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SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM MISSISSIPPI EXPERIMENTAL
COTTON SURVEYS FOR 1953

~ The Sample -

These surveys represent an attempt to conduct scientifically designed
mail surveys on a probability sample of cotton growers. The sample size was
set to give a sampling error of 3 percent in Mississippi and 1 percent at the
national level if the program were extended to the entire cotton belt. A
probability sample of 12,766 cotton growers was drawn from the 1950 PMA list-
ing of all cotton growers in Mississippi., The entire sample was circularized
ag of July 1 with 3 mailings to get information on cotton acreage. Approxi-
mately 45 percent of the farmers responded by mail. About one-sixth of the
non-respondents or 1067 farmers were interviewed in July. The July Survey

. ’showed that 16 percent of the respondents and 31 percent of the non-respondents
were not growing cotton in 1953,

Mail surveys to get information on prospective production were conducted
monthly, August through December. The mailing list consisted of one-third of
the July mail respondents and all of the farmers interviewed in July. A 30
percent return was anticipated. This was achieved from farmers who had
previously responded by mail, but only about a 14 percent return was obtained
from those who were visited in July. The mail returns gradually declined as
the season advanced. In addition to the mail surveys a sample of 300 non~-
respondents was interviewed in September and Decsmber.

~ Estimating Procedure -~

It was intended that 1950 cotton allotments be used as a basis for ex-
panding the sample data to State estimates. This proved unsatisfactory be-
cause of lack @f comparability betwuen reporting farms and the way those farms
are constituted in the PMA records. Many farming operations are covered by
more than one PMA contract. When a farmer reports for his farm he usually
includes his entire operation regardless of the number of PMA farms that may
be involved. This was anticipated and various methods of dealing with it were
considered before the surveys were started. When tabulating a farmer's report
it is necessary to kmow the 1950 allotment for his reported "farm". Presumably
adjustments could be made for this lack of comparability, and the allotment for
the farm as constituted in 1950 used, if the number of PMA Contracts covering
a farmer's operation were known., Farmers were not asked for the number of PMA
Contracts for two reasons. (1) Since considerable actual changes in the consti=-
tution and tenure of farms had taken place since 1950, many farmers would not
know how many 1950 PMA contracts covered the land they were currently operating.
(2) It was also bslieved that references to PMA contracts might lead farmers
to bias their replies because new allotments were in prospect. As the next best
alternative it was decided to use reported "land in farm" as a guide. Comparing
the reported size of farm with the farm size listed in the PMA records was
thought to provide an index of the number of PMA farms covered by each report;
the reported data were adjusted on that basis, S

In practice this procadure gave disappointing results for several reasomns.
First of all it was discovered that a farmer's reported "size of farm" is often
not a good index of the farm land he is actually operating. He usually includes
land that is rented out and farmed by others, he also generally includes land
that is rented in from others. There are some exceptions to this in that a
farmer quite ofton omitted small cultivated acreages that were rented in. Most
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Fermers renting out lend slao included the cotton on thst land while st the

ssme time the fermer renting iin the land generslly included this ssme cotton
screage. This ceused sn unimown emount of "double reporting" of Cotton Acre-
ege. Furthermore, meny fermers report only their croplsnd ss "total land in
farm." As these difficulties hed not been snticipated, no sstisfactory su-
justments could be msde. Experience gainei in these surveys does indicate the
changes that ere nceded in our qQuestionaires to correct the difficulty in future
work. For one thing it seems evident thnet "ferm lend" or "cropland" would per=
hsps be preferable to cotton.sllotments as a bassis for estimsting snd that
questioneires dsn be designed in such @ way as to insure thet those dats asre re-
ported properly.

) The questiensires ssked for dats on "last yesr's cotton screage end pro=-
duction" ss well as for current dste. As dests for the two years seemed con-
sistently to cover the ssme farming operation, it was decided to use "last year's

. +9 production" 8s a besis for expsnsion.

= July Acreage Estimstes =
The Survey results on sores plented, snd scres in cultiwetion July 1,

using "bales produced lest yesr"™ as the expansion fsctor, compsred with Boerd
. estimstes are shown in tables 1 snd 2.

Table 1 SURVEY AND BOARD ESTIMATES - PLANTED ACRES 1953

; ~ Cotton plented 1953 Survey 68 %
Item : ' (000 ascres) Board

! July Survey 2,696 98.0
September Survey . . 2,413 Sl.1
December Survey 2,449 92.4
Bosrd 1/ 2,650 -

I/ Bosrd Estimste as of Oot. 1, 19563 == not published.

PMA messurements of plented ecres were svailsble to the Bosrd as s basis
for esteblishing the planted screage.

Table 2 SURVEY AND BOARD ESTIMATES - ACRES IN CULTIVATION JULY 1, 1953

July December
Survey (000 scres) 2,453 -
Board (000 scres) 2,430 2,554

Survey es percent of Bosrd (%) 100.9 96.0
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- Horvested Acreage Estimstes =

Toble 3 shows the hervestedl acreage estimates indicated by the Survey
for September and December ond the Board estimstes ss of those dataes.

Toble 3 __ _ _ _ SURVEY AND. BUARD ESTIHATS OF HARVEST:D ACRES

Ttem o . L _~_§§ptember __m__“____Daggpber —
Survey (QUO scres) 2,163 2,252

Bosrd (000 acres) ‘ 2,360 : 2,490

Survey es percent of Board (%) 91.7 90.4

- - —————— . —— - —— . - “—-— —

PHA mes surements of planted ecresge were sveilable to the Board in Dec.
- Production Estimstes =

Prospective production from these Surveys compered with the Bosrd fore-
cests for August through December sre shown in table 4.

Teble 4 SURVEY MD BOARD FORECASTS OF PRODUCTION . _—
" Yonth , e “"Sur s Bosrd 1/: Survey as % Board _
T 777 1000 beles) {Percent)
August : 1,833 1,831 100.1
September 1,804 1,890 95.4
Nztober 1,962 2,018 96.7
Yovember 2,115 2,067 102.3
December 2,031 2,111 96.2

1/ Boerd monthly forecests of production in 500 1bs. beles adjusted ®o estims ted
production of running beles assuming sversge gross weight of 508 lbs. per
running bale.

-~ Locality Deta -~

. Locality data, similar to that obtained from the Regular L1st of Crop
Reporters, were ooteined for August through December. These dste have been
summarized for "all reports", those "growing cotton" snd those "not growing
cotton." The results indicate thot respondents from e probebility sample
report loecality desteabout the seme as respondents on the Reguler List. It
also indicates that farmers "not growing cotton" should not be ssked for

_ locelity reports on the crop.
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Toble 5 compsres the results of the Survey in s typicol month - October -
with the Rogular List.

Table 5 LOCALITY DATA FRO'i OCTOBEF SURVEY COrFARLD WITH REGULAR LIST
3 SURVeY DATA . "¢ ""PEGULAR

:AIT Reports :%1th Cothon :No Cotton _ :_ LIST 1/

sF0._iMbd,Av.:NO, sWtd.AV.:NOo, tWEd.Av. 10, sWed.AV.

—e———

ct— ctm—

Condition (% tormsl) 502 85 472 85 30 86 780 86

Bolls Safe = Number 259 16.6 246 16.3 13 12.8 339 16,3
yYicld-Seed Cotton {Lb) 452 1084 428 1084 24 849 - -
Yield-Lint Cotton (Lb) 459 408 434 405 25 360 767 402

- —

. 4__17 Generol and Cotton List combined.
- Non-Respondent Interviews =

Non=-response to the msil surveys resulted from o wvoriety of the ususl

- causes, Mony farmers who were on the PMA list because they were given cotton
ellotments in 1950 were not growing cotton at ell or were growing it only as
a side line. A much higher proportion of ferms not growing cotton was en-
countered smong the non-respondents thon smong the respondents. Respondents’
. also hod larger scresges of cotton per farm. In same cases lerge forms were

non-respondents because those operstions were so lorge thot the question-

8ires never reoched the person who sctuolly wes operating the farm; it

went to sn sbsentee-owner who did not bothor to forwsrd it to the proper

feraon.

i In these surveys non-raesponse hod only o slight effect on the results
2f tho July ascrenge estimstes end the August -~ Decomber Forecasts of pro-
duction becouse the rotio method of estimeting eliminsted the effect of the
bies. In some instonces including dots from the somples of non-respondents
actuslly seemed to distort the results insteod of improving them becouse of
the poor quality of the dste reported. But it should be emphesized thet the
good showing mede by the meil returns clone is due largely to the fact thet
farmers who were out of the cotton business had beon out for some time; if
there hod bcen o sudden shift out of cotton this yesr the picture would be
different. ' .




The cost of enumerative surveys is shown in table 6.

Table 6 SUMMARY: COST OF MISSISSIPPI ENUMEHATIVE SURVEYS - 1983

. - — e e e

Item e ___dJuly September December
1., Number usable schedules 1067 300 254
2., Number of Interviewers : 30 20 18

3+ Number of schedules per 8 hour
day per interviewer 3,7 2.9 2,9

- 4, Average number miles per
' schedule o - 30 40 46

# 6. Interviewer salary cost per - - :
chedule ' $3.07 $3.87 $3,88

iE 6. Interviewer mileage cost per -
= schedule . #2.0 $2.77 $3.28

©."r 7. Interviewer per diem cost’ per
o sohedule. : ... 30,02 $0.00 $0.10

. 8. Interviewer cost per schedule. 7
' (salary, mileage, per diem) $6.19 $6.64 $7.23

" §. Total interviewer cost each
survey $5,540,59 $1,991.56 $1,835.87

—— -




- Conclusions =

The results of this work indicete thet PuA lists of cotton growers
provides s workoble besis for putting our mpil cotton survevs on e sounder
footing. Unless rsdical changes teke plzcu in the cotton-growing picture,
interviews on somples of non-respondunts cun be eliminated without much
risk of biesing the pesults. Ths most pressing nced th:t the work hes
brought to light is a thorough'revision of the qucstionneires so thot dota
on farm land snd croplend for the farm covered by the report ere properly
taken into occount. This requires the sddition of some questions which will
give a true picturc of how much lond is sctuslly in the farm ss it is being

.+ oporated and howmuch of that lcnd is in cotton. At prosent, there is too
much guess-work in interpreting the reported duta.

T It is recommended thot the findings of this study be put to use in our
regular operations by

l. Drawing s probsbility semple of farms from the 1953 FPMA
lists throughout the cottor belt.

. 2. Designing s sot of questiomnsires which ere sdapted to
moking direct expesnsions of reported deto,

3. Conducting meil surveys eccording to the reguler time-
table snd moking direet expensions of the somple dots,
ugsing the previous yesr's production as the exponsion
factor.

4, Using o sub-aamble of the PMA 1liat to locate fields for
the objective messurements, - i.e. boll counts etc. =
that sre slready o part of our regulor operations.

With such o program in operstion, samples of non-respondents could be
visited in critical years when the nged srises. When provision is msde for
non~-respondent interviews, ferm lond or croplend mey be preferable as en
exponsion bose because of memory lapses with respect to "last yeor's pro-
duction". When non-respondents sre not interviewed, "last yeerf's produc-
tion" should be o better besis for expension because it mekes sllowsncse for
under-representation of small cotton growers.

It is believed that questions relating to prospective yield con be
improved. The present study wes not designed to investigote this aspect
of the problem. However, quastions on the December Survey asking for rea=-
sons for chaonges in yield prospects indicate that informstion such as
weather during the post month, stoge of moturity of the crop and cultursl
practices might be useful in improving our esrly forecosts of yield.

!

. NOTE: The December 1953 Board estimates areléf.course subject to further
revision in May 1954.



REPORT Ol EXPEFIM4ENTAL COTTON SURVEYS FOR 1953

Introduction:

Funds were provided by the last Congress for conducting resesrch in Agri-
cultural estimstes. It was determined to'use s major portion of the funds pro-
vided to conduct resesrch on wsys snd means of improving the acresge snd product-
ion estimetes for cotton. Missigsippl was chosen as one of the two states in
which this research work was to be conducted in crop yeer 1953. Mississippi is
the second lsrgest cotton producing state in the U. S, with eighty of the eighty=-
two counties produging some cotton. However, a little more than one-<helf of the
cotton is produced in the 12 Delta counties oomprising Crop Reporting Distriects
. one snd four. The surveys were mede by using s probability ssmple of ten percent
of the 1950 PMA list of cotton growers.

i. July Acresge Estimstes:

As e basis for conducting the research on cotton acresge snd production
. the county PMA offices were instructed to forwsrd to the stete sgriocultural
stotisticlen certein basic informetion on every tenth farm with a cotton soresge
allotment contrect in force in that county in 1960. It should be noted thst
52is wes 8 10 percent ssmple of farms with contrscts in force in 1950 rather
then 8 10 percent ssmple of farmers. Some farmers hsd more than one contract
and therefore had more than one chance of being included in the sample.

Mississippi hed a totsl of 127,861 ferms with 2,308,979 acres of cotton
eiloted in 1960. The sample provided by the county PMA offices totaled 12,766
‘erms with allotments of 227,923 ecres of cotton. The retios of allotments in
che semple to total sllotments were very consjistent by crop reporting districts.

July acreage questionsires were msiled to the 12,766 nsmes in the ssmple.
A totel of 5,675 useble schedules or 44.4 percent were returned. Three mailings
were made and the percentage returns were es follows: 1lst, 13.5%; 2nd, 20.0 %
end 3rd, 10.9 %. A semple of 1,109 ferms plus 152 slternstes wes drawn from the
non-respondents for interviewing. A totsl of 1,067 ussble schedules were ob=
<eined by 30 interviewers who hsd been employed in the esrly pert of July for
%tiiis work. These interviews cost $5540.59 or $5.19 per schedule.

A compsrison of the reports of respondents end non-respondents who were
interviewed shows thet 16.3 percent of the respondents were not growing cotton
in 1953 wheress 30.6 percent of the non-respondents were not growing cotten.
This causes the 1953 cotton ascreage of non-respondents to aversge less thsn for
respondents as shown in table 7. The fact thet a farmer wss not growing cotton
in 19563 wes one of the msjor rossons given for not returning the msil inquiry.
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A summary of the ressons indicated by farmers for not returning the mail
questionaire in July is es follows:

A+ Leck of Interest 322
1. Statement to thet effect reportcd by interviewer (289)
2. No statement ( 33)
B. Schedules not received 393
C. Reluctant to snswer sny questionsires 12
D. Sugpect some connection with '54 sllotments 4
E. Unable to understand questionsire 36
F. No cotton 72
G. :lisc. statements such es on wvacation, etc. 31
Sub-total . 870
H. Stated questionaire wss returned 194
I. Question not asked by interviewer 3
Total number interviewed 1067

Thke "no cotton" cstegory could heve been tsbulated under "lasck of interest"
But s seperste tsbulation wes msde because of ths number of fermers who evidently
sssumed thet having no cotton wes 8 good resson for not returning the question-
eire. No doubt a number of the 393 fermers steting thet they did not receive the
gquestionasire sctuslly did receive it, or at lesst the questionsire wes delivered
4“0 the household. iisny of them probebly were not interested enough to remember
whether or not they received the questionsire. It is believed that some of those
in category B mey hsve received the questionsire since the questionsires were
returned by the Post Office for omly sbout 8 percent of semple of non-respondents
drswn for interviewing. It isg quite possible thst some of the rursl carriers
nay heve noted thet the letter was fram the Agricultursl Stetlistician's office
and delivered the questionaire to the new operator if the farm hed changed hsnds
since 1950.

The acres of cotton sallotted per farm in 1950 compered with the survey
indications of acres per farm hsrvested in 1952 snd scres per ferm in cultivetion
July 1, 19563 sre shown in teble 7.

Teble 7 1950 ALLOTMENTS PER FARM CO-PARED WITH JULY SURVEY DATA

——— o - e —— —

¢ 1950 Allotments : July 1953 Survey _
: : Harvested 1952 sCultiwtion July 1,
¢ acres per farm . : 1963
: : hores per:% 1950  :sAcres pers:g 1950
2 ¢ form :Allotment :farm shAllotment
State . . . . . . . 18.06 21.1a Y/ 117 21,60 1/ 120
PUA Semple . . . & 17.84
rail Respondents. . 18.23 22.14 121 22.76 125
Mun-Respondents . . 17.56
“Interviews .« . . 15.88 17,80 2112 18.11 114

. s e e e— - bt . ~ - . - —— e -

I/ Baosis 1950 forms

The comperison in table 7 sbove indicates thot the allotment of ascres per
farm for the P:/A Scmple wos approximotely the some ss the avsrage for the state
as o whole. However, the aversge number of acras of cotton per form sllotted in
1950 wes less for non-rsspondents as @ group than for the respondents, end still
smoller for the non-respondents interviewed. Although those interviewcd showed
incresses in cotton per farm in 1952 and 1953 over the 1950 sllotments, these
isecresses were not as grest as for the respondents.
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Th=: acrerge estimotes derivid fron the Julr coubincd mail and inter-
view survev ore os follous:

Tsble 8 JULY GO BIik. ™AIL AtD InTERVIEM SUPVEY
{xpansion Lxponsion Adj.  Boord ast. "av as  "BT as
by Ratio to 1952 Running or Checxk % of "C" s of MC"
to 4llotrents Eoles Data
e e o)y (e @ (B
scrcs lond in furm T
(000 1953 17,398 15,481 20,834 L/ 83.5 74.2
hcres lsnd in farm
(000) 1952 17,258 15,327 20,334 l/’ 82.8 73.6
acrcs of Cotton
planted this year _
(000} 1953 2,923 2,596 2,650 E/ 110.3 98.0
Acres of votton
planted last wvecr
(000) 1982 2,732 2,426 2,435 g/ 115.2 99.6
Acres of Cotton in
cultivation July 1, :
(000) 1953 2,782 2,483 2,430 é/ 113.7 100.9
Acrss of Cotton
tarvested last yesr
(000) 1952 2,703 2,400 2,375 é/ 113.8 101.1
Rales of cotton
harvested last year
(000) 1952 2,096 1,861 ¢/ 1,881 4/ 112.6 100,0

17 PR List "hcres in Farm'" Bxpanded to Stete Totel T T T T T —
3/ Bosrd Estimates as of Oct. i, 1953 = not publisheu

3/ Boerd hstimste as of July 1, 1953

E/ Census Running Beles

The expansion of the combined meil and interview samplc data by ratio
to 1950 ollotmonts gives statc totals significsntly higher thon ths officisl
Board kstimotes of cotton acresge ond production. This over-sxpsnsion is
approxiastely the sowme for the cotton zcreige and production itums. If tnese
estimotes rola2ting to cotton acreage snd production sr- sdjusted by scaling
ther down to the level of 1952 Census b2les harvestsd, they arc very clos: to
sne Bosrd estimotes. In contrast with the indiceted ovcr-expansion of cotton
acreape ond production the somple oppesrs to have under-cxpanded for "aeres in
farm." The check dats in this cosc arz the P4 list ol "ocres in farm" in
1950 cxpandcd to a state figure by the ratio of the ollotments in the PHa list
to the totnl sllotments in 1950. This und.ir-cxpinsion seems to indicate thot
mony formers report "cropland" instecd of "totul sercs in form" when enswering
this question ecithcr by moil or through intervicwers. This might bc svoided
in future surveys by asking two questions: (1) "totul croplsnd" and (2) "totsl
lend in form." + would sppear worthwhils to cdopt this i.ez for all regulsr
ocreage inquirics, since errors in the "o1l lond™ base offect the ratic for
€Very crop.
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The screage estimates derivad fro: the Julv mall returns ouly are
shown in tatle 3. -

Table 9 ‘ JULY IL SFFI*Y QoY .
T T T T T T T T " ivpansion wrpansion 5 :j. Sogrd | s’ as "B" as
by letio to 1U52 Funring Bst. or % cf % of
to Allotments ales Checlc Data "oV VA
(&) (2) (\,, (2) (E)

Kc}éé_iéna in farm
(000} 1953 15,346 13,105 20,834 1/ 78,7  62.9

Acreg land in farm
(000) 1952 15,280 13,047 20,834 l/ 73.3 62.6

Acres of Cotton planted
this yesr (000) 1953 3,014 2,574 2,650 2/ 113.7 97,1

Acres of Cotton planted
last yesr (000) 1952 2,843 2,478 2,435 g/ 116.8 101.8

Acres of Cotton in
cultivation July 1,
(000) 1953 2,884 2,463 2,430 é/ 118 .7 101.4

Acres of Cotton narvested
last yesr (000) 1952 2,807 2,397 2,375 é/ 118.2 100.9

Bales of Cotton harvested
last year (000) 1952 2,180 1,861 4/ 1,861 4/ 117.1  100.0

et e a————— e . T e

1/ PHA Semple Acres in Ferm 1950 mxpandec to State Totel.
2/ Board Estimetes ss of Oct. 1, 1553, not published.

3/ Board Estimste ss of July 1, 1953,

E/ Census Running Bsles.

The over-expansion of the msil returns only, for the cotton screage and
production items, is consistertiy ebout 4 percent more then the over-expesnsion
of the combined meil and interview survey. In contrast, the expansion of the
"land in ferm" deta geve relstivelv lower state totals. Avperently farmers
come neerer reporting s farm size comparsble to the PiiA records when inter-
viewed than when responding by meil.

II. Formers' Concepts in Keporting on Xerted Lend.

Analysis of the July 1953 interview survey indicates thet 15 percent or
37 out of 250 of the formers reporting lsnd "rented in" exclude such land in the
reported form size. On the othsr hsnd 195 farmers, or svery farmer with one
exception, reporting land "rented out" said thev included such land in their
farm size., These doto are based on interviews of 1067 formers in which 25C or
about 24 percent report lesrnd "rented in", aud 198 c¢r 18 percent rcport lsad
"rented out.”" In a few instences o farmer reported both land rented in snd
land rented out.
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Tne tally of informetion on rant=y lard is as followrs:

A. [lumber reporting land rented in. 250
1. DNumber including such land in the farm size. 213
8. Of these, number growing cotton and including
cotton screage on that lond. (139)
b. Of these, number growing cotton and excluding
cotton screage on that land. ( 0)
2, - Yumber excluding such lsnd from the farm size. 37
a. 0Of these, number growing cotton snd including
the cotton acreage on tha*t land. ( 16)
b. Of these, number grewing cotton and excluding
the cotton acresge on that land. ( 17)
B. Mumber reporting lend rented out. 196
1, HNumber including such land in the farm size. 195
8. Of these, number growing cotton snd including
the cotton acreage on that land. (188)
b. Of these, number growing cotton and excluding
the cotton acresge on that land. ( 8)
c. Of these, rumber reporting croppers on the
farm. ( 75)
2. Number excluding such land from the farm size. 1

8. Of these, nuibsr growing cotton end including

the cotton screage on that lend. ( 0)
b. Of these, number growing cotton and excluding

the cotton scresge on thet land. ( 0)
¢. Of these, number rsporting croppers on the

farm. { 0)

All farmers ircluding land “rented in" in their fesrm size ssid they in-
cluded the cotton on thet land. This group consisted of 213 farmers of which
189 had cotton. Of the 37 fermers excluding lend "rented in" in their ferm
size, 4 had no cotton; 16 included ths cotton on the rented screage; and 17
excluded the cotton on the rented acresge. The "rented in" land of the 16
farmers excluding it in their form size but including the cotton on this lend
smour:ted to only 287 acres, or an average of 18 scres per ferm. These 16
farmers also "rented out" 62.5 acres of land.

The farm size for each of these 16 farms wss adjusted by starting with
the "acres owned" subtracting the scres "rented out" and sdding the scres
“"rented in." Using this sdjusted ferm size as s basis for editing would only
adjust downwsrd the cotton scresge planted in 1953 by ebout 13 ascres or less
then 0.1 percent of the cotton acreege rsported on the interviews. Similar
aqjustments for far.. size, without subtracting the "rented out" acres would
not affect the editing sigrificantly. These adjustments for form size would
not sccount for a significant port of the over-cxpaension of the data by ratio
vo 1980 sllotments.

If the 17 reports which excluds "rented ir" land from their farm size
do in fact also exclude the cotton ccresygs on thet rented lsnd, then no adjust-
ment should be mode in farm size for this group. On the ossumption thet neither
the "rontea in" lend not the cotton on it is in the sumple, no sdjusiments for
forin size similar to thet for the 16 reports mautionea abovs were made for these
17 farms.

The most surprising port of ths tally is that all of the farmers, except
e, roporting lond "rented out" ssid they included this land in their ferm
sise.
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The one exc-.ption was not proving cctton. O the lgo furmers grosing cotton
and renting out land, 1Y ssid thev incluued the coutton on that rented out
land, and 4 soid thoy did not. hnewevar, $ of thesc 8 reported thot they had
croppers 3nd that the cotton growr oy the croppers voas included in the re-
ported cotton 2creago. Thus it srpeirs thet theogse three farmners may have

bcen renting out some lrnd on a cesh runt or sone other rentasl urrangemsnt,

as well os having some croppers. A.other npossinility is thuot these 3 farmers
have sctually included 511 cotton on land "rented out," in spite of the way
the interviewsr recordad tne snswsrs. Thoe above anclysis of the formers!' con-
c2pt in reportinz land "rented out," and the cotton on thet land, indicates
the need for special provision to be made to avoid including sav l:nd "rented
out" which is covered by o sepsrcte sllotment., *‘hore is the possibility that
some of these farmers mey hove reported on lsnd covercd by more then one PiA
controct in 1980. Our current editing procedurvs attempt to mske sllowance
for these multiple controcts if the farmer roported his "lsnd in farm" com~
parable to the PMA record of this itum.

The state totals for the Interview Survey for "lend in form," lsnd
"rented in," gnd lsnd '"rented out" sre summarized below:

AcCres
l. Total land in farms 142,766
2, Totel land "owned" 120,335
3. Totsl lond "rented in." 21,796
4, Total of 2 plus 3 142,131
5. Totael land "rented out" 8,259

(The "rented in" lond reported by 37 formers whe excluded it in their
farm size wes & little more then offset by failure of others interviewed to
report sufficient land as either "owned" or “rented in" to sccount for the
total of "all 1land™ in their farms.}

In the light of the way the fa mers reported their cotton acreages on
"rented in" end "rented out" lend, it sppesrs thet it would be better to use
the farm size os reported by the farmers, in meking expansions.

There mesy be some question as to whether or not land fsrmed by croppers
should be celled "land rented out."™ In the opinion o? Statist this land
farmed by croppers should not bs called land "rented out." PHA does not
esteblish ferm units for croppers. Therefore, the rcpert of the form operstor
should include sny land being formed by croppers. Lvidently faormers with
croppers did report in this menner sines every one of the 279 formers growing
cotton and reperting croppors szid they include:! the cotton grown by the
croppers in the reoported cotton screogs. Tho foct thot 75 of the 163 formers
growing cotton ond reporting land "rentcd out" s0id they hsd croppers might
appesr to indicatc thot some fsrmers do consider lsrnd farmed by cropocrs as
"rented outl.W It is the opinicn of Statist thot the location of the land
"rented out" qusstion on the schedulce, ond the aress of the stote in which
the 75 farmers interviewed arc locutud, account for the foct that thesc 79
farmers reporting crcoppers reported lund "rerntod out” snd st thne sime time
said they includsd ths cotton land farmed by the croppers in their cotton
acresge. ith the lund "rentcd out" guescion corming bofore the "cropper®
question, ond with tne former having no way of knowing thet he would latur
or be asked if ho hxd croppers, o forusr with croppers msy have for the
monent considered the lend farmed by them as "rented out." 0On the other
hend, sincu 67 of these 75 reports are from the "hill" arcss of tho state,
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wher. cropperd ore not sc common, os in the Lolte, we ora inclined to suspect
thot miny of thus. reported as croppers ore seturally shore tensnts, peying
onc=third of the corn und one-fourtih of tiic cotion o9s rcecnt., In such coses

the former would very likely know how mien ol thoese two crops these share tun-
ants hsve, since he is to receive a portion of them as rent, It the renter
hod o sepsrote zllotment, however, his wercage would be duplicated ir it were
reported by both londlord ond tenont.

III. Reosons for Ovur-ecxponsion of the July Survey by Rotio to Allotuent.

e . = - ———— —————

A. Adjustments for Ferm Size.

As indicoted in Section II of this psper sdjusting the reperted farm
size, where appronriatc (1€ roports) by storting with lond "owned," subtroct-
ing lond "rented out," and sdding lond "runted in," would not change the ex-
panded dets signifiecntly for cotton screugs cnd production. also, as point-
ed out in Scetion II, adjusting sll reperts in 2 similer monrer would reducs
the sversge farm size, This would in turn result in less editing on the basis
of form size ond thereby would incresse the over~expansion by ratio to allot-
ments.

The table beclow comperes the cversge farm size in 1963 es indicated by
the survcy with the sverage farm size in 1950 bosed on the PMA list.

Toble 10 AVERAGE SIzZE ¢AR'
’ 1950 T TTTIeES 1953 os %
Acres per farm Acrus per fesrn 1950
Stete 1881/ T T 71362/ 8344
PHA List 161
Rospondents 164 123 7540
Non=~iiespondcnts 158 143 é/ 90.5

1/ "PIA List expsnded by rotio to silotment.

2/ Combined meil snd interview survey, expsnded, divided by number of farms
in 1850,

3/ Interview survey, cxponded.

Apparently farmers coms necrer reporting their form size comperaoble to
thet carried by the PUA when they were interviewed then when they responded
by meil. If ferm size is used in future surveys os a basis for editing for
multiple contracts, it sccms thot soms sllowsnce msy be necessory for this
diftferernce betwecn reports by mnil and through interviews. Asking for both
"eroplond" and "total land," ss hss slready been suggosted, moy clsrify this
matter in the futurc.

B. Substitution of forms with "C" cotton for slternates wherc sppropriste.

All of the intervicw schedules on altornotces were oxamined to occertoin,
if possiblc, the reaxsons why tho slternotes wore selected. It wos clear that
12 of thesc altcrnntes were chosen for interview Y:ciusce the f2rm on ths reg-
ulsr list wos idlec and the former orsrator could nct be loented. It mey be
that some of the other alterrctes were chosun for this same rezson, but there
was no positive evidecnce to that effecct,

Revised district end stote totals have boen coleculoted for tho intcrview
reports by removing these olternaotos and replacing them with the sppropriate
idle forms. Substituting the 12 forms with "0" cotton for the alterncte, the
cxponded interview dote for tho stute ss & whole for cotton acreage end
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production was reduced by sbout 2.3 percent. These revised interview data
combined with the mailed reports reduced the originsl expanded state tntals
by about 1.3 percent. This mav be considered s significont reduction in the
expanded state data, but it does not sccount for any where nesr the approxi=-
mstely 13 percent over-expsnsion for the cotton questions as compasrei with
Boara estimates and Census bales harvested in 1952, This analwvsis does in-
dicete, however, tanat in future surveys instructions to interviewers ss to
when to choose en alternate should be tightened up., Tne July instructions
were not toco speclflc on the point of turning in a schedule for a farm even
though it was idle, rather then choosing en slternate,

C. Adjustment of reported data on all farms with 10 percent or more
lsnd in ferm in 1953 than in 1950, to the 1950 level of farm land.

In accordance with the July 14, 1953 kesesrch Instructions, the data
reported on farms with 13 to 25 times as ms ny acres 1n farm in 1963 as in
1950 were divided by 2, s1mllarlv, farms with 2—-to 3 times as meny acres _
in ferm were divided by 3 end so on. In eddition data reported on farms with
10 percent or more land in ferm in 1953 than in 1950 hsve been adjusted to
the 1950 level of land in ferm. In this lestter instance sdjustments were made
on 393 or 7 percent of the msil reports and 124 or 1l percent of the interview
reports.

The expension of the July combined mail and interview survey after these
additionel adjustments is shown in tausle 11.

Toble 11 - COMBINED "M" alD "I" SURVEY WITH AUDITIONAL ADJ, FOR FARM SIZE*

Lxpansion Expension
by ketio Adj. to Check "A" 3s % "B" as %
to Allot. 152 oales Data of "C" of "C"
(a) (3) () (D) (E)
Acres lsnd in ferm
1953 (000) 16,623 15,521 20,834 1/ 79.8 74.5
Acres land in ferm -
1952 (000) 16,508 15,414 20,834 1/ 79.2 74.0
Acres cotton planted
1953 (000) 2,784 2,599 2,650 &/ 105.1 98.1
Acres cotton planted -
1952 (000) 2,605 2,432 2,435 2/ 107.0 99.9
Acres cotton in cult. -
July 1, 1953 (000) 2,631 2,457 2,55¢ 3/ 103.0 9€.2
Acres cotton harv, -
1952 (000) 2,577 2,407 2,375 3/ 108.5 101.3
Bales harvested -
1952 (000) 1,994 1,851 1,861 4/ 107.1 100.0

Farms with 10% or more land in 1953 thsn in 1950 adjusted to 1950 base.
/ PriA List "acres ir farm' expanded to stets total.
2/ Boerd kst. gos of Oct. 1, 1953, not published.
3/ Board Zst. ss of Dec. 1353,
E/ Census Running Beles.
As indicated in the above table the scresge and production items, ex-
pended by ratio to 1950 allotments, are higher than the check dots. These



-15-
arddition3l adjustments reduced the over-exponsion of the 1952 production to 7
perccnt compared with 12.6 percsnt indicsted in tuble 8.

The %tslly of informstion on rented lsnd cuestions on the July interview
part of the survey indicated that all furmers ranting out cottor larnd included
that cotton acresage in their reports. The tally also showed thot 205 of the
222 faormers growinrg cotton oun rented land included that cotton in their reports.
iWhile it is true thet 189 out of the 205 included the rented land in their farm
size it is likely that our 1U% upward tolersnce in farm size was toc liberal to
catch s number of these renters. The faormers (16 out of 205 in the tally) who
include the cotton on rented land but exclude the rented scresge in their farm
size are also 9 source of upword bias in the expsnsions.

It should slso be recognized thet meny rental srrangemcnts complicate the
use of ratio of cotton acres to totel scres in farm im meking e<psnsions. For
example a farmer moy own 100 acres of land with 10 acres of cotton cn it. He
moy also rent 10 acres of cotton land which is a port of snother ferm. He
probablyv would report 100 ascres in farm or st most 110 scres in farm with 20
acres of cotton. 1In either case ths ratio of cotton to total land would be
much too high. This is the sort of problem we will have so long as we depend
on the meil inquiry or 2 combination of meil inquiry end interviews not tied
to e specific eres of lend,

D. Adjustments for Multiple Contracts.

As pointed out in "C" sbove, reports showing 1% to 23 times ss much land
in ferm in 1953 as in 1950 were divided by 2 and so on. This editing for
multiple contracts was bssed on the ossumption thet generally o report showing
“wice s msny scres in form in 1953 as in 1950 wes covered by 2 PifA contracts
in 1950. Fsrm operators interviewed in December were ssked how manv P:iA Con~
“racts were in force in 1950 on the farms they now operste. The number of
sontracts in force in 1950, on ferms reporting more thosn one contrect, com-
pared with the number assumed in the July editing is shown below.

Number
Parms in tabulation. 34
Number contracts in force on these farms in 1950. 64
Number sssumed by Statist irn July, 1953. 128

This tebulation would indicate thet adjustments for multiple fsrms were
more thar adequate if we are uerely trying to sdjust for the number of contracts
involved. An exvminestion of the individusl reports indicstes thst the adjust-
ments were about in line with the number of 1950 contrescts involved so long os
the fsactor was low -- say not higher than 3. f a lsrger foctor wers involved
it usually indicated thot the fermer was opersting an entirely different and
xich larger farm which generslly wss covered b, one or a very limited number
of contracts in 1950. This wss confirmed by » feirly intensive investigation
by staotist of all the July schedules from three countie¢s. The adjustment of
the reportoed deta on the basis of the ratio of lznd in form in 1953 to land
in farm in 1950 wus o step in the right direction but apparently did not go
for snough on the bassis of the check data.

IV, August through December Surveys.

The sample for these surveys consisted of s sub-sample cf 2039 of formers
or opproximotely one-third of those who replied by mail in July and 211 of the
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1067 rzspondunts intervicweua in July. The August, October and povember surveys
were conducted by 13il only. The September and December mail surveys were
followad up with interviews of 5 systemotic sample of sapproximtacly 300 non=-
respondents distributed equslly botween the ™" apd "IM lists. For Deccember
the interview part of the survey was modified to the extent that "Dummy"
schedules showing the pertinent data from the July Survey were used for those
formers whose July reports showed they were growing no cotton in 1953.

In addition 32 farmers whose Deccmber moiled reports differed signifi-
cantly in some respect from previous rcports were interviewed to escertsin
the reassons for theso differences.

Editing of the schedules for multiple contrects wzs consistent through-
out the season. Keports showing l% to 23 times es much lend in farms in 1953
as in 1950 were divided by 2, those with 2% to 3z times s much land were
divided by 3 and so on. The cxception to this rule wes thet reports on farms
cf over 1,000 scres in 1953 on the "M" list were adjusted to the 1950 ferm
size in occordence with agricultursl Estimotes Instructions #1732.

A. AUGUST SURVEY:

The response to this survey is shown in table 12.

Table 12 +iAIL RESPONSE $9~§E§pS?USDRV?§£_______‘ o
: Schedules ifsiled ¢ Usable Returns : Returned 3
: : 1 % :
" List 2039 ’ 695 34
TI" List 1067 124 12

—— 2 —— - — 4 ———— % o 8 AA—————a | ¢ by e r—r—— e % o T e A e pe i ¢ ————  ——— - T—————

The percentage returns from the "I" list in particular wes disoppointing.
The low percentage returns from this list probably cen be sttributed to s
number of ressons, some of which are: (1) lower level of education and intelli=-
gence of this group as ¢ whole, (2) leck of interest in public affairs, and (3)
higher percentage not growing cotton.

Table 13 shows the percentage of respondents to the July end August
Surveys reporting "U" cotton in 19563.

Tsble 13 PEEC:NT GROWING KU COTTON
' T UYWLt - % 2 MITList - %
July Survey T 716,30 T 30.6
fugust Survey 14,7 27.2

- —— — e o s s Amml & s hd e S . ———— e v amnt e -

It should be noted that the percenteg: reporting no cotton on botn ths
™" and "IM lists in August was still closc to that for the respective lists
in July.
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The kind of ferms, s indicsted by 1950 sllotments, reporting in July
and August compared with the PMA semple and the universe is shown in table 14,

Teble 14__ 1950 COTTON_A}LOTMSNTS - ACRES PER FAR:]

7T T July Survey : August Survey:
Item : (Acres per farm) : Acres per Farm) :
M List - 18.2 17.4
"I" List 15,9 12.8
PMA Sample 17.8 17.8
STATE 18.1 18,1

Table 15 shows thet the August production data for 1952 over-expanded by
10.6 percent compared with the over-expension of 12.6 percent in the July Survey.
Table 7 indicated thet the rate of increass in cotton screage in 1953 over 1950
ellotments was higher for the larger farms. Therefore, the decrease in the
average faerm size, as indicated by 1950 ellotments, for those reporting in
August may sccount for some of the decrease in the over-expansion. The in-
dicated production for 1953, sdjusted to 1952 bales harvested, is sbout the
seme as the Board forecast in August. It appeers that direct expansions of
the mail response to & PMA sample, using last year's production as the ex-

pension fector is & setisfactory way of forecasting cotton production,

Taeble 15 AUGUST PRODUCTION INMNDICATIONS

- B ~ Expsnsion  EBxpsosion - T
Ratio to Adjusted to Check A" as % "B" as %
Allotment 1952 bales Data of "c" of "C*®

Isem » (a) (8) ©) (o) (&)

Bales harvested

1953 (000) 2,025 1,833 1,831 5/ 110.6 100.1

Bales harvested

1952 (000) 2,056 1,861 1,861 2/ 110.5 100.0

1/ Boerd August forecast of 1,860,000 (500 1b.) bsles adjusted to running
bales by factor of 101.6 (factor used by Boerd in October)
g/ Census running beles.
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The locality dets from the Surve compsred with the keguler cotton list
are shown in teble l€.

Table 16  LOCALIT DATA FuOM AUGUST SURVEY COMPAREZD WITE REGULAR LIST

T SURVEY DATEK i REGULAK :
: ALl Reports: With Cotton : No Gotton : LIsT 1/ :
_ _ .t No, : Av. 1 No, : Av. : No. 3 Av. : No. :  Av.
Condition August 1 oo T
(% Normal) 604 87 563 87 41 85 1060 84
no. Bolls Safe 579 7.6 545 7.6 34 8.9 539 67
Percent Stand 682 85 639 85 43 87 740 83
Yield - Seed Cotton
(Lbs.) 549 1041 514 1049 35 1010 - -
Yield =« Lint Cotton
(Lbs.) 562 380 527 379 35 303 922 388
lst boll open
Aug. 1 -1 429 23 399 23 30 17 174 19 2/
Weevil Infestation
(%) 575 22" 544 22 31 30 690 21

o b v—— - -

1 General snd cotton list combined.
.3/ Cotton schedule only.

Reported condition snd number of bolls safe sre slightly higher in the
3nrvey while yield per scre is s little higher on the Regulsr List. If the
locelity dats sre to be obtasined through meil inquiries it may be just about
as setisfasctory to use the Reguler cotton list as the mail response to a
provebility semple. The survey dets sre shown separstely for all reports,
reports from fermers growing cotton snd reports for farmers nét growing
cotton, The small number of reports from formers growing no cotton do not
affect the State averages significontly.

B. SEPTE.BER SURVEY

The mail response to the September Survey was as follows:

Table 17 ¥MAIL RESPONSE TO SEPTERBER SURVEY

’ Schedules Usable Percent
List ieiled Returns Returned
M7 List 2,039 ey T 31

"I List 1,067 159 - 15

An interview ssmple of 152 naemes plus 25 alternstes wos drawn from the
non-respondents on the "if" list and similorly o semple of 156 names plus 26
alternates was drawn from the non-respondents on the "I" list, 152 formers
on the "M" list ond 148 fermers on the "I" list were interviewed in September.
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The State was divided into twenty ereas for the September interview work com-
pered with thirty sreas in July. This wes primarily for the purpose of re-
ducing the number of new Interviewers to be hired, since almost one-half those
Interviewers working on the July Survey were school teschers and not avesil-
able in September. This re-distributing also meke it more worthwhile for &
person to accept the job. The pay for the time and mileage to interviewers
for the 300 usable schedules obtesined in September was {1991.56 or ,;6.64 per
ussble schedule. ‘

A comparison of the 1950 sllotments per farm for the State as a whole
with the meil returns snd interviews is shown below:

Table 18 COMPARISON OF 1950 ALLOTMENTS WITH 1953 ACREAGE OF COTTON
11950 Allotment: 1953 Planted : 1953 Harvested
tAcres per Fsrm: Acres : % 1950 : Acres t % 1950
: : Per Farm : Allot, : Per Farm : Allot.

Sept. Resp. ™M™ List 21.5 28.6 133 2642 122

Sept. Eon-Resp. "M" List 16.6

Sept. Interviews "i" List 18,5 22.0 119 20.7 112

Sept. Resp., "I" List 11.9 12.5 105 11.7 98

Sept. Non-Resp. "I" List 16.6

Sept. Interviews "I" List 17,1 20,7 121 17.6 103

STATE . 18.1 21.8 1/ 120 19.6 1/ 108

1/ Based on 127,861 PMA Contrscts in 1950.

This comperison shows thet farmers on the "I" List who responded by msil
in July end egein in September had more cotton acreaspe sllotted in 1950 thsn
the aversge for the State and that they have also incressed their cotton acre-
ege more than the sverage. Those farmers who replied by msil in July but did
ndt respond in September snd were subsequently interviewed hsd slightly more
cotton sllotted per farm then the Stete sverage in 1950, and increased their
acreege in 1950 sbout in proportion to the estimsted increese for the State.
September mail respondents on the "I" list had only 11.9 scres per farm allotted
in 1950 compared with an aversge of 16.6 ascres per farm for the non-respondents
on the "I" list. The meil respondents on the "I" list reported only s slight
ineresse in cotton screage per ferm in 1953 over the 1950 ellotments wherees
those on the "I" list who were interviewed reported sbout the ssme percentage
inorease in planted acres per ferm as those interviewed on the "iI" list.

A tabulation of the percentage of farms reporting no cotton was made to
see if this might account for the differences in acres per farm sllotted in
1950 among the various cetegories of reports. The tabulation follows:

Table 19 PERCENT FARMS GROWING NO COTTON

B :+ July % -° : September %
Respondents "M" List 16,3 18.5
Interviews "M" List 13.2
Respondents "I" List 33,3

Interviews "I" List 30.6 31.8
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The percentage of farms with no cotton is about the same for respondents
and non-respondents interviewed on the "I" list and does not appear to account
for the wide verietion in the size farms, ss indicated by sllotments in 1950,

The September combined meil and interview acresge and production indi-
cations compared with check date are shown in teble 20.

Teble 20 ' SEPTEMBER CO<BINED rAIL AMD INTERVIEW INDICATIONS

Expasnsion Expsnsion
Ratio to Adj. '52 Check "A" a5 % "B" 8s %
Allotment Bales Data of "C" of "C"
Acres planted @y (BY ~ ©y (D) (E)
1953 (000) 2,790 2,413 2,650 ;/ 105.3 9l.1
Acres harvested
1953 (000) 2,500 2,163 2,360 2/ 10549 91.7
Bales harvested
1953 (000) 2,085 1,804 1,890 3/ 110.3 95.4
Bales harvested
1952 (000) 2,151 1,861 4/ 1,861 4/ 115.6 100.0

I/ Bosrd Estimate as of October 1, 1963 = not published.
2/ Board Estimete as of September 1, 1953.

3/ Board forecast of 1,920,000 bales as of Sept. 1, sdjusted by fasctor 101.6.
4/ Census running bsles.

The mail only September screage snd production indications ere as follows:

Toble 21 SEPTE/BER “{AIL ONLY INDICATIONS
o Expension  Bxpansion
Retio to Adjusted Check "A" a5 % "B" as %
Allotment '52 Bales Date of "C" of "c"
L @) (8) _ (c) (D) (E)
Acres planted
1953 (000) 2,807 2,986 2,650 1/ 105.9 112.7
Acres harvested
1953 (000) 2,429 2,584 2,360 2/ 102.9 109.5
Bales harvested :
1953 (000) 1,859 1,978 1,890 3/  98.4 104.7
Bales harvested
1952 (000) 1,749 1,861 1,861 4/ 94,0 100.0

1/ Board bstimate ss of October 1, 1963 - not published.

7/ Boerd Estimete ss of September 1, 1953.

37} Board forecast of 1,920,000 bales as of Sept. 1, sdjusted by factor 10l.6.
4/ Census running bales,

The combined msil end interview survey under-expended for both acresa
and production in 1953 when adjusted to 1952 beles horvested. In contrast
the mail only portion of the survey over=expsnded for these items when ad-
jusiced to 1952 beles hervested.

The size of the sample moy be the primary csuse of the differences in
the indications between the combined meil asnd interview survey and the mail
only survey. In July the indications on scres in 1953 end production in 1952
were about the seme for the combined snd mail only surveys sfter adjusting to
19562 bale s hsrvested.
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The 10.7 percent sbandorment indicated from the September individual re-
ports spplied to the planted acreage of 2,595,000 acres derived from the July
Survey (July surver sdj. to 1552 bales harvested) would give s harvested figure
of 2,318,000 acres., This compsred with the Board September forecast of
2,360,000 acres. 4 yield of 405 pounds per acre was derived b: dividing the
production by harvested acres in the dSeptember Survey. This yield applied
to the 2,318,000 acres indicated a production of 1,958,000 bales coinpared with
the Bosrd Septemper forecast of 1,920,000 bales.

The localityv data from the September Survey are compared with the Regular
List in teble 22 below.

Table 22 LOCALITY DATA FROM SYPTE BiR SURVEY CO PAR:D "ITH REGULAR LIST

SULVEY DATA- : REGULAR -
1tAl1 Reports :With Cotton : No Cotton : _LIST 1/L__
tno. :Wtd.Av.: o.sWtd.Av.: Eofuthd Av. Not_: Wtd. Av.

Condition (% Lormal) 814 &1 727 81 87 85 985 80
Absndomment, % 644 3.6 567 3.4 77 3.1 856 3.9
Bolls Safe, Number 511 13.4 467 13.5 44 12,9 546 12.7
Yield-Seed Cotton (Lb )700 1009 630 1011 70 990 - -
Yield-Lint Cotton (Lb.)733 358 660 356 73 383 929 368
Boll Size (% Normal) 725 87 653 87 72 94 706 87
Weevil Infestation, % 762 36 692 37 70 31 714 31

1/ Genersl and Cotton List combined.

C. OCTOBER SURVEY

Questionsires were meiled to 2,039 on the "4" List and 1,067 on the "I"
List. 562 usable schedules or 28 percent of those meiled were returned by the
" List. Usable schedules were returried by 155 or 15 percent of those on the
TI" List. 12 percent of the fsrms on the "M" List snd 33 percent of the farms
on the "I" List were growing no cotton. The production indications are shown
in table 23.

Table 23 OCTOBER PRODUCTICN INDICATIONS
Expansion Expansion
Retio to  Adj. '52 Check "A" as % "B" as %

—— - m——— e = . astr——

Item Allctment Bales Data of "C" of “C"
_a) (B) c) o _(E)

Bsles herv. 1953 (000) 2,018 1,952 2,018 1/ 100.0 9647

Bzles harv. 19562 (000) 1,924 1,851 1,861 2/ 103.4 100.0

7/ Board October forecast 2,050,000 bales adjusted to running bales by
factor 101,3.
E/ Census running bales.
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The locality dato on the October Survev are compsred with the Regular
List in teble 24 below. Only 25 percent (30 out of 119 reports) of those
armers growing no cotton snswered one or more of the locslity questions.
Bighty percent of those farmers growing cotton snswered one or more of the
locality questions.

Table 24 LOCALITY DAT: FROM OCTOBER SURVEY COW IPARED “WITH REGULAR LIST

: "SURVEY DA&ATA :  REGULAR

:A11 Reports :with Cotton : No Cotton : LIST 1/
:MossWwtd.Av. :lo.:wtd, Av.:ho. :wtd. Av.: No. : Wtd. Av.

Condition (% Wormsl) 502 86 472 85 30 86 780 86
Bolls Safe - Number 259 16.6 246 16,3 13 12.8 339 15,3
Yield-Seed Cotton (Lb.)452 1084 428 1084 24 849 - -
Yield-Lint Cotton (Lb.)459 408 434 405 25 360 767 402

1/ “Genersl and Cotton List combined.

Formers not growing cotton expected the yield per acre to be significantly
less thon those growing cotton. However, most of this difference may be sccount-
ed for by the fsct thest most of the reports by farmers growing no cotton sre
from the lower yielding arsss of the State. The locelity informstion from "all
reports" in the Survcy and the Regular List are in very close agreement.

D. NOVm{B:zR SURVEY

Response to the meil inquiry continued to decline in November. 470
schedules were returned by the "#" List end 142 schedules were returned by
She "I" List.

The average size of farm reporting in July and in kovember, ass indicated
vy 1950 allotments, is shown in table 25,

Table 25 1950 COTTON ALLOTMENTS, ACRES PER PFARM

o July 1953 - "TNovember 1953

Item L . & Survey Acres Survey fcres _ _
" List 18.2 23.1

"I" List 15.9 13.0

PMA Sample 17.8 17.8

STATE 18.1 18.1

The percentage of formers reporting ro cotton in 1983 decressed from

2 to hovember for the "M" List but remeined 2bout the ssme for the "IV
Lrsw:. This decrease in the percent of farms on the "{" List reporting no
cotuor may be the msjor recson for the incresse in the average size of farm
on the "Ii" List reporting in November. Although the aversge size of farm
reporting on the "I" List in November is smsller than in July, it is lasrger
tran for Scptember or October. Apparently the fluctustion in the everage
size of forms reporting on the "I" List since July is due mostly to the smell
number of respon.ents.
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The expanded deta on cotton production on the November Survsy compsred
with the check dets are shown in table 26,

Tabls 26 _NOVIMBER PRODUCTION IiDICATIOIS _
Expension  Expansion
Ratio to Adj. '52 Check "A" as % "B a5 %
Item Allotment Beles Dats of "C" of "“C"
&) - (8) (c). (D) (E)
Bales horv., 1953 (000) 2,377 2,115 2,067 5/ 115,0 102.,3
Bsles harv. 1952 (000) 2,091 1,861 1,861 g/ 112.4 10040

1/ THovember Bosrd forecest of 2,100,00 bsles adjusted to running beles by
factor 101.6.
E/ Census Running Bales.

The locality deta on the November Survey are compsred with the regular
list in table 27 below. Only 26 percent (25 out of 96 reports) of those farm=-
ers growing no cotton in 1953 enswered one or more of the locality questions.
Eighty percent (411 out of 516 reports) of those growing cotton answered one
or more of the locality questions.

Table 27 LOCALITY DATA FROM NOV=MBER SURVEY COMPARED WITH REGULAR LIST

: SURVEY  DATA 1 KREGULAR

: A1l Reports:Growing Cotton: ho Cotton : LIST 1/
Item :No., sWbd.AV.: NO. §WEd.AV. : NO. sWGAeAVe 3 NO. : whds AVe
Condition (% Normel) 356 91 334 91 22 92 793 90
Bolls Safe 154  20.6 149  20.6 5 22.6 111 2/ 17.0
Yield-Seed Cotton(lb) 363 1229 344 1233 19 1036 - -
Yield-Lint Cotton(lb) 367 444 346 442 21 411 845 430
Av.Price Hand Pick 436 2,75 411 2,75 25 2.63 595 2.79
Av.Price Hand Snap 45 2.44 42 2,4¢ 3 2.15 14 2/  2.09
Av. Wt. Bale, (1b) 3/ 489 499 489 499 - - 198 2/ 508

1/ General and Cotton List combined.
é/ From Cotton Schedule onlv.
3/ From Individusl returns.

The difference between the Survey Dsta (reporters growing cotton) and
the Regulsr List dete on yield per acre mey be significant. The difference
of 12 pounds per acre would emount to sbout 60,000 bales on the bosis of the
~urrent estimete of harvested screage.

The average weight per bele gpplies to the individusl farm slthough the
dow2 are shown along with the locality reports. The sverage bsle weight of
49¢ pounds appesrs too low in the light of recent history.

E. DECEI/BzR SURVEY

The December survey was combined mail and interview survey. Usable
reeurns from the "M" List were 595 or 29 percent of those on the List. Re=
turns from the "I" List were 147 or 14 percent of those on that list. The
ineresse in the December meil response over November was probably due to e
¢pecial asppesl asking for an "end of sesson" report. A systemstic sample
of 154 nemes plus 26 slternstes was drawn from the non-respondents on the
"M" List end a semple of 152 names plus 31 slternates wss drewn from the
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"I" List. "Dummy"schedules, containing the pertinent date obtsined in July,

were made up for those farmers who reported no cotton in 1953 in July. The

December interviews, including the "dummy" schedules, totsled 150 for the "M"
List and 147 for the "I" List. In sddition 32 farmers whose meil reports in

December differed significently in one or more aspects from their earlier re-
ports were interviewed in an effort to determine the reason for these differ=-
ences.

Responde to the meil inquiry in December compared with previous months
is shown in table 28,

Table 28 RESPONSE TO MAIL INQUIRY
DATE : WM™ LIST : "Y' LIST
: Total :+ Usable + Returned : Totel 3 Usable + Returned
: Number :+ Returns : % { Number : Returns : %
August 2,039 695 T34 1,067 124 12
September 2,039 623 31 1,067 152 14 -
October 2,039 562 28 1,067 155 15
November 2,039 1/ 470 23 1,067 142 13
December 2,039 1/ 595 29 1,067 2/ 147 14

1/ Includes 37 farmers dropped by request.
2/ 1Includes 9 farmers dropped by request.

The percentage of respondents in December growing no cotton in 1953 com-
pered with respondents in previous months is shown in table 29.

Table 29 PERCENT OF FARMS REPORTING NO COTTON IN 1953
i "w" LIST i " LIST
DATE : Meil Resp. ¢ Interviews : Mail Resp. : 1Interviews
: A : % : % : %
July 16,3 - - 3046
August 14.7 - 27.2 -
September 18.5 13.2 3343 31.8
Ostober 11.9 - 32.9 -
November 11.5 - 29.6 -
December 13.8 20.0 30.2 34.7

The sverage size farm reporting in July end December, as indicated by
1950 allotments is shown in table 30.

Table 30 - 1950 ALLOT:i&NTS, ACRES PER FAR:< FOR FARi{S REPORTING IN JULY, DEC, 1953

Ic.m July December
Mall response "M" List, 18.2 20.2
Taterviews "M" List. - 14,6
1'3il response "I" List. - 156.8
Zaterviews "I" List. 15,9 16.6
Fi¥A Sample 17.8 17.8

State 18.1 18,1

m——— e ——
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The combined meil snd interview survey dsta over-sxpanded in December by
6.8 percent on the basis of the 1952 production (Census Running Bsles). This
compares with an over-expsnsion of 12,6 percent in July (see table 8) end 15.6
percent in September (see teble 20). The estimete of scres planted in 1953,
adjusted to 1952 production, is less than thst currently cerried by the Board.
The July, September and December expansions for acres plented in 1953 sre 98.0,
91.1, end 92.4 percent respectively of the Board forecast. The September and
December estimates on scres harvested in 1953, sdjusted to 19562 production, aere
91.7 and 92.4 percent of the current Board estimete.

The expended data, releting to the individusl farm questions, in the com~
bined meil and interview survey are shovn in table 31 below.

Table 31 DECEMBEK CO:BIFED “iAIL AND INTERVIEW SURVEY
Expsnsion  Expansion T T
by Ratio Adj. to Check "A" as % "B" as %
to Allot. '52 Bales Dats of "W of "c"
(&) (8) () (D) (E)
Acres of land in farm
1953 (000) 19,966 18,695 20,834 1/ 95.8 89.7
Acres cotton plented
1953 (000) 2,615 2,449 2,650 2/ 98.7 92.4
Acres cotton harvested
1953 (000) 2,406 2,252 2,490 3/ 96.6 90.4
Bales cotton harvested -
1953 (000) 2,170 2,031 2,111 4/ 102.8 96.2
Acres cotton hervested
1952 (000) 2,490 2,331 2,375 3/ 104.8 98.1
Bales cotton harvested
1952 (000) 1,987 1,861 5/ 1,861 5/ 106,8 100.,0

./ PMA List "ascres in ferm' expended to State Total.

2/ Boerd Est. as of Oct. 1, 1953 == not published.

3/ Bosrd Est. ss of December, 1953.

4/ Board Est. es of December, 1953 of 2,145,000 bales adjusted to running bales
by factor 10l.6.

5. Census Running Bsles.

The meil only portion of the survey adjusted to 1952 production slso
under-expended for 1963 ascres plented, 1953 scres hervested and 1953 pro-
duction. The seres for harvest in 1952 sfter adjustment to 1952 production,
over-expanded on the meil only portion of the survey in contrest with the
under-expansion on the combined msil snd interview survey.
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The expanded date relating to the individusl farm questions from the meil
only portion of the survey are shown in table 32.

Table 32 DECEMBER MAIL RETURNS OnNLY TO “M" ANWD "I" LIST
Expsnsion Expension
by Ratio Adj. to Check "A" s % "B" as %
to Allot. 152 Bales Dats of "CM of "¢V
e (8) () (0) (0 ()
Acres lend in farm
1953 (000) , 20,413 19,239 20,834 1/ 98.0 92.3
Acres cotton planted -
1963 (000) 2,729 2,672 2,650 2/ 103.0 97.1
Acres eotton harvested
1953 (000) 2,430 2,290 2,490 3/ 97.6 92.0
Bales cotton harvested -
1953 (000) 2,022 1,905 2,111 3/ 95,8 90.2
Acres cotton harvested
1952 (000) 2,698 2,543 2,375 2/ 113.6 107.1
Bales cotton harvested
1952 (000) 1,974 1,861 5/ 1,861 5/ 106,1 100.0

"7 PMA List "acres in farm" expsnded to State Totsl.
%/ Board Est. as of Oct. 1, 1953 -~ not published.
3/ Bosrd Est. as of Uecember, 1953.

4/ Bosrd Est. as of December, 1953 of 2,145,000 beles adjusted to running bales -
~ by fsctor 10l.8.
3/ Census Running Bales.

A summery of identicel farms in the September and December meil surveys
‘ndicstes very little chenge in the estimstes of these reporters on ecres hsr-
+ested in 1953. The summary is as follows:

Iten No. Reports September December
T (icres hervested in 1953)
"' List 249 6870 6921
"I" List 64 969 942
“ctal 313 7839 7863

The December expanded dats on 1953 production, sdjusted to 1952 bales
harvested, indicates & hsrvest of 2,031,000 runring bales or 96,2 percent of
the December Board forecast of 2,111,000 running bsles (Board forecasst of
2,145,000 == 500 1b. bales sdjusted to running bales.)

The locality dats from the Survey compered with the Reguler List sre
shown in table 33.

Table 33 LOCALITY DATA FROM DECEMBER SURVEY COuPARED WITH REGULAR LIST

: SURVEY DATA +  REGULAR
:All Reports:Growing Cotton:No Cotton : LIST

tNo.:litd.Av.: No.:Wtd. Av. :No.swtd. Av.:No.: wtd. AV,

Eb:L.. since July 1.% 519 3.2 491 3.5 28 2 919 2.5
Yieid-Seed Cotton (Lb) 638 1154 615 1154 23 954 1127 1197
Yicld-Lint Cotton (Lb) 641 422 618 422 23 354 1200 440

. —— p— e e m— = —
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Farmers on the "" and ™IM™ Lists who were interviewed in December and
whose snswers to the "land in ferm") "scres for harvest" or 1953 production
questions differed significantly from their previous reports were asked %o
give the reassons for the chenge. These ressons, together with the reasons
given by the 32 fermers whose December msil reports differed significantly
from earlier reports, sre summerized in tables 34, 35, snd 36 below.

Table 34 LAND IN FAR!1 IN DECEMBER DIFFERENT FROM JULY
Reason ' Number Reports
1, Reported crop lasnd only in July 39
2. Operstes more then one ferm 12
3. Did not include rented land in one of the reports 10
4, Chenged ferm size (bought, sold, moved, etc.) 10
5. ifiscelleneous 6
Total L 77

Table 35 ACRES COTTON HARVESTED DECEMBER DIFFERENT FROM SEPTEUBER

Reason . Number Reports
1. Messured scres differed from September estimste. 11
2. Operates more then one farm 2
3. Abandonment differed from September estimate. 3
4, Rented lsnd not included. 4
5. Miscellaneous 3

Total 23
Table 36 DECEMBLR PRODUCTION DIFFERENT FROM PREVIOUS REPORTS
- A, HORE : B. LESS
Reason No. Reports iReason No. Reports
1. Rsin when needed 9 :1, Drought 13
2. Lete cotton msde good crop 4 32, Heavy weevil demege 3
3. Under-estimated 19 :3., Over~-estimsted 6
4, Miscellsneous * 5 14, Miscellaneous * 2

Totel 87 2 Totel 24
* Including reports on different unit in December compsred with esrilier

months,

Teble 34 emphesizes the importsnce of asking for more detsiled in-
formstion on the fsrm unit such ss"crop land," land "rented in" and "rented
out" if we sre to get the correct "lond in farm" figures for use in our ex-
pansions. The major reason given in table 35 for differences betwsen the
estime tes of acres for harvest in September and December is that the PMA
mea surements were available in December. This mey indicate the need for
further investigetion s to the significance of response errors in farmers!
acreage reports.

Since the crop turned out better then expected esrlier in the season
it is logicsl thet many farmers would say they under-estimated the crop as
irdicsted in table 36. However, the comments obtained by the interviewers
A~ not shed much light s to the reason for this under-estimation. This
s.. gy points up the need for further investigation as to the reassons for
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chenges in yield prospects such ss the westhser during the psst month, stege of

meturity of the crop and cultursl practices. It also emphasizes the urgency of
meking further efforts towerd developing objective measurements for forecasting

yields early in the season.
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