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CHAPTER I. DJTRODUCTION 

Cottonseed as a aste Product 

Cottonseed, a subordinate joint-product to production of lint cot­

ton, was formerly regarded as a nuisance bJ' all individuals connected 

with the cotton industry, but a 11ecessary evil indispensable in the 

production of cotton lint. In fact, with the increase in production 

after 1850 the disposal. ot the bul.]q raw seed became a problem. Cotton­

seed was utilized primarily as seed to plant, secondarily as fertilizer 

by the thrifty farmer, and lastly as a food largely for catUe and sheep. 

In some of the new states ving new fertile soils the seed was some-

t es thrown into rivers, buried, burned, or otherwise disposed ot in 
"JI 

the easiest way possible. 

Seed disposition became so acute that it was necessary to employ 

legal measures to solve the problem. The following quotation from the 
zj 

Revised Code ot ssisaipp1, 1869 is an uample o-t how forced 

disposition ot cottonseed at times was acoomplisheds 

"Article 18. ery owner or proprietor of &JlT cotton-gin 
erected w1 thin a mile ot any city, town, or village, is hereby 
required to remove or destroy all cottonseed which may tall from 
such gins, so that the same shall not prejudice the health of 
the 1Dbab1tants o£ such city, town, or village, am every person 
being an owner or proprietor ot a cotton-gin ai tua tad as af'or~ 
said who aball neglect or retuae to remove or destroy the cotton­
seed in and about such gin, having received f'ive days notice, 
aball torreit and pa7 the sum ot $20 tor every da7 he or she 
shall neglect or retuae to remove or destroy the cottonseed as 
ator8fJ8.id, t.o be recovered by warrant 1n the name ot the State 
before any justice of the peace of the proper county for the 
use and benefit of said county. 

JI a. • Kilgore, Ila Feed,jpg Value~ cottonseed Products, United 
States Department of Agriculture Experiment Station Bulletin .No . 
55, p .. 385. 

'Zif C81l8UB of Jlanldactures 1900, Volume II, Part III, United States 
Depa.rtment or Commerce, Bureau of census, P• 588. 



"Article 19. No person who sh.all be th$ owner- or proprietor 
of any cotton-gin shall be authorized to throw or permit to be 
thrown the eottonseed. from such gin ~to any rivet>, creek, or other· 
stream o:t: wa:ter which may be used by 'the i:nhab1tants tor dr~ttld?Jg 
o.r i'isbing therein, am any person offending herein shall forfeit 
alld. pay for ev~ry such offence the sum of $200 to be recovered in 
a.111 count.y of competent Jurisdiction, by action of d,ebt or informs.-. 
tion in the name of any p.ereon who will sue .tor the same, one moiet7 
thereof to sueh person and the other tnoiety to the county in which 
the offence occurred." 

Fo:rtunatel1, from the standpoint of the Southern ec.onomy;; and the 

:additional impetus given to cotton pr.oduction by the, removal of such a 

para.site from th.e cotton industl."1, research workers diEJoovered the in­

trinsic value of tho cottonaeed; first as a fertilizer,. then as a food 

tor man and beast. Many o:t these dieeoveries were accidental or re-

sulted from informal obsenations by those closely coxmected with the 

iDdustry. Howev,er, these, findings were insignificant since a majority 
l 

o.t the discoveries, were irade by individuals when conducting controlled 
II 

~intents.· 

The val.ue of cottonseed prior to the advent ot th.e cottonseed 

crushing irnustr:y ftS determined by the demand tor planting seed. Al­

though this demand was relatively small, (Hammond estimated this as 7 

percent ot the total seed produeed. in 1896) seed sold on the average fo~ y 
ap:pro:ximatel.7 12.s cents per bushel. Farmers who practiced pure seed 

production were able to obtain a higher prioe, but it seems that no one 

sold planting seed for less. Very likely the individual would need to 

pro·vide storage space in addition to ·that needed for his own and 12.s 

cents was the minilnum price necessary to induce the individual to 

W Roberts. Curtis, Qettonse~d Meal, Roberts. Curtis Publishing 
Company~ 19581 PP• 18-55. 

~ Q9tt9y FrQ.duction, Special Reports, Bureau of Census, United States 
Department ot Interior, Tenth Census, 1880, Volume VI, Part II. 
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provide these£ cilities . Cotton oil mills complained in theil" reporta 

to the Bur u or Census of 1880 that the small white f. er and negroes 

seldo saved any seed to plant . Theref'ore, the sand the larger 

fa era were forced to provide this arvice. 

The cottonseed crushing industry s established primarily to pro­

duce oil. olesale prices of cottonseed oil (Pr e S er Yellow) in 
fv 

New York averaged 7.6 cents per pound fo th year 1875. Although 

7 .6 cents is not an abnormally high price when co pared to an average 
§/ 

or 8 . 9 cents tor th period 1954-1958, cru.s 11&.s very profitable. 

1'fhile the cottonseed may cost the mill 50 to 40 dollars per ton f . o. b. 

gin house at present, seed cost 8 to 12 dollars per ton deliver to 
11 

mill as late as 1881. Although technique or extraction were crude, 

the returns to the imustry ere v high. These high returns were 

possible as t ials used i n manufacturing were relatively cheap. 

lls ere oot dependent upon returns f'rom oil to caver the entire 

coat in their infancy. Feeding of cottonseed meal s negligible or 

non-existent. It , ho ever, readily disposed of in the market as a 
y 

fertilizer, although reports indicate obj ctions even for such a 

use. 

§/ G. • Weber, and c. L. ilsbere, American Veigtabl.e-ShQl'tening lD­
dustry, Palo Alto, Stam' ro University Press, 1954, P• 345. 

§/ Yearbook~ Agriculture, 1940, United States pe. ent ot Agri­
cultur, p. 137. 

1/ Harry Hammond, .'.!hQ Hanij]1ng mid ~ .2f Cot ton, United States De­
partment of Agriculture Experiment Station Bulletin No . 55 . p. S73. 

§/ ~- p . 577 . 



The state inspector of Georgia, in 18761 was reported to have refused 

to certify a fertilizer as standard because it contained cottonseed 
ii 

meal. 

The cottonseed crushing industry was be~}'! the eskblisru.nent 
. !Qt 

0£ a mill in Colm.tbia, South Carolina in 1826. Just as this tiill 

was the beginning of an industry, it was also the :first of a suceession, 

of failures, attributable variously to bad management, poor construe-

tion, and a shortage of seed to crush, because only one mill located 

at Natches, Mississippi was operating in 1851, and s. single mill was in 

operation at Hew Orleans in 1847. This latter uill evidently met with 

the same oo.d end as the others had previously since a Mr. Good 0£ that 

city received only a small vial of' oil as his share of a $121 000 

investment. 

Later attempts to establish the industry met with greater success 

as shown by Hammond 1s record of instances of mills declaring dividends . w 
as high as 60 percent prior to 1896. 

Or~d.Ilimtion and Gror-fttl of the Cottonsenl 
Crushing Industry 

'.rype or organization oft.he cottonseed crushing industry :followed 

the general pattern of the steel and petroleum industries wit.h horizon-

tul and vertical integration. The annual report o.f the American Cotton 

Oil Company £or 1891 gave t.he combined capital as 54 millions of' dol-

la.rs. And according to the census of 1690 there were 119 mills in 

..------------------------------..-------~--~---·---.--·~----~·-------
w Hammond. QB. W• p. 578. 

w Hammond. QR. Slit. p. 366. 

w liammom,. .QP. • .QU. P• 575 • 

4 
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Co pe.ny. So o.f the earlier historians of the industry- co tended that 

the large co hi.nation a essential to the dev o ent of the industry. 

Opposit vie ere held by others and in a survey of prices, disposi-

tion, and utilizatio of the seed by the Bur u of Census in 1890 co 

plaints were mnde of the combination and charges ot collusion w1 

transportation geno1es agains.t the industry. These opinions evidentl 

ere only pas ive at the ti.ne, yet they r ined perhaps as grounds for 

suspicion because in 19'J8, iIJdustr;y underwent congressional 

vesti tion. he eral Co e ion' s Report, h01l'ever, refUted 

all cbargeo of conspiracy in restraint of trade or of unfair trade w 
practices . The Co ssion also stated. the. t these concerns occupi ed 

no monopolistic positions, at 1 at in any large terri • 

:re cottonseed industcy ba.d jus begun to approach a sffl!lblance or 
1 t present size in 1890 en 119 mills ere 1n ope tion. At the clos 

of the century it had increased 500 percent over that of 1890 but did 

not reach the p or expansion until 1914 when 872 mills were reported 

by the census. Since tlut date the number of 1 s has deer sed b :t. 

the ount of seed crushed bas increased as ell as the value or e 

products. In 1890 or the 119 
W' 

located in the South. Thes 

in operation in 1894-9&:., as 'the cost of transportation had brought the 

W Senate Docum.ent Bo. 209, 71st CC>l'lgl" ea Second Session. 

J:§1 Census of aetures, 1890, Vol e VI., Part I, p . 258. Three ot 
these tdlls ere i ew York, one each in O o Rhod Island. 



mills to the seed." After cotton e oil became the principal i.Dgredi-

ent of compounds, t of the ref'ineries ere reestablished in the 

South. 

The Economic Significance of the Inco e fro 
from Cottonseed to th South 

The er tion of n econo c good fro a waste product ha.a brought 

to the South a f enterprise second only to cotton. The relative 1.m-

portanoe of cottonseed in the sou em t eao omy i:, soertained by 

comparison of the cash inco e fro the principal cash crop . ( able 1). 

In 18 years, 1919 to 1 56, e cash inoo fr cottonseed e 

seco to cotto lint and e xceeded cotton m wheat 

't.he other f iv y s . In a even y of the period, 1919 to l , the 

inco from cottonse gr ter than the co bined cash inco e 

o the small grain crops- t, corn, oats, barley, and rye. This 

indicates t the cash inoo e tro se a become highly significant 

in rec nt y 1 s . s signifi ce is further in.ii 

so of e index of pure sing pow r for grains 

Oklaho for ese years . (Se able l). 

,;, compe.ri-

cottonseed in 

It Oklaho can be used as a fair pl of d nd for cottonseed 

or cottonse.ed meal, it ould s that the demand for cottonseod com-

ed. very favorably wi that of s 

purchasing power. 

grains El68Ut'ed int ot 

Purpose a.nd Scope of Study 

The object or this et~ s discover the factors affecting the 

llB.rketing of cottonseed and cottonseed price in the local markets or 
western Oklahoma . From the foregoing introduction 1 t i evident tba t 



T ble l • Total Cash Farm Inco e Received by the Eleven Principal Cotton Growing 
States from Cotton, Cottonseed, and Small Grain Crops, 1919-1936 JI 

(000) 

Year 1 Cotton : Cottonseed I eat I Corn I Oata : Barl!l I !!le I Total Small Grains 

(Dollars) 

1956 715,201 151,164 61,628 24,589 4,920 493 653 92,285 
1955 580,835 97,747 50,822 17,576 6,400 559 637 75,994 
1934 717,225 98,010 58,227 ll,881 6,1'2 549 566 76,564 
1953 510,216 46,670 38,297 11,155 3,726 526 007 55,991 
1932 406,SSS 40,'112 30,242 13,243 5,743 430 594 48,052 
1931 454,776 39,297 '6,763 14,642 6,4'12 615 S60 67,850 
1930 692,738 92,Ml 68,418 21,525 6,594 649 579 87,565 
1929 1,504,320 14S,Ol2 98,715 25,403 5,908 1,007 530 151,565 
1928 1,252,613 153,545 107,615 37,001 e,na 1,1sa 712 155,262 
1927 l,314,1566 l49,75l 101,616 46,812 12,551 1,204 9S8 l63,l2l 
1926 1,oe1,s1e 124,537 140,450 23,59'1 12,20s 1,701 969 178,920 
1925 1,662,840 156,707 ao,149 29,690 9,262 100 992 120,795 
1924 1,479,109 136,776 1061666 S0,867 14,702 1,692 791 15S,708 
1925 1,us,soo ll8,237 76,968 26,236 9,224 905 788 115,121 
1922 1,042,089 86,71l 76,39' 31,438 7,829 622 8S2 117,115 
1921 764,656 81,078 J.S0,669 29,9'S 9,llA 606 993 171,215 
1920 11 3158,SOO lD'l,223 235,697 49,~9 29,917 1,616 2,820 519,619 
1919 2,007,359 239,910 290,~3 44,494 25,954 1,260 2,922 563,403 

SOURCE: Ipqoma Parfu m Aa:iculture, Part I, Parm InoC11e, Sections 1, 51 7, 91 10, United States De­
partment of Agriculture, Bureau ot Agricultural. onomics; Agricultural Adjustment Administration 
and Bureau of Home F.aonomics. 

l/ The eleven states are: Okla.home., Tems, ssouri, Arkan s, Louisiana, s1ssipp11 Tennessee, 
Alabama• Georgia, orth Carollm, and South Carolina. 



there are many ramifications inherrmt in the induatry that must be con­

sidered. The cottonseed irxlustry (processing) can best be character­

ized by the term monopoly when describing the type of organization and 

oligopsony when referring to the industry's influence i::1 the market. 

It is beyond the scope of this po.per to attempt an aw.lysis of th2se 

influences in the market and their effects on fa:rm prices. But an at­

tempt is made to analyze objectively the economic .forces that govern 

the prices that can be or a.re paid for the raw product, cottonseed, and 

farm prices are studied in their relationship to marketing practices 

and marketing agencies. 

Procedure 

Historieal material relative to the eottonaeed industry has been 

assembled at varioua times in heterogeneous reports. From these re­

ports data. pertaining to the origin of the industry were secured, and 

form the msie for this brief historical summal'y which it is hoped will 

furnish a perspective of' the problems within tl1e in:lustry. 

Cottonseed when processed produces four separate and distinct by­

:products-oil, meal, lintere and hulls. The demand for cottonseed is a 

,composite demand for the four by-products. However, because o.f the 

high relative values of oil and meal compared to hulls and linters the 

supply-demand relationship fo:r these two products and competing pro­

ducts were considered. 

It was necessary to supplement price, demand, and supply da.ta. 

available with current material for the area studied. Additional 

material was necessary particularly when studying local marketing and 

'JUa.rketing practices. 

8 



To simplify the problem of price analysis the southwest counties 

of Oklaho were arbitrarily divided into to groups, am for lack or 
racter-

9 

re descriptive term, that ould be indicative of their 
ll/ 

istics, the to groups were designated southern am northern counties . 

However, various tac-tors ere used in setting up the two gro ps . The 

primary co ideration wa that th southern counties ould ore likely 

be influenced by mill prices at ort orth, mas while it s antici-

pated that the prices in the other groups o 

Oklaho City rather than in Fort orth • 

renect the de in 

This was substantiated when a check on the location or s to 

which the gins, cooperating in the price study, sol seed during th 

two seasons. In addition to the above factor, the counties dif'tered 

in the percentage of total cultivated la.nd in cotton. The southern 
1§1 

counties had 24. 5 percent and the no em countie 20 .1 percent. 

It was felt that if in any event the ket o ·ganization s re 

developed a break do on this basis would reveal ueh a situation, 

and assist in isolat' this factor in the price analysis. F prices, 

gin prices to .farmers, and mill pricee to gins for the seasons ot 

1957-58 and 1938-39 were tak directly fro the records of the gins. 

Seventy-seven schedules were taken in 1957-56 and 60 in 1958-59. 

eek.].y averae;e price s first calculated fo.r e two 

groupe for both 11 and prices. Th nge in prices s 

W Southern Countie : Co che, Cotton, Gr r, Jackson, Jeff raon, 
Kiowa, Stephens, TUJmen, nd Harmon. 

orthern Counties: Beckha, Blaine, Caddo, Canadian, Custer, 
D ey, G in, Q , ,cCJain, :urray, ,ashita, and oger .rlills . 

J.2/ Census of Aericulture, Vol I , 1955, Bureau of Censua, United 
States Department of Co erce. 
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established more to clearly present the dispersion. All trends were 

caJ.oula ted by the least squares method using only one variable. After 

establishment of the trend of prices for cottonseed, cottonseed oil, 

and cottonseed cake, e.ctual p1•ices were expressed as a percentage of 

the trelld value. This enabled an analysis on a comparable 'oosis of 

priee changes for the three products to be made. 



I joint rod , tor 

consider nui e th prod tio of lint cotto 

stablish c enterpr1 befor 

•s given toward e develo nt of cot to ed inluetry. 

cotton product on snot r ta.rd for ck of cotto tio 

s n 1.nduetrial product. In 1790 the United State . produ.c 7 ,ooo 

s (400 pounds ei t) 

cottona 

lint cotton produc • It 

tter of spec t1on to 

th la ot a ket tor cottons 

duction. Th ttect might 

t to ew.luat the intluenc or 
~ion of cot n pro­

in low r pric. for cot ton . 

lint, but this is h1ghly doubtful . Th e period fro 1800 to l 14 

descri as on suppl.J' for 

lint, not 

but becaus th potent 

dditioml 1.ncomo fro cot tonse•~ t have 1mrtiasad the 1.ncentiv 

for iDYeating pit.al in cotton pl"Oduat.ion ua a 

ut.hern gri 

would ve en negllg:1.ble tor cotto eed could nufactured eco 

~ oncy when it could be ported to mills at a very co • 

'11 cottop ataf4stiqa al .... ao1111. 
state Deportment of A.gricultur , 
1932. 

iJ John A. Todd, 

ODO C , 

e 



Table 2. Sales and Cash Incame 1'rcll. Cotton Lint 
and Cottonseed, Oklahoa, l9l0-l~ 

Calendar I :Average Prices Income : : Average Price: Income I Percent Cottonseed 
Iaa.r 

:l.910 
1911 
1912 
191.S 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 

1920 
1921 
1922 
1925 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 

1930 
1931 
1932 
19.33 
19M 
1935 
lsa6 
1957 

SOURCE: 

I Sales: Per Pound I from t Sa1e Per Tcm t from 1 IDC011e is of Cotton 
i cotton ' Cotton • . cottomeed : Cot;tonaeed ; J:1 pt lP99PJe I I 

(1.000 
Be.lea) (Centa) 

(1,000 
Dollars) 

(1.000 
Tons) {Dollsrs) 

(1,000 
Dollars) (Percent) 

828 is.4 ss.204 283 20.96 5,936 l0.75 
997 10.0 50,055 255 is.es 4,.052 6.09 

1,022 10.5 SS,456 Sl0 1s.m 5,166 9.67 
886 ll.9 52,679 227 20.«> 4,629 e.79 

l,006 7.5 37,540 S83 12.m 4,805 12.ao 
55 9.2 45,9&> 246 21.as s,ase 15.56 

84.6 16.0 67,590 S26 42.«> l.S,8l.4 20.44 
9S7 24.4 114,168 522 61.?l 19,878 17.'1 
698 27.9 as,236 195 62.45 l2,184r 14.64 
956 ss.1 161,101 275 60.91. 16,610 10.s1 

955 19.9 94,.asl 560 28.01. 10,092 · 10,64 
936 u.s. 55,724 250 21.45 S,S67 9,99 
68,5 20.2 69,Sl7 169 21.12 4,,625 6.61 
672 27.7 95,280 150 5a.es 5,809 6.25 

l.MS 22.6 151,741 477 Z52.l6 15,MO 10.n 
1,733 20.0 17S,-Bl4 566 29.68 16,754 9.64 
1,410 n.a 85,195 SS7 l?.70 9,508 ll,43 
l,Ml 17.1 114,567 457 so.e 13,940 12.19 
1~055 17,8 92,001 582 i3.C4 12,618 J.S.72 
1.u4 16.B 118,687 360 51.13 11,194 9.43 

860 9.6 40,721 240 25.a:> 5,719 14.04 
1,166 5.4 Sl,S97 324. 8.57 2/T79 a.es 
1,114 5.7 31,568 557 a.~ 3 1091 9.79 
1,087 18,6 46,746 364 10.m 5,666 7.34 

640 ll.7 37,471 95 32.0I 2,967 7.91 
514 10.7 27.469 162 50.0& 4,875 17.74 
557 10.a 19,231 96 29.32 2,812 14.62 
68' 7.4 25,222 266 17.~ 4,748 18.96 

Jmqme Par1t:r m Agriculture. P 1. Income. Section 1. Income fi2m Cotton ABl Cottonseed, 
Bureau of Agricultural conom1cs, Agrieult"ural. Adjustment Adm1.nistration, ~eau of Ho e Economics, 
United States Department o:t Agriculture, 1938. 
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The census or 1860 gives the price of cottonseed delivered at the mills 

aa .oo per ton. It producers sold directly to the mills the net in­

co e tro the seed would have been insignif'1cant. The price or cotton 

in 1860 s 12.3 cents per pound and averaged ll.4 cents for the decade 
'V 

prior to 1860. However, the relationship between income tro cotton 

lint and cottonseed changed materially after 1860. In the period 1909 

to 1957 the cash inco e to producers fro the sale of seed ranged from 

a.a percent of lint i.noome to 20 .2 percent. The odal inco e s 11.5 

percent. (Table 2 ) • 

A Brief Review or ly Attempts to Process Cottonseed 

It snot until 1783 that aey- thought s given to the possibll­

i ties of producing usef'ul. products fro cottonseed. A cask of seed 

s brought fro the est Indies and presented to the Society of Arts, 

London, f.ngland, then engaged, as ever since, in the eucouragement of 
~ 

arts, actures, and erce. 

It seems that the ociety wa impressed by the potential poesi-

bilities of the seed aa a source or a desirable vegetable oil and as a 

eal for cattle feed o.ftered prizes to 8.D1' individua.l who would suc-
fl/ 

cessf'ully procure fro the s ed. given quantity of the by-products. 

V cotton statistics am ~~a. ~ m. AgricultllrM, 2rkera • 
.QJ2. ill• 

w Robert s. Curtis, Cottonseed 
19581 PP• 15-21. 

~ IQW. p. 21. 

Origin, Histor;x:, Researcl1, 
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The offer made b,y the Society is as foll Bl 

The Society being informed that a considerable quantity o~ oil 
can be obtained from the seed ot cotton, and that after the expres­
sion of the oil, the r ining cake will afford strong barty food 
tor catUe, and likewise that the operation can be applied to the 
mill tor cane sugar, and rked in the~ sea.son, at erate 
expense,_ have resolved, for th foregoing reasons, t the pro­
curing ot oil tro the seed of cotton is the proper object of a 
premim, considered as an encom-agement tor planters to extend the 
cultivation ot cotton, as an article essentie1J7 requisite to in­
crease the manufacture o-f that co ity in this country-(England). 

It 1s significant that the Soci ty not only shed to obtain th 

b,y-products of the seed, but they con idered t ta rket for the seed 

would encourage planters to extend the area of cot n cultivation which 

was needed to increase textil manufacturing in 1':ngland t that time. 

The above offer was e to planter in the est Indies did not ap-

ply to the rebellious colonies on the continent ot America . Curtis 

states that no one ever came torth to cl.a the prize and seemed to 

think the quantity to be produced proba.bl defeated any att pt . 

After the unsu.ccesstul ef'f'orts of the Society ot Arts, nutactures 

and Commerce to encourage the cottonseed proce ing industry the subject 

s almost forgotten for a. generation. The f'irst mill to successfully 

express oil fro seed was erected and operated in 1826 at Col umbia, 
~ 

South Carolina by Benjamin • umerous attempts were de during 

the next forty years some of which were partialfy successful. but at ot 

them were financial failures. 

The Growth nd Develo en of the Cottonseed Industry 

Fortunately, not all attempts were failures, and in 1860 there 

were seven establisbllants tor the processing of cottonseed in th United 

§/ Cottonseed .a.&IO .lio Produqts, United States Department of Agriculture 
Farmers. Bulletin o 36. 



'JI 
States. tvideDtly the industr)" s not only retarded during the Civil 

ar 1n the South but retracted for there were on1¥ tour mills in tb.e 

South in 1867. The 1.mustry eventually recovered its for er sta tua and 

continued to expand. The Censua of :ufacture.s for 1870 and 1880 

en erates 26 and 45 m1lls, re.speetively, for thes years . But it was 

15 

only after the latter date that the cottonseed industry began a program 

or e2pansion which resembles the industry' today. he next two decades 

saw an increase of approximatel7 510 percent in the number of stabllah-

enta, but the grea teat increase was from 1900 to 1905 when the nUJllber 
§/ 

of establishments increased fro S69 to 715. 

The phenomeml increase in the n bar of plants was probably due 

to an incraa of the number or small establishments in the interior 

after the construction ot railroads. The nuaber of tons ot cottonseed 

crushed did not increase in the e proportion as the n1llllber of plants, 

as the value of products did t increase in the same proportion to the 

n ber of plants. The va.l.ue of all products was million dollars in 

1890, 59 milllon in 1900, am 96 million dollars in 1905. A large 

aha.re of the relative decree.ea in the '98.lue of all products anuf'aetured 

from eotto.nseed can be attributed to a decrease in the price level of 
al 

the by-products or cottonaeed. Cottomeed meal was valued at 1 .35 

in 1875 but onl.7 $20.42 in 1905. In the meantime cottonseed oil prices 

decree..sed .1"rom six cents to three cent a. The reduction in price 11&1' 

1/ Cenaue ot Ms.nuraoturea, 1860, United States Department ot Interior, 
Bm-•u ot Cell8tUI, p. 7S9. 

§/ Ceneua of Manutactures, Part III, 1905, United ta.tea Department of 
C ere and Labor, Bureau of Cenaua, PP• 538-659. 

j/ Bulletin No. 1641 Bureau of Census, Department of Colllllerce, pp. 68-
69. 
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have been the result ot prov ant 1n the technique or nu!acturing. 

all probability increased production toroed the oil into new markets 

where it had to co pete with ch ply produo vegetable oil. Prior to 

this time its chief competition in the ket was trom lard. 

J. abort description ot the dnelopment of the induatry would be 

iDcomplete without a discussion of the integration of the 1Ddustr7. As 

earl7 as 1891 the report of the American Cotton Oil Co pany shows that 

with a capital ot SS,761,700 this compa?O" owned 72 cotton-oil mills, 

1-5 ref'inerie:,, four lard and oottelene plants, nina s p factories, 15 

cotton gins, three cotton compreases, two fertilizer m1:dng plants; one 

ocean tank steamer, 5S5 oil-tank care, 23 box cars, am one barrel car 
lQ/ 

in addition to products in inventoey and real state. The integratio 

' of the industrial organisation bas contimied, but probabl.7 not to the 

same extent as was rf!ported by the A11er1C8ll Cotton Oil Oompa.111'. A re­

port of the Federal Trade Commission relatiTe to charges of conapirac7 
' 

in Restraint ot Trade or of Untair Practices, March 5, 1928, shows that 

chains of mills wer operated by the following companies: Southern Cot­

ton Oil CoillJl&lV, 49 mills; tional Cottonseed Product Corpo.ration, 19 

11lills, Buckeye Cotton Oil CompaQT (Proctor and Gamble Compa.ey), nine 

milla; Choctaw Cotton Oil Compat11', 11 mills; Chickaaba. Cotton Oil Com-

pan;r, eight millsJ Southland Cotton Oil Compa1J1', nine s J Internation-

al Vegetable Oil Compa.nr, six mills; and Swift and Compan;y, five mille. 

Ko mention was de ot related industries co trolled b7 these companies. 

Thia analytic industry which takes one raw product and converts it 

into ssveral so-called by-products is con.i.~onted 'With the problem of mar­

keting not only one product but maIJY some of which can be sold directly 

griew.ture 



l'I 

to the cons er without very additio effort. Bu.t the oil is 

still in crud st.a~ nd r uires r f.i.Jling before it is suitable for 

the Jority of its uses. ' he ratio bet the ues of th by-

1, produots, cottonseed oil and 

fro the standpoint of value, fro sea on to season, t the 

gener relationship betw en the valua of oil am or o to one 

predominates. There have peen irregular fluctuations in this ratio. 

For instance, in 1897, 1898, and 1899, the aggregate value of the eal 

was worth more than the oil. This also occurred e.ga:Ln in 1906 which 

was a result of a sharp decline in oil prices and almost a stationary 

price level for meal. (Table S). 

The growth of the, industry after being economicall1' established 

depended i.Diirectly upon industry to furnish chineey capable of re-

covering a large percentage of' the recoverable by-products. This was 

not possible when machinery adapted to other uses was used such as the 

mill for sugar cane as advocated by the Society of Arts, · ufactures, 

and Commerce for the planters of the est Indiea. Cotto-nseed. oil 

m:IJJing although seasonal 1n nature did not develop as an employer or 

labor du.ring the rainy o? slack season on th cotton and sugar plant.a-

tions as the Society had hoped. 

Co par son of the ly Industry and the Industry Today 

A letter addre sed to th lliitor of the Cotton Oil Press, April ll, 

1927 b7' Henry J. Parrish, nager of the Ciayso Oil 
' 

hi , 

Tennessee tells so e ot the dU'ficult1es en.co tered by the indust • 

ll/ The Cotton Oil r ss, Vol. I, 
25. See Appendix. 

Y, 1927, P• 
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TH 

ttoueed Cruahed, Uea am ted Val ot Crud 
'K%1::or1~ or Co Products, U.nlt.ed. ta tea, lS,S...19$8 

I t: 
t I PNd I Total I I q 

('Jil) (000 . I H a -.1 
: PS>Unnl I I (000 fmmdpl a 

l 8 8,426 s,szs 75.0 212 1,961 121,510 Z.8150 62,841 1,626 8,917 1,471 18,927 7,806 
l9S? 5,6ll ,,'98 81. 229 1,S&& 125,189 2,os1 66,7 1,1" 10,472 1,121 29_,739 s,n.s ,,12 1,817 80.1 161 1,16' 101, l,'13 ?SS 988 6,1568 '16 20,970 S,5'n 10 
1955 4,282 s,660 82.9 118 1,109 91,849 1,614 54,025 11 lD~ 805 21,606 6'95 
19M 5,eos 4.-157 11.6 11% 1,30S 48,409 1889 59,SU l,10 1,51.S 801 16,'90 21,189 7 
1933 5,782 4,621 • 8'I l~QS 4.'l,tM 2,09S 29 4S1 1,312 '681 74,J. 6,9Sl '4,427 lSl 
l 7,602 ,328 70.l 10 11691 57,5'6 2 401 as,crn 1,511 $,211 8?6 6,691 '1,018 215 
l9U 6,191 ,.,m 76.l. 170 l,"2 91,638 2 165 58,625 l,S04 10,474 824 8,969 26, " 1 ,590 s,016 7 .l 229 1,572 ll4,89'l 2.232 82-2 1,ss. 12,l.OS 1,038 20,149 S11 998 170 
~ 6~ &,OSJ. '18.6 26 1,00. 135,k>6 2.282 90,'106 1,sss 12,8'2 1,oae 21,m 29.,W 286 
1928 6,718 4,664i so.a 248 1,4'1'1 152, 2,0 eo,saz l,S20 ,995 875- u,B'fa 61,470 SS2 
1 7 .,, 6,5>6 ;'18.9 240 1, 142:.t 2,840 72,C 1, 8,882 1,0Q. 16,68& 51,580 195 
1926. 7~ 5,658 rr. 256 1,617 l.SS,552 2,597 81,508 l, 1 12,6'9 110K 21,218 ,2SO SS8 
1925 6,061. ,, '16.1 2'l 1,404 126,165 2-126 '1 ,m Ul lJ,'149 858 21,268 53,26.1 ~ 
192, ~ &,SOS 75.6 l.fJ2 9S) 88, l.,618 59,SOO 941 12,ff? 6'0 22,007 S9,4l8 125 
l 4 S,2'1 74.S 173 1,003 ·8',tl.8 i.'87 59,0ST 9W ~200 91 17,l 64,292 221 
1922 zs,w S,008 85.2 J.a7 9SO n, l,S&S u.89a 1 8,9'9 892 6,619 91,616 266 
1921 5,971 4,069 68.l 16'1 1, I l,?86 58,298 l,2S6 10,069 ,606 285,268 w 
19m 5,0T4 4,0125 79.1 562 1,w 209,f 8 1,a1, ,OP l us ll,095 12,w 159,400 225 
l9l.9 5 4,,78 85.6 S8& 1,12$ 22?,UG 2,110 116,111 l,J.S7 17,917 910 22,228 78,710 158 
l !a 5,040 • 252 8' • l, 217,'°2 2,068 rw,ssz . 996 18,878 l.,096 26, 100,1a, 22 
191'7 S,11S ,. 19 f11.6 287 J..408 l.SS,U 2-225 f 581 9 13, 1,soo 45jl.9S 158,988 575 
1916 ' ,,202 8'.2 l.80 1,2ss fll,MO l,92.S SS,860 1.22() 12,5'0 26,120 266 512 S2 
1915 7,186 5,180 80.4 ~ 1,719 eo,uo 2,648 5?1 '140 1.677 e,'50 8$2 6,lSO Sl.8,S67 140 
191A ,S05 4.,'84 16.9 160 1,450 ,020 2,_220 69,&l.O l~.fOO ll,210 6Sl 7,830 192"963 400 
191! 6,1.0f. 4,579 '15.0 l.S2 1,593 69,100 1, 9 45.,970 l,Sf0 9,710 602 7,'50 ~15,233 564 
1912 6, 921 10.s lSl 1, 66, 2,151 49 no 1, 9, 556 5,1.60 S 9,471 647 
1911 5,1'15 4,106 79.S lG 1.250 00,4.$0 l,? 2 44.680 4m 11,&70 398 6,250 225,521 402 
!1910 '.t62 S,269 "IS.& 106 982 56,tso l,326 SS,910 l,289 9,810 ,,110 2225.,955 320 
l S,904 s,670 62.2 88 1,101 M, 1,492 .~ l,SSO 6,- M6 2,540 Z58S,1S5 t11$ 
1908 4.J52 2,565 61.8 86 m a ,$ 045 2S1 SOO 9'l'1 e, '10 268 2..920 5C11,G50 466 
1901 al& s"8'4 65.0 SM 1,153 ts,050 1.SGS !9,140 l,595 ,840 S22 ,550 n,,102 670 
l s,oeo a,w. 81. 66 9G 6~-'00 1,272 29,250 1,ias 6,llO 2SO 4,190 a,w 5SS 
1905 s.e21 S,HS 52.0 69 l,oo& n, 1, 21 710 i.ns s., 246 "-610 ,517 626 
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Ta.ble S. (Canti!Dled) co '.ARATIV DATA FOR THE CO'l'TORSEED llDUSTIY 

Estimated Quantity- of Cottonseed Cruebecl, Quantitiea am Estimated Value, or Crude Products Obtained, 
and bports of Cottonseed ProdlCts, United S tes, J.875-1958 

t ~gt&tonseed i: Crudt Cotton11!!:l froducta u EJmom 
Year: Produoed s Crushed i Percent: Total. Value s: : Cake ,,,, lsc) J H101n .. Cottopafed . . 

: (TVS) i (Tone) : Gruahech (000 : Qmnti t7 : Value t Quantityt Value Oil :Cake ancl eal 
000 T i Do p 

190& 4,716 3,241. 68.'1 74 914 S9,000 1,156 24,840 1,628 5,710 196 s,seo 217,605 410 
1903 5,092 3,269 64.2 71 922 ~,560 1,165 2:i,510 1,541 5,590 196 2,oso 267,S22 550 
1902 4,650 5,154 68.l 65 890 35,210 l.,!25 21,sao 1,-487 6,320 166 1,520 247,821 525 
1901 4.830 2,415 so.o 48 725 26,080 845 16,270 l,~9 3,990 143 1,890 370,176 629 
1900 4,668 2,479 53.l 42 7.00 21,590 884 16,030 l,169 3,190 il5 1,800 551,768 572 
1899 6,472 2,363 43.0 28 706 13,180 823 14,780 579,704 640 
1898 s,253 2,101 40.0 27 630 12,610 755 14,070 SOl,731 460 
1897 4,070 1,628 40.0 26 488 ll,720 570 14,540 205,992 1512 
1896 5,416 l,'35 42.0 20 430 ll,480 502 a,100 145,844 202 
1895 4,792 1,677 35.0 25 505 13,420 587 ll,450 158,908 245 
1894 s.s79 1,~ 50.0 28 429 16,600 501 11,900 112,187 
1893 3,185 1,050 ss.o 19 515 10,000 368 8,550 10,966 
lB~ 4,274 1,068 26.0 21 321. ll,540 S74 8,980 103,945 
1691 4,093 1,025 25.0 20 307 ll,460 558 8,s.&> 82,524 
1600 3 1495 8'74 25.0 16 26~ 10,130 306 6,270 100,383 
1809 5,510 794 24.0 20 238 13,980 278 6,590 20,100 
1888 S,291 823 25.0 17 247 11,520 288 5,610 SS,439 
188'/ 3,018 694 23.0 l 208 8,050 24S 4,770 30,504 
1886 3,045 578 19.0 11 174 6,710 202 4,260 46,801 
1885 2,625 499 19.0 10 150 6,980 174 3,490 47,732 
1884 2,639 396 15.0 10 ll9 6,020 138 s,aso 27,045 
1883 3,266 392 12.0 11 118 7,060 157 :5,580 S,117 
1882 2,455 295 12.0 8 88 5,420 105 2,960 5,352 
1881 3,059 182 6.0 6 55 2,770 64 1,840 25,830 
1880 2,616 235 9.0 6 71 5,670 82 1,970 52,483 
1879 2,268 181 a.o 4 54 2,400 64 1,410 40,144 
1878 2,148 l60 7.0 4 45 2,650 53 1,260 37,44! 
lffl 1,969 98 s.o 5 30 1,770 54 840 12,791 
1876 2,057 l.25 s.o ' 37 2,670 4S 1,500 2,10a 
1875 1,687 84 s.o 5 25 1,590 30 940 15,150 

SOUBCE: Cotton Production Alli J21stribution, Bulletins • 164 to 176, Bureau of Cenaua, United States Departaent of Comm,rce. 

J/ Relates to crop 0£ preceding~ r. 
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?Jr . Parrish's lotter pertains to the eighties when the lack of standard 

gauge for railroads made transportation difficult. He estimated tbat 

one-third or the seed was moved by each of the principal modes of 

tronsportation-,mter, rail, and by wagon. The aero cost the rrd.lls 

about $12.00 per ton delivered. All oil had to be barrelled as tank 

cars were not generally used. Uention is made of the first tank cars 

which wore sbippod by N. K. },airl:anlts Comp:iey in 1884. The c~ bad 

the tanks branded "Garden City- Dairy Compa?O" of Chicago." 

Concerning the ett"iciet1C7 ot the industry in 1681, llr. Parrieh 

wrote: 

The average yield of oil waa from S8 to 39 gallons (285 to 
292.5 pounds). The average meal per ton ns about 760 pounds, and 
the lint from a ton of seed •s a~ere troll 15 to 25 poUllds. 
This lint was a very fair staple and brought anywhere from 6* to 8 
cents per pound, in tact, nearly as rrruch as hill staple cotton 
(American Up-land). The ashes from the hulls were sold at ap­
proximately $20.oo per ton bl1t th.ere was seldom a mill ever made 
over a carload a see.son, and at that time a mill that received 
'7 .ooo or a,ooo toll8 seed a sea.son, had a very nice crush. Seed 
that were received f'rom the river, the mills f'urniahed the sa.cks 
and they were under their own brand, and no mill would take each 
others sacksl 

There was a great loss in these sacks as the mills in those 
days bought a double selvage~ big that cost 27 cents each 
and as the sacks were f'urnished free, the loas a.s about 55 per 
cent a season. The farmers used theI:1 for whatever needs they 
might require, making back bands, saddle blankets, chicken coops 
and SOJlle of the darkies used them for coats. 

The above is primarily or interest •hen used to coll\pare the effi­

ciency in the manufacturing of cottonseed b7-products in 1881 and 1958, 

whereae only 38 and 59 gallons of oil were recovered (285 and 292 

pounds) in 1881, the average for the United States in 1958 wa.a 510 

pounds. Equally- as great improvements were me.de in the amounts secured 

ot cake or meal, hulls• and linters. In 1958 the United States average 

was 896 pounds of meal, 514 pounds of hulls and 144 pounds of 



J&I 
linters. Th increase in linters cut tro the seed is not a result 

of higher prices for linters but of efforts to increase the amount o_! w 
oil recovered from the seed. en additional ounts of linters are 

cut fro the seed the quality of linters decreases and if 1 t were not 

for the fact that well linted seed makeis for econo cal mill operation 

it is pro'm.ble that "first cuts" only uld be produced . ,hen pric 
.lil 

for the"rirst cuts" in 1938 a.re compared with prices of llnters in 

1881 it is found that 1958 prices ar considerably lower. The average 

for the yee:r 1938 s 3 . 96 cents per poUlld. 

The cottonseed hulls are no long bur ed and the shes sold as 

fertilizer but are used as a feed roughage and compete in price with 

the cheaper grades of bay. 1885 feeding exper enta were reported 

conducted in mills in the vici.ni ty of phis, ew Orlean, ouston, 
w 

21 

a Little oc to asoer in the feed value in hulls. Rowever, in 

1896 ey ere still used as a fuel and t e shes later sold as 

fertilizer. 

e value of hulls s depement n their utility tuei. 

Co pared to a ton of hull a cord of ood has two and one-half times 

the fuel value and four a.nd one-third tons of hulls a.re equal to o e w 
ton o:t coal. Ir coal sold t . 50 a ton and wood at 2 .00 hulls 

W Cotton Production~ Distribution, l 9, Bulletin o. 177, 
Bureau of Ceneus, p. 47. 

W Cm-tis, .Q:u • .QU. p. aa. 

W Grade one or first outs i commonly referred to as "spinna.ble 
linter • 11 



would sell at 80 to 90 cents a ton. Because of the abundance of other 

types or f"U.el close at band, mills reporting to the Census Bureau ill 

1890 co plained of their custo ers' shortsigb.tncsa in refusing to haul 

the hull a.•Y fro the mills even though hulls were offered to th 

21 

free. ..-~-.,nd reports that the disposal of the hulls s an additional 

expense to lls. They were fore d to engage so e one to haul them to 

vacant lots here they became a soura of irritation to people who 

practiced grazing cows on these lot • 

Th general public l.earned of the feeding value of hulls as their 

stock ate t he hulls 1l'i thout uf f ering 111 eftects. In regard to the 

above, Hainmond says, that as the ockade of the N Orleans port during 

the Civil ar rendered "forage wi.th all other supplies very scarce, the 

ca.tile ere allowed, cautiously, to gratify their predilections for the 
l1I 

hulls, and no injury resulting, hulls beco e a staple stock feed." 

'Ihe use of hull-s as feed increased very slowly. Of the mills re-

porting to the Census 1n 1880, 16 of the 45 established reported selling 

ulle for feed. An lishman' report on th oil industry in America 

in 1887 gives the hulls as waste, but ond adds that a l ittle 

anterior to the date of the report--milla could not supply the demand." 

It seems that the mills were prici.ngihe hulls on the be.sis of f'uel value 

otherwise the demand would not have been so inaatiabl.e. 

Summary 

Cottonseed .s a ste product prior to 1860, a. fertilizer until 

Irl human food ever since. It be-

came a uable co ere 1 product after a demand had been er ted for 

171 Ha. nd, .QR. ~. p. 566 . 
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its component by-produots. The processing of these products involved 

many risks to the early enterpriser as the genera1 public was not a-.re 

of the uses of cottonseed and its by-products . llethods and techniques 

o! manufacturing, however, were developed or known long before arq 

at.tempt was made to process the cott onseed. 

The value of the raw cottonseed prior to the begitming o! the 

crushing industry was determined by the dent&nd for planting seed. Iatw 

the by-products of the cottonseed were valued on the basis of the ferti­

lisi31" constituents and use as a fuel . The third and final. value 

relationship •11 established when the meal was used aa a protein sup­

plement in feeding rations, the oil as the principal i ngredient in 

compounds, the linters as a source or cellulose, and hulls as a roughage 

for livestock. 
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CHAPTER III . PRODUCERS' MARKETS FOR COTTONSEED 
IN OKLAHOMA 

The producers' market s tor cottonseed in Oklahoma are the local 

gins serving the territory, which buy almost all of the seed sold by' 

the producers. Cottonseed oil mill superintendents, in response to a 

questionnaire, estimated the amount purchased direct from producers to 

be l ess than one-tenth of one percent. This small amount is the re-

mainder or the planting seed not needed to plant the current crop. 

However, the distance to the cottonseed mills 11.mits the extent of this 

market, and the seed is generally fed to livestock it' adequate storage 

is not available to keep the seed for the next crop. 

Factors Affecting Storage of Seed on Farms 

Storage of cottonseed on the average farm is not feasible because 

ot the bulkiness 0£ the seed. Compared to the requirement for wheat 

storage of 1 2/3 cubic feet per 100 pounds, cottonseed requires 3 3/4 

cubic feet; consequently, very little seed is stored for future sale 

except by those producers who produce planting seed for sale in the 

spring. (Table • ) • The value of cottonseed inventory, on farms on 

January 1 in Oklahoma, expressed as a percentage of seed sal es varied 

from 25 . 5 percent in 1920 to as low as one-tenth of one percent in 1922 • 

However, these are exceptional cases as the average f or the periods 

1909 to 1919 and 1920 to 1929 were 7.3 and 9. 8 percent, r espectively, 

while the average value of the inventory expressed as a percentage of 

sales f'rom l9SO to 1958 inclusive 1'9.S only 6.o percent. It is custom-

ary for producers to keep enough seed to plant the crop at least twice; 



Table , • Sales and Cash Income rrom Cottonseed, Quantity and 
Value of Cottonseed on Farms in Oklahoma, and Inventory 

Jallll8.l"71, Expressed as a. Percentage of Sales of the 
Preceding Y , 1910- 1958 

I : Co~tonseed Inyen;torx, Januarz l 
I : Value of 

25 

Year: Cotton-: Average: 
s-eed : Price: 

: Sold Per Ton: . • : t 

Cash : Quantity: Price 
Income : : Per 

; : TV 
: Value : Cottonseed 

:Inventory as 
: of Percent 
; of Sples 

1910 
1911 
1912 
1915 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1925 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 
1954 
195S 
1936 
1957 
1958 

(1, 000 (1, 000 (1, 000 (1, 000 
Tons) (Dollars) Dollars) Tons) (Dollars) Dollars) 

28S 
255 
510 
227 
585 
246 
326 
S22 
195 
275 
560 
250 
169 
150 
477 
566 
557 
457 
582 
560 
240 
~24 
557 
554 

95 
162 

96 
266 E/ 

20. 98 
15.86 
16.66 
20 .40 
12. 55 
27 . 83 
42 .40 
61 . 77 
62.45 
60 . 91 
28. 0l 
21. 45 
27 . 32 
58.65 
52.16 
29 .58 
17.70 
:50 .49 
55 .04 
51 .l.3 
25 . 80 
8. 57 
a.es 

10. 56 
52 .04 
50. 04 
29 .S2 
17 .98 

5, 936 
4, 052 
5,166 
4, 629 
4, 805 
6, 838 

13, 814 
19,878 
12,184 
16, 610 
10,092 

5,567 
4, 625 
5, 809 

15, 540 
16,754 

9, 508 
15,940 
12,618 
ll,194 

5, 719 
2,779 
5,091 
5, 666 
2,967 
4, 875 
2, 812 
5, 779 
3,355 

s.s 
7.4 

51 . 9 
16. 8 

9 . 9 
47 .o 
21 .5 
s.s 

25.8 
15.7 
71.0 

100 . 6 
o.4 
1.2 

10. 9 
31. 9 
36 .5 

128. 3 
22.1 
29 .2 
15. 6 

5.3 
23 .0 
10.7 
7. 8 
s.2 

23 . 9 
1 .0 

23 .1 

24. 50 
20. 80 
15.75 
17 .90 
20 . 00 
14.10 
33 . 00 
51.00 
62 .40 
61.00 
59.30 
17.00 
21 .00 
38 .00 
42 . 50 
32'". SO 
26 . 20 
14.40 
38. 00 
55. 00 
31.00 
22 .00 
10.10 

7 . 60 
12 . 90 
58 .00 
00. 00 
50. 00 
1a.oo 

13,700 
154 

s,020 
301 
198 
665 
705 
286 

1,485 
836 

4,210 
1,710 

8 
46 

465 
1,057 

956 
1,848 

840 
1,022 

484 
117 
252 
81 

101 
198 
717 
50 

4.1.6 

2.6 
12.4 
s.a 
4.5 

13. 8 
10.3 
2.1 
7. 5 
6 . 9 

25.3 
16.9 
0.1 
1.0 
a.o 
7.8 
s.1 

19.4 
s.o 
a.1 
4.S 
2.0 
8.3 
2 .6 
2.a 
1.1 

14. 5 
1 .0 

11.0 

SOURCE: Ip9ome Paritz m Agriculture, ~ l• lf&m Ipoome, Bln"eau ot 
Agricultural Economic, Agricultural Adjustment Admillistration, 
United Sta tee Department of Agriculture 

JI Price, Dec ber 15 of preceding year . 

zj Preli.Jdna.17. 
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therefore, if the require ent for planting were deducted little extra 

seed was actually stored by producers. 

There i.s an inverse relationship between the price of seed and the 

ount held by producers each year. ollowing 1 ll hen the average 

price was s .10 less than the price for the previous year, the Ollllt 

on farms January 1, 1912, incr sed re than 300 percent over that held 

on fa s January 1, 1911. The relationship s true for 1912, 1914, 

1915, 116, 1918, 1919, l 20, 1924, 1925, l 26, 1927, 1931, l ~2, 193-l, 

and 1955 when there s a decrease in the price trend from that of the y 
previous years. (Tablef. ) • 1th a very few exeeptions when the price 

i reased fro the price of th previous season, the amount on farms 

wa materially decreased January l, the following year when c pared to 

the previous inventory. The exceptions were generally found when there 

had been a downward trend for two years in succession. However, ther e 

y be other f. ctors ch ght induce producers to hold additional 

seed, such as: anticipation of a high price for planting seed, hie 

ould cause storage of seed to sell for planting the next ea.son; 

pref' ence of so111e producers to plant two year old seed o store ore 

seed so e years than others; and if producers are f'orced to plant 

sev t es one season, extra storage to keep an dequate supply for 

any r gency, especiall i£ they- were forced to pay high price for 

seed to plant the current crop. 
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Th$re are detin1te seuona.l l'll0'9llll8Dta or cottonseed priceo. 'l'hl"ee 

dirterent oeaaoml moveaenta of Olc:Jabona tam pricea for cottonsoed were 
91 

coutrwrt.ed 1lh1ch are 1%iel'IJ:led 1n the Appendix,. page • Tho 1'1nt in-

cludes tho ,-ears :tJ'03 1~ to 1939. 7or tb1a period of :rears, the high 

was 1n ttay when tbe aeuonal stood at 105.1 percent and the low waa 1n 

Septe::,ber when tho BG1Woml price was 92.0 percent of the 7oarl7 trend . 

lio'i'Olte.r. it rose to 95. 5 in October am was more tbaD 100 percent 1n 

Hovmber CWd December. The h1gb aea.sonal price 1n aigbt boat-

trl.buted to tho bSgbcr pricG reoeived bJ the producer tor Plantine seed 

sold. 

The o-tber two scaeanal IIOV6'Dellta wer.e conat.r1lctelt bJ uaillg aeleotod 

7-.ra a!.nce 1910 when total production e:xcooded one mill ion bales and 

tor ,,ee.rs when total. prod'Uct1on 118.!3 lees than one allllon bill.ea. An 

aami:oation or these two shon than 1D years when production 0%Ccedcd 

OM •Ul!on boles tho SUUIOW. ~1oe tluctllatad 

the seasonal price for tho JO&r& 1927 to l9S8 1.nol:usive but tluare nro 

the am,e general relationabipa. The month~ ,. 1 aa high with lll_.4 

perceut while the nonth of December a the low wben the perc~nt.age waa 

85. 4 pa'CeJlt, a spread or 26 percent aa coapared to a spread ot only 

15.1 ~ant tor the l927-l.9S9 trend. fbo seasonal aovemtmt ~or the 

yaara when total production was less than one mlllion b:lles lllOVea op-, 

poeite to the others ae the lll011th of Uoyember •• h1.gh nth lll.l per­

c-cDt or the average for the ,-ear and the law 110nth ma August when 

prices"°'" toum to be 92. 6 ot tbe avfll"age or a aprud of 18.S porccnt. 
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The feet of !Jced Ginning Rates on Cottonseed Prices 

Cotton gins ere declared public utilities in 1915 under Section 

15, rticle 9 of the Constitution of Oklaho , and are licensed annual-

ly by the Corporation Co ssion to gin seed cotton at a predetermined 
El 

rate per hundred pounds. The e rates ar prescribed annually by the 

Commission ediately following a hearing early in Septe ber. In-

terested. parties may appear before the Co sion and present data 

relative to the deairabilit7 of the rate which tb.q might wish to have 

enacted. The Collllllission after e:mmh11ng the data presented and a care-

ful study of the earnings of the gimling industry, ascertained rro 

annual report to the Co asion by the gins, set the rate for ginning 
'Y 

seed cotton and the charges that can be mad& for bagging and ties. 

Although, it is not, the purpose of this study to analyze the er-

fects of the rates whi are fixed b the Corporation Co seion in a 

study of the primary markets for cottons ed, the rate fixed by the 

Croporation Commission ust be considered as a factor indirectly at-
j/ 

fecting the price paid by the gin for cottonseed. If the rate fixed 

by the Co ssio for a.Dy ree.son were in excess of the rate required to 

return to the ins an ample rate u n the capital invested, th gins 

through competitive buying of cotton and cottonseed pay ore for 

zj c. o. Bunn, Compiled Sta.tut of O o , l 21, Annotated, 1922. 
Bunn PubJ 1shing Co11lJ)Q1l1', pp . 161.S-1614. 

Y Supplem§!lt, Ses ion Laws, 1923, 1924, 1925. Compiled Okla.ho 
tatutes, 1926, pp . 2. 9-250. 

!I R. c. So n .2t Cotton~ is =o..,;:::;:;;=• 
published ster I s thesis; o.!1...,1.C~ ... ..._ Agricultural and e 
College, Still.water, 1955 . 
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RI 
these produo t n they can be resold tor. • SoDIBll says 1n part 1 

"• •• there can be no as.sure.nee that competitive inducements to gin 

cotton at a particular pl ant will not be offered f armers in the to ot 

high prioes for their cotton or cottonseed." The ginn1ng rate in 

Okla.ho s ce l 27 has varied bet een years and between th eastern 
§/ 

wester sections of the S te . These rates have not always equaled 
ii 

the competitive rate in actions of the adjoining states. As e. result 
§I 

some s sons have been very r unerative for the industry as a hole . 

In 1929, 822 gins had an average n t income from ginning reyen: e ot 

1 . a a btl, while 850 gins in l~O, 816 gins in 1931, and 771 gins in 

respectively. o ever, this does not present a cl illustration ot 

that which act y existed. ive hundred and f1£t7-seven of these 

gins e an operating profit of 2. 51 per le and 265 had a net opera-

ting loss of $1 . 65 per e . he jority of the gins operating at a 

loss ere located in the eastern section where 221 gins had loss of 

J. . 76 per e and only 44 gins in the astern s etion lost an average 
V 

of 1 . 55 per bale. It should be pointed out that a et operating 

prof'i does no t necessarily that the gins i n all caaes yielded a 

profit on the capital invested . It uld be possible for the gins in a 

short aetiv ginning season to operat ta net profit per bu.e but 

return a negative rate on the investment. However, volume ginned 

RI So:man. -212. ~. P• 21 . 

§/ 'l'his was an arbi y division of the .3tate by the Corporation Co -
mission. The boundary line s the western boundarJ of Logan, Okla-
homa. , Cleveland, cCla.in, Garvin, am C er counties which extend 
acrose the State. 

1./ So~ • QR• ill• PP• "6-51. 

§/ 19W. PP• 9 144. 

Q/ llW}. p . 158. 
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w 
is directly correlated with the earnin'""s of the industry, but the 

net operating revenue pe bale would be influelleed by the ca city 
JJl 

at ch the gin operated and length of ginning seruson. 

Therefore, since gins can co pete through competitive buying of 

lint cotton and cottonseed, e consideration should be given to the 

policies of the gins in purchasing these two products. 

Comparison of Gin turns trom keting Cottonseed 
am Cotton Lint 

The Fa Credit Administration in a study of 251 cooperative gins 

in Texas and Oklaho for the year 1956 found that on the vera e these 

gins lost 4 cents on each bale purchased and made a net pro.fit of 
lY 

.60 per ton of seed. It appears that these gins practiced paying 

more .for their cotton than it can be sold for but ercbandized the seed 

at a. profit. These ea e gins de an average profit of 43 cent per 

hue .t"rom gj.nnillg revenue operation. Because the value of the lint is 

greater in relation to the seed the producers are concerned ore with 

t they can ell th lint for than they al"e for the price paid for 

seed. 

The amount or cotton purchased by the gins studied by the Farm 

Credit Administration differed for each individual plant, and ranged 

.from zero to more tba.n 100 percent of total ginn;tngs. Ginners on the 

average purchased 49.8 percent or total ginning in 1929. In 19S2 gin 

purchases increased to 72 . 7 percent and the average tor the period 

lQ/ o:man. .QE. ill• PP• 12 144. 

lJI Joe Harvey lller, _ .t£.09Qm.1.£ Aml.Ygis 
~o , ~.mi, Unpublished Thesis, 

ecbanioal Coll~ge, Still te , 1935. 
'J3./ ed :tn coo tion ri th the o-~-

Co t O T xpu .. C.JLI.ClUl.il 

ta. 
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w 
1929-1932 was 63.5 . The increase was greater in western Oklahoma 

than in the eastern section. 

The tendency or the gins to pa:, more tor the cotton than it can 

be sold for results in enormous losses by some of these plants. In an 

anal7sis of the co to account of 94 cooperative gins in Oklahoma in 

19:56 by the F Credit Administration, 46 gins merchand.ized cotton at 

a loss and 40 gins made a profit on th cotton sold. Twenty-eight of 

th.es gins lost one cent to one dollar per bele, 12 gins lost fro 

one dollar tot o dollars, three gins lost tro t1l'o dollars to three 

dollars, and five gins lost ore than five dollars _per ha.le purchased. 

Fortunately, the five gins purchased on th average only 41 bales, and 

the total los s not so great. One gin suffered a lose of $8.79 per 

bale on 65 bales. The greatest total losses were made by six gins in 

the classification of one to two dollars loss per bale. These six gins 

purchased and sold rro 11087 bales to 11 786 biles; the total loss 

ranged fro 1-,121 to 5,074. The cotton purchases 0£ the six gins 

ranged fro 76.2 to 96 .9 percent of total gillniDgs. Four of these gins 

purchased re than 90 percent of total ginnings~ This should not be 

construed to ee.n that purohase of a high percent&ge of ginning wmally 

reslllts in a loss. 1 · of the . gins included within the study de 

a gross profit on their cotton accounts of from 1,042 to $2,995. The 

gin king the largest gross profit on cotton purchased 78.4 percentJ 

one other gin purchased. 74.2 while the remainder purchased over 90 per­

cent. The highest percentage for gin s 96 .2 percent of total 

ginnings . Only two gin de over two thousand dollars. 

W So n. • a;t. p . 165. 



32 

Two of the six gins that lost over a thousand dollars buying 

cotton made very wide margins per ton on seed sold; however, they had a 

negative ginning revenue. It seems that managers were attempting to 

recoup losses in ginning and cotton accounts by widening seed margins. 

This could be done in either one of two ways, decreasing prices paid to 

producers, or receiving more for seed fro,m mills. This group bad verr 

high margins on seed while seven of the nine had a net g1nn1ng los-s . 

Of the 94 cooperative gins in Oklahom only seven did not purchase 

cotton. The seed margins from smallest to greatest were .;2. 82, $4.281 

$5.41, $5 .51, $7 .sl, and $9.03. The net ginning revenues respectively 

were -$6.52, 4$0.60, -$1.53, -$1.541 -$2.43, -$1.64, and -$0.19. There 

may have been some attempt to make up losses in ginning by raising gin 

margins on seed, but this does not appear to be true for the lowest 

margins are associated with largest losses . 

An analysis of margins in seed (mill prices to gins less gin price 

to farmers) of the entire 94 cooperative gins shows that, in a frequency 

distribution 13 o-f the gins made less than $5.oo. This may appear to 

be significant as handling cost plus shrinkage at gins are oonsidered 

to be approximately $3 .00 per ton, but these margins are net in that 

seed is aold t. o. b., and shrinkage is insignificant. The modal. clas­

sification was trom 13.oo to $5.99 which 1nc1uded 52 of the 94 gins. 

There were four gin.a i n the classification immediately hicber and four 

gins netted better than nine dollars per ton on seed sold. The re­

maining one gin making a profit netted better than $12.00, but the seed 

was sold for planting purposes. 

A more normal distribution is obtained when the $2.00 class 

interval is used. The modal class was from $4.oo to $6.oo which 



included 59 gins. 

class bad 24 gins each. It seems that these gins s a whole received a 

net return of .oo or more for seed purchased. 

Of the 94 gins, 41 lost by purchasing cotton, 48 mad profit, 

some times very aall, and tote.1 losses over-balanced profits for ll 

gins. 'l'he net operating revenue of 65 or these gi ns was minus, and it 

w: s more closely asociated with volume ginned than with marketing 

activitie • 

SUllllDB.17 

The produ.cere' markets for cottonsoed in Oklabo are the local 

gin s rving the erritory. Producers market at the tillle or ginning ap­
J 

pro tely all of the crop marketed. But the percentage of total crop 

p oduoed •hi is marketed aey particular year is closely related to 

price rela. tionships o past seasons. It there has been a sharp decrease 

in price from the preceding year the amount stored on farms tends to in-

crease; and inventory is decreased of January 1, ii' there bas been an 

increase in price over the past season. 

The seasonal ovement of price in Oklaho based on the 7ears 

J.927-1939 corresponds very closely to a seasonal h!l.Bed on the years when 

production averaged less than one million bales. The low of the season-

al mov ent was in ntha ot st active ginning. 

:::.. Gilu, on the average retain e. spread of three to five dollars a ton 

between the farm price and the mill price. But on the average gina have 

a losa in their cotton aceounts froll1 merchandiaing cotton. Gins buy al­

oat 100 percent of th s ed, but this is not true with cotton lint. 

o ever, no direct relationship s found between the volume purchased 
. 

either of cotton or cottonseed and the profit.a or los.s.es pe ~t • 
. .. . . •' . . : . "" , • . . . .. . . .. . : ' . . . . . . 

.. · .. . . .. . 
... . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 

:·. : .. . . . . 



CHAPT I.V. PRICES FOR COTTONS I SO 
O 1937 RD 1 38 

In an analysis o~ farm prices f or cottonseed purchased by the gin-

ners in the seasons, l 37-38 and 1958-39, two ethoda ere used. The 

first was the eighted average weekly price and the second was the 

range 1n prices each week. This analysis a made on the baai.s of the 
J/ 

two separate divisions, southern and northern counties. A study of 

the prices paid during the s son 1957-58 revealed two significant 

things . First, the average farm prices in the southern counties ere 

higher than prices 1n the norther counties . Secom, the genera.1 e-

en of prices throughout the s son a st 1dent1eal. 

he Average, High, Low, nd Spread in Gin Pric s 
or the Two Groups 

The average price of the south rn counties s never as hi b as 

that reached in the rthern counties . s may pp r parado:xical for 

it was s ted that as a hole, price ere higher in the southern 

counties . n emmim tion of the Charts I and II reveals tba t the aver-

age price in the northern counti.e at the beginning or the s son, 

August 2 through August a, was 25.oo, while in the southern counties 

for the sa e w ek the price so 22 . 25 . The IP25 . 00 s the high 

i'or all points in either group during the s son. But the av r age price 

in the southern counties throughout sea.son s mate ially higher 

1/ Northern Counties: Beckham, Blaine, Caddo, Canadian, Custer, Dewey, 
Garvin, Grady, cClain, urray, ashita, nd s . 

Southern Counties Co nche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jefferson, 
Kiowa, Stephana, T1J1 Nn, and Harmon. 
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RANGE IN PRICE PAID FARMERS AND GINNERS IN SOUTHERN COUNTIES 

FOR COTT ON SEED, BY WEEK,(SEASON 1937-8) 
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CHART II 

RANGE IN PRICE PAID FARMERS AND GINNERS IN NORTHERN COUNTIES 

FOR COTTONSEED 1 BY WEEK 1 (SEASON 1937-8) 
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tha,. than 1n the northern counties the remaiDder or the season. This 

resulted in a greater net return to producers in the southern group as 

compared to producers i n the northern group. Al though the range in 

prices was greater, the lower extremity or the range in the southern 

counties was never below that of the northern counties (Tables 6 and 6) 

except for the period August 2 to September 14. The range i n the 

northern group narrowed relative to prices in the southern group for 

this period. Measured in absol ute quantities, the high spread was 

$8 .00 for the northern group and onl.y- $5.00 in the southern group. 

Immediately following the w'98k eming September 4, 1937-58, this 

relationship as rnersed., and thereatter, the range of gin prices in 

the northern group decreased materially- relat ive to the range in the 

southern group. (Charts I and II). It is significant that the range. 

in gin prices in the northern group decreased to $2.00 following the 

week ending September 4, when the high was set for the season. The 

e2.oo 1'8.8 the low tor the. season tor &ither group. The range 1n prices 

p&1d by gins in the northern group was well below the high of $8 .oo 

thereatter, and never exceeded $4.oo except for the week ending November 

6 when the spread was $1.oo. .As the sproo.d never decreased to less than 

t s.oo atter the week ending September 11 and as $4.oo was the maximum, 

there was a tendency for prices to remain fairly stable. The average 

price tended to verify the above contention. 

The spread in prices paid b;y gin& i n the southern group increased 

rather sharply atter the week ending September 4. This was caused by 

a decrease in the prices paid at some gins. Table shows that the 

high remained the same, $22.00, while the low fell to tl6.oo. Evi­

dently most of the cot tonseed was af'f'ected by the decrease in price 

tor the a'Yerage price decrCB.sed, however, not in the suae proportion. 
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Table 5. The High, Low, Spread, and eekly Average Farm 
and Oil Prices for Cottonseed; Also Gin gins 1n the 

Southern Counties, Southwest Oklahoma, 1937-58 

: Farm Price Per Ton I llill Price Per Ton • . 
• (J2gJl1r1l : (J;?gJ ~ 1n:1l :Gin • 

eek or : :Weight-• f I aWeight-:llar-
: Bigh1 Low 1Spreacb ed. 1 Highs Low :Spread: eel :gin 

I tlverage: I : 1.!verage:-

Aug. 2-8 25.00 20.00 s.oo 24.22 
Aug. l.0-16 25.00 20.00 s.oo 2"2.87 25.00 25.00 - 25.00 2.13 
.lug. 18-22 22.00 18.00 4.00 22.05 50.00 22.25 7.75 27.44 5.39 
Aug. 24-29 22.00 18.00 4.00 20.S9 24.45 24.25 0.20 24.55 3.94 
.lug. 31-

Sept. 4 22.00 18.00 4.00 19.08 25.00 19.00 s.oo 22.65 5.57 
Sept .• 6-11 22.00 17.00 5.00 18.25 24.25 20.25 4.00 21.68 3.45 
Sept. l.3-18 22.00 16.00 6.00 17.69 22.70 19.00 3.70 20.ao s.n 
Sept. 2<>-25 22.00 16.00 6.00 17.39 22.25 18.00 4.25 19.82 2.55 
Sept. 27-
Oct. 2 25.00 1s.oo 9.00 18.08 22.so 19.00 3.50 20.74 2.66 

Oct. 4-9 25.00 16.00 9.00 19.46 24.25 19.25 s.oo 21.45 2.00 
Oct. 11-16 25.00 16.00 9.00 20.26 24.25 19.00 5.25 21.77 1.61 
Oct. 18-25 25.00 16.00 9.00 20.06 27.25 21.00 6.25 22.39 2.55 
Oct. 2~ 25.00 18.00 7.00 20.58 27.25 20.00 7.25 25.12 2.54 
llov. 1-6 25.00 18.00 1.00 21.19 27.26 21.00 6.25 22.76 1.59 
av. 8-13 25.00 18.00 7.00 25.43 26.25 21.50 4.75 23.45 2.44 
ov. 15-20 25.00 17.00 a.oo 20.66 26.25 22.00 4.25 23.18 2.62 
ov. 22-27 50.00 11.00 is.oo 20.76 so.oo 20.25 9.75 22.78 2.02 

(Y'f. 29-
Dec. 4 25.00 17.00 a.oo 20.77 25.65 21.00 4.55 22.76 1.99 
Dec. ll 25.00 17.00 e.oo 20.74 2s.oo 21.50 4.50 22.ss 1.81 

ec. 13-18 2s.oo 1s.oo 9.00 20.91 24.25 22.25 2.00 22.48 l.57 
Dec. 2()-25 25.00 17.00 a.oo 19.16 24.25 19.10 s.1s 21.98 2.82 

Dec. 27-
Jan. l 20.00 16.00 4.00 18.75 23.00 18.65 4.35 22.10 3.35 
Jan. 3-8 20.00 16.00 4.00 18.06 23.00 20.00 3.00 21.78 5.70 
Jan. 10-15 20.00 1s.oo 4.00 18.20 23.00 21.50 1.so 21.98 3.78 
Jan. 17-22 20.00 16.00 4.00 18.17 22.20 22.00 0.20 2l.~5 5.08 
..Tan. 24-29 20.00 16.00 4.00 18.02 25.00 20.50 4.50 22.50 4.48 
Jan. Sl-

!'eb. 4 20.00 16.00 4.00 17.39 22.00 21.00 1.00 21.16 5.77 
Feb. 6-11 17.00 17.00 17.00 
Feb. 13-18 
Feb. 20-25 

ab. 27-
r. 4 

Southern Countiesr Comanche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jetter-son, 
lio , Stephens, TJ lJ man, and Harmon. 
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e 6 • Th High, Low, Spr d , nd eekly erage Fa 
nd Oil Pric s for Cottonseed; Also Gin gins in the 

orthern Counties, southwest Oklahoma, 1957-38 

F iiili Price Per Ton f . (IklJ Ja;ca) 1Gin . 
Week of I I • I :, aight-1 rt-, . 

; Hi ghs Low :Spreads ed tgin 
l l ; sAveragoa t &Averages 

Aug . 2-8 25.00 25. 00 26 .40 26 .40 - 26 .40 1 .40 
Aug. 10-16 25.00 19. 00 6.00 20 . 35 

ug. 18-22 25. 00 18. 7. 00 19 .73 25. 50 25 . 50 - 25 . 50 5. 77 
Aug. 24-29 25 .00 18. 00 1 .00 18. 64 25. 50 20 .00 5. 50 24.27 5.65 

ug. 51-
Sept. 4 25 .00 17.00 a.oo 18.08 26 .40 21.00 5. 40 22 . 44 4.56 

Sept . 6-11 19. 00 17. 00 2.00 17.57 25 .40 20. 00 5 .40 21 .15 5. 58 
Sept. 15-18 19.00 16. 00 5.oo 16.71 22 .00 19. 00 s.oo 20.12 5 .41 
Sept. 2 5 19.00 16.00 3.00 16 .44 21. 50 19 .00 2.so 19.48 3 .04 
Sept. 27-

Oct. 2 19.00 16. 00 s.oo 16. 61 22 .30 19. 50 2.ao 20.09 5.48 
Oct . 4-9 20 . 00 16.00 4. 00 17.73 22 .00 19. 00 5.00 20. 59 2.86 
Oct . 11-16 20 . 00 16.00 4.00 17 .63 22 .00 21. 00 1 . 00 21.53 3. 70 
Oct. 18-23 20.00 16 .00 4. 00 17.91 23 .40 20.00 3 . 40 21 . 22 5.31 
Oct. 25-30 20.00 11.00 B. 00 18.09 25 .00 21 .00 4.00 21. 88 3.79 
lfov. 1-6 24. 00 17 .00 1 .00 18.70 25 .00 21.00 4 .00 21 . 56 2. 86 
l ov. S-15 20.00 17.00 3. 00 19.02 24. 50 21.00 3 . 50 22 . 58 3 . 36 

ov. 16-20 20. 00 11.00 5 .00 1 . 26 22 .00 20. 00 2.00 20.71 1 .46 
Nov. 22-27 20. 00 16 .00 .oo 17.92 25 . 50 20 .00 5.50 21.48 3.56 

ov. 29-
Dec. 4 20 . 00 16.00 4.00 17. 92 21. 50 20. 00 1 . 50 20 . 95 3.05 

D c . 6-11 20. 00 16 .00 4 .00 17 .87 25.00 20. 00. s.oo 20 .aa s .01 
eo 15-18 20. 00 16 . 00 4.00 17.81 25 .00 20 . 00 s.oo 21.41 3 .44 

Dec. 20-26 f'..0 .00 16. 00 4.00 17.84 21 .00 21.00 - 21 .00 3 .16 
Dec. 27-
Jan. 1 20 .00 16.00 4 .00 17 . 85 21.00 19. 00 s.oo 20 .06 2.21 
an. 3-8 20. 00 16. 00 4 .00 17.67 22 . 50 21 .00 1 . 50 21.65 .98 

J n. 10-15 20. 00 16 . 00 4.00 17.85 23 . 00 20 . 00 5 .00 20 .. 20 2.ss 
Jan. 17-22 ,20. 00 16.00 4.00 17.88 22 . 00 20 . 00 2. 00 20.58 2 . 50 
Jan. 24-29 20. 00 16. 00 4.00 17.91 21 .00 20. 60 a.so 20. 76 2.85 
Jan. Sl-
Feb. 4 20 . 00 16.00 4.00 17. 98 20. 50 20. 50 - 20.so 2 . 52 
eb. 6-ll 20. 00 17 .00 is .co 1a.02 22 .00 21.so a.so 21.67 f> . 65 
eb. 15-18 20.00 17. 00 5.00 18 .16 20.50 20 . 50 - 20 . so 2.M 

Feb. 20-25 20 .00 l.8 .00 2.00 18.35 
eb. 27-

r. 4 20. 00 17.00 _s .oo 17 . 90 

-
orthern Counties& 

Garvin, Grady, cClain, 
Beckham, Blaµie, Caddo, Canadian, Ouster, D we7, 

7, Washi , ger Mills . 
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The range in prices paid by gins in the southern counties increased 

again following the week ending Sept ember 25. This increase was 

caused, however, by an upward tren:l and not a decrease which was char­

acteri stic of the preceding period. A comparison of prices in the two 

areas (Tables 5 and 6 ) for the period Septeraber 27 to October 23 re­

veals tJlat there ns a $3.00 increase i n the southern counties, but 

only a $1.00 increase in the northern counties. The low remained the 

same. Thie eventually resulted in a higher average priee 1n the 

southern counties. 

of importance, in 

that in the peri od from the week el'lding October 2 to that ending 

December 25, the high remained at $25.00 except for one week. During 

this week, November 22 to November 27, the high for the gin prices was 

$30 .00. This made a spread ot t is.oo tor the southern group. While 

the high in the southern counties was $25.00, the high in the northern 

counties was only $20 .00, except for one week ending Novembers . The 

northern counties maintained the high of $20.00 throughout the season 

except tor the one eJreeption. The high for the southern counties was 

reduced to $20.00 i n the week of December 27 to January l. This price 

existed the remainder of the season for both groups. 

Two other simUarities should be noted. First, the low f or the 

northern group r emai ned practically constant as compared to the 

southern counties . Secom, the high in the northern counti es was 

never equal to o_r exceeded the mill price. In the southern count ies 

this was often the case. 

Very likely the wide range 1n gin pri ces in the southern counties 

was in no small measure r esponsi ble for the hi gher average gin price. 
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Thia meant s. higher farm price to producers in the southern 

counties. 

Gin Prices in Relation to Hill Prices 

3ill prices in this study were taken as the average of pr-ices at 

which gins disposed of their seed to the cott on oil mills and in no 

in.stance do they r epresent price quotations by mills. Gins in the 

southern counties did not make a.ny seed sales until the week ending 

.Auguat 16 at which time there was only one price prevailing. 1'he 

first sale of seed by gins 1n the northern group was made a week 

earlier. This was unexpectEld as ginning is naturally later getting 

started in these counties. I t is likely that this did not represent 

a spot seed sale but a short committment by some gin, as i t was noted 

in an analysis of methods of sale that gins in the northern group were 

more inclined to aell short. Consequently, t he price would be re­

flected as of that week. 

For the week ending August 22, mill prices to gins in the 

southern counties ranged from $22 .25 to &ro.co or a spread of $7.75. 

As gins make a practice of selling f . o. b . gin houses, this represented 

an actual rangs in pr i ces . The range 1n mill prices decreased to 20 

cents the following week, although thia condition did not long exist. 

Tho average range the week following was ~a.oo. It ia significant 

that the largest range in mill prices occurred during the week of the 

largest range in gin pr ices in the southern counties. The range in 

tnill prices at that time l'ms $9. 75 while the rangu in gin prices was 

$15.00 . At this partioule.r time the highs for mill priceo and gin 

prices were i dentical. I t is quite e~ident that a gin or a few gins 

were retaining no margin in the seed. This was soon changed and 



markets wero reduced to approtlma tely tl!e evcrage range for the 

s ... ason . 

As compared to the northern counties , the range in mill prices 

t o gins was wider in the southern counties. Al though in no instances 

in the northern counti es wo.s the range for any week quite as narrow 

as that for the southern counties, at no time would it begin to equal 

that range of t9. 75. One thing is noticed from an emmina.tion of 

Charts I and II ; the range in prices to gins in the northern group 

tend to be more irregular than in the southern counties. Thi s also 

caused an irregular fluctuation in the aver ~ge prices paid to r,ro­

ducers each week. Tho mill prices in the southern counties were con­

sistently hi gher than pricea in the northern group. 

Gin t.fargins in Cottonseed 
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As a whole throughout the season 1957-58 the gins in the southern 

group had smaller margins than the gins in the norther n group . A wide 

or narrow margin in seed i s synonymous to large or small profit s . 

Their margins were reduced by paying a higher price for seed than did 

the northern gins. In an analysis of seed margins retained by ginners, 

i t was found that margins were correlo.ted 111th vol ume ginned. The gins 

in the aoutherr ... group ginned an average o£ 1,084 btl.os, while the gins 

in the northern group ginned 819 bales . (Table 1 ) • I t may be that 

gins in the northern group, with l ess revenue fro"ll gin operations, were 

f'orced to retain nore margin in the seed to suppleaent operating 

r evenue. The competi tive buying of seed to increase the volume ginned 

may have reduced seed margins i n the southern counties. 



Table 7. The Gina Active and Idle, Total Number or 500 Pound 
Gross eight Ba.lea Ginned b;y Counties and the Average lumber 

of Bales of Cotton Ginned Per Active Gin by Counties in 
Southwest Oklaho , Years 1937 and 19SS 

I I~B I Iii7 
: umber • Bales a.A.verager lumber : Bales :Average 

Counties I of 91n• :Ginned Pert Bales : o1' GJpn :GiDned Pers Bales 
: Ac-: : County :Ginned: Ac-t C County :Ginned 
:tivealdle: (500 rPer Ac-:tivesidle: (500 :Per Ac-
• : Pompa) it:l.ye Gin; z Pomwol :tiye Gin ' t 

!9rtb.ern 

Beckham 26 2 26,795 1,0~ ~o 28,638 788 
IOaine 8 5 4,568 571 11 2 5,756 525 
Caddo 40 5 52,329 808 42 4 53,982 809 
Canadian 7 1 2,806 401 7 l 5,64S 520 
Custer 12 2 3,074 256 15 1 5,164 597 
Dewey 9 2 2,859 318 9 3 S,679 409 
Garvin 23 2 15,796 686 24 1 26,805 1,ll7 
Graq 25 4 17,055 682 27 4 20,187 747 
.lcClain 17 1 14,,960 880 17 1 18,080 1,064 
l!urray 5 2,953 686 5 l 4,6$4 927 
ash.it.a 26 2 19,939 76? 29 3 26,S73 909 

Roger Mills ...J& ..1: §.BH 583 ~ -- 7a365 670 
Total 208 27 148,944 225 21 184,304 
Average es Ginned 524 819 

southern 
Comanche 14 2 8,150 582 18 ll,044 614 
Cotton 9 1 7.,602 845 9 2 6,~9 760 
Greer 16 4 14,405 900 20 2 22,6~7 1,029 
Jackson 55 3 2S,640 715 35 1 43,297 1,237 
Jefferson 14 5 15,809 986 17 15,378 905 

on. 29 3 15,174 525 29 3 22,141 765 
Stephens 15 2 ll,113 854 15 2 16,594 1,261 
Tillman 29 l 29,549 1,019 31 2 39,286 1,267 

arm.on _J:& 0 J.Q.6~ 890 J& l &&.421 1,868 
Total 169 J.M,021 184 199.,437 
Average Bales Ginned 795 - 1,084 

State 683 156 545,196 754 135 756,419 

.Av ge Bales Ginned 798 1,005 

SOURCE: United States Department of Commerce, Bur u of Census, Cotton 
P:r.-oduction, Seasons 1937 and 1958. 
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n mi tio o "' 5, 6, 8, and 9 r6'" st t e e 

eneral pricer tionship oceurr i n th a few exce 

tions. Th av pric id ,y in ed 

that of the price i by th nor em countie nd. the ranee in prices 

id by ins s cons1de bly der t n n t e north rn countie . But 

ther wer di ferenc in the n. rnl patte of price ovementa as 

to th previous s on. In the s son of 1938 ta r e 

in gin prices occurr th ddle of ept r to the dle or 

October. It y be of sign1f'1cano to no'te that durin this period in 
zj 

1938 61 percent of th cotton a nn • co od to t e pr 

v1ou s son o ro eks 1n C t e nge 

occurred, o y 10 pro nt ot e cott on s ginn • It y be that 

during this exc inglyacti e period 1n the s son of 195 9, gin 

operators felt they could 1ncroo.se re.rm ices of s ed as operating 

co ts e reduced en th vol e • t this o d not 

hold true if the thesi s tively totes son 

1937. 

In th 1958 season the aouthern gins r tain rgin in 

the seed than th nor em g rece ve on the vera a hi er 

ill rice tor their seed. Th nge 1n 11 p 1c thro out the 

B son s gr ter tba.n th pr c 1ng yeer, al.tho it s never as 

high. It was found to be ut the e in the so them a north 

cotm.ti s, but fiuctuat rly. 

E/ Cotto n, Unit ts De ent of 
Agrioul ture Bulletin Bur u of Census tor 1959-40. p . 12. 
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It is noticeable from an emmimtion of Charts m and IVtba.t gi n 

margins increased gradually from tho first of November until the end 

of the season in both groups in 1958-59. This did not truce e£fect in 

the southern counties 1n the season 1957-58 until the middle of 

December, while gin margins in the northern counties decreased slight­

ly throughout the season 1957-38. It seems that gins retained a 

rela.tivoly rrtable average price in the northern counties after the end 

of October in the two seasons studied . 'l'he average price never 

exceeded $21.00 and never fell below $19.70 until the end or Jan'1!117 

1n 1957-38. During this period in 1958-39 the average price was about 

equal to the low of that yoo.r. This same 1~el.ationship existed 1n the 

southern counties for this period but as a whol e the prices averaged 

appro:rlmately $2.oo higher. 

The average volume ginned per gin in operation decreased. i n 

1958-39 in both southern and northern counties a.s compared to 1937-58. 

The r-espective ginnings in 1938-39 were 793 and 524 1:alea per gin, a 

decrease of about 500 ba1es from that of the preceding season. Gins in 

both groups i ncreased the margin retained in the seed over that or the 

previous sense~. The gins in the southern counties increased the mar­

gin in 1938-59 sli ghtJ.y above that retained by northern gins in 1937-38 

when the vol ume ginned was comparable. The gins in the nor thern group 

did not increase the margin in propor tion to the increase by the 

southern gin$, but there ns a decided increaoe. (Tables s, 6, a, and 

9 ) . This indicates the content ion that the margin in seed can be 

expected to increase i n years of small crops and decrease in years of 

large crops . 



Table 8 • The High , Lo , Spr d , and kly verago Far 
and Oil P ices for Cottonse ; Also Gil rgins in the 

Southern Counties , Southwest Oklaho , 1938-,,.39 

• Far Price Per Ton t Price Per Ton I • 
Cpo1 Jprs l • C0o11, rs} :Gin . 

eek of • ' 
. : eight- : t I • eight-cMar-- • 

: Hi gh: Lo :Spread: ed I Hi gh1 Low ,s eada ed 1gin 
J 1Ayerage; • t :Average; I 

Aug. 1- 7 25. 00 20 . 00 s.oo 20 .Sl. 
Aug. 8-14 22 . 00 20 .00 2. 00 20. 05 
Aug. 15-21 23 . 50 20 .00 3. 50 19.94 
Aug. 22-28 25 . 50 1a.oo 7 . 50 19.74 22 . 00 22 . 00 - 22 .00 2 .26 
Aug. 29-

Sept . 4. 25 .00 18. 00 7. 00 18.98 2 .oo 21. 00 s.oo 22 .19 5 .21 
Sept . 5-ll 2s.oo 18. 00 7 .00 13. 20 2 . so 21.00 6.30 22.. 0 Zi . 50 
Sept . 12-18 50 . 00 17. 00 ~ .oo 19. 66 27 . SO 21 . 00 8 . 30 22 . 50 2 . 85 
Sept. 19-25 50. 00 1 .oo 12.00 21 .10 27 .30 21. 00 6. 30 23 . 95 2. 85 
Sept . 26-

Oct . 2 so.oo 1a.oo 12. 00 21 .ss 28 . 00 21.00 7.00 25.70 4.14 
Oct . 15-9 50.oo 18 .00 12.00 23 .35 28. 50 23. 00 5. 50 25 . 98 2.es 
Oct. 10-16 25.00 20. 00 s.oo 22.75 23. 20 23. 00 s . 20 27 .0B 4 .55 
Oct. 17- 23 2s.oo 13. 00 6 . 00 21. 75 29. 00 25. 00 4.00 27 . 04 5 .. 29 
Oct. 24-50 25. 00 13 . 00 s.oo 21 . 89 50. 00 24. 50 5. 50 25. 80 3 .91 
Oct. 31-

ov. 6 27 . 50 20 . 00 ?.so 22 .10 20. 00 24. 50 5 . 50 28. 50 4 . 20 
ov. 7-13 27 . 50 20 .00 7. 50 21.97 so.co 25 .10 4. 90 26 . 75 4 . 78 
ov. 14-20 52 .00 20. 00 12. 00 22 .16 50 .00 25 .00 s.oo 27 . 85 S. 67 
ov. 21-27 27 . 50 20 . 00 7. 50 22 .19 29.00 26. 00 3.00 26 . 85 4. 64 

fov . 28-
Dec . 4 27 . 50 20 . 00 7. 50 22. os 2'9 .00 2s. oo 4 . 00 27 .49 5.44 

Dec . 5-11 27 . 50 20. 00 7. 50 22.19 29 . 50 2s.oo 4 . 50 27 .37 5.18 
Dec . 12- 18 27 . 50 20 . 00 7.50 22 .10 29 . 50 2a.oo 3 . 50 28 . 22 s .12 
Dec . 19-25 22 .00 23 .00 22 . 00 28. 50 27 . 30 1 . 20 28 .07 s .01 
Dec . 26-

Jan . 2 22 . 00 22 .00 22 . 00 28 .10 27 . 30 o.eo 27 .78 s.1a 
Jan. 3-9 22 .00 22 . 00 22 .00 29 . 50 24.00 s.so 27 . 57 5. 57 
Jan. 10-16 22 . 00 22. 00 22 . 00 28.10 27 .00 1. 10 27 .78 s .10 
Jan. 17-25 22. 00 22 .00 22 . 00 28.00 24.00 4 . 00 27 .18 5.18 
Jan. 24-50 22. 00 22 .00 22 . 00 28.10 2a.10 - 28 .10 a .10 

Southern Counti es: Cmnenche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jefferson, 
Kiowa, Stephens, Tillman, and Harmon. 
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Table 9. The High, Low, Spread, and eekl.y Average arm 
and Oil Prices for Cottonseed1 Also Gin gins 1n the 

orthern Counties, Southwest Oklaho , 19a5-39 

.. 
s Far Price Per Ton I iH11 Price Per Ton I 

s (1221111:al : (~JJu~al sGin 
eek of l I I : eight-: : l I eight-:Mar-

: High: Low :Spree.dr ad : High, Low :Spreadt ed. :gin 
l ; : 1Averve; t ,Avera,ge; 

ug. 1-7 20.00 20.00 - 20.00 23.00 22.00 1.00 22.57 
Aug. 8-14 20.00 18.00 2.00 18.47 24.00 24.00 - 24.00 
Aug. 15-21 20.00 18.00 2.00 18.44 ~.oo 23.00 - 23.00 
Aug. 22~8 20.00 18.00 2.00 18.35 
Aug. 29-
Sept. 4 20.00 18.00 2.00 18.24 23.00 22.00 1.00 22.M 

Sept. 5-11 20.00 18.00 2.00 18.26 26.00 21.00 s.21 22.31 
Sept. 12-18 20.00 17.00 3.00 1a.sa 25.00 22.00 3.00 24.00 
Sept . 19-25 25.00 17.00 a.oo 19.56 27.00 21.00 6 .00 23.44 
Sept . 26-

Oct. 2 25.00 18.00 1.00 20.47 27.10 21.00 s.10 25.52 
Oct. 3-9 25.00 20-.00 s.oo 22.27 29.50 23.00 s.so 26.58 
Oct. 10-16 26.00 20.00 5.00 21.86 28.00 23.00 s.co 26.52 
Oct. 17-2S 25.00 19.00 6.00 20.38 28.00 23.00 s.oo 24.92 
Oct . 24-SO 24.00 18.00 6.00 19.84 27.50 22.00 s.so 24.12 
Oct. Sl-
Nov. 6 24.00 18.00 s.oo 19.99 27.10 22.00 s.10 24.94 

Bov. 7-13 24.00 18.00 s.oo 20.01 27.00 23.00 4.00 26.16 
ov. 14-20 24.00 l .oo 6.00 19.92 . 29.50 25.00 4.50 26.65 
ov. 21-27 23.00 19.00 4.00 19.75 28.10 25.00 5.10 26.90 

I ov. 28-
Dec. 4 2s.oo 19.00 4.00 19.77 :;o.oo 25.00 s.oo 27.82 

Dec . 5-11 23.00 19.00 4.00 19.78 29.50 25.00 4.50 27.28 
Dec. 12-18 25.00 19.00 4.00 19.71 so.so 25.00 5.50 27.75 
Dec. 19-25 ~.oo 19.00 4.00 19.80 so.oo 25.00 s.oo 27.43 
Dec. 26-
Jan. 2 25.00 19.00 4.00 19.98 29.50 29.50 - 29.50 

Jan. 5-9 23.00 19.00 4.00 20.16 
Jan. 10-16 23.00 19.00 4.00 20.65 
Jan. 17-25 23.00 19.00 4.00 22.01 28.00 28.00 - 28.00 
Jan. 24-SO 23.00 20.00 3.00 22.40 

orthern Counties• Beckham, Blaine, Canadian, Custer, Dewey, 
Garvin, Gra.4Y, cClain, Murray, tashita, and Roger llill,s. 

2.57 
5.53 
4.56 

4.10 
4.05 
5.62 
3.88 

4.85 
4.31 
4.46 
4.54 
4.28 

4. 
6.15 
6.63 
7.15 

B.05 
7.50 
8.04 
7.65 

9.52 

5.99 
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It is appa.rent that the price differs between the southern and 

northern counties. Whether or not this can be attributed to the 

nearness of the Fort \' orth and Dallas market for seed cannot be 

definitely stated. Dut an a.Dalysis of location of sales by gins would 

rather izxiicate that this is true. In 1957-58 only five gins from the 

northern group ma.de sales in Fort Worth and only two in 1958-59 as com­

pared to ei ght gins in 1957-58 and seven gins in 1938-59 in the southern 

group . The number of gins selling in the Fort Worth market is not in­

dicative of actual conditions. A comparison of volume for the two 

seasons combined showed that the northern group made 12 sales tota11ng 

105 tons to Fort Worth. 'rhc southern group in the same period made a. 

total 0£ 73 individual sales comprising a volumo ot 2,596 tons compnred 

with the total volume marketed neither quantity is significant, but 

they do indicate some influence of the Fort Worth J.!arkot . 

Yethod of Sa.le by Gin 

An analysis of tho method of sales ms rode pri.Jarily to discover 

if gins speculated in socd prices a.lld whether or not they were inclined 

to bargain with mills relative to the volume sold at a~ pa.rt1-cular 

time. Only 73 gins out of a total of 137 cooperatillg in both years in 

this price study gave any illdica tion as to the method of saJ.e used. 

From an e:xaro1nation of the schedules it ns revealed that 44 gins for 

the two years studied sol.cl for co.sh upon delivery; 10 gins aold strict­

ly on contract or sold short during the entire season, am 19 gins ma.de 

a practice of selJ1ng for cash am selling short during the two seasons 

studied. One gin contracted its entire purchases of seed to one mill 

at the beginning of the season. In most instances whero short selling 
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was practiced, a comparatively small volume was sold short, a car load 

or a week's ginning, In only a few cases was it noted that gins sell­

ing short or sell 1 ng on contract received more for their seed tban 

gins selling strictly tor cash and mak1ng delivery at the time of sale. 

In tact several gins contracted seed below what other gins sold for 

cash that particular week. I t is not known to what extent the gina 

were hedging operations when they sold short nor to what extent they 

were speculating when they acctllllulated seed. Gins in response to 

questionna1res stated that prices to customers would be raised or 

1owered acaording to the amount bid them on seed by the mills. However, 

this was not substantiated by Charts I and n. It was the common prac­

tice, except in a very tf!lfl instances, after the average mill price was 

increased to gims to increase the average gin price. However, 1n a few 

instances it is noted that a small decrease 1n mill prices as not re­

flected back to farmers i n a lower gin price. Gins decreased margins 

and retained the original price. In some cases the gin price was in­

creased although the mill price had been previously decreased. 

VolUlle Marketed by Gina 

The gi.ns bargaining position did not eeem to be improyed when the 

volume marketed was increased. It did not appear to have been impaired 

a1though a number of gins maintained that a large voluae was a liability 

rather than an asset, in that a large volume of unsold seed on ham de­

pressed prices. Gins were of the opinion that this •s caused by 

monopolistic condJ.tions in the market. This concept ot the marketing 

organization may or my not have intl.uenced practices foll.owed by gins. 



But a hypothesis of this nature should not be ignored tor a lack ot 

quantitative mooeurement. 
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In an anal.ye.is of individual schedules or sales by gins, ma~ 

variations were found . Gins located at a greater distance from oil 

mills tended to sell less frequently and in irregular lots, while gins 

close to oil mills sold regularly. Volume marketed corresponded to 

volume ginned. Other gins were tound tbat practiced sel,J1ng in even 

lots of lO to 200 tons at a time. It is prQbahle this ms controlled 

to a great extent by the system ot transportation. Gins that shipped 

by rail to diet.ant mills generally me.de sa1es on the basis of car lots. 

This made for mrl.f'ormity in volume marketed. 

To a certain extent the volume marketed at any particular time was 

1.nf'luenced by' the method of sale. As was previously pointed out, short 

or contract sales were for definite amounts, such as a car lot or a 

truck load aDd in ma.ey eases a week's gimdng. The lat ter was beyom 

the control of the ginner, because of delays in harvesting and varied 

for di.tterent periods of the ginning sea.son. 

In regard to the contention that large volumes depressed prices, 

this was not found to be the case. Prices increased as f'requently as 

they decreased after sales of large volumes. Although there was no 

relationship between volume alld price, several tendencies were apparent. 

When the mill price inoreased a.f'ter a decline, gins contracted larger 

amounts for sale tor imllediate delivery-. In many cases gins sold very 

mall amounts preceding a decline in price. This ls likely a result ot 

the mllls policy of notifying gins 1n advance of a deorea&e in prices. 

In no cas-e were these sal.es contract or short sales but they were spot 

sales f or immediate deli very. 
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A number or mill btQ'era, in pertJonal intervien, regarding the 

mill's bt¢ng policy, stated that the mill did not encourage contract­

ing of large volumes by the gins, First, there are no exchanges to 

govern the rules or the contract whereby the contract can be entorced 

Secondly, aales on contracts disrupted the l.ocal market especi&llJr 

when prices were cont1DJJBU7 changing. Gins that -.de a short sale 

prior to a decline retained the old gin pri.ce in order to increase 

ginn1 ng vol.ume. Other gins blamed the millo for this disruption o_t 

the loct.l market. Consequently mills encouraged gins to make ei. ther 

spot or cash sales for iramed1ately deliv81'7. 

The farm prices for cottonseed 1n the southern countiet: tor the 

tvo see.sons are closely related, however, cottonseed prices averaged 

approxtmatel.y two dollars higher in the southern counties as compared. 

to farm prices 1n the .northern counties. There was eonsistently more 

range in cottonseed prices in the ,«>utbern counties and this RB a 

f,a.ctor in establishing a higher price in the eouthern counties. 

Although llill prices to gina in the southern counties were allght-

11" higher than mill prices to northern gins, thi9 fact al.one did not 

malce the entire spread between the two groups. . The amount or argin. 

retained in the cottonseed by the gins in the northern cowrties was~ 

equal importance in the priee differential between the two groups. b 

volume ginned in the northern counties was consistently lower than in 

the southern counties it is probable gins resorted to higher margins 

in ~ottonseed puroba.sad to supple~ant ginniDg revenue. 



CHAPT V. U I TATIV MALYSIS VE TO PRICE FLUOTUATI O 
OF COTTONSEED AND COTTONSilll> BY-PRODUCTS 

It is only recently, ea ur by the tim the cottonseed industry 

has be-en established, that any a t tention bas been given to a considera­

tion of quality of cot tonseed in the rket. It was commonly thought 

that cottonaeed would out-turn the e quantity and quality of by­

products regardless of conditions that could have affected its growth. 

This is the attitude of a majority of producers today. Research by 

chemists soon established the fallacy of what was assumed as a fact. 

Despite the advancement in this field of analysis, G. s . oley says 

"this still exists in the minds or some of those engaged in the crushing 
ll 

of seed." 

Deyelopment of Standards 

ly in the develop111ent of standards for cottonseed it sap­

parent that a grade index would need to be a derivative of a quality arxl 

quantity index. The quantitative index, therefore, is based upon the 

co bined value of the oil and ammonia in the seed, and the qualitative 

index is a ea sure in terms of percentage of purity and soundness of the 

cottonseed. It also refiects the relative decomposition of the seed, 
g/ 

the presence of foreign matter, and the moisture content. 

1/ G. s. Jole;y, A Study ~ ~ Variable Composition Rt <tgttonseed, 1951~ 
Division of Cotton keting, Agricultural keting Service, United 
States Department of griculture. 

zJ I!!.§ Offigip,l StaPS)erds .W: lb! United States tRl: ~ Gradipg, 
Sam>l1pe, mil Aoo1111pg Rt. cottonseed~ 2t ortered m ~ m 
Crushing Purposes, Service and Regulatory Announcement, No. 135, 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of 
Agriculture . 



For the p-urpose of quantitative determination, cottonseed 1 

"basis grade" or prime, provided it contains 18.5 percent oil and 3.5 

percent ammonia; and a qualitative determination 0£ not more than 1.8 

percent free ratty acids in the oil in the seed; 3.0 percent foreign 

mat tar; and 12 .o percent moistur • Today the accepted standard yields 
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per ton of cottonseed of the "basis grade" arei 315 pounds of oil; 822 

pounds of 41 percent protein meal or cake; 125 pounds of grade four 
V 

linters; and approximately 640 pounds or hulls. 

To arrive at a basis grade the quality index is multiplied by the 

quantity index. To establish the premium or discounts on seed it is 

then cessary to apply the grade 1.mex to the ba.sie grade price. 

One of the jor objectives of this stl1dy was to isolate, if pos­

aible, the effect of quality on price fluctuation during the season and 

try to determine if quality were a factor in the price variation from 

one season to 8.llDther. It was necessary to secure the cooperation of 

mills purchasing seed in southwestern Oklahoma to obtain the information 

relative to the composition of the seed. either Oklahoma. nor Tams 

ililla cooperate with the Agricultural keting Service as yet in f'ur-

ni ing this twe of information. This in.formation was secured only for 

the season 1957-58. 

This particular analysis of the price study wa discontinued 1n 

1958-59 for several reasons. lls did not make a practice of system-

atically sampling and analyzing seed regularly. Seed was generally 

analyzed when mills anticipated some change in quality fro that of 

!J.I ~ Officis.J. Standards L2I ~ United e ~ ~ Grnd1pa:, 
MPling, Alli Apnl;yzing 2t Cot!(onseed §sw1 .2!: Qftered gor Salem 
Qrusgipa Purposos . Op. cit. p. 1. 



previous purchases. It was possible to supervise sampling for 

analysis. Discussions relative to sampling left the· pression that 

samples were carelessly drawn in ny instances. 

In the study of quality of cottonseed for the season of 1957-58, 

it was found that there .., 1 o • ediate effect on price when there waa 
JI 

a change in the grade . It is quite apparent that for the early pa.rt 

of the season price and grade ved inversely. After the eek ending 

Septa her 2.6 there was a tendency for gra~e and price to have the same 

general ov ent. '!his was especially true during the oat active gin­

ning season. In no instance were quotations rrnde to gins on the be.sis 

of grades. One price only was quoted. Only two gins reported selling 

seed on any semblance of grades. Their schedules carried notations that 

the rly ginnings were sold as ~ umber 1 1 s and that of the period 

edia tely following as rum.her 2 1 s, and the remainder as ber 5's. In 

both eJCa111ples the gins were paid more ror umber 2 seed than i ber 1. 

This does not necessarily mean that no attempt was ma.de to purchase 

seed by mills on quality basis . The base price could have risen during 

the second period• 

lls defended their system of buying on the premise that th addi-

tional cost i olved to analyze ch lot purchased from the dif'ferent 

ginners would ke the service prohibitive; also, that a discr ina.tion 

ong gins would cause ore dissatisf: ction than the benefit received. 

en again the mills cla. th.at because of the composition of Oklahoma 

j/ Che.rt V was constructed by expressing the price or grade as a per­
cent of the average price or grade for the season, and laying the 
average index on the horizontal line as 100 . V ri tions throughout 
tbe week were plotted ae deviations from this base line. 
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seed the one standard fo used by the United States De tmont of 

Agriculture uld not be suited to seed gro under Oklahoma. conditions. 

An analysis of the terial presented in ChartV ould indioat 

that producers are not r oeiving a. price be.sod upon the quality of their 
RI 

product. The local price s above the basi grade index price during 

the first t eeks o the a son and the eek ending D cember 4 and was 

equal to the sis grade price one week. The greatest amount of ia­

tion was in the period September 18 to October 16. tr the local price 

had been a result of the basis grade pric the two lines on Chart v). 

1r0uld have been on the same plane. That is, the two lines ould have 

been the same. In this case, cause of the etb.od used in construction 

of Chart V ; it is also possible that a perteet correlation could exist 

between local price and the be.sis grade index; and at the sa.m.e time 

local prices could have been out of line with the basis grade price. 

The pr sent grading system was predicated on the b.Jpothesis that 

seed would average 515 pounds of oil and 822 pounds of cake, therefore, 

it would seem logical to assume that decreases in oil content or seed 

would invalidate the contention that the basis grade index should be ap­

plicable in all instances. Provided, this quantitative differential of 

the principle co ponents should result in the establishment of a new 

ratio for the value ot the by-products. At the least it would se that 

a disruption of the quantitative ratio would cause seed prices based on 

past nalysis to get out of line with the grade imex. In all probabil­

it7 the disparity in the beginning of the season 1937-58 between farm 

price and the grade index price can be partially ttributed to this 

rJ/ See Appendix. 
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factor. The monthly- spot price for cottonooed oil, Prime Summo.r Yellow, y 
at New York decreased from a.so cent s per pound in July to a.lo in 

August, 7.80 n S ptember and fell to 7.40 by Nov mb r i 1937. is 

was a decrease of 14 percent . The average monthly price per ton of 41 
11 

percent rotein cottonseed meal at emphie decreased fro ·25 . 25 in 

July to $20.90 in Octo r, then increased to 21 .75 by November . This 

s only a 6 percent deer se. t the bove asalllilpt on of differing 

ratios i valid tho two factors acting in conjunction probably resulted 

the two trends not equating. 

The Influence of the Supply and Demand Situation on Prices 

The e ply of cottonseed eal in Oklahoma. can be considered a s the 

a.ID.aunt produced by state m lls sup ementE:-o. by t he aal a of' ea by 

out-of-state mills i n O homa. . Fro Table 10 it 1 evident tha t 

Ok.la.ho s a smplus p uoing ar of w or cake until the season 

of 19~4-55 after 1rhlc O ahomn reduced l ess n ra.s consumed. Ho -

ever, in 1957-58 producti n exceeded amount used but this t.as not the 

c ... c in the season 1957-58. Co12Sequently, the price re tionshi_s 

formerly oxi ting are no longer effective. 

ile there aro no ta avni ble for wholesal e or retail prices 

for moal in Oklahoma., farm prices for cottonseed a.re available and are 

used for comparison. Four selected years ere us • In 1032 and 1935 

Oklahoma mills produced 176 am 187 thou.sand tons, respectively. (Tahl.e 

11 ). Consumption was 99 thousand tons in 1932 and 51 thousand tons 

§I Auicµltura1 statistics, 1940. P. 157. 

ZI ~. p . 158. 
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Table 11. Cottonseed eal, 41 Percent Protein, Average Price Per Ton, Bagged, 
Carlota, emphis and Oklahoma, Farm Prices for Cotton~eed, by ontha 

1952, 1933, 1934, aild 1956 

1Jan'Ual"11 ebruary: ch : April : .,. 1 June I J~ I Augustr Septembers Octobert ovember:Dece ber 

(Dollars Per Ton) 

1952 
ea.l lS . 80 12 . 80 12.45 12 . 85 12.65 11. 50 15.15 17,.35 16 .75 14. 40 15 . 35 

Seed 9.60 9~10 a.oo a.10 a.so a .10 a .10 9.10 9.10 a.so 7. 80 

1955 
llea1 ll. 85 12. 00 15 .10 15. 20 17 . 50 18. 60 27 . 65 22. 90 18.40 16. 70 19.25 
Seed 7.50 7.60 a.oo 9.00 11.00 11.00 16.00 16. 00 10.00 10.10 11. so 

1934 
lea.l 22 . 50 24.00 24. 00 22. 00 21.25 2S . 25 27.05 84. 80 33 . 90 33 . 90 57.oo 

Seed 15 .00 16.00 17.76 18. 25 20.00 19. 50 20 . 00 24. 00 56 .00 ss.oo sa.oo 

1936 
ea.l 21 .20 20 . 66 20.10 21. 40 21.56 22·.so 152.10 55 . 95 30 . 95 29. 90 52 . 25 

Seed 28.00 27 .00 28. 00 28. CO 27 . 0C 25. 00 28.00 50.00 so.oo 30. 00 29.00 

SOURCE'S: {l) •cottonseed eal, 41 Percent Protein Average Price Per Ton, Bagged, Oa.rlots, emphis,• 
Agricultural Statistics,~, United Sta.tea Department of Agriculture, p. 158. 

(2) 9 0klahoma Fa;i-m Prices for Cottonseed," Supplement E Curtent llm Economicp, Oklahoma 
Agricul~ural ~er ent Station Bulletin No. 258, Still ter, Oklahoma, p. 25. 

, 

11. 80 
7.60 

19.25 
12.90 , 

S7 . 35 
sa.oo 

54. 20 
50 . 00 
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1959 this tio began to increase, that is, it took more seed to pur-

chase a ton of eal and by July 1953 the ratio was 1. 7 tons of aeed to 

one ton of eal. 

If the above years are compared to 1954 and 1956 when Oklahoma pro­

duced 55 thousand and 40 thousand tons of cottonseed eal, the price 

relationships a.r almost reversed . During these two years Oklahoma con-

sum.ed 150 thousend tons of m • This s 55 thousand tons more than 
Jll 

Oklahoma produced . s relationship between supply and d nd quick-

ly resulted in a decreasing ratio a.s the season progresoed en it 

became pparent that the supply snot going to be sufficient to eet 

the ratio s 1.4 tons or seed tor one ton or meal but by October a 

producer could exchange a ton of seed for a ton of meal . The exchange 

ratio was even more favorable in 1956 than 1934. In rch 1956 ton 

of seed would exchange for a ton of meal and 1 e the produoer 9.90. 

This was to be expected as total eal production for this season •et 

only 50 percent of domestic needs hile it accounted for 75 percent of 

domestic needs in 1954. 

The cottonseed oil price is today the dominant factor directJ..y af­

fecting seed prices for the industry in general. But because of the 

scarcity or deficit position of Oklahoma this no l.onger holds true in 

years of small production. ( Chart V ) • From the week of August 2 to 8 

seed and meal prices have a high positive correlation until the week 

'a/ Oklahoma mills supplied more than the above. This was due to the 
fact that Oklah mills bought the meal from outside of the State 
ard. purchased ta.gs from the State Department of Agriculture, which 

de it appear in the table s ti they wer ed the tate . 
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ending UovembE\r 27 after which the oil price began to be more offective 

as a determinant of cottonseed prices . In 1957 Oklahoma milla produced 

54 thousand tons more than were consumed in the State. This brought 

about the reestahlishment of former price relat ionships of the raw pro­

duct and its principal components. 

Summary 

The value of cottonseed varies as the quantity of its principal 

components vari es. Formulas have been established by which a grade is 

evolved after chemical analysis has been ma.de of the seed. Where 

grading is systematically fol lowed mills quote prices on "oosis grade" 

seed and pay premiums for seed above "basis grade," and discount seed 

belOY/ n oosis grade• n 

Oklahoma mills do not practice buyi.ng from gins on a grade index, 

bu.t mills amlyze seed for their own information and adjust the "over­

all" price accordingly. This seems to be substantiated from a compari­

son of an index constructed fl:-om the mills ' s analysis . It was f ound 

that the grade index and the average pri ce trend had the same general 

movement after the first of the season. 

The primary factor affecting price i s the constantly fluctuating 

supp~ and demand situation. In yea.rs when the production of seed waa 

smaller than the consumption the seed-meal ratio was very nnrrow. One 

ton 0£ seed would exchange for more than a ton of meal . In years when 

production exceeded the amount consur.ted larger qua.nti t i es of seed l'(ere 

required in the exchange; in a few cases two tons of seed were equable 

to one ton of meal. 



V41en Oklahoma. is a surplus producing State, cottonseed prices tend 

to be influenced more by cha.nges in oil prices, but in years when 

Oklahoma. becomes a deficit area :ieed prioes follow more closely cotton­

seed rileal prices. 



CHAPTER VI. THE UARIG!."T FOR COTTONS.Em PRODUCTS 

D elopment ot the ket for Cottonseed Oil 

The period immediately followi_ng the Civil ar was one of de-
if 

clining prices for farm products . This decline can be at ibuted to 

various factors: the unstable monetary system, the rapid expansi on of 

agricultural production into the ne lands of the ssissippi Ve.lley, 

the extension and development of domestic commerce, 8.lld the improvement. 

of internal communication and transportation facilities . The develop­

ment of railroad transports tion shifted the center of production of all 

the sniall grain crops on which the dairy and 11 vestock ioo.ustry in the 
y 

eastern seaboard states were established . 

The center o~ livestock production naturally followed the small 

grains which caus9!i a relocation of the pa.eking industry in the north y 
central states . Lard, one of the chief products of the packing in-

dustey, bad to be transported maiJy miles to the eastern industrial 

center located on the Atlantic seaboard. To meet this increasing coat 

and at the same time to present the public with a cheap, wholesome pro-

duct, packers resorted to adulteration or pure la.rd with vegetable 

oils. Because of' the enormous supply and relative cheapness as com-

pared with other .oils, cottonseed oil was the substitute generally 
JI 

used. For Dl8.?J1' years manufacturers made no attempts to conceal the 

fact; it bees.me more or less a univer 1 practice . 

"JI George F. arren and Frank A. Pearson, Prices, 1955, pp . 24-58 . 

g/ Edward c. Kirkland, History of American Economic Life, 1936, 
pp . 1~0-176 . 

Ibid. pp. 165-169. 

J./ eber 3lld Alsberg. QR . ill• PP• 6-19. 
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The incident referred to by • Parrish in his letter to the 

editor of the Cotton Oil Press concerning the shipping of cottons.eed 

oil out of emph1s b;y the N. K. Fairbanks Compaey in tank car branded 

"Garden City Ie.iry C ny or Chicago,' may have been the general p.rac-

tice when the picking imustey first began the use o:r cottonseed oil 

in the adulteration of lard, but by 1890 little or no attelllpt was de 

to conceal the fact. In 1881 the practice 1'8.S so well established that 

a co ttee which investigated a dispute that arose out of a refusal to 

accept a shipment of lard because of •alleged adulteration" decided 

that they could see no reason why the lard should not be received on 
~ . 

contract. 

The use of cottonseed. oil as well as other oils as an adulterant 

or substitute for lard might have developed unhampered if it had DOt 
fJ/ 

been for the llcGeogh case a.nd its aftermath. In 1883 cGeogh of 

WJ.•ukee att pted to corner the lard market, and 11'hen deliveries be­

gan to be presented he rejected 1,000 tieroes on the ground that it was 

not prime steam lard. As the lard had already passed inspection and 

because of the connection with the corner in the lard market it brought 

the controversy betore the public . The aftermath of the attempted 

corner b;y cGeogh was far reaching. It received national recognition 

as states ediatel;y began to formulate legislation to restrict 

adulteration of lard. 

It is worthwhile to oote that the agitation for some measure or 

control of the packing industry was initiated by packers with interest 

Y her and Alsberg. .Qn. £ll. p. 37. 

Y lR,W. pp. 37-4(). 
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'11 
in the eastern stats who could not eet this t:,pe of eompetition. 

ssachusetts s the first state to pass las hich required the 

manufacturers to label their products whereby the public o.uld kno 

that the products war not pur,s but a compound of vegetable oils. Other 

states located in the ea.st and north soon folio ed. s chusetts by en-. 

acting similar legislation until 1888 a large number of tate ere 

trying to regulate the ndulteration of "-wholesome product" by the use 

of vegetable oils, principally cottonseed oil . These la s were general­

ly evaded as they were loosely drawn. Agitation soon folllld its y in­

to the Federal halls of legi lation and in December 1887, Senator Dawes. 

ot ssacbusetts introduced into Congress a bill to protect the nu-
. §I 

facture and sale of pure la.rd, 11 which was the resul. t of a request by 

John P. Squire, a packer of Cambridg , ssaohusetts. A sirn:flar bill 

s introduced a month later by Repres tative Butte orth ot 

Cincinnati. Th oil milling industry did not permit these bills to be 

presented without presenting their side of the eontroversy. The ttle 

?"aged throughout the sesaions of the 50th and 51st Congresses. Chemi­

cal analysis proved the claims of the oil industry' that they were 

selling to the public a wholesome, palatable product which was more 
21 

than the product of the lard refiners. 

'JJ eber and Alsberg. Q:Q . ill• p. 40. 

w lJasi. p . 41 . 

Q/ Its ems that a voluminous report was presented relative to the 
practice of lard packers including an,y kind of hog 1n the lard re­
gardlees of the disease it might have bad when butchered. The oil 
industry contended it would be bet ter for their product not to be 
connected with any imustry that used piggy- sows and decayed meat 
in the manufacture or lard. 
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entuall.y these hearings by the Agricultural Committee approached 

some semblance of sanity. At least Representative UcCla.mmy of orth 

Carolina wrote into the mioority report against the Conger Bill., which 

was sponsored by the lard packing i.Ddustey, the basis or all the 
lQ/ 

dissention. 

The Conger Bill was declared bad because1 

1 . It would increase the price to colUSUllere of a wholeso e and 
necessary food product. 

2 . It d1scrilll.1nates 1n favor ot one manufacturer against another . 
S. It would injuriously affect •the agricultural interest of 

cotton growing. • 
4 . It prescribed unprecedentedly severe penalties for its 

intringment. " 
5 . It seeks "to regulate the manutacturers of lard compound" at 

the solicitation of manufacturers who are themselves 1n greater 
need -or regulation. 

The report also met the ala ot packers that the use of vegetable 

oils were depressing the corn and hog industr:y. 

It was pointed out that low hog prices were due to a large supply 

ot cheap corn and that a failure of the corn crop was responsible for 

the packers having to pay more for hogs . It seems that the lard pack-

era were claiming to be representatives of the downtrodden ..farmers and 

the unsuspecting and uninf'ormed public . But when the minor ity report 

included the reports of the ew York and New Hampshire Boards of Health 

in which the compounds were found to be as wholesome aa aey ot the so-
.u/ 

called •pure lards," this angle of attack was quickly dropped . The 

discontinuation of the attack on the use by packers or cottonseed oil as 

an adulterant in lard manutacture was probably a result of integrating 

W eber and Ale berg. .22. ill• p . 50. 

ll/ .wa. p . 51. 
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packing, compoUDd nuf'acturing, oil refining, am crushing by the 

large packers . (See Chapter I I , page 1 6) . The combinations fo ed. 

were or advantage in tba t the packers could control the supply of oil 

needed in production of com.pound . It also gave the oil refining in­

dustry an outlet for oil . Independent compoll.Tld manufacturers ere de-

pendent upon packers f or animal tats to give body or hardness to the 

compound, consequently joint ownership s desirable. However, a fe 

years prior to the orld ar the co pound industry began to break a 

from the packing i ndustry. This wa caused by the develo ent co er-

cial.ly of the present process used to harden oils, hydrogenation. The 

severance of the independent relationship of the compound induatry with 

that of packers did not remove the iidependeno-e of the prices of lard 

and co pound, of which more is to be said later . 

The Demand for Cottonseed Oil 

The eapness of cottonseed oil s one of the econocic forces 

Tihich caused it to be used as an adulterant in lard. However, compounds 

ere ot the only outlet for cottonseed oil. Aspegren I s est tes ot 
lZI 

omestic uses of cot tonse oil, annually fro 1874-75 to 111- 12 does 

not give any data on cottonseed oil consumpti on tor lard compound until 

1880-81. In 1874-74 or the total domestic consumption of' 154 million 

pounds, 10 . 4 mil.lion pounds were used in soap rnsld ng and t our milllon 

pounds in salad oils . In 1884-85 a total of 70 . 4 million pounds were 

do estically consumed. Soap ma king consumed 19. 9 aillion pounds, salad 

oils s.o, cooking and baking 2 .0, lard and compound 29 . 8, oleomargarine 

W eber and Alsberg. QR . ill• p . 517. 
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6.0, pac n oardines 2.0, and 2.7 millions pounds er consumed in all 

othor uses. 

The 0 industries consum a rgc percentage of cotto oil 

tod y. (Table12 ) • In 1951, 71 percent ot the total factory con-

su:nption of 1.1 llion pounds s co urned b;y the -eoopound industry, 

l percent or 16 million UDds by' oleo garine estnblishlllent, and 6 

percent b7 other edible products . · ght percent s c s .... ificd as 

foots am lo aes in nanufa.ctur~ sc .... p while 14 percent was umccounted 

for. (Table 12 ) . Sinco 1951 there has been a.n appreciabl dccre.a.se in 

the p cen ge of cottonseed oil used in u.facture of compounds a 

vegetable cookiDg fats of 9 percent to 62 percent in 1938. However, 

there was an absolute increase in the ount used, for 1n 931 there 

ere 328 llion pounds, or 71 percent, C0'.11 red to 11040 illion 

pounds in 1938 hich a ount was 62 percent of total disappearance . The 

total consumption of tats and oils by theee industries increased til w 
cottonse oil could no longer s ply the demaoo. The gr test in-

crease e in the amount used in the manut cture of oleo ga.rine ich 

increased fro 1 percent in 1 Sl to 9 percent in 1938. Other edible 

products took twice the ount in 1958 as compared to 1951. (Table12). 

The Competition of Cottonseed Oil 

Factory cons tion off ts and oils used in the production of 

co pounds and vegetable cooking f'ats from 1912 to 1938 gives the chief' w 
competitors of cottonseed oil. It sin co pound production that 

W lw ansi ~ ~tuatiop, July 195 , p. 29 . 

li/ l.1?111. hy 1939, pp . 7-9. 



Tahl.e 12. Factory Consumption by Classes of Prod cts and Total Di ppeara.nce 
of Cottonseed Oil, United States, 1951-1958 

(000,000 Pounds) 

Products Using I 

cottonseed. oil s 1931 I 1932 a 1955 l 1954 t J.936 ' 1956 a J.9§7 I 19§6 
Compound and egetable 

Cooking Fa ts 928 854 853 1,059 992 919 1,165 1,040 
Oleomargarine 16 l5 18 65 99 108 174 143 
Other Edible roducts a.& 100 122 165 139 178 227 198 
Soap 2 4 7 3 2 2 0 5 
Paint and Varnish ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ Printing Ink 

scellaneows 2 2 3 5 4 2 3 s 
oots aDd Losa ~§ J;g9 113 lQ~ ;bQ li JJ.I! ljg 

Total Factory Consumption 1,140 1,084 1,116 1,378 1,340 1,sos 1,688 1,529 

To l pparent Disappearance 1,315 1,240 1,295 1,566 1,441 1,340 1,746 1, 65 

As Percent of Total Disappearance o Cotton.seed Oil 

(Percent) 

Compound and Vegetable 
Cooking Fats 71 67 66 68 69 69 67 62 

Oleomargarine l l l 5 7 8 10 9 
Other F.dible Products 6 8 9 10 10 15 13 12 
Unaccounted tor 14 14 15 12 7 3 4 9 
Foots and Loss 8 10 9 7 7 7 6 8 

SOURCE& ll.H am~ Situation, Ho. 26, United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural 
ono cs, April 14, 1959. 

'J,,/ Less than 500,0GO pounds. 



cottonseed oil has it greatest demand. The jor domestically pro-

d oil are from peanuts, soybeans, linseed, nd co • Soy oil 

i likely to be the chief co petitor a it i a.da.pt to production in 
lll 

the nor as ell as in the south, and it can be gro on many t;vpes 

of soil, especially sandy and acid soils, It has begun to replace 
l§/ 

.other legumes in these types 0£ soil areas, Soybean oil production 

in the United States was of minor 1l rtance until the orld ,a.r, and 

resumed a ll pl.a e in the do estie economy until the advent of the 

Agri.c tural Adjustment dministra tion in 1953 . oreign produced oils 

that co et directly with cotto eed oil ~-n the nufacture of co 

pounds and vegetable cooking£ ts are palm, cocoanut, and sesame oils 

ch make up more than 75 percent of all foreign oils used. The 

largest percentage of cot n e oil used in co pound nufactlll"e a 

in l9l2 when i t was 92 . l percent of e total consumption of fats 

and oils. 

Aa a larg percentage of the cottonseed oil produced is consumed 

in the c ·pound induetry, cottons oil i in dir ct competition with 

lard or lard eo pounds. The basic materials used in the ma.nutaetur 

or lard am lard compounds are hog .fat nd v getahle oils . The volume 

produced teDds to nuctuate, but the supply i'3 not so much influenced 

by price of these by- produota as factors 1.iz,ely independent or 

iDdireotly connected determine the supply. 

W Agricultural St,atistics, 1940, United States Department of Agri­
culture, p. 307 . 

J&/ J . • Zahnle71 SgYbean Prod;qgtion !a --.-, Kansas Experiment 
Station Bulletin No . 287, 1939, p . s. 

l1./ The supply of lard is determined by the number of hogs lightered 
which is primarily dependent upon the price a.lid supply of corn. 
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'l'he per capita demand as measured by' the per capita disappears.nee 

has been very inelastic. (Table 13) • Since 1912 per capita consump­

tion of these fats has average approximately 22 pounds. The average 

approximated the high ae total consumption exceeded 25 pounds for only 

two years . The price or lard hae ranged from 28.9 cents in 1919 to s.o 
cents in 1952 . Consumption during the peak 1n prices in 1919 exceeded 

consumption in 1952 when the price of lard reached the 1 of 5.0 cents. 

Domestic production has exceeded domeetio disappearance of lard, as con­

trasted to compounds and vegetable cooking fats wherein do est1c produc­

tion has tended to equal consumption of compounds and vegetable cooking 

fats. Thia was especially true after 1920. In 1912 the United States 

bad a net export of vegetable oils of 188 million pounds but has re­

mained on a net import basis since 19141 with the exception of 1921 when 

23 milliou pounds were exported.. (Table 14). It measured b;y the rela­

t ive changes the demain for compound appears more inelastic than the 

demam for lard . This can probibly be attributed to the faet that 

during periods of high lard prices the dema.Dd for lard snot shifted 

to vegetable co pounds hich ere cheaper as a change in the relative 

pr1ee of the two products would not ca.use an edia.te shift because of 

consumer preference. In this case, smaller ru:roun.t or a cheaper grade 

ould probably be taken rather than a substituto product . Cons uently, 

the price tor vegetable compounds or la.rd will not be aSfeo d so much 

by the total supply as by the d Dd for the individual product . There-

th the index of in:iustrial w fore, the price is more closely oorrelated 

activity than the existing demand or supply schedule. 

ry 1941, p . 15, and August 1940, 
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T ble 13 . 14rd, Co pounds, and Vegetable Cooking Fats: 
Per Capita Production, Di PP oe and Price 

1n the United States, 1912- 1957 

t Lard 
. Compound and Vegetable I Total • 

: • Coot~Di ll:Jil : Disap-.. 
Year: Per I Per i Average: Per I Per 1 Average :ea.ranee 

l Capita: Capita: Price: Capita: Capita . Price : . 
: Pro- : Disap- : Perl,l Produc-: Disap- 1 Per : 

f21md lf ! :dl5~ioJ1roea.raSQliP2Ja!ld I ~ioa 1pearapc12 I 

(Pounds) (Pounds) (Cents) (Pounds) (Pounds) (Cents) (Pounds) 

1912 17. 2 ll .4 10.5 9. 2 8.4 8.1 19 . 8 
113 16.9 10. 9 11.0 10. 4 9. 7 8.7 20 .s 
1914 15. 7 10. 9 10. 4 n .s n .o a .1 21. 9 
1915 1 .a n .a 9. 4 10.s 10.2 7 . 9 22.0 
1916 16.7 12. 0 13.5 10.2 9. 7 12.1 21 . 7 
1917 14.l 10. s 21. . 9 ll . 5 11. 0 17 .S 21. 5 
1918 18.2 12. 3 26. 0 n .1 10 . 6 25 . l 22.9 
1919 18.l 11.0 28. 9 12. 9 ll . 7 25. 2 22.7 
1920 18.2 12.2 19. 9 1 .0 6. 7 19.4 18.9 
1921 19 .5 ll.1 11.1 7 . 6 7 .1 10.5 1a.2 
1922 20 .. a 15. 5 11. 5 7 .1 s.a 12 .0 20 . 5 
1923 24.1 14. 5 12.3 6. 7 6. 6 12.9 21.1 
1924 25. 3 14. 5 15.1 7 . 3 7.1 13.0 21.6 
1925 18. 6 12. 5 16. 7 10. 0 9. 8 15.0 22.3 
1926 18.7 12.4 1s.o 9. 8 9. 6 15. 8 22.0 
1927 19.0 12.s 12.a 10.0 9 . 8 11.a 22. 6 
1928 20.3 13.5 12.s 9 .5 9. 4 12 .0 21.7 
1929 20.0 12.9 12 .0 10 . 0 9. 9 n.s 22. B 
19 0 17 . 9 12-.7 10. 9 9. 8 9.8 10.5 22 . 5 
1951 18.4 1.o.s a.o 9.4 9. 4 e.9 22.9 
1952 18. 8 14.5 5.0 7.6 7. 5 s.2 21 . 8 
1935 19. 4 15. 9 g/ s.s 7. 6 7 . 6 El_ 7.0 21.5 
1954 16. 3 ~ 12.a 7 .7~ 9.5~ 9. 5 8 . 6 Y. 22.3 ~ 
1955 9 . 9 if 9. 5 t 13. B 12.l 12.1 if 13 .1 Y 21.6 
1936 15.0 11.2 11. 3 z/ 12 . 4 Y 12.4 if_ 12 .2 Y 25 .6 t 
193'7 11.1 Ef 10.6 Y ll. 5 if_ 12 . 3 Y 12 .3 .Y 12. 4 'Y 22.9 
1938 15.4~ ll.2 ~ a.o Y'. n.s Y. n.s II 10 .2 if 22.8 t 
1939 15.5 12.7 6 .4 y' 10. 7 Y 10. 7 Y 9 . 5 lf 25.4 

SOURCE: "Production and Disappearance, II ~ ~ ~ Situation, United 
States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural 
mo mies, July 1940, p . 13 • 

Y American Vegetable Shortening Industry, pp . 344 and 547, (Years 
1912-1953) . 

&/ Fats and Oils Situation, October 14, 1938, pp . 10-ll, (Years 
19M-1957). 

'II/ Prloe-a. Lard., and Co unds, Fate and Oils Situa.tio , J~ 1940• p.JS. 



• Summary of roduction, Net Imports, and 
ent Disappearance of Fats am Oils, 

luding Lard and Butter, 
United States, 1912, 1914, 

. 1916-38 

(Bet exports are indicated by a minus sjgn) 
(Millions of Pounds) 

Calendar:_ Domestic Prodw;t;ion : 
Year : Fro From : 

1912 
1914 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1952 
1955 
1934 
1955 
1936 
1957 
1958 

: Do estic: I mported: Total. 
;Mater1, 1s:Mater141,, 

1,S2o 
2,146 
1,827 
1,711 
1,629 
1,857 
1,565 
1,589 
1,209 
1,267 
1,552 
2,180 
2,285 
2,254 
2,042 
2,067 
2,050 
1,949 
1,922 
1,764 
1,534 
1,612 
1,847 
2,148 
2,377 

209 
501 
457 
534 
529 
476 
558 
428 
S56 
760 
670 
472 
646 
795 
694 
880 
694 
587 
457 
650 
617 
748 
729 
951 
661 

2,699 
5,190 
5,121 
2,976 
5,010 
5,182 
2,884 
5,095 
2,961 
5,305 
5,520 
5,871 
4,221 
4,535 
3,945 
4,254 
4,000 
5,784 
.5,572 
5,700 
5,675 
5,510 
4,055 
4,487 
4,617 

: Het Exports : Appe.rent 
or Net Imports t Di ppearance 

; _ or oA 

- 188 
5 

165 
554 
748 
569 
281 

- 25 
357 
424 
552 
520 
608 
619 
710 

1,052 
920 
816 
601 
841 
761 

1,717 
1,490 
1,690 
1,086 

2,Sll 
5,187 
5,285 
5,495 
3,793 
5,465 
5,062 
5,192 

,529 
3,697 
5,835 
4,582 
4,522 
4,682 
4,835 
s,~ 
4,761 
4,482 
4,017 
4,214 
4,767 
5,314 
5,825 
5,852 
5,592 

SOURCE: li&H iDil ~ Situation• July 1959, Bureau of Agricultural 
• nomics, United States Department of Agriculture. 
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Factors Atf'ecting Competition of Vegetable Oils 

There are many properti s or cbaracteristica inherent in fats and 

oils that limit their uses com ercially. These re, the iodin count, 

odor, color, and aperient properties; the latter applies to tung, 

castor, e.nd croton oil , which prohibit their use as a food . On the 

basis of these properties especially iodine-count, the oils and f ts 

are cl.as ified into three pecifio classes of drying. sew -drying and 
~ 

non-drying groups, and are further classified according to use: 

edible, technical, and special. The edible oils are generally semi-

drying and non-drying ,hile technical oils are drying and semi-drying. 

However, a small number of vegetable oils is confined to one use cl.a.es . 

The discovery of new ethods of processing has increased the 

multiplicity of uses and the substitutability or one vegetable for 

another . ny of the semi-drying and non-drying oils can be hardened 

by hydrogemtion, thereby extending their uses and increasing 

changeability. Thus linseed oil by far the most widely used non-drying 

vegetable oil in paint and varnish manufacture must co pete with such 

oils as soybean, cottonseed, castor; and oiticica which can be hardened 
.W' 

by" hydrogenation. An analysis of the elasticity or inelasticity of 

demand or supply of any particular oil would involve many factors be-

cause of the substitutability of one oil for another. However, factors 

relative to production as they may affect supply are to be considered. 

li/ El.ll ADQ QUI, rull Qleae1nou1 -Production, Prices, 
~' Disappearance li .w United states, lm-~. United 
States Department of griculture, Statistical Bullet.in No. 57, 
pp. 1-6. 

W lA.a mil WA Situation, .,. 1940, p. ll. 
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Cottonseed, a joint product ot cotton lint, has generally been 

considered of very little value. This value relationship 1n the minds 

of producers can probably be attributed to the relative values of the 

two products, eotton lint a.1Xl cottonseed. As a result of the value 

relationship very lit tle attention has been given to cot tonseed pro­

duction, except in breeding ork where the primary' objective s been 

to reduce the relative weight of the seed in proportion to the lint 

eight per one hundred poums of seed cot ton thereby reducing still 

further the relntive value of oottonseed to lint. 

Studies have been made of the co position of the cottonseed in re-
W 

lation to varietieis. Other studies have attempted to discover the 

factors that are responsible for the variation in meal and oil content w 
thin a season am from one season to another. As yet no experi-

ants have been conducted to breed cotton for seed production alone. 

Mr. Henry Dunlavy of the Agronomy Department, Oklahoma. Agricultural 

and Mechanica.l College, Stillnter reports that there is some interest 

manifested in this particular phase of cotton breeding, but no 

scient1ficall7 cond11eted experiments have been inaugurated. 

Cottonseed oil baa been the most important of the four by-products, 

oil, cake or mea.l, linters, and hulls, secured itl the manufacture o~ 

W G. S. Fratz, Cb.,rn1 cal Composition of ~ Cotton lant, Texas 
Experillent Station Bulletin No . 247. 

W G. s. eloy, A~ 9t lh.o m~ Composition Sll. Cottonseed, 
Preliminary Report , Bureau of Agricultural conomics, United States 
Department of Agriculture, 1931. 
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cottonseed. he value r!i.tio has changed from yen.r to year, but as a 

general rule oil content per ton has twice t.he value of meal or oa.ke. 

(Table 3 ) • Hence, prioes for ra cottonseed have been f'.feot more 

by a change in cottonseed oil prices than by prices of any of t e 

other thre - products. Thi applies especially in the central ma.r-
W 

ket, but in the local markets, ch ve been classified by Die son 

as 11decentralized rkets cottons ices y renect the d nd 

for meal or cake if consumption exceeds supply produced in th rket 

ea. (Tablet! 10.and 11). 

e co p titive status of do es ically produc · veg tabl oils 

ill be dete ned to a. gr t degree by their et ods of production as 

co pared to cottonseed oil production. So s, peanuts, and to a 

small degree :f.'lax seed have alternative uses. Soybeans nd peanuts 

are used as human food and for livestoc feed in the ra state both 

as hay and as protein supplements. However, as pointed out on page 88 

the extent that the prod11eer can shirt to these different outlets will 

be determined at the t e of planting. 

'l'he co6t of producing theae products, soybeans and peanuts, will 

be borne by the raw products if consumed 1n this State or by the by'-

products~ oil and ee.l, if processed. Cottonseed on the other hand, 

will be produced as long as it is prot ··table to produce cotton lint. 

Consequently the demand for cottonseed oil will not affect the supply 

that will be offered. It ould. appear unlikely that cost of mlllill8, 

refining, and processing soybean and -peanut oil as com red to that 

W A. • Dickson, Cottonseed Prices !!l ~ United States, ~, 
Agricultural djustment Administration, United States apartment 
of Agriculture, 1956. 
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for cottonseed oil would vary to the extent that these ~actors alone 

would eliminate cottonseed oil fro the rket. 

en total domestic disappearance of fa ts and oils is taken as a 

measure of effective demand the extent of the market can soon be de-

fined. In 1912 total disappearance of the fats and oils approximated w 
five billion pounds as the United States was on an export basis pro-

duotion exceeded domestic consumption by 772 m1111on pounds . Domestic 

consumption continued to increase at a faster rate than production and 

in 1929 the United States imported 178 million pounds of fats and oils 

or their equivalents. In the me 7ear a.nimal tats primarily lard re-

mained on an export basis and continued. to do so until 1932 when 204 

million pounds were imported. However, after 1936 the United Sta tea 

exported animal fats bµt was on a net import basis for vegetable tats 

and oila . The net import basis after 1929 was a result of an increase 

in consumption trom the tive billion in 1912 to approximately nine 

billion pounds in 1929 which continued to increase the following decade 

and reached 9.6 billion poums in 1959. 

Production of domestic rats and oils has been below or equaled to w 
domestic consumption of these products with the one exception, lard. 

Production of vegetable oils from domestic terials bas not exceeded 

co tion despi te the phenomenal 1.ncreases in production of these 
. &§I 

products . However, production of cottonseed oil has not increased. 

Consequently, soybean oil and peanut oil have found a ready demand as 

W laH Am ~ Situation, February 1941, P• 9 . 

llf .rtwi. July 1940, p . 15. 

W ~ . p. 15. 
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a result ot the inor se in consumption, and although cottonse oil 

production prior to 1950 appro ted 40 to 50 percent of total oil 

produced the amount was r due to betw en 25 and 53 l/5 percent in 1959 

This one factor alone probably attributed a great deal to the rise in 

cottonseed prices since 1910. 

As baa been pointed out the cottonseed oil supply is controlled by 

the amount or cott on produced primarily tor the lint. And s the value 

of the seed is relatively small co~red to the value or the lint, 

little, if any, consideration w1l1 be given to the price of seed when 

a decision is being e regarding the desirability of increasing or 

decreasing production of cotton by the i.mividual producer. The supply 

of cottonseed oil then should be a constant factor if present gri­

cultural programs continue. Cotton oil mllls will likely continue 

processing seed as long as the total returns from the cottonseed by-

products returns a net profit on th inves ent over a period of years. 

As cottonseed oil, a joint product, would be produced under wide varia­

tions in prices, even though lo, and thus be absorbed under ost 

market conditions. That is soybean oil, p ut oil, and linseed oil 

would co pete among themselves for the residual" share of the demand . 

Therefore, il the price or oil approached coat or produetion1 cotton­

eed oil could under- sell any of the other products . 

en the value 0£ the by- products of cottonseed through competition 

of soybean, peanut, .a.Dd linseed by'- products reached cost of production w 
(milling cost) rhich bas averaged $7. 54 per ton of ra cottonseed, 

Z1.I Cottonseed ~ Its Products, National Cottonseed Products Assooia.­
tion, Inc ., 1937 . 
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the val of the S'-"ed i r&la. tion to lint 1 .further deer se . Th 

TB.1ue of ra seed will a oa.ch zero 1 ill again p ce the en-

tire burden ot production of cotton on the lint as 1 t . s prior to the 

beginning o.f the cottonseed CTUShing 1.Mustry. Therefore, 1 t uld 

seem that the position of cottonseed oil is impregrabl tro th a lid.­

point of competition. The price will pro bly citcree.se s add.1 tioml. 

an ountsof other domestic o s are produced unless coDSUJ:Iption 

The Co petitive Status of Cottons 

The ket for cottonseed meal bas been un1 ue in that the a pl7 

of !ta principal competitors s scarce in relation to the demand for 

protein feed high in digestible nutrients for suppl entary" protein 

deficient rations. This position as intained until the past decade. 

Its chief competitor has been linseed meal. Ho ever, soybe&.n and 

peanut a-1 comprise a larger perc ge of the total than linseed 

eal at present. Cottonseed was not the rat protei concentrate 

feed med, a.s linse'3d meal feeding in:tlroduced concurrent ith that w 
of cot nae meal feedillg. As cottonseed as more abundant 

it repla.c linseed moo.l in moat feeding practices, except in .w 
localities ere linseed eal s ori3 advanta.gtdoualy locs.ted. 

W Robert s. Curtis. Qi!. ,ill. pp. 89-90. 

E,JJ/ Linseed eal ia fed in instances in preference to co t onseed 
meal which is re eoonom1cal beoauee of tbe higher protein con-
tent . is high rank is due to it palata ility, conditioning, 
and slightly laxative effects, which aid in keeping st,ock thr!f 7 
and vigorous. F. B. orrison, Feeds f1!l! Fe d 1 20th tion 
19361 P• 531. 



ny experiment have en made and e being de to determine the 

feeding value of the bove protein supplement feeds . Thia feeding value 

s be n and is yet th basis of d nd where demand is rational . In 

the lier expe ents the objecti e s to discover to t extent 

these prote t could e used as protein suppl ement in feeding 

ra. tion.s and replao o bohydr te concentrates . Henry and orrison dis-

cussed this type of relationship in early editions of their publication, 

~ ang Feed.in&• Later editions are ore concerned with the relative 

value of the four products . 

It 11 be neceasar:y to know the relative feeding value of these 

products 1n order to place them on a comparable be.sis. In a jority 

of cases these feeds can be substituted directly for each other without 
&I 

any serious consequences, however, there are particular variations. 

Cottonse bas been found to be the best in mineral deficient ratioM, w 
especially phosphorous. Linseed meal is superior when finish alone w 
is considered. It also eta as a laxative but an excess in dairy 

feds makes the butter sott, hile cottonseed meal adds hardness and w 
decreases ch\U"Dabili ty • In some cases it was found tba t a mixture ot 

equal amounts of cottonseed meal am linseed meal gave the e results 

as linseed eal alone, and because of the relative value of the two 
lil 

feeds this provided a more economical feed. These protein pplements 

~ The five jor classes of livestock th which these eJ!J)oriments 
have been comucted are beef cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, horses, 
am hogs . 

n/ rrison. .QR • .Q.t. p . 668 • 

.§&I ,IW. PP• sea am a84. 

,W Ibid . p . 531. 

ii/ • P• 671. 
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have other substitutes which should be consideredt principally, alfalfa,_ 

hominy, and gluten feeds. One hundred pounds · or cottonseed meal can be 
lll 

substituted for 300 to 400 pounds of alfa.lfa bay. Gluten feeds were 

found to be in.f'erior to these concentrates but are widely used in so e w 
sections. 

Feeds possessing approximately the same feeding value can be read.­

idly substituted for each other. However, other factors may disrupt 

this practice• These rel.a tionshipa can be changed by feeding carboby-

drates and roughage of dif'ferent compositions 1n the ration. Location 

advantages may eliminate or prohibit the substitution of another pro­

tein feed. Then again, irrational buying may result in failure to 

substitute feeds when it becomes eocnoi::dcal to do so. 

I£ these differences are not considered, the price of any one 

protein feed cannot re 1n out of line th the o era for a very long 

period of time. Hence, there should be a positive correlation bet een 

the prices of these by-products. Table 15gives the price by onths for 

cottonseed, peanut, linseod, am soybean mea.l from 1930 to 1940. The 

supply of cottonseed eal was large relative to total demand, and 

cottonseed meal tilB.S relatively th chenpest product until 1957. Peanut 

meal pric s closely appro ted co t tonseed oal prices after 195?. 

The significant change in price relationship for this period nar-

rowing of the spread between cottonseed meal 8.11d soy-bean meal prices . 

In January of 1950 the spread s $16 . 55. (Table 15 ) • Thereafter 

I 
the absolute spread dec1·eased but not the relative value of the spr 

W rrison. Qg • .2.ll• 669. 

w nw. p. s11. 

• 



!able 15. Price Per Ton of Cotto11seed, P-.nut, Lineeed, and Soybean ea.la 
at Specif'ied kets, by Months, 19S~l9S9 

1Cottonaeed1Peanut ea.le 1Cottonseed1Pee.nut Meals Linseed I So7bee..n 
Year I Meal, 41. a t • o. b. I Year 2 eal, il I f • Oe b. I eliJ. 3'-S7 I ealt 41 
and : Percent I South- • and : Percent I South-- 1 Percent • Peraent • . 

nth I Protein, : th I Proteh, I ea.stern: Protein, 1 Protein, 
I ellpb.18 • : empbit : sV1nnea 11 : Chica.go • .. p 

(Dollars) (Dollars) 

9SO 19$5 
lan. 36.45 56.30 54.10 51.80 Jan. M.60 32.70 45.25 40.70 
Feb. 33.60 55.06 51.75 4.8.25 Feb. S5.25 31.25 39.65 s0.45 
lle.r. 33.60 5$.06 50.30 48.20 llai'. w.eo 29.12 s0.40 57.10 
.A.pr. 56.75 33.80 6'.75 60.15 Apr • so.,s 28.12 sa.ao ~S.80 
Ml.7 aa.os M..75 ,a.10 50.70 T so.oo 27.S3 se.oo 3&.20 
June 35.50 55.75 44.75 48.76 June 26.96 26.25 Sl.00 51.70 
Jlil7 33.60 51.50 42.76 46.00 July 24.50 24.00 26.50 29.05 
Aug. 36.25 54.50 42.20 ,1.ao Aug. 21.50 20.85 25.&> 24.00 
Sept. 30.90 S7.00 42.10 · 47.50 Sept. 20.30 19.16 24.88 22.85 
Oct. 27.50 40.00 40.25 44,00 Oct. 2S.l5 20.65 27.40 25.60 
Nov. 27.60 ss.oo 258.90 u.20 lov. 22.25 19.56 26.65 24.40 
Dec. 25.60 27.70 37.90 40.00 Dec. 22.20 19.05 27.00 25.50 

931 1956 
Jan. 25.76 26.19 56.40 39.SO Jan. 21.20 19.SS 27.13 25.16 
Feb. 24.90 27.00 54.65 56.60 Peb. 20.60 20.00 25.50 23.90 

• 26.45 26.50 31.60 35.15 r • 20.10 21.00 24.20 22.30 
Apr. 26.25 26.80 30.76 31.90 Apr. 21.-lO 20.83 25.0S 23.30 

1 24.55 26.62 27.70 28.60 ,. 21.55 21.50 25,S8 2,.ao 
June 22.40 26.06 24.96 25.80 June 22.50 23.55 28.60 26.10 
July' 21.20 25.00 25.60 24.90 July 32.10 33.00 '2.12 38,90 
Aug. 17.&> 23.00 26.20 23.35 Aug. 33.95 36.00 46.38 44.30 
Sept. 13.80 18.80 25.75 21.40 Sept. 50.95 56.00 46.30 39.70 
Oct. 13.20 19.00 25.70 18,60 Oat. 29.90 29.25 45.75 36.90 
lov .. 16.60 20.00 51.40 23.85 ov. 32.25 30.17 '6.75 39 15 
Dec. 14.45 18.81 i52.l0 23.00 Dee. M.20 31.95 48,80 43.00 

1952 
17.94 ~ 

l9S7 
Jan. is.ao so.is 20.45 Jan. M.65 ss.12 48.25 «.lO 
:reo. 12.ao 18.00 28.76 18.75 Feb. M.SC 35.76 44.12 '1.50 

r. 12.45 18.30 j/ 28.00 18.90 r. 35.l5C S7.l0 3 .ao '1.10 
Apr. 12.85 17 .88 j/_ 27.SO 19.90 Apr. 40.15 '4.25 40.50 47.60 ,. 12.60 17.88 if 24.26 19.96 7 40.3C 44.67 40.76 48,S5 
June ll.50 17.70 21.40 20.20 June 34.5E 42.55 ~a.oo S9.20 
Jul.7 15.15 16.69 20.40 20.os July 31.55 57.75 34.62 37.30 
Aug., 17.35 17.40 21.40 22.60 Aug, 25.9G 29.94- 51.00 M,90 
Sept. 18.75 19.00 22.40 2S.70 Sept. 21.so so.oo 31.26 M.20 
Oct. 14,40 18.60 21.50 22.75 Oct. 21.95 27.60 35.12 28.80 
ov. J.S.35 l.5.44 19.80 21.10 ov. 23.00 28.45 35.90 29.60 

Dee. n.ao 14.75 19.15 21.70 Dec. 22.05 25.84 39.00 28.80 
19&3 19S8 

Jan. 11.86 14.Sl 19.70 21.70 Jan. 23,25 28,00 42.00 250.00 
Feb. 12.00 l.3.88 19.30 21.10 Feb. 22.so 26,25 42.60 29.60 
r.rar. 13,10 14.56 20.00 22.60 Mar. 21.90 2 .16 4J.!.40 28.10 
Apr. 15.20 15.94 21.65 23.70 Apr. 21.40 23.58 41.75 26.00 

T 17.50 19.30 25.20 2e.so 20.eo 21.70 "4.00 26.30 
June 18.60 20.ss 27.50 28.85 June 21.20 22.00 41.10 25.SO 
July- 27.65 29.58 S7.40 39.20 Jul.7 25.25 24.Sl 41.40 26.95 
Aug. 22.90 27.65 36.10 39.00 l.ug 22.0& 24.07 lSe,40 26.15 
Sept. 18.40 24.17 51.75 54.85 Sept. 21.00 24.00 35.90 27.00 
Oct. 16.70 25,08 51.70 31.70 Oct. 20,90 25.19 57.76 24.60 

O'f', 19.25 25.05 Sl.90 so.1.5 IOT, 21.7$ 21.60 58,50 24.40 
Dec. 19.26 25.88 31.65 so.so Dec. 22.eo 21.26 39.75 26.20 

19M 1939 
Jan. 22.50 27.10 32,00 50.60 Jan. 22.60 21.50 40,50 26.50 
Feb, 24.00 28.56 Sl.90 31.60 Feb. 21.so 20,09 58.75 24.70 
Mar. 24.00 29.75 S0.15 32.50 r. 22.20 20.so s8.so 24,45 
Apr. 22.00 28.62 50.90 155.25 Apr. 2S.20 20.75 se.oo 24.70 
•7 21,25 27.65 29.20 253.60 1 23,65 21.15 257.80 26.SO 
Jun 23.25 27.58 32.26 34.50 June 23.05 21.00 57.40 25.96 
July 27.05 27.42 255.40 S4,60 July 21.55 21.00 3S,10 24.70 
Auge M.80 so.75 41.75 37.75 Aug. 21.15 21,05 28.20 25,70 
ept. 55.90 53.62 44.00 59,50 Sep, 26,0S 29,06 M.50 55.70 

Oct. 53,90 53.20 41.40 38.50 Oat. 25.25 35.10 28.30 
lfov. S7.00 51.25 42.00 158.85 Nov. 28,25 33.40 2.70 
Dec. 57.75 33.75 «.so 41.20 Dec. 29.5'.) 55.50 M.95 

Source: Agrioultural Stati tica 1940, United states Department Ot Agrloultur 
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Fihile the spread was l ess than 50 percent or the cottonseed meal price 

as of that date it was above 90 percent on December of 1952. However, 

this soon changed and by 1959 the averago spread approximated five 

dollars. Proportional price changes have not ocd~ed for either pea-. . 
nut or linseed meal . Peanut meal prices were slightly above cotton-

seed meal in 1950 but by the end of December 1938 they were below 

cottonseed. meal prices. The price for linseed meal bas remained near 

the 1950 level, and in the l ast two years of the decade studied 

1950-1939, was considerabl y higher than prices of other feeds. 

The new price relationships can be partially attributed to the 

rel.a.tive position 0£ the different protein feeds in the total amount 

consumed . (Tables 16 ,and 17). The average consumption of cottonseed 

meal f or the five years, 1928-1952, was 1,823 thousand tons excl uding , 
that domestica.lly used for fertilizer. The total consumption of lin-

seed, soybean, and peanut meal waa 543 . 4 thousand tons or l ess than 25 

percent of the total disappeatance of the four protein feeds. In 1955 

the amount of soybean meal domestically consumed was 619 . 9 thousand 

tons which exceeded the combined average consumption of linseed, pee.nut, 

and soybean meal for the period 1928-1952. In the meammlle linseed 

meal production had actually decreased compared to the five year avei­

age, 1928-1932. This increaae in the domestic consumption of soybean 

meal was 600 percent, but compared to total consumption of the four 

products, the volume was insignificant. Production of cottonseed meal 

decreased in 1955 to 1,759 thousand tons o.s compared to the five-year 

average of 21 255 thousand tons . Domestic disappearance excluding 

quanti ty used for fertilizer was 1 1 726 thousand tons . Seven thousand 

tons were exported in 1955 as compared to 165 thousand tons for the 



able 16. Cot tonseoo. and Peanut Cake and eal 
U tad States, A g 1 2 52, Annual 1935-40 

Year: Q2:t!d!11111!.l Ca.k1 1!11 ll@Cll • Pamiti ~U IDd M11l . 
B gl -1 . 1Used :for: Domestic Di p-: Do eBtio • 

Ding :Produo- alet :Fertili- : pearanoe :Produo-: Im-: Dlsap-
August: tion . - : zer on :clu:ling uantitys :tion iport ,p . 

: 'JI r l :portss Cotton : Used for t 
• ' Farms t Fert 1 11,er s . 
I --

, 
(1, 000 to ) 

er ge 
1928-$2 2,235 165 222 1,825 16.l 4 .1 20 .2 

1953 1, 889 70 174 1, 679 10.2 1.2 11.4 
1934 1, 614 -48 85 1,504 45. 6 5. 5 .1 
1 5 l , '139 7 159 1,726 47 .9 1.9 49 . 8 
1936 2, 031 5 84 1, 995 59.4 9. 6 69 .o 
1937 2, eso 81 203 2,567 so. 2.1 52. l 
l 8 2, 025 10 95 2, 01, 65 .4 10. s 75.9 
1 9 g/ 1,880 -22 75 1,865 50.5 9. 7 40.0 
1940 1,865 125.0 10. 0 135.0 

SOURCE: tb! ~ Situation, rch 1951, Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nondco, United States pll't ent or Agriculture. 

1/ I port fro 1934 to date are on an Oct her-September basis . Re­
ports for earlier years e on a calendar-year oo.sis . 

6 

period 1928-32. Since 1932 exports have been ery l;D!lll; in 1954, 1936, 

and l.S59 the United States rted eottoneE.ed eal . (Table 16) • 

Soybaan eal bas been ~ted t ports have deer sed and in 

1938 am 1939 the United states s on a net e'TTll'l'rT. lxlsi • Dome6 ic 

production of cottonseed. ea.l ha.s decreased but do eatic cons ion has 

approached th five-year ave ge for 192 2 . · he e tr i 

characteristic of linae aal, but soy eal production has oon-

tinually increased at a very accelerated rate. Production decreased in 

1956 slightly fro the high of 1935 but increased in 1957 and 1938 over 



Table 17. Linseed and Soybean C ke and ea.l: Apparent 
Domestic Disappearance, Average 1928-32, Annual 1955-40 

Year : Linseed en.Jee and eal =---........ =--=--=-=-..:::.:::---
Begin- : : i Domestic: 

ning :Produc-: Im- . x- : Dis- : Produc-
Oetober: tion ports: ports: appear- : tion 

1 : : ance ; 

(1,000 tons) 

Avera e 
1s.2J/ 1928-32 517 .0 221.1 509 .l 71.4 

1955 S75.2 8.7 241 .7 142.2 73 . 9 
1934 597 . G 10. 2 205 . 5 202 . 5 2~ .o 
1955 456 .9 17.2 210 . 6 265 . 5 599. 9 
1936 586 . 2 15. 9 528.7 275 . 4 492 . S 
1957 412.o 5.5 240 . 5 177.0 717 .2 
1958 481.4 7. 8 286 . 6 202 . 6 1, 076 .4 
1959 558. 8 1 .5 146. 7 595. 4 'R./ 1 , M9 .4 
1 soo.o 

: . . 
: Im- : - : 
tports:ports: appear-
: a.nee 

42 . 8 114.2 

25 . 0 98 .9 
64. 2 287 . 2 
20 .0 619 . 9 
65. 7 548 .0 
15 .5 752 . 7 
12 .5 27 .o zl 1 , 061 .7 
12.l 62 . 1 , 299 . 2 '/JI 

1,525 . 0 

sou : ~ .hw Situation, ch 1941, Bareatt of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, United States De:i:,artmeet of Agriculture . 

l/ Imports fo:r 192 estimated . 

&/ January-October 1 59; not separately reported prior to Jallllaey 1959. 

V Prel 1rn:lnar est te . 

the high or 1955. In the succeeding year production of soybean ea1 

exceeded on million tons in the United States f or the f irst time in 

the }µ.story of soybean production. (Table 17 ). 

Factors Af'fect i.ng Producti on 

Cottonseed llleal is a by-product of a subordinate joint- product . 

The total production is not det ermined. by a oon_scious cognizance of the 

price level or profitahleness in the cot· onseed industry proper . Pro-

d.uction i s determined by the amount of cotton produced . Production data 
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tor cottonseed are eat ted by" assuming 65 pound of eed e produced 

!or ee.oh 35 pound ot lint. n 1, linseed eal, and 

pee.nut eal production are a result of a planned enterprise in the agri­

cultural econo • However, linseed eal is a by-product of flax seed, 

crushed pr ily for th oil. The production ot flax the United 

Sta tea has empha iz the returns fro the crushing industry, as veey 

little f'1a% is produc for linen. Soybeans hays been and are produced 

today tor the hay but the principal. crop is the beans. And unlike cot­

tonseed the total production will be determined by how protitahle it is 

to produce so7beans as such, and not ae is in the case ot cottonseed 

which dep s upon the profitableness of producing the joint-product. 

n productio although not oontined to &JV' particular region ia 

found stJ.y in the lo w Atlantic, Borth Central, and South Atlantic 

States. This c1oaely corr es-ponds with areas in 1'hich the largest aore-
W 

ge of corn 1.s grown. 

Soybean acr ge bas iDCroased from 1.6 million acres in 1924 to 9 

millio in 1939. In the eanwb.Ue soybee.D seed production increased fro 
.al 

4. million bushels in 1924 to ~ on bushels in 1939. Co P1red on 

a percentage basis acr ge increased S75 p cent while soybean seed pro-

duetion increased 11766 percent. 

y production to s production. 

dent'.cy acreage has been shifted tro 

s is verified by the incr se in 

verage eal production rro n thousa:ad tons in the period 1928-19!2 to 

1.3 million tons 1n 1939. 

So e varieties of soybeans ar adapted to both hay and seed hile 
jfJj 

other a.re. strictly hay or seed varieties. Thi i t whe 

Ml Agricultural stat1stic1, 1940, p. 507 • 

• p . 47. 

W .iw. pp. 506 and 508. 

flJ/ Zahnle • • PP• 26-27 • 
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making any es timate of the total supply of soybeans forthcoming into 

the market as the tlexibillt7 of the supply will depend upon the acre­

age planted to the dual varieties. I! the de!llalld for protein feeds 

results in a relatively advantageous posi tion tor soybeans whereby the 

seed can be sold profi tably, more could be harvested for seed to allevi­

ate the immediate situation. To a l imited degree these same general 

limitations apply 1n the case of peanut meal. production. 

The cottonseed meal supply, a by- product of a joint-product, i s 

dependent upon the acreage planted to cotton. If it i s profitable to 

produce cotton l int seed will be produced., as cot ton will not be grown 

for the s eed alone, unless the value relati onship 'ls reveraed between 

cot ton lint a.nd seed . If the present agricultural programs are con­

tinued and the market for American cotton remains a bout the same, ap­

proxima. tely 12 million bales will be produced. The suppl y of cot ton­

seed meal should then be a bout the average for the period 1935 t o 19401 

which was slightly less than tl'l'O million tons . 

Because of the substitutability of one protein supplement for an­

other there will not be a demain f or a particular protein feed, 

assuming rational purchasing, but a deIM.nd for protein f eeds in 

general. Consequently a demand for cot tonseed meal will be a demand 

for protein supplement feeds . However, an analysis of suppl y and the 

ramifications aff ecting suppl y of cottonseed meal and other protei n 

f eeds do not follow the same pattern as demand. As previously poi nted 

out the suppl y. of cottonseed me.al is 1n no way related to demand in 

that sn increase or decrease in demand would not result in a smaller 

amount bei.Dg offered, unless the relation of lint value to cottonseed 

value were r ever s ed or the ratio of seed value to lint value became ver17 

narrow. 
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Thus it would seem that the total supply ottered in the rket 

approximately two million tons will be supplied by cottonseed meal re­

rdless of the price established. In this case the demand for protein 

feeds other than cottonseed eal will be a residual share of the total 

demand. Competition then will. be limited to soybean, peanut, and lin­

seed eal for this residual share of the total demand. 

Little is known as to what extent potential supplies of the prin­

cipal protein feeds might be 1.nc_reased or decreased nor the total demand 

for these products, but if past trends are indicative of ure produc-

tion the supply ll continue to incr se f'astern than demand. (Tables 

16, and 11). In this case, as soybeans have become the secom important 

source of proteins plement feeds, prices of protein f'eeds sho:lld ap­

pro te the cost of production of soybeans. Thia does etot mean that 

the cost of production of soy'beans will set the price of the protein 

supplement feeds, aa cost incUITed in production cannot directly affect 

the price for which the meal is sold. Actual production cost will not 

be reflected emc~ 1n the pric ply relation ae soybeans are 

recognized by the Agricultural ~us ent Administration as either a 

neutral or soil ballding crop. 

The probl confronting the cottonseed industry is how will these 

relationships af'fect present price relationships between the raw pro-

duct, cot tonseed, and the by-products. The producer-consumer of cotton,.. 

seed in the producing areas will be vitally affected by any change in 

the raw product am the by-product price relationship. Increased pro-

duction of protein feeds other than cottonseed meal ould in effect be 

W This give soybeans an indirect or direct subsid)". 
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the same as increasing cottonseed meal production. In the past large 

supplies of raw cottonseed have resulted in low prices for cot tonseed, 

also the spread betwe n raw cottonseed and cottonseed meal pri ces has 

increased. However, this last relationship would not necessarily fol­

low when the supply of protein feeds, other than cottonseed meal is 

increased. If the demand for vegetable oils continues to exceed and 

increase faster than the domestic supply, pri ces for oil will likely 

remain fairl y stable. As oil is the princi pal by- product of cottonseed 

from the at&ndpoint of value, cottonseed meal prices would decrease in 

greater proportion than prices for raw cottonseed . It is probable that 

raw cottonseed and cottonseed meal pri ces will tern t o equate with large 

supplies of protein supplement feeds thereby increasing the exchange 

value of the raw product to the producer-consumer . Concurrent with an 

increase i n the exchange value of the raw product for its by- product 

its actual ex.change value will have decreased in the market . 

Maey factors contributed to the shifting of centers of production 

for agri cultural products both animal am crops. The opening up of new 

lands in the Missi ssippi Ri ver Valley am the North Western Territory, 

the development of railroad transportation, establishing of communica­

tions, a.Jld the outlets cr eated b;r the export markets, were the chief 

f actors . To meet the demand for l i vestock products in the domestic 

markets and abroad, manufacturers of lard resorted to adulteration of 

lard with vegetable oils. 

Cottonseed oil prices were relatively 101' as compared to lard and 

cottonseed oil made a desirable substitute for the more expensive 



product, lard. However, processing techniques have been developed 

n eby the inherent properties of v getable oils no longer limit so 

uch th use or the field of c petition. The principal competing 
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products for th co pound rket are lard and cottonseed oil. Bo ro-

duct are subordinate Joint-products . Hence the sup ly offerod is not 

influenced much by an increase in d nd. The production of domestic 

vegetable oils has not increased as fast as demand probably because the 

price 1 el has been very l01r as a result of large rd surplw, . 

Th supply of cottonseed eal is determined by the ount of cotton 

produced. It must compete directly with other protein sup l e ent feed 

produced f or a specific market. s the dems.nd for prote feeds exceeds 

u l y of cottonseed meal the price will be determined by her tior.r-

ship of de nd supply of protein reds ot er than cotto e meal . 

e position of cottonseed eal in the rk t app rs to be ,-

pregm.ble in tba t the cost of praductio 11 no"" 1 t the su ply if 

ps.st lint-seed value ratios are approxim t ed . Th component price for 

the b - products of cot tonseed y tend to approach cost of processing if 

competition from other sources beco es acute . 

s the domestic consumption or vegetable oils exceeds domestic pro­

duction an increa.se 1n reduction wo d not depr ss the price of co ton-

seed oil in proportion the eal by-product of hich there ia 

-surplus . The excha.ng ratio between raw cottonseed and cottonseed eal 

will be favorablf: for tl1e producer-consumer. However, to the outh as a 

whole a decrease the price of cot tonseed will decres.se the act 1 in-

come fro s eed as jority or prod cers market the cottonseed and do 

not exchange it for the by- product cottonseed meal . 



CHAPTER VII. SUSMARY AND COllCLUSIONS 

This pa.per bas attempted to discover the factors that affect the 

price of ~nd the method of marketing cottonseed in the local markets ot 

Southwestern Oklahoma. It wae anticipated that tha method of marketing 

would be influenced by the s.eaeonal nature of production, the trend ot 

prices, a.l'ld the relation of the local market to the gin. Price of 

cot tonseed were studied in relation to volume ginned, seasonal vo.riation 

of the crop movement, supply am demand relationship, and the effects 

of competition trom competing products. 

Cottonseed prices were foUlld to be directly correlated w1. th the 

composite price of the by-produeto of cottonseed. However, p_r1ees for 

cot tonseed followed more closely changes in the price of cot tonseed oil, 

except in seasons when cot tonseed production in Oklahoma was less than 

consumpt-1on. Under this condition, cottonseed prices followed veq 

eJ.oeely cottonseed meal prices as the two prices temed to equate. 

Oklahoma is generally classified as a surplus producing areaJ c"nsequent­

ly, the oil price has been the most important fa.otor affecting the price 

of cottonseed in Oklahoma.. 

The market for cottonseed since the day of its origin has been 

directly connected with the g1nn1ng indust.17. It will likely continue 

to be associated rt th the gins primarily because the oil mills own ar.d 

operate moat of the gins. Hence, they would not be inclined to let a 

separate marketi ng agency band.le the seed as they would lose control ot 

the seed 1n the local market. Consequently the .farm price of cottonseed 

was toum to be directly affected by the gins' operating pollc;y. 
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The gins in the southern counti.es paid, on the average, two dol­

lars a ton more tor seed than gins in the northern counties. Although 

the southern gins received a slightly higher mill price, this fact 

a1one did not cause all the discrepancy. The southern gins retained 

less margin in seed purchased. The size of margins were associated 

with volume ginned as margins were found to decrease as volume in­

creased. hhen volumes ginned were compared it was found that the 

southern gins averaged about 500 bales more per plant. At the present 

there are no official price quotations for cottonseed in Southwestern 

Oklahoma. It seems that pri ce quotations would improve the preaent 

marketing system. The Agricultural Marketing Service should be desig­

nated as the agency to turnish the 1ntormat.1on as this is one of the 

many functions of this agency. For the information to be of' value to 

the producers the price should be .furnished at least twice weekly d\lring 

the active ginning season. 

Because of the failure to allocate to cott onseed the returns it 

actually produces and bocause of the tact that it has been .forced to 

shoulder some ot the burden of over-expansion in the ginning industey a 

marketing agency imependent of the g1nn1ng irxlustr:r is needed tor the 

local market . However, with the present gin storage facilities, a 

separate marketing agency would be an additional cost which would have 

to be borne by the cottonseed industry. But it is unfortunate that 

cottonseed may be forced to bear a part of the cost or gin operation. 

If it were not for the returns derived i"rom merchandizing cott onseed 

many of the present gins would likely have been liquidat ed and ~ve re­

lieved the cottonseed industry of this burden. 
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In an analysis of the quality and price variations of cottonseed, 

it was found that the price trend and grade index were directly cor­

related, a1 though the price did not equal the basis grade price as was 

determined by chemical analysis. The cottonseed crushil:ig 1!.ldustry in 

Oklahoma contended that the formula developed by' the Department of 

Agriculture was not suitable for Oklahoma conditions because of dif­

ferences 1n the seed composition. Although a grading syst em woul.d be 

desirable for pri ce quotations, 1 t may not be feasible. A quotation 

system based, however, on the large spot market prices should prove 

beneficial to producers and g1nners. 

The market for cottonseed is depeDient upon the market for its by­

products. The oil and meal are the principal products of ra.w cotton­

seed from the standpoint of value and any subsequent change in the price 

rel.a tionship will be reflected in raw cottonseed prices. Consumption of 

these by-products has been constantly increasing and exceeds the suppl y 

of either the oil or the meal produced. As the supply is interdependent 

of demand it has failed to respond to the increase in consumption. Con­

sequently, other vegetable oils have entered the market ·an,1 have supple­

mented the supply of these products produced from cottonseed. 

The principal competing vegetable oil and vegetable meal products 

are derived from soybeans. Production of soybeans tor crushing has in­

creased almost 2,000 percent and has displaced cottonseed products in a 

few industries and localities. Because of the fa.ct that soybeans are 

recognized a.a a neutral or soi l building crop by the Agricultural Adjust­

ment Administra tiou, production will likely be increased even after the 

cost of production becomes prohi bitive. However, it appears that the 
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position of eottonseed by-products rill be pregnahl.e in the rket as 

they are joint products of co ra ti vely small value while other pro­

ducts t bear all production cost. 

The value of cottonseed by-products will likely decrease and tend 

to approach the cost of production of soybean by-products. But it does 

not seem that soybean coMpetition oa.n drive cottonseed by-product fr 

the ket because of the joint-cost re tionship . In locall.tie.s where 

the producer or cottonseed is also the consumer (indirectly by feeding 

livestock) he should benefit by this decrease in price as e exchange 

lue of his raw product for the by-products will increase. To the 

South al! a whol the decrease in value fro competition will result in 

a lower farm incom tro cottons ed. 
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Tabls 1 • Oklahoma Fe.rm Prices for CottolSeed by nths, 1927-1958 

Year :January1February: lls.rchz Afril; •z I June: J~: August1September10ctober1RovemberaDecember 

1927 14.90 16.40 18.00 19.00 20.so 21.40 21.00 21.40 52.90 36.50 57.20 s0.oo 
1928 56.50 56.00 36.00 58.00 45.00 39.00 38.00 55.00 29.00 33.00 ss.oo 35.00 
1929 55.00 55.00 36.00 35.50 55.00 M.00 55.00 35.oo so.oo 51.00 51.0 51.00 
1950 51.00 52.00 30.00 31.00 51.00 30.00 27.00 25.00 24.00 25.00 23.00: 22.00 
1931 22.00 22.00 23.00 22.40 22.00 20.10 1a.so 15.00 10.00 6.50 10.90 10.10 
1952 o.so 9.10 a.so 8.70 a.so 8.10 a.10 e.10 9.10 e.ao 7.80 7.60 
1933 7.50 7.60 e.oo 9.00 11.00 11.00 10.00 16.00 10.00 10.10 ll.50 12.90 
1934 13.00 16.00 17.75 18.25 20.00 19.50 2C.OO 24.00 31>00 35.00 se.oo 58.00 
1955 38.00 58.00 59.00 38.00 58.00 36.00 s~.oo 2e.oo 26.00 29.00 s1.oo 30.00 
1956 28.00 21.00 28.00 28.00 27.00 2s.oo 2s.oo 30.00 30.00 50.00 29.00 50.00 
1937 52.00 55.00 M.00 56.00 M.00 30.00 3~,00 26.00 18.00 17.00 10.00 10.00 
1938 18.00 19.00 20.00 19.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 19.00 19.00 20.00 21.20 21.00 

Relativ e 

1927 s.01 5.52 s.os 6.59 6.90 7.20 ,, .06 7.20 ll.07 12.28 12.52 12 .. 78 
1928 8.40 B.28 a.2a 8.75 9.90 a.9a a.75 a.os 6.67 7.59 B.28 a.as 
1929 a.1a 8.16 9.01 8.89 a.1.a 8.51 8.26 8.26 7.51 7.76 7.76 7.76 
1930 9.42 9.7l5 9.12 9.42 9.42 9.12 a.21 7.60 7.29 6.99 6.99 6.99 
1931 10.97 10.97 ll.4.7 ll.17 10.97 10.02 9.25 7.48 3.99 3.24 5.44 5.04 
1952 9.S9 8.90 8.61 e.si a.s1 7.92 r.92 7.92 8~90 8.61 ?.63 7.4S 
19SS 5.74 6.82 a.is 6.89 8.4.3 8.43 12.25 12.25 7.66 7.74 8.81 9.88 
l9S4 4.47 s.n s.u 6.28 s.aa 6.71 &.88 a.2s 10.67 12.05 is.oa a.as 
1935 9.40 9.41 9.65 9.41 9.40 8.91 f .92 7.18 a.a 7.18 7.67 7.42 
1936 8.24 7.9 8.24 8.24 7.94 7.55 B.24 8.82 8.82 a. e.ss 8.82 
19S7 9.76 10.os 10.57 10.98 10.s1 9.16 e.1a 7.93 5.49 6.18 6.49 5.49 
1938 ?.66 e.os 8.4'1 a.as 8.47 8.47 a.,1 a.os a.as 8.47 8.98 8.89 

Tot.al 97.22 98.95 101.12102.98105.75 100.77 102.95 99.00 92.55 95.91 101.18 101.84 
Average a.10 e.2s 8.49 8.58 e.si 8.40 a.se 8.25 7.71 7.99 8.45 B.47 
Adjusted 
Relative 96.6 98.4 101.s 102.s 105.1 100.2 1C2.5 98.4 92.0 95.S 100.6 101.0 

SOURCE• Trimble R. Hedges and K. D. Blood, OkJehoma ilDI fIW statistics, lilQ-1§, Experiment tation 
Bulletin Ho. 258, p. 25. 



Table I • Oklaho Farm Pricea for Cottonaeed in Years 
When Cotton Production e,ded One Mill.ion Bal.es 

Year :Januaey1 Februai-y-: ch: April: ., : June r Jug I Auguat:Septeaber:Oct.ober:Ifov ber:Dec.ember 

1911 21.so 22.00 2l 20 22.50 22.70 18.'10 19.60 20.10 14.SO 15.80 16.50 15.75 
1912 15.50 16.10 16.~ 17.70 19.50 11.ro 18.40 16.50 1"7 .20 16.10 17.20 17.90 
1914 19.60 20.00 21.10 22.10 21.eo 21.30 21.so 20.00 11.00 12.90 12.00 14.10 
1919 eo.10 57.-50 58.50 so.oo 61.70 59.EO 57.70 so.oo 61.80 61.70 61.00 59.30 
1920 58.10 57.50 47.SO 52.20 60.00 s2.eo 61.00 51.00 24.90 ~.oo 18.50 17.00 
1924 42.00 41.150 40.oo 41.00 41.50 40.CO 40.oo 59.75 33.00 .oo 30.90 s2.so 
1925 ss.oo 34.00 34.00 ss.20 M.50 so.oo 36.00 Sl.60 51.60 92.30 26.40 26.20 
1926 26.40 26.50 21.10 28.20 26.20 26.10 26.00 28.10 24.60 17.20 15.60 14.40 
1927 14.90 16.40 18.00 19. 20.so 21.40 21.00 21.40 32.90 36.50 37.20 38.00 
1928 ss.so 56.00 u.oo 38. 43.00 39.00 sa.oo 5.00 29.00 53.00 ss.oo ss.oo 
1929 ss.oo ss.oo 56.00 36. S5.oo 14.00 35.00 35.00 ro.oo n.oo s1.oo 151..00 
1931 22.00 22.00 23.00 22.40 22.00 20.1.0 18.50 15.00 e.oo .so 10.90 10.10 
1932 9.60 9.10 a.so a.10 a.so 8J.O a.10 e.10 9.10 a.so 1.00 7.60 
1935 7.50 7.60 a.oo 9.00 n.oo n.oo is.oo l6.oo 10.00 ID.lo ll.50 12.90 

Relatirea 

1911 9.!56 9.53 9.19 9.75 9.84 8J.0 8.49 8 .. 71 6.20 s.as 7.15 6.83 
1912 7.52 7.81 a.01 a.59 9.46 a.w a.es a.01 a.ss 7.81 a.ss a.67 
1914 e.96 9.19 9.69 .10.43 10.01 9.78 9.78 9.19 s.os s.93 5.51 6.'8 
1919 B.56 7.97 a.u a.ss e.sa 8.52 8.03 8.35 e.eo a.5s 8.48 8.25 
1920 10.52 10.78 8.8'1 9.79 ll.25 11.10 ll.44 9.56 4.67 4.69 15 .4:7 5.19 
1924 9.25 9.10 a.el s.os 9.14 8.EU s.a1 a.1s 7.27 7.os 6.81 7.16 
1925 B.57 8.85 a.as 9.15 B.96 7 JJIJ 9.55 a.21 s.21 s.s9 6.39 a.al 
1926 9.20 9.23 9.44 9.82 9.15 . 9.30 a.os 9.7 8.53 s.99 5.43 6.02 
1927 s.01 6.52 6.06 ~.59 6.90 7 :;.o 1.06 1.-20 11.07 12.2e 12.s2 12.78 
1928 8.40 a.2a a.2e s.1s 9.90 a.oa e.1s a.os s.67 7.59 a.2e 8.06 
1929 8.76 B.76 9.01 a.89 a.1s 8,61 8.26 B.26 '1.51 7.76 7.76 '1.76 
1951 o.97 10.97 ll.47 ll.17 10.97 10102 9.23 7.48 s.-99 5.24 5.44 6.04 
1932 9.39 a.90 a.s1 s.5l. a.si 7.92 ., .92 7.92 a.oo 8.61 7.63 7.4.15 
19S5 5.74 6.82 6.15 6.89 8.415 8.45 12.25 12.25 7.66 7.74 a.01 9.88 

Total 120.01 120.69 3.20.54 125.51 l.2S,M 127..36 12l.74 102.68 102.51 102.os 103.~ 
Average 10.00 10.os 10.os 10.46 10.2e 10.a1 10.15 8.56 s.M a.50 a.2a 
Adjusted 

Relative 1os.2 1os.1 105.7 107.9 lll.4 106.2 109.5 104.7 88.S ea.1 ffl.7 85.4 

SOURCE: Trimhle R. Hedge, and K. D. Blood, Qklahoma la Prices St&t3't1cs, lnQ-1§, Experiment Station 
Bulletin No. 238, p. 25. · 



Table I • Oklahoma Farm Prices tor Cottonseed 1n Years 
en Cotton Production was Leas Than a 111.llion Bal.ea 

Year =Januarz1 Februarys Marohl April I ., I June 1 Jul{ , AUfU!t1SeptEl!!ber:Ootoberrlovember1Deoember 
t 

1910 2,.20 24.00 25.00 26.00 26.50 27.00 25.00 22.so 19.60 21.10 20.60 20.ao 
1913 19.60 18.30 19.00 20.20 20.60 20 • .w 17.40 20.60 19.50 21.40 20.20 20.00 
1915 1s.eo 19.40 18.80 19.20 19.50 19.20 17.50 16.SO 18.40 27.10 Sl.90 ss.oo 
1916 35.50 33.40 32.80 &2.00 M.60 29.40 Sl.43 33.50 S7.40 42.60 52.00 51.oo 
1917 51.90 so.oo 48.20 53.40 53.40 49.20 51.60 si.oo 57.00 61.20 es.oo 62.40 
1918 60.40 68.60 eo.20 64.40 60.00 ao.oo 55.75 58.60 ss.10 SS.90 62.20 61.00 
1921 17.00 17.00 15.00 14.00 15.00 13.00 14.00 18.00 22.00 21.00 24.00 21.00 
1922 21.00 25.00 26.00 M.00 ss.oo ss.oo so.oo 26.00 20.00 29.00 ss.oo &e.oo 
1923 SB.60 '1.60 43.10 u.oo 44.so 42.00 ss.oo so.oo 37.70 155.20 40.40 42.50 
l9SO !l.00 52.00 30.00 s1.oo n.oo 30.00 27.00 2s.oo 24.00 2S.OO 2s.oo 22.00 
1934 is.oo 16.00 17.75 18.25 20.00 19.50 20. 24.00 s1.oo ss.oo sa.oo aa.oo 
1935 sa.oo sa.oo 39.00 58.00 sa.oo se.oo s2. 29.00 26.00 29.00 n.oo so.oo 
1936 28.~ 21.00 28.00 28.00 27.00 2.5.00 28. 30.00 so.oo ~.oo 29.00 so.oo 
1937 52. ss.oo M.00 36.00 M.oo 30.00 s2. 26.00 18.00 11.00 1a.oo 18.00 
1958 1a.oo 19.00 20.00 19.00 20.00 20.oc 20. 19.00 19.00 20.00 21.20 21.00 

RelatiTes 

1910 8.56 8.4.9 8.8' s.20 9.37 s.sc a.84 7.89 6.93 1.ee 7,29 7.156 
1913 8.27 1.12 8.01 8.52 s.a9 8.6l '1.M e.65 e.22 9.02 s.62 e.G 
1915 6.13 7.62 1.sa 7.54 7.68 1.0• 6.87 6.40 '1.25 10.64 12.55 12.96 
1918 . 7.54 7.61 1.sa 7.38 7.78 6.6l 7.01 7.54 a.u 9.58 11.10 ll.47 
1917 7.93 7.64 7 S7 a.is 8.16 7.~ 7.89 7.79 a.n 9.S5 9.9! 9.M 
1918 a.s2 a.01 a. 9 8.87 8.26 8.26 7.40 a.01 a.69 a.so e.57 8.40 
1921 7.8' 7.84 6.91 6.45 6.91 5.99 s.4,5 a.so 10.14 12.'4 11.oe 9.68 
1922 7.54 6.98 7.26 9.60 9.78 9.~ e.s8 6.98 5.59 e.10 10.06 l0.62 
1925 a.o9 a.11 9.015 9,22 9.28 a.so 7.96 s.2e 7.90 7.S7 a.46 8.90 
1930 9.42 9.73 9.12 9.42 9.42 9.ll a.21 7.60 1.29 6.99 6.99 8.69 
1954 4.47 51151 6.11 6.28 6.88 a.1. a.ea 8.26 10.6'1 12.05 13.08 13.08 
19156 9.40 9.4J. 9.65 9.41 9.40 8.9. 7.92 7.18 s.~ 7,18 7.67 7.42 
1956 8.24 7.94 a.24 B.24 7.94 7.55 8.24 8.82 a.02 a.82 a.ss a.82 
1937 9.76 10.06 10.57 10.98 10.s1 9.li 9.76 7.95 6.49 5.18 5.49 5.49 
1938 7.62 8.05 8.4'1 8.05 8,47 8.41 a.,1 8.05 a.os 8.47 e.9e 8.89 

otal 119.13 l.21.28 122.43 127.24 128.57 l2l.SO 117.68 115.74 llB.67 131.67 138.86 lJ57.7S 
elative 7.92 8.oa 8.16 s.48 e.ss s.ot 7.84 7.72 1.90 8.78 9.26 9.18 
d justed 

. 
Index 95.l 97.o 9a.o 101.a 102.1 97.l 9'.2 92.6 94.9 105.4 lll.1 uo.2 

OURCEa Trimble R. Hedgea am I. D. Blood, Okla.ho Fan Price Statistics, 1910--38, Experiaent Station 
Bulletin lo. 288, p. 26. 
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Table 4. Straight Line Trend of eighted eekly Average Farm 
Prices for Cottonseed, August 2, 1937 to rch 4, 1938 

by Least Squares ethod 

: . . .,!- :Normal:Actual as Per-.;; . 
um-: X y 'Z3' : : Trend:oent of Normal 

ber 1 • • : Ytn , 
' 

Aug. 2-8 1 -15 24 . 27 -564 225 20 .04 121.11 
Aug. 10-16 2 - 14 21 . 70 -504 196 19. 96 108.71 
Aug. 18-22 5 - 15 21 . 12 -275 169 19. 88 106.24 
Aug . 24-29 4 -12 19 .59 -255 144 19. 80 98.94 
Aug. 51-8ept. 4 5 -11 18. 68 -205 121 19. 72 94.72 
Sept . 6-ll 6 -10 17. ~ - 179 100 19.65 90 . 94 
Sept. 15-18 7 - 9 17.17 - 165 81 19. 57 87 .74 

pt . 20- 25 8 - 8 16. 79 -l.M 64 19. 49 86.15 
Sept. 27-0ct . 2 9 - 7 17 . 25 -121 49 19. 42 88. 82 
Oct . 4-9 10 - 6 18.45 -111 56 19 . 54 95 .40 
Oct. 11-16 11 - ·6 19.01 - 95 25 19. 26 98.70 
Oct. 18-25 12 - 4 18. 83 - 75 16 19.18 98 .18 
Oct. 25-SO 13 - 5 18. 99 - 57 9 19.10 99 .42 

iV . 1-6 14 - 2 19.71 - 39 4 19.05 105. 57 
• 8-15 15 - l 19.74 - 20 l 18. 95 104.17 

Nov . 16-20 16 0 19 . 77 0 0 1a.a1 104. 77 
ov. 22~7 17 +l 19. 45 + 1 18.79 105. 51 

flov . 29-Dec . 4 18 .. 2 19 .43 + 59 4 18.72 105 .79 
Dec . 6-ll 19 • 5 19 . 40 + 58 9 18. 64 104.08 
Dec . 13-18 20 + 4 19. 44 + 78 16 18. 56 104. 74 
Dec . 20-25 21 + 5 18. 36 • 92 25 18.48 99.35 
Dec . 27-Jan. 1 22 + 6 18.19 +J.09 36 18.40 98. 86 
Jan. 5-8 23 + 7 17. 71 t-124 49 18 • .53 96 .69 
Jan. 10-15 24 • 8 17 . 92 .. 143 64 18.25 98.19 
Jan. 17-22 25 + 9 17. 94 •161 8l 18.17 98 .75 
.Tan. 24-29 26 +10 17 .-95 +179 100 lB .09 99.ll 
l n. 31-Feb. 4 27 +ll 17 . 92 197 121 18.02 99 .44 
Feb. 6- ll 28 +12 18.0l +216 144 17 . 94 100.59 
Feb. 13- 18 29 +13 18.16 +2o6 169 17. 86 101. 68 

eb. 20-25 50 +14 18 .35 .-257 196 17 .78 105. 20 
Feb. 27- • 4 51 +15 lrZ1fm !i6f.l ~ 17.70 101.07 

585 -1, 932 2,480 

a - 18. 872 b - - .0778 

1/ Cottonseed prices, weighted weekly average f'rom schedules. 
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Table s. Straight Line Trend of , eekly Average Cottonseed 
Oil Prices, August 2, 1957 to ch 4, 1958 

by Least Squares ethod 

: ,,JI: : . Normal:Actuai as Per-
:Num-: X : %3' • x2 i TreIKl 1cent of Normal • 
:ber r ; . F z+n • 

Aug. 2-8 l -15 8.44 -127 225 7.702 lll .52 
JI. ug. 10-16 2 -14 a .21 -ll5 196 7.696 108.54 
Aug . l 3 -13 a.is -106 169 7 . 691 107.78 

• 24-29 4 -~ 7 . 96 - 95 144 7.665 106.18 
Aug. 51-Sept . 4 5 -11 7 84 - 86 121 7. 680 105. 69 
Sept. 6-11 6 -10 7. 62 - 76 100 7. 664 100. 87 
Sept. 13-18 7 - 9 7.43 - 67 ~). 7.668 98.40 
Sept . 20-26 8 - 8 7.26 ... 58 64 7 . 665 96 .20 
Sept . 27- 0et. 2 9 - 7 7.16 - so 49 7. 657 94.97 
Oct. 4-9 10 - 6 7 .54 - 44 56 7. 652 97.42 
Oct. 11-16 11 -5 7.1& - 36 25 7. 646 95.49 
Oct . 18-25 12 -4 7.42 - 50 16 7.640 98. 60 
Oct. 25-50 15 - 3 7. 26 - 22 9 7 .654 96 . 54 
Nov. 1-6 14 - 2 7_.19 - 14 4 7.629 95. 66 
lov . 8-13 15 - l 7.10 - 7 1 7.624 94. 55 

ov. 15-20 16 0 7.11 0 0 7.618 94 •. 71 
ov. 22-27 17 +l 6. 90 6 l 7.612 92 .00 

Nov. 29-Dec . 4 18 + 2 7.10 • 14 4 7.60? 94.75 
Dec . 8-11 19 + 3 7.18 + 21 9 7.601 95 . 85 
Dec. 13-18 20 + 4 7.09 + 28 16 7.596 94. 72 
Dec . 20-25 21 + 5 7.16 56 25 7.590 95 .74 
tlee . 27-Jan. 1 22 + 6 7.12 • 45 36 7. 584 95 . 28 
Jan. 5-8 25 .. 7 7 .09 .. 50 49 7.579 94. 95 
Jan. 10-15 24 8 7 . 45 + S9 64 7 .573 99 . 54 
Jan. 17- 22 25 .. 9 7. 54 + 68 81 7. 567 101.09 
Jan. 24-29 26 •10 7. 57 + 76 100 7.562 101.55 
Je.n. 51-Feb. 4 27 +11 7.66 + 85 121 7.556 101.48 
Feb. 6-11 28 +12 7. 71 • 92 144 7. 551 103.61 
Feb. 15-18 29 +15 7.94 +105 169 7.545 106. 76 
Feb. 20-25 30 +14 8. 27 +116 196 7.539 lll .50 
Feb. 27- r . 4 51 +15 8 . 29 124 225 7.554 111. 62 

25a - 14 2 ,480 

- 7.618 b • -.0056 

JI Cottonseed pr ices, weighted weekly avere.ge tro schedules 

,. 
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Tahl.e 6. Straight Line Trend or eclcl.¥ verage Cottonseed 
eal Prices, August 2, 1937 to ch 41 1938 

by Least Squares Method 

. • • z I Jlform.11 otual as Per-. • • .;. ; r x Y J/s rr I : 'l'l"end:cent of 
• ber: : : ; : :r • n . 

Aug, 2-8 l - 15 12. 98 195 225 10. 902 ll9 .08 
Aug . 10-16 2 -14 12 .47 176 196 10.844 115~04 
Aug. 18-22 5 -13 11.92 155 169 10.786 110.47 
Aug. 24-29 4 -12 ll.92 l4S 144 10. 728 lll . 09 
Aug. 31-Sept. 4 5 -11 11.02 121 l2.l 10.670 105.28 
$apt . 6-11 6 - 10 10.15 102 100 10. 612 96 . 66 
Sept• 13-18 7 - 9 9. 24 83 81 10. 544 87 . 58 
Sept . 20-26 8 - 8 9.19 74 64 10. 496 81.62 
Sept . 27-0Ct. 2 9 - 7 9.10 64 49 10.458 fll .16 
Oct. 4-9 10 - 6 9.04 54 156 10. 380 ~ .09 
Oct. 11-16 11 - 5 9. 24 46 25 l0.322 89 . 53 
Oct. 18-25 l2 - 4 9. 65 59 16 10.264 94.05 
Oct . 25-30 15 -3 9. 84 29 9 10.206 96.38 
Uov. 1-6 14 - 2 .91 20 4 10.148 97 .64 
fov . 8-13 15 - 1 9. 84 10 1 10.000 98.10 
ov. 15-20 16 0 9. 84 0 0 10. 032 98.10 

Nov. 22-27 17 + 1 9. 91 10 l 9. 974 99. 40 
Nov . 29-Dec. 4 18 + 2 9.41 19 4 9. 916 94. 86 
Dec . 6-11. .19 + 3 9.17 28 9 9.658 ss.oo 
Dec. 15-18 20 · 4 9 . 151 S7 16 9. 80 95.oo 
Dec. 20-25 21 .. 5 9.76 49 25 9.74 1.00. 20 
Dec . 27-Jan. l 22 • 6 9. 82 59 36 9. 68 101.45 
J • 3-8 25 • 7 9.79 69 49 9. 63 101. 66 
Jan. 10-15 24 + 8 10.26 82 64 9. 57 107.21 
Jan. 17-22 25 · •9 10. 28 9S 81 9. 51 1oa.10 
Jan. 24-29 26 •10 9 . 95 99 100 9.45 105.08 
Jan. 31- Feb. 4 27 t-11 9 .67 106 121 9. 39 102. 98 

eb. 6-ll 28 +l2 9.59 115 144 9,34 102.sa 
eb. 15-19 29 is 9. 60 125 169 9. 28 103. 45 

Feb, 20-25 30 14 9. 67 135 196 9,22 104.54 
l'eb. 27- r. 4 51 +15 i!.~ ~ 2&§ 9.16 102. '13 

311 -14' 2, 480 

a • 9,74 b • 06806 

Jj Cottonseed pricee, weighted weekly average from echedulee. 
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Table 7 . Straight Line Trend ot Co posi te V a1ue 0£ Cottonseed 
eal and Oil• August 2, 1957 to ch 4, 1938., 

by Least Squares ethod 

t . 
7 11: ,q 

: : ::Actual as Per-• .;. iNum-: X : : :Normal:oent of Normal 
tber : : t I Trend: y + n 

Aug. 2-8 l -15 45 .06 -675 226 59 . '11 115. 44 
Aug. 10-16 2 -14 43. 66 -6ll 196 59. 64 ll0.14 
Aug. 18-22 3 - 13 42. 93 -558 169 59. 56 108. 52 
Aug. 24-29 4 -12 42.16 -506 144 39.48 106. 79 
Aug. 31-Sept. 4 5 - ll 40. 81 -449 l2l 59.40 105. 58 
Sept. 6-J.l 6 - 10 39. ll -S91 100 39.52 99.46 
Sept. 13-18 7 -9 '67 .47 -537 Bl 59 . 25 95 .46 
Sept. 20-25 8 - a 56.77 -.294 64 59 .17 95 .87 
Sept . 27-0ct . 2 9 -7 56. 51 -264 49 59. 09 92 . S9 
Oct. 4-9 10 -6 S6. 93 -222 36 S.9 . 02 94. 64 
Oct. ll-16 ll - 5 56. 66 -183 25 58. 94 95. 89 
Oct. 12-23 12 - 4 37 .85 -151 16 38. 86 97.40 
Oct. 25-30 13. - 3 37.~ - ll2 9 38. 78 96 . 52 
Nov. 1-6 14 - 2 57 .23 - 74 4 58. 70 96. 20 
Nov. 8-1.S 15 -1 36. 82 - 57 1 58. 62 95 . M 
ov. l.5-20 16 0 56 .85 0 0 58. 55 95. 51 

Nov. 22-2? 17 +l 36.15 +- 56 1 58.47 93 . 92 
Nov. 29-Dec. 4 18 +2 56.59 • 75 4 58. 39 94. 79 
Dec . 6-ll 19 .. 5 36.45 +109 9 38 .32 95 .12 
Dec . 15- 18 20 +4 36 . 85 +147 16 38.24 96. 56 
Dec. 20-25 21 +5 56 . 97 •185 25 ~8 .l.6 96 . 88 
Dec . 27-Jan. 1 22 • 6 36 . B8 +221 56 sa.os 96 . 85 
Jan. 5-8 23 •7 36. 7! +251 49 58.00 96 . 66 
Jan. 10-15 24 + B 38.49 ,t,308 6' '67 . 92 101. so 
Jan. 17-22 25 + 9 38.95 ..aso 81 37 .84 102. as 
Jan. 24-29 26 +10 58. 69 .S87. 100 57 . 77 102.45 
Jan. Sl-leb. 4 27 • ll 38 . 39 +422 121 57 .69 ·101. 86 
Feb. 6-ll 28 +12 58 . 89 +467 144 57 .62 103. 38 
Feb. 15-18 29 +15 39.77 +517 169 37 . 53 105. 97 
Feb. 20-26 30 +14 41. 05 +575 196 'l,'/ . 46 109. 68 
Peb. 27 • 4 31 +15 '2.~ ~ gg§ 57 .58 109.42 

1,195.45 -195 2, 480 

a= 38. 55 b : - .0778 

1/ Cottonseed prices,. weighted e kly average fro schedules . 



Oll, LLilID IN lfPHIS . 1881 

Henry J. Parrish, llanager of the Gayoso Oil and 
a Pat Preeident of the Interstate Association 

Tells of Cotrlitions en He Entered the 
Business Forty-Six Year Ago 

emphis, April ll, 1927 

F.ditor Cot ton Oil Press: 
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Dear • Geldert1 As requested by you, I gi e J'OU some information 

regarding crushing cottonseed when I first tarted 1n the business in 

1881. 

In 1800 there war fiv oil ills i n emphie. In the la.tt part 

of that year the old Sout em Cotton Oil Company, right north of the 

county jail, s burned, leaving four mill.a: the City Oil orks, the 

Hope Oil 4 , the Panola 011 ·orks, and the emphis Oil Compa.I11'. In 

t he early part of 1881, there ere ee Ul built here in emphis-

the Gayoso, th De.Soto and the Vo.llq, making seve.n mills in all. In 

the season of 1881 Dd 1882, there ere 48,000 tons of seed crushed in 

l emph1s, about on third by wagon, about one- rd by :milroad and one­

third by river, costing a f'ra.ction over 12.00 per ton delivered. 

There ns no standard or railroads, some having wider oad.s than 

others, and of ccr.irse there •s no transfer between the rail.roads. The 

maxim loading on the old ssisaippi & ennessee roe.d s 161000 

pounds for carload; on the balance 24,000 pounds. A.l.l seed had tQ be 

ul~ fro the freight depots to the mUls. There ere no track sca1es 

nd no tank cars. ill oil bad to be · eled. The Pl"'incipal broker at 

that time s s. Katzenberger Sons who bought oil on c ·ssion for 

John v. Lewis & Son, C innati, Ohio, am sold the eal to the ea.stern 

states. There s practically no sal tor hulls am all the hulls were 

burned tor .tuel nm 1.t fJ.D'3 surplus, they er throm a-11&¥. 



erytbing •s very crude. ere s o y one reel to separate 

the boll and sand from the seed and one reel to separate the hulls 

fro the meats. There was generally left fro 4 par cent to 6 per 

c t eat in the hulls aDd the mill that lert l:l to 9 per cent of oil 

in the cake s doing tood rd at that time. Yet th all t his, the 

mills managed to get about 39 gall.one per t.on of &'9ed . The meal was 

ground on an old burr corn mill which wa.s dressed every Ullday and 

ground bout 500 sacks daily which was coarse and there was no such 

thing as selling eal on nia basis in those days . If it was bright 

and partially free from hulls, it was a good deliveey-. 

Instead of having a cake breaker like the present day, we had 

cylinder knives on top or the old burr mlll which cut the cake up 1n 

large pieces before it s groutld . The linters with long condensers 

were about five t es longer than the present condenser. he lint was 

rolled over the reel and tell o the floor . I believe our mill s the 

first one to roll up the lint on the condenser. Our engilleer took two 

cotton ties and a broom handle and attached: it to one ot the coDdensers 

am it rolled up the lint. • of the Carver Cotton Gin Company 

happened to see it alJd de quite an pression aDi adopted it and fro 

that time on the lint was rolled up in large rolls on the condensing 

reel. 
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Yet with all these crude et.hods, as everything was ao much cheaper 

t.ba.n at e present e I inc1uding barrels, we could mnage to manu-

facture a ton of seed a great deal ch per than can be done at the 

present time. 

bout 1884 I • -. Fairbank Company shipped out the tirat tanks for 

crm.e oil. The railroads ha changed eir rails so they could nitch 
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to each road 1 s track scales. Gonveyors wern put in the mill to convey 

the seed, costing a good deal 1-ess to m nutacture. Speaking of Fair­

banks sending the tanks, they did not want anyone to know that they were 

using cottonseed in their lard am therefore the tanks were braDded­

"Oarden Ci ty Dairy Company of Chicago ." Soon after this, they began to 

make oleomargarine and the business prospered until the Government put 

ten cents a pound on colored oleomarga$e . This caused a curtailment 

in the use of oil and lowered the price when there fJS.S a great loss 1n . 

the business f or sev&--al years·. 

Different mill s used different press room macbineey. In our mill 

we used the Callahan equipment. The press was composed ot six large 

boxes, weighing about 11000 pounds each,- made of cast iron-six boxes 

to a press. They bad a cape.city c:tf about five tons a press a day. The 

heaters were about 48 inches in diameter, cast iron, emptying into o. 

long trough after the meal m e cooked. A. stand wit h 6 holes revolvillg 

with hooks a t tached to the bottom to whieh six sacks were attached made 

out of press cloth, an:i the meal from the t rough was scooped in those 

sacks. They were taken off and put into large hair ma ts and put into 

the presses. The pressure on these pros~es was about 2,500 pounds to 

the square inch; yet at that time a good many boxes were broken. 

The cake made from the presses weighed about 8 pounds. The average 

yield of oil was fron 38 to 59 gallons. The average meal per ton was 

about 760 poUilds and the lint from ton 0£ seed was anywhere from 15 to 

25 pounds . This lint was a ver7 fair stap1e and brought aeywhere from 

Si- to 8 c ent&." per pound, in fact, near~ as much as hill staple cotton. 

\"'be ashes from the hulls were sold at approximately $20 .oo per ton but 

there was aeldOll a mill ever made over a carload a season, and at that 
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tille. a mill that received 71000 o-r 8, 000 tons s a. see.son, bad a Vf'JZ7 

nice crush. Seed tba t ere received fro the river, the lDills furn1ahed 

the sacke and they were under their own brand, aild no mill would take 

ch other's sacks. 

There ns a gr t lose in thee sacks as the mills in those days 

bought a double sel age gwm;y- bag that cot about 27 cent s ch and as 

the sacks were tarnished free, the loss was about 3.5 per cent a season. 

The t ers used thert tor whatever needs they ght require, meldng 

be.ck bands, saddl blanket, c icken coops am some o.f the darldes used 

th tor coats . 

I think this i alx>ut fair repi•esentat.ion of what the mills were 

cloing the earll"' ao•s. 

Yours very truly, 

H. J . PARRISH 
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