal family 
characteristics of farm-plan boys and nonfarm­
plan boys are considered. 

Family Structure 

The only information collected _on f~mily struc­
ture was the presence of both b10logical parents 
versus other parental or guardian arrcl:Ilgements. 
This attribute was classified by occupat10nal plai;.s 
to determine if it should be used as a control m 
subsequent comparisons of family characteristics. 
The results showed that farm-plan boys and noi;.­
farm-plan boys were similar with respect to th_is 
characteristic. About 97 percent of the boys m 
both groups Jived with their biological mother and 
father. Hence, this factor was not used as a con­
trol. 

Educational Attainment of Parents 

Evidence presented earlier indicated that !)OYS 
who were planning to farm had lower. educational 
aspirations than those who ~ere planmi:ig nonfarm 
careers. Were there also differences m the edu­
cational attainments of the parents of farm-plan 
boys and nonfarm-plan boys? Other studies have 
found a positive correlation between the educa­
tional attainment of parents and that of children.15 
Thus it would not be surprising if the educational 
level 'of the parents of farm-plan boys was lower 
than that of the parents of nonfarm-plan boys. 

The information summarized in table 36 sug­
gests that there was little, if any, difference in 
the educa tional levels of parents of the two groups 
of boys. This was especially true for mothers. 
The sample data showed somewhat greater differ­
ences for fathers. But, even here, the differences, 
if statistically significant, were not large. If there 
were a significant difference in the educational 

"See refe re n ces ci ted in : W. H . Sewell , A . 0 . H a ller a n d M. H. 
Stra uss. Socia l status a nd educationa l and occupational asph·ations. 
Arner. Soc . R ev. 2 2 :67-7 3. 19 5 7. 
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Table 36. Educational level of parents, classified by occupational plan. 

P a r ent a n d 
educat iona l leve l 
Falher : 

Eig ht h grade or less ....................... . 
N i nth to twelft h grade ......... ........ . 
Hig h school grndu ate .. ............. ...... . 
College or past hi g h school.. ......... . 
N o f ather ................................ ....... . 
No ans\ver ........ .................... ... . ..... . 

T 0•a l ................ ........................ ... . 
Mother: 

E ight h grade or less ....................... . 
Nin t h to t w elft h gr ade ............... .. . 
Hi gh school graduate ...... .. .......... .. . . 
Coll ege o t· past h igh school.. ......... . 
No mother ....................................... . 
No an swer ...... ............... .......... .... .. . 

Total ........................................ ... . 

Farm-p la n boys 
N umber t'ercent 

195 5 9.0 
42 12.7 
75 22.7 
11 3.4 

4 1. 2 
3 1.0 

330 100.0 

110 33 .3 
38 11.5 

1 25 37.6 
46 13 .9 
1 0 3.0 

2 0.7 

330 100.0 

N onfarm-
p la n boys 

Number P erce nt 

263 52.0 
55 10.9 

131 25 .9 
35 6.9 
15 3.0 

6 1. 3 

506 100 .0 

160 31. 6 
56 11.1 

198 39.1 
78 15.4 

7 1. 4 
7 1. 4 

506 100.0 

levels of parents, apparently it was muc~ smaller 
than the difference between the educat10nal as­
pirations of their sons. At best, only a small part 
of the variation in the educational aspirations of 
sons appears to have been associated with varia­
tion in the educational attainment of parents. 

Nonfarm Work Experience of Parents 

Nonfarm work experience of fathers and, to a 
lesser extent, of mothers, may provide farm boys 
with additional information about nonfarm occu­
pations. It may alter a boy's value · orientation 
in the direction of more favorable consideration 
of a nonfarm career. Nonfarm employment of 
the father also may indicate a small farming oper­
ation and a weaker commitment to farming as 
a career. In turn, this may be reflected in the 
son's attitude toward farming. For these reasons, 
the nonfarm work experience of parents may be 
associated with the occupational plans of their 
sons. A smaller proportion of farm-plan boys may 
have fathers and mothers with nonfarm work ex­
perience. 

About 16 percent of the fathers of farm-plan 
boys were part-time farm operators compared 
with 22 percent of the fathers of nonfarm-plan 
boys (table 37). Of the fathers of nonfarm-plan 
boys who were part-time farmers, about 44 per­
cent worked off the farm less than 24 weeks in 
1958, and 56 percent worked off the farm more 
than 24 weeks. The comparable figures for the 
farm-plan group were 44 percent and 57 percent, 
respectively. Although a somewhat larger propor­
tion of the fathers of nonfarm-plan boys were 
employed at nonfarm work, apparently there was 
little, if any, difference in the amount of time 
spent at nonfarm work by those working off 
farms . About 14 percent of the mothers of non-

Table 37. Father's occupational status in 1958, classified by occupa, 
tional plan. 

Occupationa l 
status of father 
F arm operator on ly ........................... . 
Farm operator and 

n onfarm wor ker ............................. . 
Retired on farm ................................. . 

Total ........... .. .......................... .. . 
T ime at n o nfa rm work 

1 to 2 4 weeks . .. .... ...... .. ................ .. . 
24 w eeks a nd over ......................... . 

Total ......................................... . 
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Fann-p la n boys 
Number P ercent 

277 83 .7 

53 16.3 
0 0.0 

330 100. 0 

23 43.4 
30 '56.6 
53 100.0 

Non farm-
p la n boys 

Number Percent 
410 77.6 

11'5 21.8 
3 0.6 

528 100. 0 

51 44 .3 
64 55. 7 

115 100.0 

farm-plan boys were employed outside the home 
as against about 9 percent of the mothers of farm­
plan boys. While these differences suggest some 
association bet~en the occupational plans of farm 
boys and the nonfarm work experience of their 
parents, much of the association may _reflect a 
correlation between nonfarm work expenence and 
other factors influencing occupational plans. 

Parental Views on Career Plans as Reported by Sons 

Did most parents of Iowa high school senior 
farm boys have a career in mind for their sons? 
If they did, only a small proportion of them made 
their views known to their children. When each 
boy was asked if his father had a job in mind for 
which he thought the boy should plan, only 25 
percent of all respondents gave an affirmative 
answer (table 38). About the same percentage 
indicated that their mothers had a career in mind 
for them. For at least three out of four boys, 
apparently there was no overt effort on the part 
of parents to steer their sons into any particular 
occupation. 

Of the 209 fathers who had a career for their 
son in mind, 97 or 46 percent wanted their son to 
farm. Nearly 72 percent of these boys were plan­
ning to farm. Of the 112 fathers who wanted 
their son to enter a nonfarm occupation, 77 per­
cent had sons who were planning a nonfarm ca­
reer. Of the 212 mothers who had a career for their 
son in mind, 31 percent wanted their son to farm 
and 69 percent wanted him to enter a nonfarm 
occupation. For the minority of boys whose par­
ents had a particular occupation in mind for them, 
there was a high degree of similarity between the 
career plans of the parents and those of their 
sons. In terms of farm and nonfarm categories, 
most of these boys were planning the careers 
that their fathers had in mind for them. 

Parental career plans were r eported by a signif­
icantly greater proportion of farm-plan boys than 
of nonfarm-plan boys. However, the difference 
was small. About 8 percent of the farm-plan boys 
indicated that their father wanted them to enter 
a nonfarm occupation, whereas 5 percent of the 
nonfarm-plan boys reported that their fathers 
wanted them to farm. 

Parental V iews on Additional Education 
as Reported by Sons 

Earlier the conclusion was reached that boys 
who were planning to farm had lower educational 
aspirations than those who were planning a non­
farm career. On the basis of information provided 
by their sons, apparently the parents of farm-plan 
boys also had lower educational aspirations for 
their sons than had the parents of nonfarm-plan 
boys (table 39) . 

In response to questions on the views of their 
parents concerning further education, 33 percent 
of the farm-plan boys, compared with 56 percent 
of the nonfarm-plan boys, indicated that their 
fathers felt they should take additional training. 
On the other hand, 14 percent of the farm-plan 



Table 38. Parental views on career plans as reported by sons, classified by occupational plan . 

Fann-plan No nfarm-p la n 
boys boys Total 

Respo nse Number P ercent Numbe r Percent Number Perce nt 
Father h as no job in mind* ..................................................... . .... ........................... . 230 7\ 385 78 615 75 
Fathe r has farmin g in m ind** ···········-----······ ····· ················ ················· ···· ······· ··········· 70 21 27 5 97 12 
Fathet· has no nfarm job in mind**-·-··---· -------··· ······--··-·-· --······· ·········-·-···· ·-· ·-··-······ ·· 26 8 86 17 112 13 

Total ..... ..................... ...... .................................................. ............................... . 32 6 100 498 100 824 10 0 
Mother has no job in m ind ....... ...... .. ...................... ....................... ....... .. ........... ....... . 247 76 36 9 73 616 74 
Mother has farming in mind ................................................................. ......... ....... .. . 59 18 7 1 66 8 
Mother has nonfarm job in mind ............................................................................. . 19 6 127 25 146 18 

Total .......... .............................................. .. .......... ............................................. . 325 100 503 100 828 100 
* Difference significant at the I -percent le,·el, 
** Difference s ignificant at the 5-percent level. 

Table 39. Parental views on boys' education as reported by sons, 
classified by occupational plan . 

Nonfa rm-
Views a n d Farm-pla n boys p lan boy.s Total 
Pare·nts Nu mbe i· P ercent Number P ercent N umbe r P erce nt 

Feels he shou ld quit 
high s<!hool and go 
to work 

Fathers ··········-··· 3 1.0 4 0.8 7 0.8 
Mothers 0 0.0 1 0.2 1 0.1 

Fee ls he should plan 
to work right a f ter 
h ig h schoo l 
Fathers** .......... 47 14.4 31 6. 3 7 9. 5 
Mothers 44 13.6 31 G.2 75 9.1 

Feels he s hould t>lan 
to take add it ional 
trrd ning 

F athe rs** .......... 108 33.1 280 56 .3 388 47 .2 
Mothe,·s 141 43.6 358 71.7 499 60.8 

H as nevei· said much 
about it 
Fathers*•:: ··-·· ····· 16G 50 .9 178 35 .8 344 41.8 
Mothers 136 42 .1 105 21. 0 241 29 .3 

M"iscellaneous 
Fathers 2 0.6 4 0.8 6 0. 7 
Mothers 2 0.6 4 0.9 6 0.7 

Total 
F athers .............. 32 6 100.0 497 100.0 823 100.0 
Mothers ·············· 323 100.0 499 10 0.0 822 100.0 

=:=* Diffe ren ce s ignificant at t he l-pe1·cent level . 

boys reported that their fathers felt they should 
get a job after completing high school. This an­
swer was given by only 6 percent of the nonfarm­
plan boys. Similar farm plan-nonfarm plan dif­
ferences were observed for mothers. 

The most surprising result was the large pro­
portion of mothers and fathers who apparently 
had not discussed the question of additional educa­
tion with their sons. Nearly 42 percent of all re­
spondents reported that their fathers had never 
said much about additional training. The compar­
able figure for mothern was 29 percent. Evident­
ly mothers discussed educational plans with their 
sons more frequently than did fathers. Farm 
plan-nonfarm plan differences were large: About 
51 percent of the farm-plan boys reported that 
their fathers never said much about additional 
training. This answer was given by 36 percent of 
the nonfarm-plan boys. The difference was even 
larger for mothers. No more than 1 percent of 
the boys in both groups reported that their par­
ents felt they should quit high school and go to 
work. 

Occupation of Older Brothers 

Although the proportion of boys with older 
brothers was about the same (60 percent) in both 
groups, farm-plan boys had a significantly larger 
number of older brothers engaged in farming and 
a significantly smaller number in nonfarm occu­
pations than did nonfarm-plan boys (table 40 ). 

There are at least two possible explanations 
for these differences: (1) Younger and older 

brothers were influenced by many of the same 
occupation-determining forces and tended to re­
spond to these forces in a similar manner. (2) 
Older brothers influenced the occupational plans 
of younger brothers in the direction of their own 
occupation. In both cases, there would be a degree 
of correspondence between the occupations of 
older brothers and the occupational plans of 
younger brothers. While both may be involved, 
the first is likely to be more important than the 
second. However, additional information is needed 
to evaluate these hypotheses. 

RELATION OF SELECTED FACTORS 
TO OCCUPATIONAL PLANS 

In the preceding sections, the analysis has fo­
cused on the characteristics which differentiated 
boys who were planning to farm and boys who 
were planning nonfarm careers. In general, the 
findings were consistent with hypothesized dif­
ferences in preference systems, financial resources 
and relative income expectations. Preference sys­
tems that gave heavier weights to the nonincome 
aspects of farming were more frequent among 
boys planning to farm . On the average, farm­
plan boys also had access to more financial re­
sources . These boys also were more optimistic 
about relative income-earning opportunities in 
farming. 

In this section, the relationships between occu­
pational plans and nonincome preferences, finan­
cial resources and income expectations are ana­
lyzed. For this purpose, occupational plans were 
cross-classified on the basis of distributions of 
variables measuring (1) the intensity of nonin­
come preferences for farming, (2) the availability 
of financial resources and (3) relative income ex­
pectations in farming. Each distribution was di­
vided into a high, medium and low group contain­
ing approximately the same number of cases, and 
the relative frequency of farm plans and nonfarm 
plans in each of the 27 cells was determined (table 
41). 

Measurement of the intensity of nonincome 
preferences for farming was based on responses 
to the choice between farming and a nonfarm job 

Table 40. Mean number of older brothers with farm and nonfarm jobs, 
classified by boys' occupational plan.• 

Occupation of 
o lder brot hers Farm-plan boys Nonfarm-p lan boys 
Farm .............................. .................. 0.76 0.47 
Nonfarmb ........................................ 0.7 3 0.82 
a A pp1·ox im,tlely 60 perce·nt of the boys in each occupationa l plan g roup 
had older brothers. Mean nu m ber of o lder brothers is based on lhe 
number of boys having ol der brot hei·s . 
h Difference not signif icant a t the 5-percent level. 
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Table 41 . Frequency distribution of farm and nonfarm plans, classified by family resources, nonincome preterences tor fuming and relative income 
expectations in farming . 

v~riable co mbination 
a nd occupational plan 

1. High fam ily resources and high nonincome preferences 
Fai·m plans ........................... ........... ........ .. .. ....................... ........ .... . 
Non farm p lans ........ ................. . ................. .... .......... . ... ..... ............. . 

2 . Hi g h family resources and medium no·n income preferences 
Farm plans ..... ..................... ............ ......... .... .. ..... ... ...... .................. . 
Nonfarm vlan s ........ ............ ... ........................... ............................. . 

3. Hi g h f a mily resources and low nonincome pre feren ces 
Farm p la n s ......................................................... ................ ...... ... ... . 
Nonfarm plans ............................................................................... . 

4 . Medium family resow ·ces and hi g h no nincome prefere nces 
Fa.1·1n p lans ................... ................. ... .. .............. .............................. . 
Non far m p lans . ........... .. .. .. .................................... ....... ............ ...... . 

5. Medium family resources and medium nonincome preferences 
Farm p lans ................. ......................................... ........ ................... . 
Non.farm plans ............................................................................... . 

6 . Medium family resotU'Ces and low nonincome preferences 
Farm p la ns .............................. .. ....... ............... ... ..... ... . ................... . 
Nonfarrn plans .......... .................... ... ............. .... ............................. . 

7. Low family resou r ces and hig h no n income preferences 
F a rm p lans . ............. ........ .................... ........................................... . 
Nonfarm plans ..................................... .......... ................................ . 

8 . Low family resources and medium nonincome l)ref erence-s 
F arm pla ns ... ... ..... ............. .. ..... ............... . .. ..... ... .. ..... ................ ..... . 
Nonfarm plans ... ......... h•·············· ········ ············ ···· ········· ······· ····· ······ 

9. Low fa mil y resou rces a nd low nonincome preferences 
Farm p lans ............. .......................... ...... . ........................ .. ........... .. . 
Non f a rm plans ...... ............... ...... ...... .. ........... ......•.. ............ .. .......... . 

1 0 . High nonincome preferences and hi gh income expectations 
Farro p lans ............................................... ........... ..... . ..... ... .......... ... . 
Nonfar1n plans ........................................ ....................................... . 

11. High nonincome preferences and medium income exvectations 
Farm p lans . .. .... .......... ......................... ............... ........ ..... .. ......... .... . 
Non.fa rm plans ...... ...... .... ......... .... . ............... : ................................. . 

12. H igh nonincome preferences and low income expectations 
F a.rm plans . .... .................. .......... .. ...................................... ............ . 
Nonf:i.rm plans . ....... ............. ................ .... ......... ....... ..... ..... .. ...... .... . 

1 3. Medium nonincome preference.s and hi g h jncome expectations 
Farm plans .. ..... ......................................... ... .... ............ .. .. .............. . 
Nonfarm plans ........ .... .................................. ............. .. .................. . 

14. Medium non income pre ferences and medium i.ncome expectations 
Farm p lans ............................................. .. .. ....... .. ..... . .............. ....... . 
Nonfar1n p lans .................. ....... .............. . ................ ...... ................. . 

15 . Medium nonincome preferences a nd low in come expectatio ns 
Farm pla ns ................. .......... ....... ....... ....... ......... ..... . ....... ............... . 
Non farm plan:::; ................................... ..................... ....................... . 

1 6. L ow nonincome preferences a nd high income expectations 
Fa I'm pla ns .. ............. .............. .......................... .......................... . ... . 
Non fa rm p lans ...................................... -........................................ . 

17. L ow nonin come preferen ces and medium income expectations 
Farrn plans ........... .............. .. .......... ..................... ..................... ...... . 
No nfa rm pla n s ......................... ............ .......................................... . 

18. Low nonincome prefel'en ces a nd low income ex pectatio ns 
F arn1 p lans .. . ...................... . ................................... ................. ... . ... . 
N o nfarm plans .............. ••·-·· ····· · ······ ············ ··········· ·· ······ ····· ············ 

19. Hi g h in come ex pectatio ns and high fami ly resources 
Farm pla n s .. ... ......................... .................. ........... .... -.................. . .. . 
Nonfarm p la ns .................. .. .......... ....... ............. ....... .. .................... . 

20. High income expectations and m edium family resources 
Farm p lans ............. .... .............................. .. .. ... .. .. .... ....................... . 
N o nfarm plans ...................................................................... .... ..... . 

21. High income expectations a nd low family resources 
Farm pl a n s .. ............................................................ ............ ........... . 
Non f a rm plans ............ .......................... .. ........... ..... .......... .......... ... . 

22 . Medium income expectatio ns a nd hi g h family resources 
Farm plans ........... ........ .................................... ........................ ...... . 
Non.farm pl a ns ....................... ........................................................ . 

23 . Medium income expectations and medium family resources 
Farm p lans . ...... .......... ............................... . ..... ........... ..... ~···· ··········· 
Nonf~r1n p lans ...... ........ .................................... ................ .... .... ..... . 

24. Medium income expectations a nd low family resources 
Fa.rm plans ................... .... .............................................................. . 
Nonfa rm plan s .......... ................... .. ........ ........... ........... ... .. .... ........ . . 

25. Low income expectations a nd high family resources 
F a rm plans . ...... ....... ............ ........ ............... .................................... . 
Nonfarm p lans ... ................... .................. ........... ..... ....................... . 

26. Low in com e ex pectations and medium family resources 
Farm plans ........... ......... ...................... ....... . ........ .... .. ..................... . 
Nonfa rm plans .... ...... ..................................................................... . 

27 . Low income expectation s and low family resources 
F arm p lans .................. . ............ . ... .............. .. ..... ........ . .. ..... ........... .. . 
Nonfarm plans .. ............................................................................. . 
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Relative income expectations in fa.rmi ng 
High •Medium Low Total 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

44 93.,6 35 85.4 18 7·5.0 97 86.6 
3 6.4 6 14 .6 6 25.0 15 13.4 

9 40.9 15 38. 5 9 47.4 33 41.2 
13 59 .1 24 61.5 10 52.6 47 58.8 

3 14.3 1 3.7 1 3.1 5 6.2 
18 85 .7 26 96. 3 31 96.9 75 93. 8 

28 87. 5 26 76.5 11 45.8 65 72.2 
4 12.5 8 l3.5 13 54 .2 25 27.8 

10 58 .8 8 44.4 5 17.9 23 3 6.5 
7 41. 2 10 55.6 23 82.1 40 63.5 

1 4. 3 1 2.5 1 3.2 3 3.2 
22 95.7 39 97.5 30 96.8 91 96.8 

15 75.0 14 87.5 15 68 .2 44 75.9 
5 25 .0 2 12.5 7 31.8 14 24.1 

7 ~9.2 6 23.1 5 19.2 18 23.7 
17 70.8 20 76.9 21 80.8 58 76 .3 

1 5. 8 1 2.8 1 3.6 3 3.7 
16 94.2 35 97.2 27 96.4 78 96.3 

Family net worth ( fam il y resour ces) 
Hig h Medium Low Total 

Number Percent Numbe r Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

H 93.6 28 87.5 15 75 .0 87 87 .9 
3 6.4 4 12.5 5 25.0 12 12.1 

35 85 .4 26 76.6 14 87.5 75 82.4 
6 14.6 8 23.5 2 12.5 16 17.6 

18 75.0 11 45. 8 15 68.2 44 62.9 
6 25.0 13 54 .2 7 31.8 26 37 .1 

9 40 .9 10 58.8 7 29.2 26 H. 3 
13 5 9.1 7 41.2 17 70.8 37 58.7 

15 38 .5 8 44.4 6 23.1 29 34.9 
24 61.5 10 55.6 20 7,6.9 54 65.1 

9 47.4 5 17 .9 5 19. 2 19 26.0 
10 52.6 23 82.1 21 80.8 54 74 .0 

3 14 .3 1 4.3 1 5.9 6 8.9 
18 85 .7 2i 95.7 16 94 .1 5 6 91.8 

1 3. 7 1 2.5 1 2.8 3 2.9 
26 96. 3 39 97. 5 35 97. 2 100 97.1 

1 3.1 1 3.2 1 3.6 3 3.3 
al 96 .9 30 96 .8 27 96.4 88 96. 7 

Non in com e prefere nces (or farming 
H ig h Medi um Low Total 

Number Percent Nu mbe r Percent Numbe,· Percent Number Percent 

44 93.6 9 40.9 3 14. 3 56 62 .2 
3 6.4 13 59.1 18 85.7 34 37.8 

28 87.5 10 58.8 1 4. 3 39 54.2 
4 12.5 7 41. 2 22 95. 7 33 45.8 

15 75.0 7 29.2 1 5.9 23 37.7 
5 25 .0 17 70.8 16 94.1 38 62.3 

35 85.4 15 38.5 1 3.7 51 47.7 
6 14.6 24 61. 5 26 96. 3 56 52 .3 

26 76 .5 8 44.4 1 2.5 35 38.0 
8 23.5 10 55. 6 39 97.5 57 62.0 

14 87.5 6 23. 1 1 2.8 21 26.9 
2 1 2.5 20 76.9 35 97.2 57 73 .1 

18 75 .0 9 47.4 1 3. 1 28 37. 3 
6 25.0 10 52 .6 31 96.9 47 62.7 

11 45 .8 5 17.9 1 3.2 17 20. 5 
13 54.2 23 82.1 3 0 96 .8 66 79.5 

15 08. 2 5 19. 2 1 3.6 21 27 .6 
7 31.8 21 80 .8 27 96.4 55 72.4 



at equal incomes of $4,000 per year and the will­
ingness to forego increments of income in order 
to have the nonincome benefits associated with 
the occupations selected. A choice of farming and 
a willingness to forego at least $1,500 of income 
were the criteria for establishing the group with 
the highest nonincome preference for farming. 
The medium group consisted of boys who (1) 
selected farming at equal incomes and were will­
ing to forego $500 to $1,000 of annual income, 
(2) were indifferent between farming and non­
farm employment at equal incomes or (3) selected 
nonfarm employment at equal incomes and were 
willing to forego up to $500 to have the nonincome 
benefits associated with nonfarm employment. 
The low group was made up of boys who preferred 
nonfarm employment at equal incomes and were 
willing to forego $1,000 or more to have the bene­
fits associated with nonfarm work. 

Access to financial resources was measured by 
the net worth of the boy's family. The high group 
consisted of boys from families with $35,000 or 
more net worth. Boys whose families had net 
worth values between $15,000 and $34,999 were 
classified in the medium group. The low group 
contained boys from families with less than 
$15,000 net worth. 

The measurement of relative income expecta­
tions in farming was based on the boys' esti­
mates of the expected net returns to their labor 
and a given quantity of capital in farming and 
nonfarm employments in 1965. The ratios of the 
expected net returns in farming to the expected 
net returns in nonfarm employments were com­
puted and arrayed. Boys with ratios of 0.9 and 
over were classified in the group with high rela­
tive income expectations in farming. Those with 
ratios between 0.6 and 0.8 were placed in the me­
dium group. And those with ratios of 0.5 and 
less were classified in the low group. 

If occupational plans were associated with 
these variables, the relative frequency of farm 
plans and nonfarm plans would tend to vary sys­
tematically for particular combinations of the "in­
dependent" variables. Certain combinations would 
produce high proportions of farm plans and low 
proportions of nonfarm plans, while other combin­
ations would produce the opposite results. Still 
other combinations may produce few if any sys­
tematic differences in relative frequencies be­
cause the variables would be working in opposite 
directions with offsetting effects on occupational 
plans. 

Plans When Selected Variables Work 
in the Same Direction 

On the basis of the maximization model outlined 
earlier, it was hypothesized that high nonincome 
prefe1·ences for farming, high relative income ex­
pectations in farming and high family resources 
would combine to produce a high proportion of 
farm plans and a low proportion of nonfarm plans. 
Conversely, low nonincome preferences for farm­
ing, low relative income expectations in farming 
and low family resources would produce a low 

proportion of farm plans and a high proportion of 
nonfarm plans. When heterogeneity was reduced 
for two of these ~ariables, it was expected that rela­
tive frequencies of farm and nonfarm plans would 
be related to the levels of the third "independent" 
variable. In general, the findings support these 
hypotheses. 

Of the 4 7 boys with high nonincome prefer­
ences for farming, high family net worth and 
high income expectations in farming, 44 or 94 
percent were planning to farm. In contrast, 96 
percent of the 28 boys with low nonincome prefer­
ences for farming, low family net worth and low 
income expectations in farming were planning 
nonfarm jobs. 

When boys who had high nonincome prefer­
ences for farming and high family net worth were 
classified according to relative income expecta­
tions in farming, 94 percent of the group with 
high income expectations planned to farm com­
pared with 85 percent of the group with medium 
income expectations and 75 percent of those with 
low income expectations. Only 13 percent of the 
boys with high preferences and high family net 
worth were planning to enter nonfarm occupa­
tions, whereas 96 percent of the boys with low 
preferences and low family net worth were plan­
ning nonfarm jobs. 

Similar results were obtained when boys with 
high nonincome preferences for farming and high 
relative income expectations in farming were clas­
sified by family net worth. Of the boys with high 
fami ly net worth, 94 percent were planning to 
farm compared with 88 percent for those in the 
medium net-worth group and 75 percent for those 
in the low net-worth group. Only 12 percent of 
the boys with high nonincome preferences for 
farming- and high relative income expectations in 
farming were planning nonfarm jobs in contrast 
to 97 percent of the boys with low nonincome pref­
erences and low relative income expectations in 
farming. 

Boys wi.th high income expectations and high 
family net worth planned to farm more frequently 
than did those with low income expectations and 
low family net worth. Of the 90 boys in the for­
mer group, 62 percent planned to farm compared 
with only 28 percent of the 76 boys in the latter 
group. When the group characterized by high 
family net worth and high relative income ex­
pectations in farming was classified by the level 
of nonincome preferences for farming, there were 
large differences in the relative frequencies of 
farm and nonfarm plans. Of the boys with high 
nonincome preferences for farming, 94 percent 
were planning to farm. This compares with 41 
percent of the boys with medium nonincome pref­
erences for farming and only 14 percent of the 
boys with low nonincome preferences. Among 
boys with low expectations and low family net 
worth, the relative frequency of farm plans also 
declined consistently with decreases in the level 
of nonincome preferences for farming. In both in­
stances, the proportion of boys planning nonfarm 
occupations increased consistently with decreases 
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in the level of nonincome preferences for farming. 
Over the range of variation reflected in the 

measurements of the three "independent" vari­
ables the level of nonincome preferences for 
farming apparently had the greatest influence 
on occupational plans. The decline from 94 per­
cent planning to farm in the high preference 
group to 14 percent planning to farm in the low 
preference group was much larger proportionately 
than the changes for the cross-tabulations based 
on family net worth and relative income expecta­
tions in farming. In the latter cases, the changes 
were from about 94 percent planning to farm in 
the high groups to about 75 percent planning to 
farm in the low groups. Evidently, nonincome 
preferences accounted for more of the variations 
in occupational plans than did either family net 
worth or relative income expectations. 

The two groups with low nonincome preferences 
for farming and low family net worth and with 
low nonincome preferences for farming and low 
relative income expectations supplied little infor­
mation because of the smaller number of boys in 
these groups who planned to farm. However, the 
limited data for these groups did not contradict 
the evidence provided by the groups characterized 
by high levels for these variables. 

Information provided by the group having low 
family net worth and low relative income expecta­
tions in farming did tend to support the hypothe­
sis. Low family net worth and low relative income 
expectations notwithstanding, 68 percent of the 
group with high nonincome preferences planned to 
farm whereas only 4 percent of the low nonincome 
preference group planned to farm. · 

In general, when groups were characterized by 
having two of the three "independent" variables 
working in the same direction, the relationships 
were consistent with the hypothesized results. 
The relative frequency of farm plans in each of 
the subgroups (high, medium and low) decreased 
in a consistent manner, whereas the 1·elative fre­
quency of nonfarm plans increased in a consistent 
manner. The findings indicate that the occupa­
tional plans of farm boys are related to nonincome 
preferences, family net worth and relative income 
expectations. They also suggest that nonincome 
preferences were more important than either fam­
ily net worth or relative income expectations in 
shaping occupational plans. 

Plans When Selected Variables Work 
in Opposite Directions 

When two "independent" variable3 work in the 
same direction ( combinations involving high levels 
or low levels of both variables), consistent rela­
tionships were observed between the relative fre­
quencies of farm plans and nonfarm plans and 
the level of the third variable. However, the same 
kinds of relationships did not appear as frequently 
for combinations of variables working in opposite 
directions. In fact, they were apparent only in 
the case of nonincome preferences. 

When boys with low family resources and high 
nonincome preferences were classified by relative 
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income expectations in farming, the proportion 
planning to farm was 75 percent for the high in­
come expectations group, 88 percent for the medi­
um group and <>8 percent for the low group. For 
the combination of high family resources and low 
nonincome preferences, there also was no consis­
tent relationship between the relative frequency 
of nonfarm plans and the level of relative income 
expectations in farming. Few farm-plan boys 
were characterized by high family resources and 
low income preferences. 

Likewise, there was no apparent relationship 
between the relative frequency of farm plans or 
nonfarm plans and family net worth for combina­
tions of high preferences and low relative income 
expectations or low preferences and high relative 
income expectations. 

Evidently, the offsetting effects of high and low 
combinations of (1) family net worth and non­
income preferences for farming and (2) relative 
income expectations and nonincome preferences 
obscured the underlying relationships between the 
third variable and the relative frequencies of farm 
and nonfarm plans. If the strength of the oppos­
ing variables ( e.g., high relative income expecta­
tions in farming and low nonincome preferences 
for farming) had been similar, the relationship 
still may have been apparent. It appears, however, 
that nonincome preferences for farming may have 
been considerably more important than other fac­
tors in shaping occupational plans. 

Some additional support for this view is pro­
vided by the results for high and low combinations 
of fami ly net worth and relative income expecta­
tions in farming. When boys with high relative 
income expectations and low family resources were 
classified by the level of nonincome preferences 
for farming, there was a tendency for the rela­
tive frequency of farm plans to decrease and for 
the relative frequency of nonfarm plans to in­
crease with declining levels of nonincome prefer­
ences. The same tendency appeared for the com­
bination of low relative income expectations and 
high family resources. For these combinations, 
the effect of either high or low family resources 
may have been neutralized by the effect of op­
posite relative income expectations, leaving the 
relationship between nonincome preferences and 
the relative frequency of farm and nonfarm plans 
largely undisturbed. Further analysis is needed to 
substantiate this possibility. 

SELECTED IMPLICATIONS FOR FARM POLICY 

In basing the analytical framework for this study 
on the theory of choice, it was assumed that occu­
pational planning by farm boys could be charac­
terized as a rational (maximizing) activity. The 
fact that the hypotheses derived from this theory 
were generally consistent with the sample evidence 
is strong reason for believing that this assumption 
was realistic. Moreover, it attests to the useful­
ness of the theory as a tool for occupational anal­
ysis. The experience from this exploratory study 
suggests that a model based on the theory of choice 
could be developed that would be capable of pre-



dieting occupational plans within reasonable limits 
of error. 

The findings support the generalization that the 
important variables influencing the occupational 
plans of farm boys include nonincome preferences, 
available r esources and relative income-earning 
expectations. The probability is high that an Iowa 
farm boy will plan to farm if (1) he has a strong 
preference for the nonincome characteristics of 
farming, (2) his family has a high net worth and 
(3) he expects future income-earning opportunities 
to be relatively favorable in farming. If these con­
ditions are reversed, the probability is high that 
he will plan a nonfarm career. 

Developments which affect these variables, 
therefore, will influence the occupational plans of 
farm boys. For example, public policies which 
strengthen nonincome preferences for farming, in­
crease farm family net worth and encourage more 
opt imistic relative income expectations in farming, 
are likely to increase the proportion of farm boys 
who plan to farm and to reduce the proportion who 
plan nonfarm careers. Other programs also may 
alter the proportions planning farm and nonfarm 
occupations. For instance, expanded programs of 
occupational information may influence plans by 
encouraging more accurate appraisal of the re­
quirements and advantages associated with dif­
ferent occupations. In the context of the present 
study, however, the strongest and clearest basis 
for suggesting policy implications relates to pro­
grams designed to raise farm income. 

The effects of income-raising programs on the 
number of farm boys seeking entry into farming 
partly depend on the nature of the supply of farm 
boy entrants in fanning. 16 While this study does 
not offer conclusive evidence on this point, the 
data on employment preferences presented earlier 
provide some insight into the nature of the relation­
ship between the number offering to farm and 
relative income in farming. 

It is sometimes assumed that employment choices 
are based ent irely on income considerations. If this 
were true of farm boys, t hey would prefer farming 
to nonfar m employment when income expectations 
were higher in farming than in nonfarm employ­
ment. They would prefer nonfarm employment to 
farming when the opposite were true. These choices 
would be consistent with income maximization in 
the absence of nonincome restraints. This would 
make the supply of farm boy entrants in farming 
perfectly elastic at a relative income in farming of 
1.0 (ratio of income in farming to income in non­
farm employment). With a perfectly elastic supply, 
a shift in the demand for entrants would change 
the number of entrants, but it would not change 
the level of relative income.17 A decline in relative 
income below 1.0 would completely dry up the flow 

Hi The s upply of farm boy e ntrants is de fined as a schedul e show ing 
the number of f a 1··m boys offe ring (p referring) to farm at clifferent 
level s of relati ve in come in fat·ming . 

17 The dema nd fo r e nt ra nts in farmin g is defined as a schedul e sho\v­
ing t he number of oppo1·tun ities in f a rmin g to earn different leve ls of 
relat ive income. Under g iven technological , pri ce a nd org-an izational 
co ndi t ions, thi s number would be inversely re lated to the level of 
relative in come . 

of farm boys into farming. With respect to entry, 
a perfectly elastic supply of entrants would result 
in the largest possible reduction in the number of 
farm workers in-response to a disparity in income­
earning opportunities in farming. This, in t urn, 
would produce the maximum income-raising effect 
via a decline in the number of farm operators. 

The Iowa evidence indicates, however, that non­
income considerations weigh heavily in the occu­
pational planning of farm boys.18 A sizable pro­
portion of farm boys would offer their resources 
for fanning even at relative incomes substantially 
below 1.0. Another sizable proportion would offer 
their resources for nonfarm employment even at 
relative incomes appreciably above l.0.19 Apparently 
the supply of farm-boy entrants in farming covers 
a range of relative incomes well above and below 
1.0. Relative incomes below 1.0 are not likely to 
halt the flow of farm boys into farming; relative 
incomes above 1.0 are not likely to stop the move­
ment into nonfarm jobs. 

But the employment preferences of farm boys 
appear to be highly responsive to changes in relative 
income in farming. A given increase (or decrease) 
in relative income was associated with a relatively 
large increase ( or decrease) in the number of boys 
who preferred farming and a relatively large de­
crease (or increase) in the number who preferred 
nonfarm employment. Evidently, the elasticity of 
supply of farm-boy entrants in farming is quite 
high over a range of relative incomes above and 
below 1.0. While a given decline in relative income 
below 1.0 is not likely to halt the flow of farm boys 
into farming, it is likely to induce a relatively large 
reduction in the number of entrants. On the other 
hand, a given increase in relative income above 1.0 
is likely to induce a relatively large increase in the 
number seeking to enter farming even though some 
boys still are likely to enter nonfarm jobs despite 
lower relative incomes. 

Some indication of the supply of 1959 senior 
farm boy entrants i~1 farming from Iowa high 
schools in rural areas and cities under 25,000 pop­
ulation is given by the data in table 42. 20 The fig­
ures in the second column were derived by apply­
ing the sample estir.1ates of the proportion of 
farm boys who preferred farming to nonfarm em­
ployment at different levels of relative income 

1s As desc ,·ibed earl ie r, the info rm ation o n employment lH·efe re nces at 
d iffe 1·ent levels o f in come in f armin g was obtained by a series of 
questions specifying part icular i ncomes in f arming a ncl nonfarm 
employm ent. Boys we l"e ask ed to ind icate theit· em1Jloym ent l') reference 
for each income situation. T his m ethod of gene ratin g the data ra ises 
t he fo llowi ng question : W ou ld t he boys have responded as t hey sa id 
they would, if they had actually been -faced with the in come s ituations 
sp~cif ied ? N o clear-cut a nswe r can be g ive n to thi s question. How­
eve r, there are stro ng reasons for be li ev in g that indi cated behavior 
and actual behav io r would be hi g hl y co1Telated. Yet, the re is an 
e leme nt of doubt about the degree of con es pondence. Co nsequently, 
the l'esults must be co nsidered tentative. 

rn The data on emp loym e nt p1·ef e re nces at different leve ls of rel ative 
in come un doubtedl y re f lect the values and knowledge o f the boys at 
the ti me of the survey . Further research is needed to exp la in the wide 
vari ation in the ind icated employm e nt pre ferences of f a rm boys, and 
to appraise the re lative im port.:'l nce of values a nd knowledge in de­
terminin g these preferences. 

'.:!O The tota l suppl y o:f entrants in f a l·min g in cludes both fa.rrn and 
nonfa 1·m co mponents . 'rhe no nfar1n component is made up of t he 
11u mbel' of persons f rom th e nonfarm sector w ho would offer (prefer) 
to fa rm at different levels of relative income in farmi·ng , A t hi stor­
ical levels of relative income in farm ing. the nonfarm secto r has b€e n 
a less important source of entrants in farm ing than has the farm 
sector . 
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Tab le 42 . Appare nt supply of 1959 high school senio r farm boy 
entrants in farming from Iowa rural areas and ci ties under 
25,000 population . 

Relative incom e 
in farmi nga. 

1 . 62 a nd over ............... ........................ . 
1. 50 ..................................................... . 
1.37 ··························· ··························• 
1 .25 ········· ................. ... ....................... . . 
1.12 ·················· ·· ···· ······························ 
1. 00 ······ ···················· ·············· .. ············ 
0.89 ··············· ······· ································ 
0.80 ··· ··············· ·· ·········· ·········• ............. . 
o. 73 ························ ······························ 
0.67 ········ ···························· ·················· 
0 . 62 and less .. . .................................. .. . 
E s timated total n umber ....................... . 

E sti.mated number preferr ing 
farming to nonfarm employm ent 

4,845 
4,739 
4, 265 
3, 844 
3,3 70 
2,8 96 
2,475 
1,7 90 
1.159 

5 7 9 
4 21 

5,26 6 

a R atio o f income in f armj ng t o income in no nfa rm em ploymen t. 

in farming (table 9) to the estimated total num­
ber of senior farm boys attending these high 
schools in 1959. This total was estimat ed by mul­
tiplying the sample t ot al, adjust ed to r eflect the 
definition of a farm boy adopted in this study, by 
t he reciprocal of the sampling rate.21 Since the 
sample was drawn from a population of farm boys 
in t he senior class of high schools in rural areas 
and cit ies under 25,000 population , there is no 
representa tion of farm boys who dropped out of 
school prior t o the senior year or of those at t end­
ing h igh schools in cities of over 25,000 popula­
tion. Thus, information on employment prefer­
ences was not available for these groups. The 
estimat es, t herefore, are not representative of the 
total supply of farm-boy entrants in farming. 
However , high school senior farm boys from the 
population represented in the sample undoubtedly 
make up the larger part of this supply. 

In 1959, about 2,900 senior farm boys from t he 
population of high schools sampled, pref erred 
farming to nonfarm employment at a relat ive 
income in farming of 1.0. With a relative income 
of 0.89, a decrease of 11 percent, the number 
dropped to less than 2,500, a decline of over 14 
percent. With a relative income of 1.12, an in­
crease of 12 percent, t he number rose t o nearly 
3,400, an increase of about 16 percent. These pro­
portional changes indicat e an elasticity subst an­
t ially great er than unity . 

If t he supply of entrants in farming is as elas­
tic as t hese figures suggest, developments which 
encourage more optimistic income-earning expec­
tations in farming will induce a relatively large 
increase in the number of entrants. Long-range 
programs that raise relative incomes in farming 
without reducing t he supply of entrants (shifting 
the supply curve t o the left), therefore, are likely 
to cause a r elatively large increase in the number 
of farm boys who seek entry into farming. In 
addition to the increase induced by encouraging 
more optimistic incom e expectations, there is 
likely t o be an increase associated with r ising 
farm family net worth and a greater capacity 
to finance entry. An increase in the capacity t o 

~1 A farm boy was defi ned as a m ale of h igh school senior age who 
li ved i n t he househo ld of a f arm operato r f arm ing a un it hav ing 
25 or mo re acres of c ropla nd . S in ce school off ic ia ls u sed a m ore 
li beral defini t ion , about 7 percen t of the in dividua ls identified as 
farm boys fail ed to meet t he above criter ia. 
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finance entry would have the effect of r aising the 
supply of entrants, so that a larger number would 
offer to enter farming at a given level of relative 
income. Unless ~uch programs were accompanied 
by additional restrictions on entry , they would 
tend t o be self -defeating over the long r un since 
an increase in t he number of entrants would likely 
reduce relative incomes in farming. During a pe­
r iod of a few years, this effect is likely to be 
comparatively small because even a large increase 
in the number of entrants would have a r elatively 
small impact on the t otal number of farm oper­
ators. 

If the supply of entrants in farming has a posi­
t ive slope over a range of relative incomes above 
and below 1.0, the equilibrium level of r elative in­
come could be less than 1.0. This would be true 
if t he st rength of the demand for entrants were 
such t hat the number of opportunities to earn a 
relative income of 1.0 was smaller than the num­
ber of boys offering to enter farming at that level 
of relative income. For then , the number of op­
portunities and the number offering to enter 
would come into balance at a relative income below 
1.0. 

Unfo r t unately. there is a dearth of quantitative 
information on the demand characteristics for en­
trants in farming . Little is known about the de­
mand shifters or the elasticity of the r elat ionship 
between the level of relative income and t he num­
ber of farming opportunities. 22 It is clear, however, 
that the demand for entrants has been declining. 
The number of opportunit ies to earn a given level 
of relative income in farming today is much smaller 
t han it was in 1940. The forces responsible for 
this are t he same forces which have r educed the 
total demand for farm labor as outlined earlier. 

Agricult ural economists generally agree that 
t he farm indust ry is currently burdened with a 
serious excess supply of r esources, particularly 
labor. 23 Without la1·ge government-induced income 
t ransfer s , earning opportunities for labor and cap­
ital in farming would be substantially below those 
in the nonfarm sector. 21 Projection studies sug­
gest that this problem is not likely to disappear in 

22 An exploratory study of the q ua ntitative and qualitative ch a racter­
ist ics of farmin g opportun ities in Iowa is being cond ucted by the 
Denaitmen t of E co nom ics and Sociology and the Dep a rtm ent of 
Statistics at Iowa State University. Pt·e]imin ary estimates, based on 
a statewide sample, indi cate t hat in 1 959 about 2,450 indiv iduals 
entered farm ing in Iowa. T he re was g reat variation in the incomes 
earned b y e ntran ts during theii· first year of operation. Gifts received 
f rom relatives had a large effect on di sposable in come and net worth . 
About 62 percen t were below 28 years of age. Near ly 14 percent were 
ove r 43 year s. A ll b ut 10 percent h ad been gainfu ll y emp loyed t he 
vea,· p r eceding en try . A lmost one-fourth of all e ntran t s farm ed t heir 
fi rst year under some form of p a 1tnershi p arrangem en t, u sua ll y with 
re la ti ves . P racti call y a ll of t he partn er ship a rrangements i nvolved 
entrants under 28 years o f age. 

23 See, for example : Iowa State U niversity, Center for A g r icultura l 
a nd Econ omic Adjustment. Problem s and policies of A m erican agri­
culture. Iowa State University Press, Ames . 1 959; Iowa State Uni­
versity, Center for Agricu ltural a nd Economic Adj ustment. D yna mics 
of land-use--n eeded ad j us tment. Iowa S tate University P ress, Ames. 
1 96 1 ; an d J oint Econom ic Committee. Policy for commercial agri­
culture , i ts relation to economic growth and stability J oint Econom ic 
Commi ttee, 85th Cong. , 1st Sess. Nov. 22 , 1957. · 

04 Don a ld K a ldor, R aym ond Beneke and Russell Bryant. Compari so n 
of r esource returns of well-organ ized I owa farms w ith selected non­
farm oppartun ities. Iowa A g r, a nd Home Econ . E xp, Sta. Res. Bu i. 
49 1. March 1 961. 



the near future simply with the passage of time.25 

Under such conditions, t he level of demand for 
entrants in farming would be extremely low. An 
excess supply of r esources implies that there would 
be no opportunities, without government support, 
to earn relative incomes of 1.0 - the demand 
curve for entrants would intersect the relative 
income axis below 1.0. This would mean that the 
number offering to farm would come into balance 
with the number of opportunities at a relative in­
come below 1.0. In this case, new farm operators 
would tend to consist of individuals who attach a 
positive net value to the nonincome characteristics 
of farming. 26 If it were true historically that peo­
ple who enter ed farming attached a substantial 

::::; See, for exam ple : R. 0. Rogers an d G. 'l\ Barton. Our f arm pro­
ductio n potential , 1 975 . U . S. Dept . Ag r. , Ag 1•. Inf . Bu i. 233 . Sept . 
1960; Geoffrey S hepherd , Arnold P au lsen , F r a ncis Kutish , Dona ld 
!Ca ldor, Ri chard Hei fner and Gene l~ trell. P roduction, pr ice and 
income esti mates a nd p rojection s for the feed- livestock economy, u nde r 
specif ied control a nd market-clearing conditions . Iowa A g r , and Home 
E con. E xp . Sta. Spec. Rep . 27 . 19 60; a nd , F ,u·m p r ice a nd income 
project ions 1960-65 . Senate Doc. 77 , 8 6t h Cong ., 2nd Sess. U . S. 
Govt . Print. Off ., W ash ington , D. C. 1960 . 
20 Al so, so me may e nter fa rmin g beca use their in come-earn ing expecta­
t ions are more f avorable t han those im pl ied by a n excess supply of 
resources. 

positive net value to the nonincome characteristics 
of farming, this would help to explain the exist­
ence of a long-run disparity between income-earn­
ing opportuniti'es in farming and those in other 
employments. Of course, other factors also influ­
ence the long-run level of relative income in farm­
ing. Some of these become obstacles to achieving 
a perfect state of economic adjustment for the 
farm industry. But even in a perfect state of 
adjustment, there may be a disparity in income­
earning opportunities in farming because of non­
income preferences. 

While this study has shed some light on the 
occupational plans of farm boys and the nature of 
the supply of farm-boy entrants in farming much 
remains to be learned. Also, there is a great need 
for more and better information about the num­
ber of farming opportunities capable of generating 
different levels of income under alternative rates 
of agricultural adjustment. Increased knowledge 
in these areas can make an important contribu­
tion to the occupational welfare of farm boys, the 
long-run adjustment of the farm industry and the 
efficient use of the nation's manpower r esources. 
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APPENDIX1 

Methods of Estimation and Measures of Reliability 

Estimating Group (Domain) Means, 
Differences Between Group Means and 
Variances of Differences Between 
Group Means 

Notation 

Yhu = Characteristic of i th student in t t h seg-
ment of h th stratum; 

h = 1, 2, .. . , L (L = 10) 
t = 1, 2, ... , n (n = 2, N = 12) 
i = 1, 2, ... , m 1,t (m11t = 50) 

_ IYht_i~i~ htit" student belongs in 
iYhti - J group, 

0-otherwise; 

mht = number of students in t th segment of h t h 

stratum in sample; 

imu = number of students in t u, segment of hth 

stratum in sample that are in j u, grnup; 

mh = number of students in h u, sti·atum in sam­
ple; 

jm 11 = number of students in h th sh·atum in j t h 

group; 

m = number of students in sample; 

im = number of students in sample in j th 
group; 

M11 = number of students in h th stratum in 
population; 

M = number of students in population; 

M L 

1 

10 

Estimates. The following formulas were used to 
estimate group means, differences between group 
means and variances of these differences : 

iY11 = estimate of population mean of jl 11 group 
in h th stratum; 

1 P repar ed by H a rold D. Baker , Departme nt of Statist ics , Iowa State 
U ni ve rsity. 
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n jmhl 
iY11 = iY11 = .;; -- iYi,t = simple sample mean; 

t= l imh 

iY = estimate of ove1·-all population mean of j th 
group; 

L imh 
jy == jy == ~ - - jyh == sin1ple sample 111ean; 

h= l im 

1Y - 2Y = estimate of difference between two 
group means; 

v(iy - z.Y) . (~)2 (-n-) ~ 
L n - 1 h= l 

:.>m hl 
- -- CY11t - 2Y11 ) 

2ffi h 

In this case, since n = 2, this formula can be re­
duced to: 

t-test fo 1· cliffennce between two grouv means. 

t = - - - - --
Vv(i.Y - ,..y) 

df = L( 1n + 2n - 2) 
= 10(2 + 2 - 2) 
= 20 



Estimating Group Proportions, 
Differences Between Group Proportions 
and Variances of These Differences 

Notation 

ll-if hti th student possesses character-
Yh ti = istic in question (e.g., belongs to 4-H) 

0-otherwise; 

- !Y1i ti~if hti th student belongs to j th 

iYh ti - gioup, 
0-otherwise; 

m . _ Jl-if hti th ~tudent belongs to j th group, 
i ht, - lO-otherw1se. 

Then, 

m hl 

~ iY1i li = iYht = number of students in t th seg-
i= l ment of h th stratum who possess char­

acteristic and who belong to j th group; 

m hl 

~ imhti = imht = number of students in t th 
i= l segment of h th stratum who belong to 

j th group; 

iYbt 
iPht = -- = sample proportion of students in 

imht j th group in t th segment of h th 
stratum who possess character­
istic. 

Similarly, 

= sample proportion of students in h th strat­
um in j th group who possess characteristic; 

iY 
iP = - = sample proportion of students in J t11 

im group who possess characteristic; 

i> = i p = estimate of proportion of students in 
j th group in population who possess 
characteristic ; 

1P - i> = estimate of difference between two 
group means. 

In computing the variance of the differences be­
tween the proportions in two group5, the formula 
of the preceding section was applied to the iP's. 

Thus: 

Again, this formula can be reduced to: 

t-test 

t = ------ df=20 v v(,P - J') 
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