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CHAPTER I, INTRODUCTION
Cottonseed as a Waste Product

Cottonseed, a subordinate joint-produet to production of lint cot-
ton, was formerly regarded as a nuisance by all individuals connected
with the cotton industry, but a necessary evil indispensable in the
production of cotton lint, In faet, with the increase in production
after 18350 the disposal of the bulky raw seed became 2 problem, Cotton-
seed was utilized primarily as seed to plant, secondarily as fertilizer
by the thrifty farmer, and lastly as a food largely for cattle and sheep,
In some of the new states having new fertile soils the seed was some-
times thrown into rivers, buried, burned, or otherwise disposed of in
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
Revised Code of Mississippi, 18569 is an example of how forced
disposition of cottonseed at times was accomplished:

1/ B. W, Kilgore, The Feeding Value of Cottonseed Products, United
States Department of Agriculture Experiment Station Bulletin No.
33, pe 385,

2/ Census of Manufactures 1900, Volume IX, Part III, United States
Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, p. 588,



"Article 19, Ho person who shall be the owner or proprietor
of any cotton-gin shall be authorized to throw or permit to be )
thrown the cottonseed from such gin into any river, creek, or other
gtresm ol water which may be used by the inhabltants for drinking
or fishing therein, and any person offending herein shall forfeit
and pay for every such offence the sun of 3200 to be recovered in
any county of zompetent juriadiction, by action of debt or informa-
tion in the name of any person who will sue for the same, one molsty
thereof to such person and the other moiety to the county in which
the offence occurred,.”

Fortumately, from the standpoint of the Southern economy, and the
additional impetus given to cotton production by the removel of such a
parasite from the cotton industry, research workers discovered the in-
trinsic value of the cottonsesd; first as a fertilizer, then as 2 food
for men and beagt, Many of thess discoveries were accidental or re-
sulted from informal observations by those closely connected with the
industry., However, these findings were insignificant since a majority
of the discoyies, were made by individuals when condueting controlled
experiments,

The value of cottonseed prior to the advent of the cottonaeed
erushing industry was det}ermineﬁ by the demsnd for planting seed, Al-
though this demand was relatively small, (Hammond estimated this as 7
percent of the totsl seed produced in 1898) seed sold on the average for
approximately 12,5 cents per bushel, Parners who practiced pure seed
production were ahle to obtain a higher price, but it seems that no one
sold planting seed for less. Very likely the individusl would need to
provide gtorage apace in addition to that needed for his own aﬁd 125

cents was the minimum price necessary to induce the individual to

4/ Robert S. Curtis, Cottonseed Meal, Robert S, Curtis Publishing
Company, 1938, pp. 18=35,

4/ Cotton Production, Specisl Reports, Burcau of Census, United States
Departuent of Interior, Tenth Census, 1880, Volume VI, Part II.



provide these facilities, Cotton oil mills complained in thq:lr reports
to the Bureau of Census of 1880 that the small white farmer and negroes
seldom saved any seed to plant, Therefore, the mills and the larger
farmers were forced to provide this service.

First Attempts to Process Cottonseed

The cottonseed crushing industry was established primarily to pro-
duce oil, Wholesale prices of cottonseed oil (Prime Summer Yellow) in
New York averaged 7.6 cents per pound for the year 1875,  Although
7.6 cents is not an abnormally high price when compared to an average
otS.QMMWlesmm,ymmnsmpronhﬂo.
While the cottonseed may cost the mill 30 to 40 dollars per ton f. 0.be
gin house at present, seed cost 8 to 12 dollars per ton delivered to
mills as late as 1881,  Although techniques of extraction were crude,
the returns to the industry were very high. These high returns were
possible as materials used in manufacturing were relatively cheap.

Mills were not dependent upon returns from oll to cover the entire
cost in their infaney, Feeding of cottonseed meal wuas negligible or
non-existent, It was, however, readily disposed of in the market as a
fertilizer, although reports indicate objections even for such a

use.

5/ G, M, Weber, and C, L, Alsberg, American Vegetable-Shortening In-
dustry, Palo Alto, Stanford University Press, 1954, p, 545,

8/ Yearbook of 1940, United States Department of Agri-
mlm. Pe B

7/ Harry Hammond, The Handling and Uses of Cotton, United States De-
partmnent of Agriculture Experiment Station Bulletin No., 33, pe. 5735.

ﬂ/ Ibid. p. 377.



The state inspector of Georgla, in 1876, was reported to have refused
to certify a fertiliszer zs standard because it contained cottonseed

o/
meal,

The cottonseed crushigg indugtry was begun by the estsblishment
of a mill in Coclumbiam, South Carolima in 1826.;g/ Just as this mill
was the beginning of an induatry, it was also the first of a succession
of fallures, attributable variocusly to bad management, poor construc-
tion, and o shortage of secd te erush, because only one mill located
at Natches, Missiesippl wag operating in 1831, arnd a single nill was in
operation at Hew Orleans in 184Y, This latter mill evidently met with
the same bad end ag the others had previously since a lir. Good of that
city received ordy a small vial of oil as his share of a $12,000
investment,

Later attempts to establish the industry met with greater success
as shown by Hammond's record of instances of mills declaring dividends

1/
as high as 60 percent prior to 1836,

Organization and Growta of the Cottonsecd
Crushing Industry
Type of organization of the cottonseed crushing Industry Tollowed
the pencral pattern of the steel and petroleun industries with horizon-
tal and vertical integration, The annual report of the American Cotton
111 Company for 1891 guve the combined capital as 54 millions of dol-

lars. And according to the eensus of 1690 there werse 115 mills in

3/ Hemmond. OQp. eib. p. 378.
10/ Hammond., Op. cii. p. 366,

11/ Hammond, Cp. git. pe 575.



operation, 72 of which were listed as assets of the American Cotton 01l
Company. Some of the earlier historians of the industry contended that
the large combination was essential to the development of the industry,
Opposite views were held by others and in a survey of prices, disposi-
tion, and utilization of the seed by the Bureau of Census in 1890 com-
plaints were made of the combimation and charges of collusion with
tnmpahtimqmiunamqbtheimm. These opinions evidently
were only passive at the time, yet they remained perhaps as grounds for
susplcion because in 1928, industry underwent a congressional in-
vestigation, The Federal Commission's Report, however, refuted
mwamm::estﬂintottrﬁoorofmfmme
practices, The Commission also stated that these concerns occupied
no monopolistic positions, at least in any large territory.

The cottonseed industry had just begun to approach a semhlance of
its present size in 1890 when 119 mills were in operation, At the close
of the century it had increased 500 percent over that of 1890 but did
not reach the peak of expansion until 1914 when 872 mills were reported
by the census, Since that date the nmumber of mills has decreased but
the amount of seed crushed has increased as well as the value of the
productse In 1820 of the 119 nills established five mills were not
located in the South, These mills according to Hammond were not
in operation in 1894-98, as "the cost of transportation had brought the

12/ Semate Document No, 209, 7lst Congress Second Session,

13/ Census of Memufactures, 1890, Volume VI, Part I, p, 258, Three of
these mills were in New York, one each in Ohio and Rhode Igland,

14/ Hammond, Ope gite Pe 575.



mills to the seed," After cottonseed oll became the principal ingredi-
ent of compounds, most of the refineries were reestablished in the
South,

The Economic Signifiecance of the Income from
from Colionseed to the South

The creation of an economic good from a waste product has brought
to the South a farm enterprise second only to cotton, The relative im-
portance of cottonseed in the southern farm economy is ascertained by
comparison of the cash income from the prineipal cash erops, (Table 1)
In the 18 years, 1919 to 1936, the cash income from cottonseed was
second to cotton lint in 15 years and was exceeded by cotton and wheat
the other five years, In seven years of the period, 1919 to 1956, the
cash income from cotionseed was greater than the combined cash income
from the small grain erops—-wheat, corn, oats, barley, and rye., This
indicates that the cash income from seed has become highly significant
in recent years, This significance is further indicated by a compari-
son of the index of purchasing power for grains and cottonseed in
Oklahoma for these years. (See Table1)s

If Oklahoma can be used as a fair sample of demand for cottonseed
or cottonseed meal, it would seem that the demand for cottonseed com-
pared very favorably with that of emall grains measured in terms of

purchasing power,
Purpose and Scope of Study

The object of this study was fo discover the factors affecting the
marketing of cottonseed and cottonseed prices in the loeal markets of
western Oklahoma, From the foregoing introduction it is evident that



Table 1, Total Cash Farm Income Received by the Eleven Principal Cotton Growing
States from Cotton, Cottonseed, and Small Grain Crops, 1919-1936 1/

" 493 855

1985 560,855 97,747 50,822 17,576 6,400 559 857 75,994
1984 717,225 98,010 58,227 11,881 5,142 549 565 76,564
1953 510,216 46,670 58,297 11,185 3,726 526 507 55,991
1982 406,835 40,712 50,242 13,248 3,743 430 594 48,052
1951 484,776 59,297 45,768 14,642 6,472 615 360 67,850
1930 692,758 92,341 58,418 21,525 6,594 649 579 87,568
1929 1,504,320 145,012 96,715 25,408 5,008 1,007 550 151,565
1928 1,262,615 155,345 107,613 37,001 8,758 1,188 712 155,252
1927 1,314,365 149,751 101,616 46,812 12,651 1,204 958 165,121
1926 1,061,616 124,387 140,450 25,697 12,208 1,701 969 178,920
1925 1,562,840 156,707 80,149 29,690 9,262 700 992 120,795
1924 1,479,109 156,775 105,666 30,857 14,702 1,692 791 155,708
1925 1,416,500 118,257 75,968 26,236 9,224 905 788 115,121
1922 1,042,089 85,711 76,594 31,458 7,829 622 852 117,115
1921 754,656 81,078 150,669 29,945 9,114 606 995 171,215
1920 1,888,300 107,225 285,697 49,569 29,917 1,616 2,820 519,619
1919 2,007,389 239,910 200,805 44,494 25,984 1,250 2,022 565,403

SOURCE: JIngome Parity for Agriculturg, Part I, Farm Inccme, Sections 1, 5, 7, 9, 10, United States De-
partment of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Economics; Agricultural Adjustment Administration
and Bureau of Home Egonomies,

1/ The eleven states are: Oklahoma, Texas, Missouri, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Temnessee,
Alabama, Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina,



there are many ramifications ivherent in the industry that must be con-
sidered. The cottonseed indusiry (processing) can best be character-
ized by the term monopoly when deseribing the type of organization and
oligopsony when referring to the industry's influence in the market.

It is bayond the scope of this paper to atbtempt an analysis of these
influences in the market and their effects on farm prices. But an at-
tempt ig made to analyze objectively the economic forces that govern
the prices that can be or are paid for the raw product, cottonseed, and
farn prices are studied in their relationship to merketing practices

snd marketing agencles.

Procedurs

Historical material relative to the cottonseed industry has been
assembled at various timeg in heterogeneous reports. From these re-
ports data pertaining to the origin of the indugtry were secured, and
form the basis for this brief historicsl summery which it is hoped will
furnish a perspective of the problems within the industry.

Cottonseed when processed produces four separate and distinct by-
producteg—oil, meal, linters and hulls. The demand for cottonseed is a
compogite demand for the four by-products, However, because of the
high relative values of oll and meal compared to hulls and linters the
gupply-demand relationship for these two products and competing pro-
ducts were considered,

It was necessary to supplement price, demand, and supply data
available with current material for the aren studied, Additional
material was necessary particularly when studying local marketing and

marketing practices,



To simplify the problem of price amalysis the southwest counties
of Oklahoma were arbitrarily divided into two groups, and for lack of
a more deseriptive term, that would be indicative of their character-
istics, the two groups were designated southern and northern counties,
However, various factors were used in setting up the two groups. The
primary consideration was that the southern counties would more likely
be influenced by mill prices at Fort Worth, Texas while it was antici-
pated that the prices in the other groups would reflect the demand in
Oklahoma City rather than in Fort Worth,

This was substantiated when a check on the location of mills to
which the gins, cooperating in the price study, sold seed during the
two seasons, In addition to the above factor, the counties differed
in the percentage of total cultivated land in cotton, The southern
counties had 24,5 percent and the northern counties 20,1 percent.

It was felt that if in any event the marketing organization was more
developed & break down on this basis would reveal such a situation,
and assist in isolating this factor in the price analysis., Farm prices,
gin prices to farmers, and mill prices to gins for the seasons of
1957-38 and 1958-39 were taken directly from the records of the gins,
Seventy-seven schedules were taken in 1937-38 and 60 in 1938-39,

A welghted weekly average price was first calculated for the two
groups for both mill and gin prices., The range in prices was

15/ Southern Counties: Comanche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jefferson,
Kiowa, Stephens, Tillman, and Harmon,

Northern Counties: Beckham, Blaine, Caddo, Canadlan, Custer,
Dewey, Garvin, Crady, MeClain, Furray, Washitas, and Roger Mills.

Census of Agriculture, Volume I,. 1955, Bureau of Census, United
States Department of Commerce,



10

established more to clearly present the digpersion. All trends were
ealoulated by the least squares method using only one variable, After
establishment of the trend of prices for cottonseed, cottonseed oil,
and cottonseed eake, sctual prices were expressed as a percentage of
the trend value, This enabled an analysis on a compareble basis of

price changes for the thrse products to be made,



CHAPTER I1I, THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPHENT
OF THE COTTONSEED INDUSTRY

As cottonseed, a joint produce of cotton lini, was for many years
considered a waste and nuisance the produetion of lint cotton was an
established economic enterprise on millions of farms before any thought
was given toward the development of a cottonseed industry. However,
cotton production was not retarded for lack of cottonseed utilization
as an industrial product. In 1790 the United States preduced 7,000
beles (400 pounds weight) and by 1873, prior to the advent of the
cottonseed industry, s,m,ouom»mmu.ymunm
were levied entirely against the lint cotton produced, It would be
purely a matter of speculation to attempt to ewaluate the influence of
the lack of a market for cottonseed during the expansion of cotton pro-
duction., The effect might have resulted in a lower price for cotton
lint, but this is highly doubtful. The entire period from 1800 to 1914
may be deseribed as one of increasing pressure of demand on supply for
lint, not because the world's supplies were not increasing or sufficient
mmmmm-nwnmmmmg
Additiomal income from cottonseed might have increased the incentive
for investing capital in cotton production which would have caused a
more rapid development of the southern agricultural land. The influence
would have been negligible for cottonseed could be manufactured economi-

cally only when it could be transported to mills at a very low cost.
1/ Cotton Statistics and Bata for Agricultural corkers, United
States Department of ture, Bureau of Agricultural tconomics,

2/ John A, Todd, Ihe Marketing of Cotton, 1934, p. 15.



Calendar : v Price: Income : : shm.go Price: Income ¢ Percent Cottonseed
Year : Sales ¢t Per Pound 3 from ¢ Sales : Per Ton : from t Income is of Cotton

i ;. Cotton _ : Cotton : H
(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000
Bales) (Cents) Dellars) Tons) (Dollars)  Dollars) (Percent)
1910 828 13,4 55,204 283 20,96 5,956 10,75
1911 997 12,0 50,065 . 256 15,86 4,052 8,09
1912 1,022 10.5 53,436 310 16,66 5,166 9,67
1913 886 11,9 52,679 227 20,40 4,629 8,79
1914 1,005 7.5 87,540 383 12,55 4,805 12,80
1915 953 9,2 45,930 246 27.85 6,858 15,56
1916 845 16,0 67,590 326 42,40 13,814 20,44
19017 937 24.4 114,168 322 61,77 19,878 17.41
1918 598 27.9 83,256 195 62,45 12,184 14,64
1919 956 53,7 161,101 275 60,91 16,610 10,51
1920 955 19,9 94,831 560 28,01 10,092 10,64
1021 936 1.5 55,724 250 21.45 5,567 9,99
1922 685 20,2 69,517 169 27,22 4_625 6.67
1928 872 27,7 95,280 150 38,65 5,809 6.23
1924 1,345 22,6 151,741 477 52,16 15,540 10,11
1925 1,753 20,0 175,814 566 29,58 16,754 9.84
1926 1,410 11.8 83,195 537 17,70 9,508 11,43
1927 1,541 17,1 114,367 457 50,9 13,940 12,19
1928 1,085 17.8 92,001 382 53,04 12,618 15,72
1929 1,414 16.8 118,687 360 31.13 11.194 9,43
1930 860 9,5 40,721 240 25.8 5,719 14,04
1931 1,166 5.4 81,397 524 8.57 2,779 8.85
19352 1,114 5.7 31,568 357 8.65 5,091 9,79
1933 1,087 18,6 48,745 554 10.38 5,666 7.84
1934 640 11,7 37,471 93 32,04 2,967 7.91
1935 514 10,7 27,4689 162 50,04 4,875 17,74
1936 357 10.8 19,251 96 29,5 2,812 14,62
1937 684 T4 25,222 266 17.98 4,748 18,96

SOURCE: Ingome Parity for Agriculture. Part I. Farm Income. gSection I. Imm Cotton and Cottonseed,
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Agricultural Adjustment Administra u of Home Economies,

United States Department of Agriculturo, 1938,



The census of 1860 gives the price of cottonseed delivered at the mills
as $6,00 per ton., If producers sold directly to the mills the net ine-
come from the seed would have been insignificant, The price of cotton
in 1860 was 12,5 cents per pound and averaged 11,4 cents for the decade
prior to 1860, However, the relationship between income from cotton
lmgndutmoodm&ntu'maﬂurlm. In the period 1909
tolﬂ!?ﬂuouhim{ntoproducmmmonleotaadmm
84,0 percent of lint income to 20,2 percent, The modal income was 11,5
percent. (Table2 ),

A Brief Review of Harly Attempts to Process Cottonseed

It was not until 1783 that any thought was given to the possibil-
ities of producing useful products from cottonseed. A cask of seed
was brought from the West Indies and presented to the Society of Arts,
London, England, then engaged, as ever since, in the encouragement of
arts, mm,mmm‘/

It seems that the soclety was impressed by the potential possi-
bilities of the seed as a source of a desirable vegetable oil and as a
meal for cattle feed offered prizes to any individual who would sue-

cessfully procure from the seed a given quantity of the by-products.

3/ %mmmmmmmmmm.

4/ Robert S, Curtis, Cottonseed Meal Origin, History, Research,
1988, pp. 15-21.

5/ Ibid. p. 2.



The offer made by the Society is as follows:
The Society being informed that a considerable quantity of oil
can be obtained from the seed of cotton, and that after the expres-

gion of the oil, the remaining cake will afford a strong harty food
for cattle, and likewise that the operation can be applied to the

curing of oil from the seed of cotton is the proper object of a
premium, considered as an encouragement for planters to extend the
cultivation of cotton, as an article essentially requisite to in-
crease the manufacture of that commodity in this country—(England),
It is significant that the Society not only wished to obtain the
by-products of the seed, but they considered that a market for the seed
would encourage planters to extend the area of cotton cultivation which
was needed to increase textile manufacturing in England at that time,
The above offer was made to planters in the West Indies and did not ap-
ply to the rebellious colonies on the continent of America, Curtis
states that no one ever came forth to claim the prize and seemed to
think the quantity to be produced probably defeated any attempt,

After the unsuccessful efforts of the Society of Arts, Mamufactures
and Commerce to encourage the cottonseed processing industry the subject
was almost forgotten for a generation, The first mill to successfully
express oil from seed was erected and operated in 1826 at Columbia,
South Carolina by Benjamin Waring, Numerous attempts were made during
the next forty years some of which were partially successful but most of
them were financial failures.

The Growth and Development of the Cottonseed Industry

Fortunately, not all attempts were failures, and in 1860 there
were seven establishments for the processing of cottonseed in the United

8/ Cottonseed and Its Products, United States Department of Agriculture
Farmers Bulletin No, 36,
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States.y Evidently the industry was not only retarded during the Civil
War in the South but retracted for there were only four mills in the
South in 1867, The industry eventually recovered its former status and
continued to expand, The Census of Manufactures for 1870 and 1880
enumerates 26 and 45 mills, respectively, for these years. But it was
only after the latter date that the cottonseed industry began a program
of expansion which resembles the industry today. The next two decades
saw an increase of approximately 3510 percent in the mumber of establish-
ments, but the greatest increase was from 1900 to 1905 when the number
of establishments increased from 569 to 715,

The phenomenal increase in the number of plants was probably due
to an increase of the number of small establishments in the interior
after the construction of railrcads, The number of tons of cottonseed
erushed did not increase in the same proportion as the number of plants,
as the value of products did not increase in the same proportion to the
number of plants, The value of all products was 12 million dollars in
1890, 59 million in 1900, and 96 million dollars in 1905. A large
share of the relative decrease in the walue of all products manufactured
from cottonseed can be attributed to a decrease in the price level of
the by-products of cottonseed. Cottonseed meal was valued at $31.,53
in 1875 but only $20.,42 in 1905, In the meantime cottonseed oil prices
decreased from six cents to three cents, The reduction in price may

1/ Census of Manufactures, 1860, United States Department of Interior,
Bureau of Census, p. 789,

8/ Census of Manufactures, Part III, 1905, United States Department of
Commerce and Labor, Bureau of Census, pp. 558-533,

9/ Bulletin No, 164, Bureau of Census, Department of Commerce, pp. 68-
69,
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have been the result of improvement in the technique of manufacturing.
In all probability increased production forced the oil into new markets
vhere it had to compete with cheaply produced vegetable oil, Prior to
this time its chief competition in the market was from lard,

A short deseription of the development of the industry would be
incomplete without a discussion of the integration of the industry. As
early as 1891 the report of the American Cotton 0il Company shows that
with a capital of $35,761,700 this company owned 72 cotton-oil mills,
15 refineries, four lard and cottelene plants, nine soap factories, 15
cotton gins, three cotton compresses, two fertilizer mixing plants; one
ocean tank steamer, 535 oil-tank cars, 23 box cars, and one barrel car
in addition to products in inventory and real estate. The integration
of the industrial organization has continued, but probably not to the
same extent as was reported by the American Cotton 0il Company, A re-
port of the Federal Trade Commission relative to charges of conspiracy
in Restraint of Trade or of Unfair Practices, March 5, 1928, shows that
chains of mills were operated by the following companies: Southern Cot-
ton 0il Company, 49 mills; National Cottonseed Product Corporationm, 19
mills, Buckeye Cotton 0il Company (Proctor and Gamble Company), nine
mills; Choetaw Cotton 0il Company, 11 mills; Chickasha Cotton 0il Com-
pany, eight mills; Southland Cotton Oil Company, nine #ills; Intermation-
al Vegetable 0il Company, six mills; and Swift and Company, five mills,
No mention was made of related industries controlled by these companies.

This analytic industry which takes one raw product and converts it
into several so-called by-products is confronted with the problem of mar-

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

10/ Cottonseed and Its Products, United States Department of Agriculture
Faruers Bulletin No, 86, p. 8.
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to the consumer without very much additiomal effort. But the oil is
still in a crude state and requires refining before it is suitable for
the majority of its uses, The ratio between the values of the by-
products, cottonseed oil and meal, which are the prineipal products
from the standpoint of value, shifts from season to season, but the
general relationship between the value of oil and meal of two to one
predominates. There have been irregular fluctuations in this ratio,
For instance, in 1897, 1898, and 1899, the aggregate value of the meal
was worth more than the oil, This also oceurred again in 1906 which
was a result of a sharp decline in oil prices and almost a stationary
price level for meal, (Table 3).

The growth of the industry after being economically established
depended indirectly upon industry to furnish machinery 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, Mamufactures,
and Commerce for the planters of the West Indies. Cottonseed oil
milling although seasonal in nmature did not develop as an employer of
labor during the rainy or slack season on the cotton and sugar planta-
tions as the Soclety had hoped,

A Comparison of the Early Industry and the Industry Today

A letter addressed to the Editor of the Cotton 0il Press, April 11,
1927 by Henry J, Parrish, Manager of the Gayso 0il Mill, Memphis,
Tennessee tells some of the difficulties encountered by the industry,

11/ The Cotton 0il Press, Vol. XI, Memphis, Tennessee, May, 1927, p.
25. See Appendix,
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Table 5, COMPARATIVE DATA FOR THE COTTONSEED INDUSTRY

Estimated Quantity of Cottomseed Crushed, Quantities and Estimated Values of Crude Products Obtained,
and Exports of Cottonseed Products, United States, 1875-1938

:m.&_ﬁ‘ﬁ‘mma. ::

]

: (%ons) = (m) 1 (000
i_ ‘ ‘_ :‘-'. v _.' I AR N =_' i‘l _._“ . ¥
1088 8,426 8,525 75,0 212 1,961 121,510 830 62,845 1,626 8,017 1,47 18,927 7 68
1957 5,511 4,498 81,6 229 1,564 2,081 66,785 1,144 10,472 1,127 20,739 s,':: 4
1986 4,729 5,817 80,7 167 1,164 101,454 1,739 58,755 988 6,568 876 20,970 5,571 10
1955 4,282 5,560  82.9 178 1,109 91,840 1,614 54,025 915 10,260 805 21,608 5,495 3
1954 4,157 T71.6 112 1,308 48,409 1,889 59,5615 1,108 75513 801 16,490 74
1955 5,782 4,621 79,9 87 1,448 47,254 - 29,467 1,512 4,681 741 5,981 44,427 1581
1982 7,602 5,528  70.1 103 1,694 57,646 2,401 85,071 1,511 5,257 876 6,694 41,038 215
1951 6,191 4,715 78,1 170 1,442 91,658 2,165 58,625 1,504 10,474 624 8,969 26,553 44
1980 6,590 5,018 76,1 229 1,572 134,802 2,282 82,296 1,584 12,108 1,038 20,149 51,998 170
1928 6,455 5,081  78.8 265 1,604 155,006 2,282 90,706 1,568 12,842 1,086 27,798 29,551 286
1928 758 4,65¢ 80,8 248 1,477 182,572 2,008 80,582 1,320 9,995 875 61,470 532
1927 7 6,506 78,9 240 1,888 142042 2,840 72,476 1,854 8,882 1,041 16,684 57,580 495
1926 7 5,558  77.9 256 1,617 188,652 2,597 81,508 1,547 1,044 25,218 65,230 358
1925 6,06 4,606 76,1 241 1,404 126,665 2,126 79,175 1,581 15,749 2 €S8 21,268 58,261 a3
1924 4,502 5,508  78.5 182 980 88,005 1,518 59,300 4l 12,787 640 22,007 89,418 128
1925 4,556 5,241 74,8 175 1,008 84,008 1,487 59,057 94 12,200 §91 17,199 227
1922 5,581 5,008 85,2 187 980 71,508 1,555 49,893 957 8,949 862 6,619 91,615 266
1021 5,971 4,069 68,1 157 1,509 84,450 1,786 58,298 1,256 10,059 429 506 285,268 227
1920 5,074 4,005 79,1 352 1,211 200,668 1,817 139,059 1,145 11,088 5§95 12,586 159,400 225
1919 5,560 4,478 85,6 884 1,525 227,516 2,170 116,119 1,137 17,917 910 178,710 156
1918 5,040 4,252 84.4 561 1,512 217,902 2,068 97,550 996 18,878 1,096 26,604 100,780 22
1917 5,118 4,479 87,6 287 1,408 155,419 2,225 74,586 969 13,994 1,300 575
1916 4,202  84.2 180 1,253 87,90 1,928 55,860 1,220 12,540 945 26,120 266,512 529
1915 7,186 5,780  80.4 153 1,719 80,840 2,848 57,740 1,677 8,450 832 6,150 318,367 740
19014 76.9 160 1,450 81,020 2,220 59,810 1,400 11,210 651 7,650 192,963 400
1915 6,104 4,579  75.0 132 1,595 69,100 1,999 45,970 1,540 9,710 602 7,450 = 315 564
1912 6,997 4,921  70.3 15 1,512 66,580 2,151 49,720 1,642 9,890 556 5,150 399,471 647
1911 5,175 4,106 79,5 143 1,260 80,450 1,792 44,660 1,375 598 6,250 225,521 402
1010 4,462 5,269 75,8 106 982 55,450 1,326 35,910 1,289 9,810 813 4,770 225,955 320
1909 5,904 5,670  62.2 88 1,101 44,090 1,492 53,680 1,530 6,080 346 2,540 385,155 875
1908 4,052 2,565 51,8 68 773 58,390 23,500 927 6,570 268 2,920 307,650 466
1907 5,913 5,844 65,0 94 1,153 45,050 1,568 59,140 1,395 8,840 522 5,550 314,102 670
1906 5,060 5,151  61.9 5 945 26,400 29,250 1,135 5,110 230 828,451 555
1905 6,427 5,545 52,0 69 1,004 31,340 1,360 27,770 1,213 5,590 248 4,610 586,517 626




Table 5. (Continued) COMPARATIVE DATA FOR THE COTTONSEED INDUSTRY

Estimated Quantity of Cottonseed Crushed, Quantities and Estimated Values of Crude Produets Obtained,
and Exports of Cottonseed Products, United States, 1875-1938

5 __ Cottonseed e Grue Gottensced Products - - o
Year : Produced : Crushed : Percent: Total Value :: 0il 3 Qﬂ‘m“—'_m— 3 Linters $3

s (r?) ¢t (Tons) : Crushed: ( 12 Quantity Value intity : Value :
190¢ 4,716 3,241 68,7 74 914 59,000 1,156 24,840 1,528 5,710 196 3,380 217,603 410
1905 5,092 3,269 64,2 71 922 40,560 1,185 25,310 1,541 5,520 196 2,030 267,522 550
1902 4,630 5,154 68,1 63 890 3,210 1,125 21,950 1,487 8,320 168 1,520 247,821 525
1901 4,830 2,415 50.0 48 725 26,080 845 16,270 1,139 5,990 143 1,890 570,176 629
1900 4,668 2,479 53,1 a2 700 21,590 884 16,030 1,169 3,190 115 1,800 351,768 572
1899 5,472 2,558 43.0 28 706 13,180 823 14,780 579,704 540
1898 5,265 2,101 40,0 27 630 12,610 735 14,070 301,751 460
1897 4,070 1,628 40,0 26 488 11,720 570 14,540 203,992 312
1896 5,416 1,435 42,0 20 430 11,480 502 8,700 145,844 202
1895 4,792 1,677 35,0 25 503 15,420 587 11,450 158,908 045
1894 3,579 1,431 50,0 28 429 16,600 501 900 112,187
1895 5,185 1,050 33.0 19 315 10,080 368 8,550 70,966
1892 4,274 1,068 25,0 21 321 11,540 374 8,980 103,945
1801 4,095 1,025 26,0 20 507 11,460 358 8,330 82,524
18%0 5,495 874  25.0 18 262 10,150 306 8,270 100
1889 5,510 794 24,0 20 238 13,980 278 8,590 20,180
1888 5,201 823 25,0 17 247 11,520 288 5,610 55,459
1887 3,018 694 23.0 15 208 8,050 243 4,770 30,504
1886 5,045 578 19,0 1 174 8,710 202 4,260 46,801
1885 2,625 498 19,0 10 150 6,980 174 5,490 47,732
1884 2,639 396 15,0 10 119 8,020 138 5,850 27,045
1883 3,266 392 12,0 11 118 7,060 187 5,580 5,117
1882 2,455 295 12.0 8 88 5,420 103 2,960 5,352
188l 5,039 182 6.0 5 55 2,770 64 1,840 25,850
1880 2,618 235 9.0 6 71 8,670 8 1,970 52,485
1879 2,268 181 8.0 4 54 2,400 64 410 40,144
1878 2,148 150 7.0 4 45 2,650 53 1,260 57,443
1877 1,969 28 5.0 5 30 1,770 34 840 12,791
1876 2,057 123 6.0 4 37 2,670 43 1,800 2,108
1875 1,687 84 5.0 5 25 1,590 30 940 8,150

SOURCE: Cotton Production and Distribution, Bulletins No. 164 to 176, Bureau of Census, United States Department of Commrce.
1/ Relates to erop of preceding year.
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Mr, Parrish's letter pertains to the cighties when the lack of standard
gauge for railroads made transportation difficult, He estimated that
one=-third of the seed was moved by each of the principal modes of
transportation—-water, rail, and by wagon, The seed cost the mills
about $12,00 per ton delivered. All oil had to be barrelled as tank
cars were not generally used, Mention is made of the first tank cars
which were shipped by N, K, Fairbanks Company in 1884, The company had
the tanks branded "Garden City Dairy Company of Chicago."

Congcerning the efficiency of the industry in 1881, Mir, Parrish

The of oil was from 58 to 39 gallons (285 to
292,5 pounds)., The average meal per ton was about 760 pounds, and
the lint from a ton of seed was anywhere from 15 to 25 .
This lint was a very fair staple and brought anywhere from 64 to 8
cents per pound, in faet, nearly as much as hill staple cotton
(American Up-land), The ashes the hulls were sold at ap-

and they were under their own brand, and no mill would take each
others sacks!

There was a great loss in these sacks as the mills in those
days bought a double selvage gunny bag that cost 27 cents each
and as the sacks were furnished free, the
cent a season. The farmers used them for whatever needs they
might require, making back bands, saddle hlankets, chicken coops
and some of the darkies used them for coats.

The above is primarily of interest when used to coupare the effi-
ciency in the manufacturing of cottonseed by-products in 188l and 1938,
whereas only 36 and 39 gallons of oil were recovered (285 and 292
pounds) in 1881, the average for the United States in 1958 was 310
pounds, Equally as great improvements were made in the amounts secured
of cake or meal, hulls, and linters. In 1958 the United States average

was 895 pounds of meal, 514 pounds of hulls and 144 pounds of
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m.wmmmmmmmmmum.mmt
of higher prices for linters but of efforts to increase the amount of
oil recovered from the seed,  When additionmal amounts of linters are
cut from the seed the quality of linters decreases and if it were not
for the faet that well linted seed makes for economical mill operation
it 1s probable that "first cuts" only would be produced, When prices
for the"first cuts" in 1938 are compared with prices of linters in
Mitisf;:tﬁthtmeprioummm“awm. The average
for the year 1958 was 5,96 cents per pound,

The cottonseed hulls are no longer burned and the ashes sold as
fertilizer but are used as a feed roughage and compete in price with
the cheaper grades of hay, In 1883 feeding experiments were reported
conducted in mills in the vieinity of Memphis, New Orleans, Houston,
and Little Rock to ascertain the feeding value in hulls.w However, in
1896 they were still used as a fuel and the ashes later sold as
fertilizer,

The value of hulls was dependent upon their utility as a fuel.
Compared to a ton of hulls a cord of wood has two and one-half times
the fuel value and four and one~-third tons of hulls are equal to one
ton of coal, If coal sold at §53.50 a ton and wood at $2,00 hulls

12/ Cotton Production and 1959, Bulletin No. 177,
Bureau of Census, p. 47,

13/ Curtis, Op. git. ps 88,

14/ Grade one or first cuts is commonly referred to as "spinnable
linters."

15/ Cottonseed and lis Products, United States Department of Agricul-
ture Farmers etin No, 39, pp. 5-4.

16/ Hammond, Ope gite P 370.



would sell at 80 to 20 cents a ton, Because of the abundance of other
types of fuel close at hand, mills reporting to the Census Bureau in
1890 complained of their customers' shortsightness in refusing to haul
the hulls away from the mills even though hulls were offered to them
free, Hammond reports that the disposal of the hulls was an additiomal
expense to mills, They were forced to engage some one to haul them to
vacant lots where they became a source of irritation to people who
practiced grazing cows on these lots,.

The general public learned of the feeding value of hulls as their
stock ate the hulls without suffering ill effects. In regard to the
above, Hammond says, that as the blockade of the New Orleans port during
the Civil War rendered "forage with all other supplies very scarce, the
cattle were allowed, cautiously, to gratify their predilections for the
hulls, and no injury resulting, hulls become a staple stock feed.,"

The use of hulls as feed increased very slowly., Of the mills re-
porting to the Census in 1880, 16 of the 45 established reported selling
hulls for feed, An Inglishman's report on the oil industry in Amerieca
in 1887 gives the hulls as waste, but Hammond adds that a "little
anterior to the date of the report—mills could not supply the demand,"
It seems that the mills were pricingthe hulls on the basis of fuel value
otherwise the demand would not have been so insatiable,

Summary

Cottonseed was a waste product prior to 1880, a fertilizer until
1880, but has been a source of animal and human food ever since, It be-
came a valuable commercial product after a demand had been created for

w Hammond, Op. git. p. 566,



its component by-products, The processing of these products involved
many risks to the early enterpriser as the general public was not aware
of the uses of cottonseed and its by-products, Methods and techniques
of mamufacturing, however, were developed or known long before any
attenpt was made to process the cotitonseed,

The value of the raw cottonseed prior to the beginning of the
erushing industry was determined by the demsnd for planting seed. Later
the by-products of the cottonseed were valued on the basis of the ferti-
liger constituents and use as a fuel, The third and final value
relationship was established when the meal was used as a protein sup~-
plement in feeding rations, the oil as the prinecipel ingredient in
compounds, the linters as a source of cellulose, and hulls as a roughage
for livestock,
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CHAPTER III., PRODUCERS' MARKETS FOR COTTONSEED
IN OKLAHOMA

The producers' markets for 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 direet from producers to
be less than one-~tenth of one percent., This small amount is the re-
mainder of the planting seed not needed to plant the current crop.
However, the distance to the cottonseed mills limits the extent of this
market, and the seed is generally fed to livestock if 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
of the bulkiness of 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 thosc producers who produce planting seed for sale in the
spring, (Table 4 )« The value of cottonseed inventory, on farms on
Januvary 1 in Oklahoma, expressed as a percentage of seed sales varied
from 25,3 percent in 1920 to as low as one-tenth of one percent in 1922,
However, these are exceptlonal cases as the average for the periods
1909 to 1919 and 1920 to 1929 were 7.3 and 9.8 percent, respectively,
while the average value of the inventory expressed as a percentage of
sales from 1930 to 1938 inclusive was only 6,0 percent., It is custom-
ary for producers to keep enough seed to plant the crop at least twice;



Table 4 , Sales and Cash Income from Cottonseed, Quantity and
Value of Cottonseed on Farme in Oklahoma, and Inventory
Jamuary 1, Expressed as a Percentage of Sales of the
Preceding Year, 1910-1938

1 : i
Year: Cotton-: Average: : : : g Ys.lno of

t seed : Price : Cash :Quantity: Price : Value : Cottonseed

t Sold : Per Ton: Income : t Per : Inventory as

H H : s : To H t of Percent

3 3 2 3 $ i : 2 of Saleg

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,
Tons) (Dollars) Dollars) Toms) (Dollars) Dollara)

1910 283 20,98 5,956 5.6 24,50 13,700 -
1911 255 15,86 4,052 74 20,80 154 2.8
1912 310 16,66 5,166 81.9 15,75 5,020 12.4
1913 227 20,40 4,629 16,8 17.90 301 5.8
1914 588 12,56 4,805 9.9 20,00 198 4,3
1915 246 27.83 6,838 47,0 14,10 663 15.8
1916 326 42.40 15,814 21.3 53,00 703 10.3
1917 822 61,77 19,878 5.6 51.00 286 2.1
1918 195 62,45 12,184 23,8 62,40 1,485 7.5
1919 273 60,91 16,610 13,7 61,00 856 6.9
1820 360 28,01 10,092 71.0 59,30 4,210 25.3
1821 250 21.45 5,567 100,6 17,00 1,710 16.9
1922 169 27.52 4,625 0.4 21,00 8 0.1
19235 150 58,65 5,809 1,2 58.00 46 1.0
1924 477 32.16 15,340 10,9 42,850 463 8,0
1925 566 29,58 16,754 51,9 824,50 1,087 7.8
1926 537 17,70 9,508 5645 26,20 956 5.7
1927 457 30,49 13,940 128,3 14.40 1,848 19.4
1928 382 33.04 12,618 22.1 58,00 510 6.0
1929 360 51,13 11,194 29,2 55,00 1,022 81
1950 240 25.80 5,719 15,6 81,00 484 4.3
1951 324 8,57 2,779 5.3 22,00 17 2.0
1932 557 8.65 5,001 25.0 10,10 252 8.3
1933 354 10,36 5,666 10,7 7.60 8l 2.6
1934 93 52,04 2,967 7.8 12,90 101 2.8
1935 162 50,04 4,875 5.2 38,00 198 7.7
1956 96 29,52 2,812 25.9 50,00 717 14,5
1937 266 2/ 17.98 3,779 1.0 30,00 30 1.0
1958 5,355 25,1 18,00 416 11.0

SOURCE: Income Parity for Agriculture, Part I. Farm Income, Bureau of
Agricultural Economics, Agricultural Adjustment Administration,

United States Department of Agriculture

1/ Price, December 15 of preceding year.
2/ Preliminary.



therefore, if the requirement for planting were deducted little extra
seed was actually stored by producers,

There is an inverse relationship between the price of seed and the
amount held by producers each year, Following 1911 when the average
price was $5,10 less than the price for the previous year, the amount
on farms January 1, 1912, increased more than 300 percent over that held
on farms January 1, 1911, The relationship was true for 1912, 1914,
1915, 1916, 1918, 1919, 1920, 1924, 1925, 1926, 1927, 1931, 1932, 1934,
and 1935 when there was a decrease in the price trend from that of the
previous years, (Table4 ). With a very few exceptions when the price
increased from the price of the previous season, the amount on farms
was materially decreased January 1, the following year when compared to
the previous inventory., The exceptions were generally found when there
had been a downward trend for two years in succession. However, there
may be other factors which might induce producers to hold additional
seed, such as: anticipation of a high price for planting seed, which
would cause a storage of seed to sell for planting the next season;
preference of some producers to plant two year old seed who store more
seed some years than others; and if producers are forced to plant
several times one season, extra storage to keep an adequate supply for
any emergency, especially if they were forced to pay a high price for
seed to plant the current crop.

1/ Ingome Parity for Agriculture, Part I. Farm lucome, Section I.
Income from Cotton and Cottonseed, Urited States Department of
of Agriculture, 1958, p. 36.



Seasomal Price Yovement

There are definite seasonal movements of cottonseed prices., Three
different seasonal movements of Oklahoma farm prices for cottonseed were
WMthﬁ-m”“. The first in-
cludes the years from 1927 to 1959, For this period of years, the high
was in lay when the seasomal stood at 105,1 percent and the low was in
Septesber when the seasomal price was 92,0 percent of the yearly trend.
However, it rose to 95,5 in October and was more than 100 percent in
Hovember and December, The high seasomal price in Way might be at~
tributed to the higher price received by the producer for planting seed
sold.

The other two scasonal movements were constructed by using selected
years since 1210 when total production exceeded one million bales and
for years when total production was less than one nillion beles. An
examination of these two shows than in years when production exceeded
one million beles the seasomal price fluctuated nore irregularly than
the seasonal price for the years 1927 to 1958 inclusive but there were
the same general relationships, The month of May was high with 111.4
percent while the month of December was the low when the percentage was
85.4 pereent, a spread of 25 percent as compared to & spread of only
15,1 percent for the 1927-1959 trend., The seasomal movement for the
years when total production was less than one aillion bules moves op~
posite to the others as the month of November was high with 111.1 per-
cent of the average for the year and the low month was August when
prices were found to be 92,6 of the average or a spread of 18,5 percent,



The Effect of Fixed Ginning Rates on Cottonseed Prices

Cotton gins were declared public utilities in 1915 under Section
15, Article 9 of the Constitution of Oklahoma, and are licensed annual-
ly by the Corporation Commission to gin seed cotton at a predetermined
rate per hundred pounda.ﬂ These rates are prescribed annually by the
Commission immediately following a hearing early in September, In-
terested parties may appear before the Commission and present data
relative to the desirability of the rate which they might wish to have
enacted, The Commission after examining the data presented and a care-
ful study of the earnings of the ginning industry, ascertained from
annual reports to the Commission by the gins, set the rate for ginning
seed cotton and the charges that can be made for bagging and ties.

Although, it is not the purpose of this study to analyze the ef-
fects of the rates which are fixed by the Corporation Commission in a
study of the primary markets for cottonsced, the rate fixed by the
Croporation Commission must be considered as a factor indirectly af-
fecting the price paid by the gin for cottonseed. If the rate fixed
by the Commission for any reason were in excess of the rate required to
return to the gins an ample rate upon the ecapital invested, the gins
through competitive buying of cotton and cottonseed may pay more for

2/ C. O, Bunn, Compiled Statutes of Oklahoma, 1921, Amnotated, 1922,
Bunn Publishing Company, pp. 1615-1614,

3/ Supplement, Session Laws, 1923, 1924, 1925, Compiled Oklahoma
Statutes, 1926, pp. 249-250.

4/ R. C. Soxman, A Businegs Analysig of Cotton Ging in Oklahoms, Un-
published Master's thesis, Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical

College, Stillwater, 1935,



these products than they can be resocld for. Mr, Soxman says in part:
" . o o there can be no assurance that competitive inducements to gin
cotton at a particular plant will not be offered farmers in the form of
high prices for their cotton or cottonseed." The ginning rate in
Oklahoma since 1927 has varied between years and between the eastern
western sections of the State. These rates have not always equaled
the competitive rate in sections of the adjoining states, As a result
some seasons have been very remunerative for the industry as a whole.
In 1929, m.ginsmaanuoraga net income from ginning revenue of
$1.98 & bale, while 850 gins in 1930, 816 gins in 1981, and 771 gins in
1932 had a net ginning revenue of $1.72, $1.70, and $1,76 per bale,
respectively, However, this does not present a clear illustration of
that which actually existed. Five hundred and fifty-seven of these
gins made an operating profit of $2.51 per bale and 265 had a net opera-
ting loss of §1.,65 per bale. The majority of the gins operating at a
loss were located in the eastern section where 221 gins had a loss of
$1.76 per bale and only 44 gins in the western section lost an average
of §1.35 per bale, It should be pointed out that a net operating
profit does not necessarily imply that the gins in all cases yielded a
profit on the capital invested, It would be possible for the gins in a
short active ginning season to operate at a net profit per bale but
return a negative rate on the investment. However, volume ginned

5/ Soxman, Qp. git. p. 27.

This was an arbitrary division of the State by the Corporation Com=
ﬁ/n:l.uicm. The boundary line was the westorn boundary of Logan, Okla-
M,w,mw,mmﬂwm&umm

across the State.

7/ Soxman., Qp. git. pp. 46-51.
ﬁ/m. PPe 99-144,
9/ Ibid. p. 138,
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1sdirmﬂymdntaduththanrﬂngaofthoiﬁutry,wmm
net operating revenue per bale would be influenced more by the capacity
atwhiohthaglnapmtedandlmgthorgimingmw

Therefore, since gins can compete through competitive buying of
lint cotton and cottonseed, some consideration should be given to the
policies of the gins in purchasing these two products,

Goupu':lm of Gin Returns from Marketing Cottonseed
and Cotton Lint

The Farm Credit Administration in a study of 251 cooperative gins
in Texas and Oklahoma for the year 1956 found that on the average these
gins lost 49 cents on each bale purchased and made a net profit of
$4.,60 per ton of seed, It appears that these gins practiced paying
more for their cotton than it can be sold for but merchandized the seed
at a profit, These same gins made an average profit of 45 cents per
bale from ginning revenue operation, Because the value of the lint is
greater in relation to the seed the producers are concerned more with
what they can sell the lint for than they are for the price paid for
seed,

The amount of cotton purchased by the gins studied by the Farm
Credit Administration differed for each individual plant, and ranged
from zero to more than 100 percent of total ginnings, Ginners on the

average purchased 49,8 percent of total ginning in 1929, In 1952 gin
purchases increased to 72.7 percent and the average for the period

10/ Soxman. Qp. gite. pp. 120-144,

11/ Joe Harvey Miller, An Economic Analysls of the Gloning Industry in
Unpublished Thesis, Oklahoma Agricultural and

» x928-19%89,
loohmical College, Stillwater, 1935,
d2/ Schedules taken in cooperation with the Oklahoma Agricultural and
m%ﬂmmmormlhpwﬁmtmm U=
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1929-1932 was 65.5.w The increase was greater in western Oklahoma
than in the eastern section,

The tendency of the gins to pay more for the cotton than it ecan
be sold for results in enormous losses by some of these plants, In an
analysis of the colton account of 94 cooperative gins in Oklahoma in
1956 by the Farm Credit Administration, 46 gins merchandized cotton at
a loss and 40 gins made a profit on the cotton sold, Twenty-eight of
these gins leost from one cent to one dollar per bale, 12 gins lost from
one dollar to two dollars, three gins lost from two dollars to three
dﬂlun,nﬁﬁvogimhﬁmthanﬂvedelhrvwhlapwﬁnad.
Fortunately, the five gins purchased on the average only 41 bales, and
the total loss was not so great., One gin suffered a loss 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 from 1,087 bales to 1,786 bales; the total loss
ranged from $1,121 to $3,074, The cotton purchases of the six gins
ranged from 76,2 to 96,9 percent of total ginnings., Four of these gins
purchased more than 90 percent of total ginnings, This should not be
construed to mean that purchase of a high percentege of ginning usually
results in a loss., Nine of the 94 gins included within the study made
a gross profit on their cotton accounts of from $1,042 to $2,995. The
gin making the largest gross profit on cotton purchased 78,4 percent;
one other gin purchased 74,2 while the remainder purchased over 90 per-
cent, The highest percentage for a gin was 96,2 percent of total
ginnings, Only two gins made over two thousand dollars,

w Soxman. mo m. Pe 163,
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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 recelving more for seed from mills, This group had very
high margins on seed while seven of the nine had a net ginning loss.

Of the 94 cooperative gins in Oklahoma only seven did not purchase
cotton, The seed margins from smallest to greatest were [2.82, $4.28,
$5.41, $5.51, $7.31, and $9,05. The net ginn:lng revenues respectively
were -$6.32, #§0.,60, -$1,55, -§1,54, -$2.45, -$1.64, and -$0,19. There
may have been some attenpt 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 freguency
distribution 13 of the gins made less than $3,00, This may appear to
be significant as handling cost plus shrinkage at gins are considered
to be approximately $3.,00 per ton, but these margins are net in that
seed is sold f, o, b., and shrinkage is insignificant, The modal clas~
sification was from §3,00 to $5,99 which included 52 of the 94 gins,
There were four gins in the classification immediately higher 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 $4.00 to $6,00 which



nie Tres gﬂ_lﬁg}- {

el

Fo g,

JU/'V 3 4 —"l' j-’.!

included 39 gins, 7The classification just below and above the 7
class had 24 gins each, It seems that these gins ss a whole received a
net return of $4.00 or more for seed purchased.

\ Of the 94 gins, 41 lost by purchasing cotton, 48 made a profit,
some times very small, and total losses over~balanced profits for all
gins, 'The net operating revenue of 65 of these gins was minus, and it
was more closely associated with volume ginned than with marketing
activities.

Sunnary

The producers' markets for cottonseed in Oklahoma are the local
gins serving the territory. Prodmurketatthuﬂuorgimingjlp-
proximately all of the crop marketed., But the percentage of total crop
produced which is marketed any particular year is closely related to
price relationships of past seasons. If 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, if there has been an
inerease in price over the past season,

The seasonal movement of prices in Oklahoma based on the years
1927-1959 corresponds very closely to a seasonal based on the years when
production averaged less than one million bales., The low of the season-
al movement was in months of most active ginning,

_;Gimontheavmgarohinnnprudofthuotoﬂwdonauaton
between the farm price and the mill price. But on the average gins have
& loss in their cotton accounts from merchandizing cotton., Gins buy al-
most 100 percent of the seed, but this is not true with cotton lint.
Eowever, no direct relationship was found between the volume purchased
either of cotton or cottonseed and the profits or losses per unit.,

¥/
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CHAPTER IV. FARM PRICES FOR COTTONSEED IN SOUTHWLSTERN
OELAHOMA, SEASONS 1937 AND 1938

In an analysis of farm prices for cottonseed purchased by the gine
ners in the seasons, 1937-38 and 1958-39, two methods were used. The
first was the weighted average weekly price and the second was the
range in prices each week, This anmalysis was made on the basis of the
two separate divisions, southern and northern counties, A study of
the prices paid during the season 1957-38 revealed two significant
things, First, the average farm prices in the southern counties were
higher than prices in the northern counties, Second, the general move-
ment of prices throughout the secason was almost identical,

The Average, High, Low, and Spread in Gin Prices
For the Two Groups

The average price of the southern counties was never as high as
that reached in the northern counties. This may appear paradoxical for
it was stated that as a whole, prices were higher in the southern
counties. An examination of the Charts I and II reveals that the aver-
age price in the northern counties at the beginning of the season,
August 2 through August 8, was $25.00, while in the southern counties
for the same week the price was only $22.,25., The $25.00 was the high
for all points in either group during the season. But the average price
in the southern counties throughout the season was materially higher

1/ Northern Counties: Beckham, Blaine, Caddo, Canadian, Custer, Dewey,
Garvin, Grady, McClain, Murray, Vashita, and Roger Mills,

Southern Counties: Comanche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jefferson,
Kiowa, Stephens, Tillman, and Harmon,
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CHART I

RANGE IN PRICE PAID FARMERS AND GINNERS IN SOUTHERN COUNTIES
FOR COTTONSEED,BY WEEK,(SEASON 1937-8)
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CHART IT
RANGE IN PRICE PAID FARMERS AND GINNERS IN NORTHERN COUNTIES

FOR COTTONSEED ,BY WEEK,(SEASON 1937-8)
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tha: that in the northern counties the remainder of the season. This
resulted in a greater net return to producers in the southern group as
compared to producers in the northern group., Although the range in
prices was greater, the lower extremity of the range in the southern
counties was never below that of the northern counties (Tables 6 gnd 6)
except for the period August 2 to September 14, Th.meinthe
northern group narrowed relative to prices in the southern group for
this period, Measured in absolute guantities, the high spread was
$8.00 for the northern group and only $5,00 in the southern group,

Inmediately following the week ending September 4, 1957-38, this
relationship was reversed, and thereafter, the range of gin prices in
the northern group det¢reased materially relative to the range in the
southern group, (Charte I andII). 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
$2,00 was the low for the season for either group., The range in prices
paid by gins in the northern group was well below the high of $8.00
thereafter, and never exceeded $4,00 except for the week ending November
6 when the spread was $7.,00. As the spread never decreased to less than
$5.00 after the week ending September 11 and as $4,00 was the maximum,
there wmas a tendency for prices to remain fairly stable. The average
price tended to verify the above contention,

The spread in prices paid by gins in the southern group increased
rather sharply after 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 $16,00. Evi-
dently most of the cottonseed was affected by the deerease in price
for the average price decreased, however, nmot in the same proportion,
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Table 5, The High, Low, Spread, and VWeekly Average Farm
and 0il Prices for Cottonseed; Also Gin Margins in the
Southern Counties, Southwest Oklahoma, 19357-38

: Farm Price Per Ton ¢ um(s.c. Per T :

: : Dollarg) _____ :Gin
Week of : s $ tleight~: : 2 sWeight~: Mar-
: High: Low 1Spread: ed : High: Low :Spread: ed tgin
L : 3 :Average: $ : tAverage:

‘u‘. 2"‘8 2-5.00 20.% S.W 2‘022 i - = - -
A.B‘. M 35.“) m.w 5.00 22.37 25.% 25.{” - 25.@' 2015
Aug, 18-22 22,00 18,00 4,00 22,05 50,00 22.256 7.756 27.44 5.39
Aug, H—MQ 22,00 18,00 4,00 20,39 24.45 24,25 0,20 24,535 3.94
Aug,

Sept. 4 22,00 18,00 4,00 19,08 25,00 19,00 6,00 22,65 3.57
Sept, 6-11 22,00 17,00 5,00 18,25 24,25 20,26 4,00 21.68 3.43
Sept., 15-18 22,00 16,00 6,00 17,69 22,70 19,00 3,70 20,80 35,11
Sept, 20-25 22,00 16,00 6,00 17.39 22.256 18,00 4,26 19.82 2.58
Sept. 27~

Oct. 2 25,00 18,00 9,00 18,08 22,50 19,00 35,50 20,74 2,66
Oct. 4-9 25,00 16,00 9,00 19,45 24,25 19,25 5,00 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, 18-23 25,00 16,00 9,00 20,06 27,256 21,00 6,25 22,82 2,33
Oct, 25-30 25,00 18,00 7,00 20,58 27.26 20,00 7.25 25.12 2.54
Hov, 1~6 25,00 18,00 7,00 21,19 27,26 21,00 6,25 22,78 1.59
Nov, 8-13 25,00 18,00 7.00 23.45 26,256 21,50 4,75 235,45 2.4
Bov, 15-20 25,00 17.00 8,00 20,66 26,26 22,00 4.25 235,18 2,52
.W. 22-27 50.00 17.00 15.00 20076 50.00 20.25 9075 22.78 2.02

Nov, 29~
Dec. 4 25,00 17,00 8,00 20,77 25,556 21,00 4,55 22.76 1.99
Dec. 6=11 25,00 17,00 8,00 20,74 25.00 21,50 4,50 22,55 1.81
Dec, 15-18 25,00 16,00 9,00 20,91 24,25 22,26 2,00 22,48 1,57
Dec, 20-25 25,00 17.00 8,00 19,16 24.25 19,10 5.15 21.98 2.82

Dec. 27~
Jan, 1 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 18,08 235,00 20,00 3,00 21,78 3,70
Jan, 10-15 20,00 16,00 4,00 18,20 235,00 21,50 1,50 21,98 3,78
Jan, 17-22 20,00 16,00 4,00 18,17 22,20 22,00 0,20 21,25 35.08
Jan, 24-29 20,00 16,00 4,00 18,02 25,00 20,50 4,50 22,50 4.48

Jan, 31~
Feb, 4 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,39 22,00 21,00 1,00 21,16 3.77
Feb, 6-11 17,00 17,00 = 17.00 = - - - -
Feb, 13-18 -~ - - - - - - - -
Feb, 20-25 - - - - - - - - -

Fab, 27~
lar., 4 - - - - - - - - -

Southern Counties: Comanche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jefferson,
Kiowa, Stephens, Tillman, and Harmon,



Table 6 , The High, Low, Spread, and Weekly Average Farm
and 0il Prices for Cottonseed; Alsc Gin Margins in the
Northern Counties, Southwest Oklahoma, 1957-38

‘.“g. 10"16 25.@ m.w e.w 20055 - - .
Aug, 18-22 25,00 18,00 7,00 19,78 25,50 25,50 =~ .
Au‘. 24-29 25.w 13.00 7.00 18.34 25.50 m.m 5.50 20.27 5.03
Aug, 51~

Sept. 4 25,00 17,00 8,00 18,08 26,40 21,00 5,40 22,44 4,36
Sept, 6-11 19,00 17,00 2,00 17.57 25.40 20,00 5,40 21,15 3,58
Sept. 13-18 19,00 16,00 3,00 16,71 22,00 18,00 5,00 20,12 3.41
Sept. 23—25 19,00 16,00 35.00 16,44 21,50 19,00 2,50 19.48 3.04
Sept. 27~

Oct. 2 19,00 16,00 3.00 16,61 22,50 19,50 2,80 20,09 3.48
Oct, 4-9 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,78 22,00 19,00 35,00 20,59 2.86
Oct, 11-16 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,65 22,00 21,00 1,00 21,33 35,70
Oect, 18-25 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,91 25.40 20,00 35.40 21,22 35.31
Oct, 25-30 20,00 17,00 5,00 18,09 25,00 21,00 4,00 21.88 3,79
Nev, 1-6 24,00 17,00 7,00 18,70 25,00 21,00 4,00 21.56 2,86
Nov, 8-13 20,00 17,00 3,00 19,02 24,50 21,00 3,50 22,358 3,%6
Nov, 15-20 20,00 17,00 3,00 19,25 22,00 20,00 2,00 20,71 1.46
Nov, 22-27 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,92 25,50 20,00 5,50 21.48 3,56
Nov, 20~

Dec. 4 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,92 21,50 20,00 1,50 20,95 35,03
Dec, 6-11 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,87 25,00 20,00 5,00 20,88 3,01

D”. m5 m.w m.m 4.& 1?.“ 21.“3 21.00 - a.m 5.16
Dec, 27~

Jlno 1 20.00 lﬁ.w 4.00 17.'35 am mow 8.00 20006 2.21
Jan, 3-8 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,67 22,50 21,00 1,50 21,65 35,98
Jan, 10-15 20,00 16,00 4,00 17.85 25,00 20,00 3,00 20,20 2.35
Jan, 17-22 .20,00 16,00 4,00 17,88 22,00 20,00 2,00 20,38 2,50
Jan, 24-29 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,91 21.00 20,50 0,50 20,76 2.85
Jan, 8l-

Feb. 4 20,00 16,00 4,00 17,98 20.50 20,50 - 20,50 2.52
Feb, 6-11 20,00 17,00 35,00 18,02 22,00 21,50 0,50 21,67 5.65

reb. M 20.00 17.00 3.@ 18.16 20;50 20.50 - 20.50 L.54
Fob. 20-25 20.00 18.00 2.00 18.55 - - . - -
Feb. 27~

iar, 4 20,00 17.00 3,00 17.90 - - - - -

Northern Counties: Beckham, Blaine, Caddo, Canadian, Custer, Dewey,
Garvin, Grady, MeClain, Murrasy, Washita, Roger Mills.



The range in prices paid by gins in the southern counties increased
again following the week ending September 25, This increase was
caused, however, by an upward trend and not a deerease which was char-
acteristic of the preceding period. A comparison of prices in the two
areas (Tables 5 and g ) for the period September 27 to October 25 re-
veals that there was a §5.00 increase in the southern counties, but
only a $1.,00 inerease in the northern counties. The low remained the
same, This eventually resulted in a higher average price in the
southern counties,

Another similarity of price relationship is of importance, in
that in the period from the weck ending October 2 to that ending
Degember 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
$50,00. This made a spread of $13,00 for 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 ome week ending November 6, The
northern counties maintained the high of $20,00 throughout the season
except for the one exception, The high for the southern counties was
reduced to $20,00 in the week of December 27 to Jamuwary 1, This price
existed the remainder of the season for both groups,

Two other similarities should be noted, First, the low for the
northern group remained practically constant as compared to the
southern counties, Second, the high in the northern counties was
never equal to or exceeded the mill price. In the southern counties
this was often the case,

Very likely the wide range in gin prices in the southern counties
was in no small measure responsible for the higher average gin price,



This meant a higher farm price to producers in the southern
counties,
Gin Prices in Relation to Mill Prices

Mill prices in this study were taken as the average of prices at
which gins disposed of their seed to the cotton oil mills and in no
instance do they represent price quotations by mills. Gins in the
southern counties did not make any seed sales until the week ending
August 16 at which time there was only one price prevailing. The
firgt sale of seed by gins in the northerm group was made a week
earlier, This wes unexpected as gluning is maturally later gelting
started in these counties. It is likely that this did not represent
a spot seed sale but a short committment by some gin, as it was noted
in an analysis of methods of sale thal gins in the northern group were
more ineclined to sell short, Consequently, the price would be re-
flected as of that week.

For the weck ending August 22, mill prices to gins in the
southern counties ranged from $22.25 to $30,00 or a spread of $7.75.
As gins meke a practice of selling f. o, b. gin houses, this represented
an actual range in prices. The range in mill prices decreased to 20
cents the following week, although this condition did not long exist,
The average range the week following was $6,00. It is significant
that the largest range in mill prices occurred during the week of the
largest range in gin prices in the southern counties, The range in
mill prices at that time was $9.75 while the range in gin prices was
$13,00, At this particular time the highs for mill prices and gin
prices were identiecal, It is quite evident that a gin or a few gins
were retaining no margin in the seed, This was soon changed and



merkets were reduced to approximately the average range for the
season.

As compared to the northern counties, the range in mill prices
to gins wag wider in the southern counties., Although in no instances
in the northern counties was the range for any weck quite as narrow
as that for the southern counties, at no time would it begin to equal
that range of $9.75. One thing 1s noticed from an examination of
Charts I andII ; the range in prices to gins in the northern group
tend to be more irregular than in the southern counties. This also
caused an irregular fluctuation in the average prices paid to pro-
ducers each week, The mill prices in the southern counties were con-
sistently higher than prices in the northeran group,

Gin Marging in Cottonseed

As a whole lthronghout the season 1937-58 the gins in the southeran
group had smaller margins than the gins in the northern group. A wide
or narrow margin in seed 1g gynonymous to large or small profiis.
mmmgimm?edmedbwpsﬁngahighcrprioernr seed than did
the northern gins., In an analysis of seed margins retained by ginners,
it was found that margins were correlated with volume ginned. The gins
in the southern group ginned an average of 1,084 bales, while the gins
in the northern group gimned 819 bales. (Table7 ). It may be that
gins in the northern group, with less revenue from gin operations, were
forced to retain more margin in the seed to supplement operating
revemue. The competitive buying of seed to inerease the volume ginned
may have reduced seed margins in the southern counties,



Table 7. The Gins Active and Idle, Total Number of 500 Pound
Gross Weight Bales Ginned by Counties and the Average Number
of Bales of Cotton Ginned Per Active Gin by Counties in
Southwest Oklahoma, Years 1937 and 1938

: — 1038 :

1957
¢t Number : Bales :Average: Number : Bales :Average
Counties :_of Gins :Ginned Per: Bales :_of Gins :Gimmed Per: Bales
t Ac-2 t County :Ginned : Ac~: t County :Gimnned
ttivesIdle: (500  :Per Ac-ttive:Idle: (500 tPer Ac-
g5 ¢ Pounds) stiveGin: ¢

Horthern

Beckhan s 2 26,795 1,030 350 - 28,638 788
Blaine 8 5 4,566 N N 2 5,756 523
Caddo 40 5 32,829 808 42 4 33,982 809
Canadian Y 2,806 o 7 1 5,643 520
Custer 2 2 5,074 266 15 1 5,164 597
Dewey $ 2 2,859 318 9 3 8,679 409
Garvin 25 2 15,796 686 24 1 26,803 1,117
CGrady 25 4 17,085 682 27 4 20,187 747
McClain N A 14,960 gso 17 1 18,080 1,064
lurray 5§ = 2,933 586 5 1 4,654 927
Vashita 26 2 19,939 767 29 3 26,373 909
Roger Mills _10 _1 _ 5,854 583 11 = 670
Total 208 27 148,944 2256 21 184,

Average Bales Ginned 524 819
Southern

Comanche 14 2 8,150 582 18 - 11,044 614
Cotton ? 1 7,602 845 9 2 6,859 760
Greer 16 4 14,403 900 20 2 22,657 1,029
Jackson 8 3 23,540 713 35 1 435,297 1,237
Jefferson 4 3 15,809 986 17 = 15,378 905
Kiowa 29 3 15,174 528 29 3 22,141 763
Stephens N 2 11,113 864 13 2 16,394 1,261
Tillman g 1 29,549 1,019 81 2 89,286 1,267
Harmon 42 0 _lo,681 80 12 1 22481 1,868
Total 169 134,021 184 199,437
Average Bales Ginned 795 1,084
State 685 156 545,196 754 133 756,419
Average Bales Ginned 798 1,003

e e e

N e = ettt 8

SOURCE: United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, Cotton
Production, Seasons 1937 and 1938,
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An examination of Tables 5, 6, 8, and 9 reveals that the same
general price relationships oececurred in both seasons with a few excep-
tions., The average price paid by gins in the southern counties exceeded
that of the price paid by the northern counties and the range in prices
paid by gins was considerably wider than in the northern counties, But
there were differences in the genernl pattern of price movements as
compared to the previous season, In the scason of 1938 the wide range
in gin prices occurred from the middle of September to the middle of
October, It may be of significance to note that during this period in
1m&pmmdthewthnnngimd.y When compared to the pre-
vious season the four weeks in which the greatest amount of range
oceurred, only 10 percent of the cotton wes ginned, It may be that
during this exceedingly active period in the season of 1958-39, gin
operators felt they could inerease farm prices of seed as operating
coste were reduced when the volume was increased. But this would not
hold true if the same hypothesis was assumed relatively to the season
1937.

In the 1938 season the southern gins retained smaller margins in
the seed than the northern gins and received on the average a higher
nill price for their seed. The range in mill prices throughout the
peason was greater than the preceding year, although it was never as
high, It was found to be about the same in the southern and northern
counties, but fluectuated rather irregularly,

2/ _Gotign Production and Distribution, United States Department of
Agriculture Bulletin No, 177, Burcau of Census for 1959-40, p, 12,
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It is noticeable from an examination of ChartsITand IVthat gin
margins increased gradually from the first of November until the end
of the geason in both groups in 1958-39, This did not take effect in
the southern counties in the season 1937-38 until the middle of
December, while gin margins in the northern counties decreased slight-
1y throughout the season 1937-38, It seems that gins retained a
relatively stable average price in the northern counties after the end
of October in the two seasons studied. The average price never
exceeded $21,00 and never fell below $19,70 until the end of Jamuary
in 1937-38, During this period in 1938-39 the average price was about
equal to the low of that year, This same relationship existed in the
southern counties for this period but as a whole the prices averaged
approximately $2.00 higher,

The average volume ginned per gin in operation decreased in
1938-59 in both southern and northern counties as compared to 1937-88.
The respective ginnings in 1938-39 were 795 and 524 bales per gin, a
decrease of about 300 bales from that of the preceding season. Gins in
both groups increased the margin retained in the seed over that of the
previous season. The gins in the southern countles increagsed the mar-
gin in 1938-39 slightly above that retained by northern gins in 1937-38
when the volume ginned was comparable., The gins in the northern group
did not increase the margin in proportion to the inerease by the
southern gins, but there was a decided increase. (Tables 5, 6, 8, and
9). This indicates the contention that the margin in seed can be
expected to inerease in years of small crops and decrease in years of
large crops.



Table 8 , The High, Low, Spread, and Weekly Average Farm
and 0il Prices for Cottonseed; Also Gin Margins in the
Southern Counties, Southwest Oklahoma, 1938-39

Farm Price Per Ton ¥ill Price Per Ton 3

3 : sWeight—: H L] tWeight—: Mar-
High: Low :Spread: ed t+ High: Low :Spread: ed tgin
3

Week of

Au‘. 1-7 25.00 20 .m 5.w 20‘51 - - -
Aw. 8-14 22,00 20,00 2.00 20.06 -. . - -
Aug, 15-21 23,50 20,00 35,50 19,94 - - -
Aﬁ‘. 22-28 25.50 18.00 7.50 19,74 22.& 22,00 -

Sept, 4 25,00 18,00 7.00 18,98 24,00 21.00 3,00 22,19 3,21
Sep‘l’.. 5-11 25.00 18,00 7.00 19.20 27,30 21.@ 8.30 22070 3.50
Sept. 12-18 50,00 17.00 13,00 19,65 27.50 21,00 6,350 22,50 Z2.85
Sept, 19-25 30,00 18,00 12,00 21.10 27,30 21.00 8,30 23.95 R2.85
Sept. 26~

Octe 2 50,00 18,00 12,00 21,56 28,00 21,00 7,00 25,70 4.14
Octs 5-9 30,00 18,00 12,00 23,38 28,50 23,00 5.50 25,98 2,65
Octs 10-16 25,00 20,00 5,00 22,756 29,20 23,00 6,20 27,08 4,35
Octe 17-23 25,00 13,00 6,00 21.756 29.00 25.00 4,00 27.04 5.29
Oct. 24-30 25,00 13,00 6,00 21,89 30,00 24,50 5,50 25,80 3,91
Oct, 51~

Nov, 6 27,50 20,00 7,50 22,10 28,00 24,50 3,50 26,50 4,20
Nov, 7-13 27,50 20,00 7,50 21,97 30,00 25,10 4,90 26,75 4.78
Hov, 14-20 352,00 20,00 12,00 22,16 30,00 25.00 5,00 27.85 05,67
Nov, 21-27 27,50 20,00 7,50 22.19 29,00 26,00 3,00 26,85 4.64
Nov, 28-

Dec. 4 27,50 20,00 7,50 22,06 29,00 25,00 4,00 27.,49 5.44
Dec, 5-11 27.50 20,00 7.50 22,19 29,50 25,00 4,50 27,57 5.18
Dec. 12-18 27,50 20,00 7.50 22,10 R9,50 28,00 3,50 28,22 8,12
Dec, 19-25 22,00 29,00 =~ 22,00 28,50 27,50 1,20 28,07 6,07
Dec, 26~

Jm. 2 22.@ 22.00 - 22.00 23.10 27.50 0.& 27.?8 5.?8
Jan, 3-2 22,00 22,00 = 22.00 29,50 24.00 5.50 27,57 5.57
:m. 10-16 22.00 22.00 - 23.00 28.:0 27.00 1.1‘0 27.78 5.?8
Jan, 17-23 22,00 22,00 =~ 22,00 28,00 24,00 4,00 27.18 5.18
Jan, 24-30 22,00 22,00 =~ 22,00 28,10 28,10 = 28,10 6,10

f——————————————

Southern Counties: Comanche, Cotton, Greer, Jackson, Jefferson,
Kiowa, Stephens, Tillmaen, and Harmon.
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Table ® , The High, Low, Spread, and Weekly Average Farm
and 01l Prices for Cottonseedj Also Gin Margins in the
Northern Counties, Southwest Oklahoma, 1938-39

‘u‘. 1!‘7 m.w 30.@ - 20.00 ﬂm 22.@ 1.'w 22.57 2.57
Aug, 8-14 20,00 18,00 2.00 18,47 24,00 24,00 =~ 24,00 5,53
Aw. 15-21 20.m 18.(!3 2.00 13.“ 25.00 25.00 - 25.@ ‘-56
Aug, 22-28 20,00 18,00 2,00 18,85 -~ - = v
‘un 29-

Sept. 4 20,00 18,00 2,00 18,24 25,00 22,00 1,00 22,34 4,10
Sept. 5-11 20,00 18,00 2,00 18,26 26,00 21,00 5,21 22,51 4,05
Sept. 12-18 20,00 17,00 3,00 18,88 25,00 22,00 3,00 24,00 5,62
Sept. 19-25 25,00 17,00 8,00 19,56 27,00 21.00 6,00 23.44 3.88

Oct, 2 25,00 18,00 7.00 20,47 27,10 21,00 6,10 25,52 4.85
Oct, 5-9 25,00 20,00 5,00 22,27 29,50 23,00 6,50 26,58 4,51
Oet, 10-16 25,00 20,00 5,00 21,86 28,00 23.00 5,00 26,32 4.46
Oct, 17-25 25,00 19,00 6,00 20,58 28,00 2B,00 5,00 24,92 4.54
Oct, 24-30 24,00 18,00 6,00 19,84 27,50 22,00 5,50 24,12 4.28

Nov, 6 24,00 18,00 6,00 19,99 27,10 22,00 5.10 24,94 4.95
Fov, 14-20 24,00 19,00 5,00 19,92 29,50 25,00 4,50 26,55 6.63
‘0‘!’. 21-87 ”.m 19.00 4.00 19.75 28.10 25.00 5010 25.93 7015
Hov, 28-

Dec. 4 25,00 19,00 4,00 19,77 30,00 25,00 5,00 27.82 8.05
Dec. 5-11 23,00 19,00 4,00 19,78 29,50 25,00 4.50 27.28 7.50
Dec, 12-18 23,00 19,00 4,00 19,71 850,50 25,00 5,50 27,75 8,04
Dec. 19-25 25,00 19,00 4,00 19,80 30,00 25,00 5,00 27,48 7.63
Dec, 26—

Jan, 2 23,00 19,00 4,00 19,98 29,50 29,50 - 29,50 9.52
Jan, 3-9 25,00 19,00 4,00 20,16 - - - - -
Jm. M 25.@ 19.00 ‘.m m.“ - - - - -
Jan, 17-25 23,00 19,00 4,00 22,01 28,00 28,00 - 28,00 5,99

- — -

Jan, 24-50 235,00 20,00 35,00 22.40

Northern Counties: Beckham, Blaine, Canadian, Custer, Dewey,
Garvin, Grady, MecClain, Murray, Washita, and Roger Mills,



It is apparent that the price differs between the southern and
northern counties, Whether or not this can be attributed to the
nearness of the Fort Worth and Dallas market for seed cannot be
definitely stated. But an analysis of location of sales by gins would
rather indicate that this is true, In 1957-38 only five gins from the
northern group made sales in Fort Worth and only two in 1938-39 as com=
pared to eight gins in 1957-58 and seven gins in 1958-39 in the southern
group, The number of gins selling in the Fort Worth market is not in-
dicative of actual conditions, 4 comparison of volume for the two
seasons combined showed that the northern group made 12 sales totaling
105 tons to Fort Worth., The southern group in the same period made a
total of 75 individual sales comprising a volume of 2,396 tons compared
with the total volume marketed neither quantity is significant, but
they do indicate some influence of the Fort Worth Market,

liethod of Sale by Gin

An analysis of the method of sales was made prisarily to discover
if gins speculated in seced prices and whether or not they were inclined
to bargain with mills relative to the volume sold at any particular
time, Only 78 gins out of a total of 137 cooperating in both years in
this price study gave any indication as to the method of sale used.
From an examination of the schedules il was revealed that 44 gins for
the two years studied sold for cash upon delivery; 10 gins sold strict-
ly on contraet or sold short during the entire season, and 19 gins made
a practice of selling for cash and 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 where short selling



CHART IO
RANGE IN PRICE PAID FARMERS AND GINNERS IN SOUTHERN COUNTIES
FOR COTTONSEED,BY WEEK,J(SEASON 1938-9)
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CHART 1oL
RANGE IN PRICE PAID FARMERS AND GINNERS IN NORTHERN GCOUNTIES
FOR COTTONSEED,BY WEEK,(SEASON 1938-9)
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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 selling on contract received more for their seed than
gins selling strictly for cash and making delivery at the time of sale.
In fact several gins contracted seed below what other gins sold for
cash that particular weck, It is not known to what extent the gins
were hedging operations when they sold short nor to what extent they
were speculating when they accumulated seed, Gins in response to
qmﬁmbumtdmipricutommmmﬂdbemuedw
lowered according to the amount bid them on seed by the mills, However,
this was not substantiated by Charts I andIl, It was the common prac-
tice, except in a very few instances, after the average mill price was
increased to gins to increase the average gin price. However, in a few
instences it is noted that a small decrease in mill prices was not re-
flected back to farmers in a lower gin price. Gins decreased margins
and retained the original price. In some cases the gin price was in-
creased although the mill priece had been previously decreased.

Volume Marketed by Gins

The gins bargaining position did not seem to be improved when the
volume marketed was increased. It did not appear to have been impaired
although a number of gins maintained that a large volume was a liability
rather than an asset, in that a large volume of unsold seed on hand de-
pressed prices, Gins were of the opinion that this was caused by
monopolistic conditions in the market. This concept of the marketing
organization may or may not have influenced practices followed by gins,



But a hypothesis of this nature should not be ignored for a lack of
quantitative measurement,

In an analysis of individual schedules of sales by gins, many
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 found that practiced selling in even
lots of 10 to 200 tons at a time, It is probable this was controlled
to a great extent by the system of transportation, Gins that shipped
by rail to distant mills generally made sales on the basis of car lots,
This made for uniformity in volume marketed,

To 2 certain extent the volume marketed at any particular time was
influenced by the method of sale, As was previously pointed out, short
or contract ssles were for definite amounts, such as a car lot or a
truck load and in many eases a week's ginning, The latter was beyond
the control of the ginner, because of delays in harvesting and varied
for different periods of the gimming season,

In regard to the contention that large volumes depressed prices,
this was not found to be the case, Prices increased as frequently as
they decreased after sales of large volumes, Although there was no
relationship between volume and price, several tendencies were apparent,
When the mill price increased after a decline, gins contracted larger
amounts for sale for immediate delivery., In many cases gins sold very
small amounts preceding a decline in price, This is likely a result of
the mills policy of notifying gins in advance of a decrease in prices,
In no case were these sales contract or short sales but they were spot
sales for immediate delivery.



A number of mill buyers, in personal interviews, regarding the
mill's buying poliey, stated that the mill did not encourage contract-
ing of large volumes by the gins, First, there are no exchanges to
govern the rules of the contract whereby the contract can be enforced
Secondly, sales on contracts disrupted the local market especially
when prices were contimually changing, Gins that made a short sale
prior to a decline retained the old gin price in order to increase
giming volume, Other gins hlamed the mills for this disruption of
the locel market., Consequently mille encouraged ging to make either
spot or cash sales for immediately delivery. |

Summary

The farm prices for cottonseed in the southern counties for the
two seasons are clesely related, however, cotionseed prices averaged
approximately two dollars higher in the southern counties as compared
to farm prices in the northern counties. There was consistently more
range in cottonseed prices in the southern courties and this was a
factor in establishing a higher price in the southern counties.

Although mill prices to gins in the southern counties were slight-
ly higher than mill prices to northern gins, this fact alone did not
make the entire spread between the two groups. The amount of margin
retaired in the cottonseed by the gins in the northern counties was of

equal importance in the price differential between the two groups. As
volume ginned in the northern counties was consistently lower than in
the southern counties it is probable gins resorted to higher margins
in cottonseed purchased to supplemenl ginning revemue.



CHAPTER V. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS RELATIVE TO PRICE FLUCTUATIONS
OF COTTONSEED AND COTTONSEFD BY-PRODUCTS
It is only recently, measured by the time the cottonseed industry

has been established, that any attention has been given to a considera-
tion of quality of cottonseed in the market. It was commonly thought
that cottonseed would out-turn the same 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. Moley says
"this still exists in the minds of some of those engaged in the crushing
of seed,"

Development of Standards

Early in the development of standards for cottonseed it was ap-
parent that a grade index would need to be a derivative of a quality and
quantity index, The quantitative index, therefore, is based upon the
combined value of the oil and ammonia in the seed, and the qualitative
index is a measure in terms of percentage of purity and soundness of the
cottonseed. It also reflects the relative decomposition of the seed,
the presecnce of foreign matter, and the moisture content,

1/ G. 8. Moley, A Study of the Yariable Compogition of Cottonseed, 1951,
Division of Cotton Marketing, Agricultural Marketing Service, United

States Department of Agriculture,

&/ The Official Standards for the United States for the Grading,

Sanpling, and Analyzing of Cottonseed Sold or Offered for Sale for
Purpogeg, Service and Regulatory Announcement, No, 133,

Bureau of Agricultural Economics, United States Department of
Agriculture,



For the purpose of quantitative determination, cottonseed is
"basis grade" or prime, provided it contains 18,5 percent oil and 3.5
percent ammonis; and a qualitative determination of not more than 1.8
percent, free fatty acids in the oil in the seed; 3,0 percent foreign
matter; and 12,0 percent moisture, Today the acceplted standard ylelds
per ton of cottonseed of the "basis grade" are: 315 pounds of oil; 822
pounds of 41 percent protein meal or cake; 125 pounds of grade four
linters; and approximately 640 pounds of 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 necessary to apply the grade index to the basis grade price,

One of the major objectives of this study was to isolate, if pos-
gible, 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 another, 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. Neither Oklahoma nor Texas
Mills cooperate with the Agricultural Marketing Service as yet in fur-
nishing this type of information, This information was secured only for
the season 1937-38,

This particular analysis of the price study was discontimued in
1938-39 for several reasons. Mills did not make a practice of system-

atically sampling and amalyzing seed regularly., Seed was generally
analyzed when mills anticipated some change in quality from that of

3/ The Officisl Standards for the United States for the Grading,
Sampling, and Analyzing of Cottonseed Sold or Offered for Sale for
Crushing Purposes. Op. eite po 1.



previous purchases. It was impossible to supervise sampling for
analysis, Discussions relative to sampling left the impression that
samples were carelessly drawn in many instances.

In the study of quality of cottonsced for the season of 1937-58,
it was found that there was no immediate effect on price when there was
a change in the grade, It is quite apparent that for the early part
of the season price and grade moved inversely, After the week ending
September 25 there was a tendency for grade and price to have the same
general movement, This was especially true during the most active gin-
ning season. In no instance were quotations made to gins on the basis
of grades. (he price only was quoted, Only two gins reported selling
seed on any semblance of grades. Their schedules carried notations that
the early were sold as Number 1's and that of the period im-
mediately fi as Number 2's, and the remsinder as Number 3's, In
both examples the gins were paid more for Number 2 seed than Humber 1.
This does not necessarily mean that no attempt was made to purchase
seed by mills on quality basis. The base price could have risen during
the second period.

Mills defended their system of buying on the premise that the addi-
tional cost involved to analyze each lot purchased from the different
ginners would make the service prohibitive; also, that a discrimination
among gins would cause more dissatisfaction than the benefit received.
Then again the mills claim that because of the composition of Oklahoma

4/ Chart ¥V was constructed by expressing the price or grade as & per-
cent of the average price or grade for the season, and laying the
average index on the horizontal line as 100, Variations throughout
the week were plotted as deviations from this base line,
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peed the one standard formula used by the United States Department of
Agriculture wuld not be sulted to seed grown under Oklahoma conditions,
An analysis of the material presented in Chart ¥ would indicate
that producers are not receiving a price based upon the quality of their
prodmt.y The local price was above the basis grade index price during
the first two weeks of the secason and the week ending December 4 and was
equal to the basis grade price one week, The greatest amount of varia-
tion was in the period September 18 to October 16, If the local price
had been a result of the basis grade price the two lines on Chart v),
would have been on the same plane, That is, the two lines would have
been the same, In this case, because of the method used in construction
of Chart V 3 it is also possible that a perfect correlation could exist
between local price and the basis grade index; and at the same time
local prices could have been out of line with the basis grade price,
The present grading system was predicated on the hypothesis that
seed would average 313 pounds of oil and 822 pounds of cake, therefore,
it would seem logical to assume that decreases in oil content of seed
would invalidate the contention that the basis grade index should be ap-
plicable in all instances. Provided, this quantitative differential of
the principle components should result in the establishment of a new
ratio for the value of the by-products. At the least it would seem that
a disruption of the quantitative ratio would cause seed prices based on
pest analysis to get out of line with the grade index, In all probabil-
ity the disparity in the begimning of the season 1937-358 between farm
price and the grade index price can be partially attributed to this

,ﬁ/ See Appendix,



CHART AL
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF PRICE TRENDS FOR COTTONSEED,GCOTTONSEED OIL,

AND COTTONSEED MEAL (AUGUST 2,1937 TO MARCH 4,1938)
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factor, The monthly spot price for cottonseed oil, Prime Summer Yellow,
at New York decreased from 8,60 cents per pound in July to 8,10 in
August, 7,80 in September and fell to 7.,40 by November in 1937, This
was a decrease of 14 percent, The average monthly price per ton of 41
percent proteln cottonseed meal at Memphis  decreased from $25.,25 in
July to $20,80 in October;, then increased to $21.75 by November, This
was only a 6 percent decrease. If the above assumption of differing
ratios 1s valid the two factors acting in conjunction probebly resulted
in the two trends no-t equating,

The Influence of the Supply and Demand Situation on Prices

The supply of cottonseed meal in Oklahoma can be considered as the
amount produced by state mills supplemented by the sales of meal by
out-of-gtate mills in Oklahoma, From Table 10 it is evident that
Oklahoma was a surplus producing area of meal or cake until the season
of 1934-35 after which Oklshoma produced less than was consumed, How-
ever, in 1957-38 production exceceded amount used but this was not the
case in the season 1937-38, Consequently, the priee relationships
formerly existing are no longer effective,

While there are no dats available for wholesale or retail prices
for meal in Oklahoma, farm prices for cottonseed are available and are
used for comparison, Four selected years were used, In 1932 and 1933
Oklahoma mills produced 176 and 187 thousand tons, respectively, (Table
11 ). Consumption was 99 thousand tons in 1952 and 51 thousand tons

8/ Agricultural Statistics, 1940. p. 137.
Z/ m- Pe 138,
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3/ From sales of tags by the State Department of Agriculture, Oklahoma
City, Oklnhowne

4/ Through April 15, 1959,

in 1933, This left a net surplus for the two years of 211 thousand

tons of cottonseed meal, The ratio of exchange, that is seed for meal,

stood at 1,9 tons of seed for one ton of meal in August 1032, This

ratio of exshange gradually decrsased until Jammary 1935 it was 1.6 tons

of seed for one ton of meal, In case produsers are directly affected Ly

this ratio, that is they make a practice of seed for meal,

the immediate effects are more readily moticesble,  After Jamuary of

is common practice in Vestern Oklahoms for producers to exchange
for meal, In a few instances it was noted that a higher price
paid for seed when they were trade.

=

8/
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Table1ll , Cottonseed Meal, 41 Percent Protein, Average Price Per Ton, Bagged,
Carlots, Memphis and Oklahoma, Farm Prices for Cottonseed, by Months
1932, 1933, 1934, and 1936

_— ]
sJamuarysFebruary: March : April : May ¢t June @ July : August: September: October: November:December

(Dollars Per Ton)

1952
Meal 15,80 12,80 12,45 12,85 12,66 11,50 13,15 17,35 16,75 14,40 15,35 11,80
Seed 9,60 9,0 8,80 8,70 8,50 8,0 8,10 9,10 9.10 8,80 7.80 7.80
1935 -

Meal 11,85 12,00 13,10 15,20 17,50 18,60 27,65 22,90 18,40 16,70 19,25 19,25
Seed 7,50 7,60 8,00 9,00 11,00 11,00 16,00 16,00 10,00 10,10 11,50 12,90
1934

Meal 22,50 24,00 24,00 22,00 21,25 25,25 27,05 54,80 58,90 85,90  B57.00 37.35
Seed 13,00 16,00 17,75 18,25 20,00 19,50 20,00 24,00 56,00 85,00 38,00 38,00
1986 '

Meal 21,20 20,66 20,10 21,40 21,556 22,50 32,10 33,95 50,95 29,920 52425 54,20
Seed 28,00 27,00 28,00 28,00 27,00 25,00 28,00 350,00 50,00 50,00 29,00 80,00

SOURCES: (1) "Cottonseed Meal, 41 Percent Protein Average Price Per Ton, Bagged, Carlots, Memphis,®
i Agricultural Statistics, 1940, United States Department of Agriculture, p.138,

(2) "Oklahoma Farm Prices for Cottonseed," Supplement to Current Farm Economics, Oklahoma
Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No, 238, Stillwater, Oklahoma, p. 25,

19



1939 this ratio began to increase, that is, it took more seed to pur-

chase a ton of meal and by July 1933 the ratio was 1,7 tons of seed to
one ton of meal.

If the above years are compared to 1934 and 1936 when Oklahoma pro-
duced 55 thousand and 40 thousand tons of cottonseed meal, the price
relationships are almost reversed. During these two years Oklahoma con-
sumed 150 thousend tons of meal, This was 55 thousand tons more than
Oklahoms produced. This relationship between supply and demand quick-
ly resulted in a decreasing ratio as the season progressed when it
became apparent that the supply was not going to be sufficient to meet
demands, Before the ginning season was far advanced in (August) 1934
the ratio wmas 1,4 tons of seed for one ton of 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 1936 than 1934, In lMarch 1936 a ton
of seed would exchange for a ton of meal and leave the producer $9.90.
This was to be expected as total meal production for this season met
only 50 percent of domestic needs while it accounted for 75 percent of
domestic needs in 1934,

The cottonseed oil price is today the don?.mnt. factor directly af-
fecting seed prices for the industry in general. But because of the
scarcity or deficit position of Oklahoma this no longer holds true in
years of small production, (Chartv ). From the weck of August 2 to 8
seed and meal prices have a high positive correlation until the week

9/ Oklahoma mills supplied more than the above, This was due to the
fact that Oklahoma mills bought the meal from outside of the State
and purchased tags from the State Department of Agriculture, which
made it appear in the table as if they were milled in the Stete.



ending November 27 after which the oil price began to be more effective
as a determinant of cottonseed prices. In 1937 Oklahoma mills produced
54 thousand tons more than were consumed in the State, This brought
aboul the reestablishment of former price relationships of the raw pro-
duct and its prineipal components.

Summary

The value of cottonseed varies as the quantity of its prineipal
components varies, Formulas have been established by which a grade is
evolved after chemical analysis has been made of the seed, Where
grading is systematically followed mills quote prices on "basis grade"
seed and pay premiums for seed above "basis grade," and discount seed
below "basis grade,"

Oklahoma mills do not practice buying from gins on a grade index,
but mills analyze 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 from the mills's analysis, It was found
that the grede index and the average price trend had the same general
movement after the first of the season.

The primary factor affecting price 1s the constantly fluctuating
supply and demand situation, In years when the production of seed was
smaller than the consumption the seed-meal ratio was very narrow, One
ton of seed would exchange for more than a ton of meal, In years when
production exceeded the amount consumed larger quantitles of seed were
required in the exchange; in a few cases two tons of seed were equable
to one ton of meal,
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Vhen Oklaboma is a surplus producing Siate, cottonseed prices tend
to be influenced more by changes in oil pricss, but in years when
Oklahoms becomes a deficit area seed prices follew more closely eetton-

seed meal priceg,



CHAPTER VI, THE MARKET FOR COTTONSEED PRODUCTS

Development of the Market for Cottonseed 0il

The period immediately following the Civil Var was one of de-
elining prices for farm products., This decline can be atiributed to
various factors: the unstable monetary system, the rapid expansion of
agricultural production into the new lands of the Mississippi Valley,
the extension and development of domestic commerce, and the improvement
of internal communication and transportation facilities. The develop-
ment of railroad transportation shifted the center of production of all
the small grain crops on which the dairy and livestock industry in the
eastern seaboard states were utablmd.y

The eenter of livestock production naturally followed the small
grains which caused a relocation of the packing industry in the north
central states, Lard, one of the chief products of the packing in-
dustry, had to be transported many miles to the eastern industrial
center located on the Atlantic seaboard. To meet this increasing cost
and at the same time to present the public with a cheap, wholesome pro-
duct, packers resorted to adulteration of pure lard with vegetable
oils. Because of the enormous supply and relative cheapness as com-
pared with other oils, cottonseed oil was the substitute generally
used.y For many years manufacturers made no attempts to conceal the
fact; it became more or less a universal practice.

George F. Warren and Frank A, Pearson, Priges, 1933, pp. 24~38,

Edward C. urkh!ﬂ, H_iw' g M Liconomic Ilif" 1958,
pPp. 180-176,

Ihid. PPe 165-169,
¥Weber and mm‘. mn m- PP+« 8"'190

ew-T



The incident referred to by lir, Parrish in his letter to the
editor of the Cotton Oil Press concerning the shipping of cottonseed
oil out of Memphis by the N. K. Fairbanks Company in tank cars branded
"Garden City Dairy Company of Chicago," may have been the general prac-
tice when the packing industry first began the use of cottonseed oil
in the adulteration of lard, but by 1830 little or no attempt was made
to conceal the fact. In 1881 the practice was so well established that
a committee 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
eontraet.ﬁ/

The use of cottonseed oil as well as other oils as an sdulterant
or substitute for lard might have developed unhampered if it had not
been for the McGeogh case and its aftermath, In 1883 McGeogh of
Milwaukee attempted to corner the lard market, and when deliveries be~
gan to be presented he rejected 1,000 tlerces on the ground that it was
not prime steam lard, As the lard had already passed inspection and
because of the comnection with the cormer in the lard market it brought
the controversy before the public, The aftermath of the attempted
corner by McGeogh was far reaching. It received natiomal recognition
as states lmmediately began to formulate legislation to restriet
adulteration of lard,

It is worthwhile to note that the agitation for some measure of
control of the packing industry was initiated by packers with interests

§/ Weber and mm. QR- m. Pe 37.
§/ Ibid. pp. 57-40,
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in the eastern states who could not meet this type of competition,
Massachusettis was the first state to pass laws which required the
manufacturers to label their products whereby the public would know
that the products were not pure but a compound of vegetable oils, Other
states located in the east and north soon followed Massachusetts by en-
acting similar legislation until 1888 a large number of states were
trying to regulate the adulteration of a "wholesome product" by the use
of vegetable oils, principally cottonseed oil. These laws were general-
ly evaded as they were loosely drawn. Agitation soon found its way in-
to the Federal halls of legislation and in December 1887, Senator Dawes
of Massachusetts introduced into Congress a bill "to protect the manu-
facture and sale of pure lard,"” which was the result of a request by
John P, Squire, a packer of Cambridge, Massachusetts. A similar bill
was introduced a month later by Representative Butterworth of
Cincinnati. The oil milling industry did not permit these bills to be
presented without presenting their side of the controversy. The batile
raged throughout the sessions of the 50th and S5lst 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
thanthapradnstorthehrdreﬁwna/

Z/ 'ﬂeberuﬂll!bﬂ". mo ﬂuo Pe 40,

8/ Ibid. p. 4.

8/ It seems that a voluminous report was presented relative to the
practice of lard packers including any kind of hog in 1;:2

gardless of the disease it might have had when
industry contended it would be better for

in the manmufacture of lard.

E



Eventually these hearings by the Agricultural Committee approached
some semblance of sanity. At least Representative MeClammy of North
Carolina wrote into the minority report against the Conger Bill, which
was sponsored by the lard packing industry, the basis of all the
diuention.m/

The Conger Bill was declared bad because:

l. It would increase the price to consumers of a wholesome and
necessary food product.

2 It diseriminates in favor of one manufacturer against another,
5. It would injuriously affect "the agricultural interest of

cotton growing.”

4. It prescribed unprecedentedly severe penalties for its
infringment "

5. It seeks "to regulate the manufacturers of lard compound" at
the solicitation of manufacturers who are themselves in greater
need of regulation,

The report also met the claim of packers that the use of vegetable

oils were depressing the corn and hog industry.

It was pointed out that low hog prices were due to a large supply
of 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-
ers were claiming to be representatives of the downtrodden farmers and
the unsuspeeting and uninformed public, But when the minority report
included the reports of the New York and New Hampshire Boards of Health
in-hinhthecommﬂsvmfomtoboas'holomnsworﬁh}om—
called "pure lards," this angle of attack was quickly dropped. The
discontinuation of the attack on the use by packers of cottonseed oil as
an adulterant in lard manmufacture was probably a result of integrating

W Weber and Alsberg. 0Op. git. p. 50.
11/ Ibid. p. 31,



packing, compound manufacturing, oil refining, and crushing by the
large packers, (See Chapter II, page 16). The combinations formed
were of advantage in that the packers could control the supply of oil
needed in production of compound., It also gave the oil refining in-
dustry an outlet for oil, Independent compound manufacturers were de-
pendent upon packers for animal fats to give body or hardness to the
compound, oonmqmn'uyjoint ownership was desirable, However, a few
ymrapwiorta;theﬂorldiarthaoonpmmmbepntolreakaﬂ
from the packing industry, This was caused by the development commer-
cially of the present process used to harden oils, hydrogenmation., The
severance of the independent relationship of the compound industry with
that of packers did not remove the independence of the prices of lard
and compound, of which more is to be said later,

The Demand for Cottonseed 0il

The chespness of cottonseed oil was one of the economic forces
which eaused it to be used as an adulterant in lard. However, compounds
were not the only outlet for cottonseed oil, Aspegren's estimates of
domestic uses of cottonseed oil, annmually from 1874-75 to 1911-12 does
not give any data on cottonseed oil consumption for lard compound until
1880-81, In 1874-74 of the total domestic consumption of 154 million
pounds, 10,4 million pounds were used in soap making and four million
pounds in salad oils, In 1884-85 a total of 70.4 million pounds were
domestically consumed. Soap making consumed 19,9 million pounds, salad
oils 8,0, cooking and beking 2,0, lard and compound 22,8, oleomargarine

w Weber and ulm'E¢ @o mt Pe 517.
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640, packing sardines 2,0, and 2,7 millions pounds were consumed in all
other uses,

The same industries consume a large percentage of cottonseed oil
today., (Tablel2 ). In 1931, 71 percent of the total factory con-
sumption of 1,1 million pounds was consumed by the compound industry,

1 percent or 16 million pounds by oleomargerine establishments, and 6
percent by other edihle products, Eight percent was classified as
foots and losses in manufacturing scep while 14 percent was umsccounted
for, (Tablel2)., Since 1951 there has been an appreciable decrease in
the percentage of cottonseed oil used in manufacture of compounds and
vegetable cooking fats of 9 percent to 62 percent in 1958, However,
there was an absolute increase in the amount used, for in 1931 there
were 928 million pounds, or 71 percent, compared to 1,040 million
pounds in 1958 which amount was 62 percent of total disappearance., The
total consumption of fats and oils by these industries increased until
cottonseed 0il could no longer supply the demand, The greatest in-
crease wags in the amoumt used in the manufacture of oleomargarine which
increased from 1 percent in 1931 to 9 percent in 1938, Other edible
products took twice the amount in 1938 as compared to 1951, (Tablel2)e

The Competition of Cottonseed 0il

Factory consumption of fats and oils used in the production of
compounds and vegetable cooking fats from 1912 to 1938 gives the chief
competitors of cottonseed oil. It is in compound production that

13/ Fats and 0ils Situetion, July 1939, p. 29.
14/ Ibid. ¥ay 1959, pp. 7-9.



Table 12, Factory Consumption by Classes of Products and Total Disappearance
of Cottonseed 0il, United States, 1951-1938

(000,000 Pounds)

928 834
16 15
Other Edible Products 84 100 122 155 139 178 27 198
Paint and Varnteh I TR TR R L T R
t and V
Printing Ink SRR IR R MR o BN SRS
Miscellaneous 2 2 5 3 4 2 3 3
Foots and Loss 129 413 405 04 94 115 142
Total Factory Consumption 1,140 1,084 1,116 1,878 1,540 1,808 1,688 1,529

Total Apparent Disappearance 1,515 1,240 1,295 1,568 1,441 1,340 1,746 1,665
As Percent of Total Disappearance of Cottonseed 0il

(Percent)

Compound and Vegetable

Cooking Fats 71 67 66 68 69 69 67 62
Oleomargarine 1 1 1 3 7 8 10 9
Other Edible Products 6 8 9 10 10 13 13 12
Unaccounted for 14 14 15 12 7 3 4 9
Foots and lLoss 8 10 3 7 7 7 6 8

— — —— e e e e e

SOURCE: Fats and Oils Situation, No, 26, United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural
Economies, April 14, 1939,
1/ Less than 500,000 pounds.
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cottonseed oil has its greatest demand. The major domestically pro-
duced oils are from peanuts, soybeans, linseed, and corn. Soybean oil
is likely te be the chief competitor as it is adapted to production in
the north as well as in the south, and it can be grown on many types
of soil, especially sandy and acid soils, It has begun to replace
other legumes in these types of soils a.rau.w Soybean oil production
in the United States was of minor importance until the World Var, and
resumed a swall place in the domestic economy until the advent of the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration in 1933, TForeign produced oils
that compete direetly with cottomseed oil in the manufacture of com-
pounds and vegelable cooking fats are palm, cocoanut, and sesame oils
which make up more than 75 percent of all foreign oils used. The

*  largest percentage of cottonseed oll used in compound mufaeturei was

in 1912 when 1t was 92,1 percent of the total consumption of fats
and oils,

As a large percentage of the cottonseed oll produced is consumed
in the compound industry, cottonseed oil 13 in direct competition with
lard or lard compounds, !‘hahmmmhhunedinthemmn&wc
of lard and lard compounds are hog fal and vegetable oils. The volume
produced tends to fluctuate, but the supply is not so much influenced
by price of these by-products as factors independent or
indirectly comnected determine the supply.

Agricultural Statistics, 1940, United States Department of Agri-
culture, p. 507,

16/ J. W, Zahnley, Soybean Production in Kansag, Kansas Experiment
Station Bulletin No, 2&7, 1959, Pe 5.

17/ The supply of lard is determined by the mmber of hogs slaughtered
which is primarily dependent upon the price and supply of corn.
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The per capita demand as measured by the per capita disappearance
has been very inelastie, (Table 13)., Since 1912 per capita consump-
tion of these fats has average approximately 22 pounds., The average
approximated the high as total consumption exceeded 23 pounds for only
two years, The price of lard has ranged from 28.9 cents in 1919 to 5.0
cents in 1932, Consumption during the peak in prices in 1919 exceeded
consumption in 1932 when the price of lard reached the low of 5.0 cents.
Domestic production has exceeded domestic disappearance of lard, as con-
trasted to compounds and vegetable cooking fats wherein domestic produc-
tion has tended to equal consumption of compounds and vegetable cooking
fats, This was especially true after 1920, In 1912 the United States
had a net export of vegetable oils of 188 million pounds but has re-
mained on a net import basis since 1914, with the exception of 1921 when
25 million pounds were exported. (Table 14). If measured by the rela-
tive changes the demand for compound appears more inelastic than the
demand for lard., This can probably be attributed to the fact that
during periods of high lard prices the demand for lard was not ghifted
to vegetable compounds which were cheaper as a change in the relative
price of the two products would not cause an immediate shift because of
consumer preference, In this case, a smaller amount or a cheaper grade
would probably be taken rather than a substitute product. Consequently,
the price for vegetable compounds or lard will not be affected so much
by the total supply as by the demend for the individual product, There-
fore, the price is more closely correlated with the index of industrial
activity than the existing demand or supply schedule.

18/ Federal Reserve Bulletin, February 1941, p, 155, and August 1940,
Pp. 825 and 764.



Table 13, Lard, Compounds, and Vegetable Cooking Fats:
Per Capita Production, Disappearance and Price
in the United States, 1912-1937

74

4
|
Year ¢t Per t Per : A Per : Per ¢t Average tearance

t Capita: Capita : Price : Capita : Capita Price

t Pro- : Disap- : Pu'l/: Produe-: Disap- t+ Per s
e tductionspearance:Pound = : tion 2

(Pounds) (Pounds) (Cents) (Pounds) (Pounds) (Cents) (Pounds)
1912 17.2 1l.4 10,5 9.2 8.4 8.1 19.8
1915 16,9 10,89 11,0 10,4 9.7 8.7 20,6
1934 157 109 104 1N 10 8.1 21,9
1915 16,8 11,8 9.4 10,8 102 7.9 22.0
1916 167 12,0 15,5 10,2 9,7 12.1 21,7
N B Bs £ 1B 1y 17,3 21,5
31908 362 A5 B0 13 s 28,1 22,9
1919 318 11,0 28,9 12,9 1.7 25.2 22,7
1920 18,2 12,2 19,9 7.0 6.7 19.4 18,9
e Ny 28 o 7.5 7.1 10,3 18,2
1922 20,8 13,5 11,5 7.1 848 12,0 20.3
1928 24,01 14,5 12,3 6.7 6.6 12,9 21,1
1924 28,3 14,5 13,1 745 7.1 13,0 21,6
1925 18.6 12,5 18,7 10,0 9.8 13,0 22.3
1926 18,7 12.4 15,0 9.8 9.6 13,8 22,0
1927 19,0 12,8 12,8 10,0 9.8 11.8 22,6
1928 20,8 13,5 12,5 9.5 9.4 12,0 21.7
1929 20,0 12,9 12,0 10,0 9.9 11,5 22.8
1950 17.9 12,7 . 10.9 9.8 9.8 10,5 22,5
1931 18,4  18.5 8.0 9.4 9.4 8.9 22,9
1982 18,8  14.5 5.0 ;.e 7.5 842 21.8
1985 19,4 . 15.9 5.6 6 7.6 7.0 21,5
193¢ 1638/ 12,828/ 7.7% 952 952 8.62/ 20582
1955 998/ 9.52/ 13,82/ 12,12/ 1212/ 1312/ 2162/
1986 13,02/ 1,22/ 1152/ 12,4 2/ 12,42/ 12.22/ 235.62/
1987 1,12 1062 1,82 12,82/ 1232/ 12,42/ 22,92/
1938 13.43/ 11,28/ 8,035/ 163 1163 1w0.235 20835/
1939 15,58/ 1278/ 643/ 10738/ 1078 9335 28438

SOURCE: "Production and Disappearance," Fats and Oilg Situation, United

States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural

Economics, July 1940, p, 13,
1/ American Vegetahle Shortening Industry, pp. 544 and 347, (Years

1912-1935) .

2/ Fats and 0ils Situation, October 14, 1938, pp, 10-11, (Years

1934~-1937) .

3/ Prices, lard, and Compounds, Fats and 0ils Situation, July 1940, p.ls,



Table 14 , Summary of Production, Net Imports, and
Apparent Disappearance of Pats and 0ils,
Excluding Lard and Butter,

United States, 1912, 1914,
and 1916-38

(Net exports are indicated by a mimus sign)
(Millions of Pounds)
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Calendar:
Year : From : From

¢ Domestic: Imported: Total

1912 1,828 209
1914 2,148 301
1916 1,827 457
1917 1,711 554
1918 1,629 529
1919 1,837 476
1920 1,363 538
1921 1,589 428
1922 1,209 536
1923 1,267 760
1924 1,562 870
1925 2,180 472
1926 2,288 846
1927 2,254 795
1928 2,042 694
1929 2,067 880
1930 2,030 694
1931 1,949 587
1982 1,922 457

H
:
:
i

3
Het Exports : Apparent
or Net Imports : Disappearance

2,699
3,190
3,121
2,976
5,010
3,182
2,884
5,095
2,961
5,303
3,520
4,221
4,533
3,945
4,254
4,000
5,784
5,572
3,700

of 031 i
- 188 2,511
- 5 8’187
165 5,285
554 5,495
748 5,795
569 3,465
281 5,062
- 23 3,192
357 5,529
424 3,697
352 3,835
520 4,582
608 4,522
619 4,682
710 4,833
1,052 5,113
920 4,761
818 4,482
601 4,017
841 4,214
751 4,757
1,717 5,514
1,490 5,625
1,690 5,852
1,086 5,592

SOURCE: ZEgts and Oilg Situstion,
Economies, United States Department of Agriculture.

July

1939, Bureau of Agricultural



Factors Affecting Competition of Vegetable Oils

There are many properties or characteristics inherent in fats and
oils that limit their uses commercially. These are, the iodine count,
odor, coler, and aperient propertles; the latier applies to tung,
ecastor, and eroton oils, which prohibit their use as a food, On the
bagis of these properties especially iodine-count, the oils and fats
are classified into three specific classes of drying, semi-drying and
non-drying groups, and are further clagsified according to use:
edible, technieal, and speecial, The edible oils are generally semi-
drying and non-drying while technical oile are drying and semi-drying,
However, a small number of vegetable oils is confined to one use class,

The discovery of new methods of processing has increased the
multiplicity of uses and the substitutability of one vegetable for
another, Many of the semi-drying and non-drying oils can be hardened
by hydrogenation, thereby extending thelr uses and inereasing
changeability, Thus linseed oil by far the most widely used non-drying
vegetable oil in paint and varnish manufacture must compete with such
oils as soybean, cottonseed, castor, and oiticica which can be hardened
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 affeet supply are to be considered.

19/ Fats and Oils, end w Baw Materislg-Production, Prigeg,
Irade, Digsappearance in the United States, 1912-1935, United
Stat;fs Department of Agrioultm'e, Stat.isti.cal Bulletin No, 57,
PP .

20/ Fats and Oils Situation, Mey 1940, p, 11.



Cottonseed Production Versus Production
of Principal Competiting Products

Cottonseed, a joint product of cotton lint, has generally been
considered of very little value, This value relationship in the minds
of producers can probably be attributed to the relative values of the
two products, cotton lint and cottonseed. As a result of the value
relationship very little attention has been given to cottonseed pro-
duction, except in breeding work where the primary objective has been
to reduce the relative weight of the seed in proportion to the lint
weight per one hurdred pounds of seed cotton thereby reducing still
further the relative value of cottonseed to lint,

Studies have been made of the composition of the cottonseed in re-
lation to varieties, Other studies have attempted to discover the
factors that are responsible for the variation in meal and oil content
within a season and from one season to another, As yet no experi-
ments have been conducted to breed cotton for seed production alone,
ir, Henry Dunlavy of the Agronomy Department, Oklahoma Agricultural
and Mechanical College, Stillwater reports that there is some interest
manifested in this particular phase of cotton breeding, but no
seientifically conducted experiments have been inaugurated.

Cottonseed oll has been the most important of the four by-products,
oil, eake or meal, linters, and hulls, secured in the manufacture of

21/ G. S. Frats, Chemical Composition of the Cotton Plant, Texas
Experiment Station Bulletin No. 247,

22/ G S My,amummmmxm%
Preliminary Report, Bureau of Agricultural kconomies, United States

Department of Agriculture, 1931,
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cottonseed, The value ratio has changed from year to year, but as a
general rule oil content per ton has twice the value of meal or cake,
(Table 3 ), Hence, prices for raw cottonseed have been affected more
by a change in cottonseed oil prices than by prices of any of the
other three by-products, This applies especially in the central mar-
ket, but in the local markets, which have been classified by Diekson
as "decentrallized markets" coltonseed prices may reflect the demand
for meal or cake if consumptlon exceeds supply produced in the market
area, (Tables 10,and 11)e

The competitive status of domestically produced vegetable oils
will be determined to a great degree by their methods of production as
compared to cottonseed oil production, Soybeans, peanuts, and to a
small degree flax seed have altermative uses. Soybeans and peanuts
are used as human food and for livestock feed in the raw state both
as hay and as protein supplements. However, as pointed out on page 88
the extent that the producer can shift to these different outlets will
be determined at the time of planting.

The cost of producing these products, soybeans and peanuts, will
be borne by the raw products if consumed in this State or by the by-
products, oil and meal, if processed, Cottonseed on the other hand,
will be produced as long as it is profitable to produce cotton lint,
Consequently the demand for cottonseed oll will not affect the supply
that will be offered, It would appear unlikely that cost of milling,
refining, and processing soybean and peanut oil as compared to that

23/ A. M. Dickson, Cottonseed Prices in the United States, 1954-35,
tural Adjustment Administration, United States Department

of Agriculturs, 1936,
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for cottonseed oll would vary to the extent that these factors alone
would eliminate cottonseed oil from the market.

When total domestic disappearance of fats 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
five billion pounds as the United States was on an export basis pro-
duction exceeded domestic consumption by 772 million 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 same year animal fats primarily lard re-
mained on an export basis and continued to do so until 1932 when 204
million pounds were imported. However, after 1956 the United States
o:pqrtedaniml fats but was on a net import basis for vegetable fats
and oils, The net import basis ;fter 1929 was a result of an increase
in consumption from the five billion in 1912 to approximately nine
billion pounds in 1929 which continued to inerease the following decade
and reached 9,6 billion pounds in 19359,

Production of domestic fats and oils has been below or equaled to
domestic consumption of these products with the ome exception, lard.,
Production of vegetable oils from domestic materials has not exceeded
consumption despite the phenomenal inereases in production of these
products, However, production of cottonseed oil has not increased,
Consequently, soybean oil and peanut oil have found a ready demand as

W Eats and Oils Situation, February 1941, p. 9.
2&/ Ibid. July 1940, p. 13,
aﬁ/ m- Pe 135,
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a result of the inerease in consumption, and although cottonseed oil

production prior to 1930 approximated 40 to 50 percent of total oil
produced the amount was reduced to between 25 and 33 1/3 percent in 1939
This one factor alone probably attiributed a great deal to the rise in
cottonseed prices since 1910,

As has been pointed out the cottonseed oil supply is controlled by
the amount of cotton produced primarily for the lint, And as the value
of the seed is relatively small compared to the value of the lint,
little, if any, consideration will be given to the price of seed when
a decision is being made regarding the desirability of inecreasing or
decreasing production of cotton by the individual producer. The supply
ofeottoundoﬂthanahouldbsamshntfaatuifprsaentgri—
cultural programs continue, Cotton oil mills will likely continue
processing seed as long as the total retwrns from the cottonseed by-
products returns a net profit on the investment over a period of years.
As cottonseed oll, a joint product, would be produced under wide varia-
tions in prices, even though low, and thus be absorbed under most
market conditions., That is soybean oil, peamut oil, and linseed oil
would compete among themselves for the "residual" share of the demand.
Therefore, if the price of oil approached cost of production, cotton-
seed oil could under-sell any of the other products.

When the value of the by-products of cottonseed through competition
of soybean, peanut, and linseed by-products reached cosi of production
(milling cost) which has averaged $7.54 per ton of raw cottonseed,

Cottonseed and Its Productg, Mational Cottonseed Products Associa-
tion, Inc., 1987,
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the value of the seed in relation to lint will further decrease. The
value of raw seed will approach zero, which will again place the en-
tire burden of production of cotton on the lint as 1t was prier to the
begimning of the cottonseed crushing industry., Therefore, it would
seem that the position of cottonseed oll is impregmable from the stand-
point of competition, The price will probeblydecrease as additional
amountsof other domestic olls are produced unless comsumption per
capita increases still further,

The Competitive Status of Cottonseed Meal

The market for cottonseed meal has been unique in that the supply
of its principal competitors wes scarce in relation to the demand for
.mmrdmnmuhammrwmmm
deficient rations, This position was maintained until the past decade.
Itochiaroonp-ﬂtorluahemfumodnnl. However, soybean meal and
peanut meal comprise a larger percemfage of the total than linseed
meal at present, Cottonseed Ll was not the first protein concentrate
feed used, as linseed meal feeding was indroduced concurrent with that
of cottonseed meal foﬂing.w As cottonseed meal was more abundant
it replaced linseed meal in most feeding practices, except in
localities where linseed meal was more advantageiously located.

zg/ Robert S. Curtis. 0Op. git. pp. 89-00,

29/ Linseed meal is fed in meny instances in preference to cotionseed
meal which is more economical because of the higher protein con~
tent, This high rank is due to its palatability, conditioning
and slightly laxative effects, which aid in ke stock thrifty

and vigorous. F., B, Morrison, Fgeds and Feeding, 20th Edition
1956, Pe 531,
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Many experiments have been made and are being made to determine the
feeding value of the above protein supplement feeds, This feeding value
has been and is yet the basis of demand where demend is ratiomal, In
the earlier experiments the objective was to discover to what extent
these protein feeds could be used as protein supplement in feeding
rations and replace earbohydrate concentrates. Henry and Morrison dis-
cussed this type of relationship in early editions of their publication,
Feeds and Feeding. Later editions are more concerned with the relative
value of the four products,

It will be necessary to know the relative feeding vslue of these
products in order to place them on a comparable basis. In a majority
of cases these feeds can be substituted directly for each other without
any serious consequences, however, there are particular variations.
Cottonsced has been found to be the best in mineral deficient ratioms,
especially phosphorous,  Linseed meal is superior when finish alone
is considered, It also actL as a laxative but an excess in dairy
feeds mekes the butter soft, while cottonseed meal adds hardness and
decreases churnability, In some cases it was found that a mixture of
equal amounts of cottonseed meal and linseed meal gave the same results
as linseed meal alone, and because of the relative value of the two
feeds this provided a more economical feed, These protein supplements

80/ The five major classes of livestock with which these experiments
have been conducted are beef cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, horses,
and hogs.

81/ Morrison. QOp. git. p. 668,

32/ Ibid. pp. 668 and 884,
53/ Ibid. p. 551,
34/ Ibid. p. 671,
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have other substitutes which should be considered: principally, alfalfa,
hominy, and gluten feeds. One hundred pounds of cottonseed meal can be
substituted for 300 to 400 pounds of alfalfa hay, Gluten feeds were
found to be inferior to these concentrates but are widely used in some
aectionl.w

Feeds possessing approximately the same feeding value can be read-
idly substituted for each other, However, other factors may disrupt
this practices These relationships can be changed by feeding carbohy-
drates and roughage of different compositions in the ration, Location
advantages may eliminate or prohibit the substitution of another pro-
tein feeds Then again, irrational buying may result in failure to
substitute feeds when il becomes eccnomical to do sc.

If these differences are not considered, the price of any one
protein feed cannot remain ocut of line with the others for a very long
period of time., Hence, there should be a positive correlation between
the prices of these by-products, Table l5gives the price by months for
cottonseed, peanut, linseed, and soybean meal from 1930 to 1940, The
supply of cottonseed meal was large relative to total demand, and
cottonseed meal was relatively the cheapest product until 1957, Peanut
meal prices closely approximated coltonseed meal prices after 1937,

The significant change in price relationship for this period was nar-
rowing of the spread between cottonseed meal and soybean meal prices.

In January of 1930 the spread was $16.35, (Table 15 ), Thereafter
the absolute spread decreased but not the relative value of the spread.

85/ lorrison. Qp. git. 669,
56/ Ibid. p. 671,



Table 15, Price Per Ton of Cottonseed, Peanut, Linseed, and Soybean Meals
at Specified Markets, by Months, 1930-1939

3
Year 1 Meal, 41 3
and : Percent :
Month : Protein, :
t Memphis :
H 3
(930
Jan, 55.45
!‘eh. 53.50
Mar, 83,60
Apr, 56,75
w 88,05
June 35450
July 53,60
Aug, 56,25
Sept. 80.90
Oct. 2750
Nov. 27.60
Deec, 25.60
L9351
Jan, 25,76
Feb, 24.”
Mar, 26,45
Apr, 26,25
May 24,55
June 22,40
July 21,20
Aug, 17.50
Sept., 15.80
Oct, 13.20
l@'. 13.60
D“. 1““
1952
Jan, 13,80
Feb. 12.80
hro 12‘45
Apr, 12,85
May 12,60
June 11,50
July 15,15
Aug,  17.35
Sept. 16,75
Oet, 14,40
Nov. 15,55
Dec., 11,80
1933
Jan, 11.85
Feb, 12,00
Mar, 15019
Apr. 15,20
Nay 17,50
June 18,60
July 27.65
‘“‘. 22,90
Sept. 18,40
Oet. 16,70
Nov, 19,25
Dec, 19,25
1954
Jan, 22,50
Feb. 24.00
Mar, 24,00
go 22400
21,26
= 38
e | baeo
Sept,  55.90
Oet, 83,90
'“n 87.m
Dec. 87.75

fu 04 b, ¢ Meal 34-87:Meal, 41:: Year : Meal, 41 1 f. o. b, :Meal 54-37 : Neal, 41
South- : Percent : Percent:: and : Percent : South- : Percent : Percent
eastern 3 : t: Month : Protein, : eastern : Protein, : Protein,

tilinnea ¢ Chicagos: t Memphis m :Iim;ufolh: Chicago
3 i3 i 1 P 3 el
(Dollars) (Dollars)
1986
56.30 54.10 51.80 Jan., 54,60 52,70 435,25 40,70
55,08 51,76 48,25 Feb, 53,25 51.25 59,65 38.45
35,06 50,50 48,20 Mar, 50.80 29.12 58,40 87,10

83,80 54,75 50,15 Apr, 50.45 28,12 58,80 53,80
54,75 48,70 50,70 Nay 30,00 27.55 36,00 85,20
55,75 44,75 48,75 June 26,95 26,25 31,00 51,70
$1.50 42,75 46,00 July 24,30 24,00 26,50 29,05
54.50 &.20 ‘7.m Aw. 21.50 20.83 25,30 24.00
37,00 42,10 - 47,50 Sept. 20,30 19,186 24.88 22,85
40,00 40,25 44,00 Oct. 23.15 20,65 27 .40 25,60
83,00 58,90 41,20 Nov, R22.25 19,56 26,63 24,40
27.70 57.90 40,00 mgzc. 22.20 19,05 27.00 25.50
26,19 56,40 59.50 Jan, 21,20 19,88 27.13 25.15
27.00 54.65 56,680 Feb. 20.60 20,00 25,50 23,90
26,50 51,60 535.15 Mar, 20,10 21.00 24,20 22,50
26,80 80,75 51.90 Apr. 21,40 20,83 25.03 23,50
26,62 R7.70 28,60 May 21,55 21.50 25,58 ?4.80
25,08 24,95 25,80 June 22,50 25,55 28.60 26,10
25,00 25,60 24,90 July 32,10 85,00 42,12 58,90
23.00 26,20 23.35 Aug. 85.95 $5.00 46,58 44,30
18.80 R5.75 21,40 Sept. 30,95 56,00 46,30 38,70
19,00 25,70 18,60 Oct. 29,90 29.25 45,75 56,90
20,00 51.40 25.85 m. 32.25 50.17 ‘8|75 89015
18,81 82.10 23,00 g n;co 54,20 51,95 48,80 45.00

93
17.94 3/ 30,15 20,45  Jan. 54,65 85,12 48,25 44,10
18,00 28,75 18,75 Feb, 54,5C 35,75 44,12 41.50
18,350 28,00 18,90 Mar., 85,3C 57.10 38,80 41,10

17,88 4/  27.%0 19,90  Apr. 40,15 44,25 40,50 47,60
17.88 4/ 24,25 19,95  lay 40,5 44,67 40,75 48,35
17.70 4/ 21,40 20,20  June 54,5¢ 42,35 58,00 59.20
16,69 20,40 20,05 July 51,58 57,75 34,62 37,30
17,40 21,40 22,60 Aug, 25,9C 29.94 51,00 54.90
19,00 22.40 R3.70 Sept. 21,30 50,00 31.25 54,20
18,50 21,50 2,75 Oct, 21,98 27.50 85,12 28.80
15.44 19,80 21,70 Nov. 258,00 28,45 35.90 29,50
14,75 19,15 21,70 g D;c. 22,08 25,84 59,00 28,80

05 :

1‘.51 19.70 21.?0 Jm. 28.25 26.00 42,00 50,00
15.88 19,30 21.70 Feb, 22,50 28,25 42,60 29,60
M-m 20,00 22.60 ¥Mar, 21.W 83.38 41,40 28010
15,94 21,65 25,70 Apr. 21.40 25,38 41,75 26,00
19,30 25,20 28,50 lay 20,80 21,70 44,00 26,50
20,35 27.50 28,85 June 21,20 22,00 41,10 25,50
29,58 57 .40 39.20 July 25,25 24,31 41,40 26,95
R7.856 $6,10 59,00 Aug 22,06 24,07 38,40 26,16
24,17 51.75 54,85 Sept. 21,00 24,06 55,90 27.00
23,08 51,70 31,70 Det. 20,90 25.19 87.75 24,60
25,05 51.90 50,15 Nov. 21,75 21,60 58,50 24,40
25.88 51.65 50,50 Dec, 22,80 21,25 59,75 26.20
27010 32,00 30.60 Jan, 22.60 21,50 40,50 26,50
28,56 51,90 81,50 Feb. 21,50 20,69 58,75 24,70
29,75 50,15 52,50 Mar, 22,20 20,50 88,50 24,45
28,62 350.90 B85.25 Apr, 25,20 20,75 58,00 24,70
27.65 29.20 53,60 z; 28,65 21,15 87,80 26,50
27.58 52.25 34,50 June 23.05 21.00 57.40 25,95
27 .42 55.40 54,50 July R1.55 21,00 85,10 24,70
30.75 ‘1.75 37..’5 112‘. 21915 2-1'05 23.20 25.70
53 .62 44,00 59,50 Sept., 26,05 29,08 34.50 83.70
33.20 41,40 58,50 Oet. 26,25 - 35,10 28,30
31 .25 42 .00 39. 85 Nov . 83.25 - 35 .‘0 52 .?0
85.75 “.50 41020 D”. 2’.& - 55.50 5‘.95

gjource: Agricultural Statistics 1940, United States Department Of Agriculture
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fhile the spread was less than 50 pereent of the cottonseed meal price
as of that date it was above 90 percent on December of 1932, However,
this soon changed and by 1939 the average spread approximated five
dollars, Proportional price changes have not oecdyrred for either pea-
nut or linseed meal, Peanut meal prices were slightly above cotton-
seed meal in 19350 but by the end of December 1938 they were below
cottonseed meal prices, The price for linseed meal has remained near
the 1930 level, and in the last two years of the decade studied
19501932, was considerably higher than prices of other feeds,

The new price relationships can be partially attributed to the
relative position of the different protein feeds in the total amount
consumed, (Tables 16 ,end 17). The average consumption of cottonseed
meal for the five years, 1928-1932, was 1,825 thousand tons excluding
that domestically used for fertilizer, The total consumption of lin-
seed, soybean, and peanu! meal was 545.4 thousand toms or less than 25
percent of the total disappearance of the four protein feeds, In 1935
the amount of soybean meal domestically consumed was 619.9 thousand
tons which exceeded the combined average consumption of linseed, peanut,
and soybean meal for the period 1928-1932, In the meanwhile linseed
meal production had actually decreased compared to the five year aver—
age, 1928-1952, This inecrease in the domestic consumption of soybean
meal wag 600 perecent, but compared to total consumption of the four
products, the volume was insignificant. Production of cottonseed meal
decreased in 1935 to 1,739 thousand tons as compared to the five-year
average of 2,255 thousand tons, Domestic disappearance excluding
quantity used for fertilizer was 1,726 thousand tons, Seven thousand
tons were exported in 1935 as compared to 165 thousand tons for the



Table 16, Cottonseed and Peanut Cake and Meal
United States, Average 1928-32, Annual 19535-40

Year : _____ Cottonseed Cake and Meal +__Peanut Cake and Meal
Begin-t g tUsed for: Domestic Disap-: s tDomestic
ning :Produc- sNet Fertili-: pearance Ix~ :Produc-: Im- : Disap-

August: tion :ix- ¢ ser on :cluding Quantity: tion t:ports:pearance

2 3 sports: Cotton :  Used for @ : 1 ¢
i 2 s Fexmg : Fertiliszer : : H
(1,000 tons)
Average
1928-32 2,255 165 222 1,825 1861 4.0 20,2
1955 1,889 70 174 1,679 02 12 11.4
1984 1,014 =48 85 1,504 45,8 5.5 49,1
1985 1,739 7 139 1,726 47,9 1.9 49.8
1986 2,081 <26 84 1,995 59.4 9.6 69,0
1937 2,880 87 203 2,567 500 2.1 52,1
1988 2,025 10 93 2,014 6544 10,5 75,9
1939 , 1,880 -22 75 1,865 30,3 9.7 40,0
1940 2/ | 1,865 125,0 10,0 185.0

T T ]

L]
|

SOURCE: The Feed Situation, March 1951, Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomies, United States Department of Agriculture.

1/ Imports from 1934 to date are on an October-September basis. Re-
ports for earlier years are on a calendar-year basis,

%/ Prelininary estimate. '!
period 1928-32, Since 1952 exports have been very LJJ; in 1934, 1936,
and 1539 the United States imported cottonsced meal., (Table16),
Soybean meal has been imported but imports have decreased and in
1958 and 1959 the United States was on a net export basis. Domestic
production of cottonseed meal has decreased but domestic consumption has
approached the five-year average for 1928-52, The same trend is
characteristic of lingeed meal, but soybean meal production has con-
tinually increased at a very accelerated rate. Production decreased in
1936 slightly from the high of 1935 but m“dinlmandmaw&



Table 17, Linseed and Soybean Cake and Meal: Apparent
Domestic Disappearance, Average 1928-32, Annual 1933-40

Year : ____ Lingeed Cake end Meal _ : Soybean Cake and Meal
Begin- : s : sDomestie: : : tDomestic
ning :Produc-: Im- : Ex- : Dis- : Produe- : Im~ : Ex~ : Dis-

October: tion : ports: ports : appear-: tion :ports:ports: appear-

P S : ; :_ange 3 : : ;_ance
(1,000 tons)

Average

1928-32 517,0 19,21/ 227.1 309.1 71.4 42.8 114.2
1955 575.2 8.7 241,7 142.2 73.9 25,0 98,9
1934 397.6 10,2 205.,5 202.3 225,0 64,2 287.2
1935 456,9 17.2 210,6 265.5 599,9 20,0 619.9
1938 586.2 15.9 328.7 273.4 492,35 55,7 548,0
1957 412,0 5.5 240,53 177,0 717.2 15.5 752.7

1988 481.4 7.8 286,6 202,86 1,076.4 12,5 27,02 1,061.7
1939 538.8 1.5 146,7 393.4 _, 1,349.4 12,1 62,5 1,209.2
1940 600,0 &/ 1,525.0%

SOURCE: The Feed Situation, March 1941, Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, United States Departmert of Agriculture,

1/ Imports for 1926-29 estimated.
2/ January-October 1959; not separately reported prior to Jamuary 1939,
3/ Preliminary estimate.

the high of 1955, In the succeeding year production of soybean meal
exceeded one million tons in the United States for the first time in

the history of soybean production, (Table 17).
Factors Affecting Production

Cottonseed meal is a by-product of a subordinate joint-product,
The total production is not determined by a comsclous cognizance of the
price level or profitableness in the cotionseed industry proper. Pro-
duction is determined by the amount of cotton produced. Production data
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for cottonseed are estimated by assuming 65 pounds of seed are produced
for each 35 pounds of lint, Meanwhile soybean meal, linseed meal, and
peanut meal production are a result of a planned enterprise in the agri-
cultural economy. However, linseed meal is a by-product of flax seed,
erushed primarily for the oil. The production of flax in the United
States has emphasized the returns from the crushing industry, as very
little flax is produced for linen., Soybeans have been and are produced
today for the hay but the principal crop is the beans. And unlike cot-
tonseed the total production will be determined by how profitable it is
to produce soybeans as such, and not as is in the case of cottonseed
which depends upon the profitableness of producing the joimt-product,
Soybean production although not confined to amy particular region is

found in the North Atlantie, North Central, and South Atlantie
States. mwwuﬁumhmmwm

age of corn is grown,
Soybean acreage bas inereased from 1.6 million acres in 1924 to 9

million in 1989, In the meanwhile soybean seed production eased from
4,9 million bushels in 1924 to 87 million bushels in 1959,  Compared on
a percentage basis acreage increased 575 percent while soybean seed pro-
duction inereased 1,766 percent, Evidently acreage has been shifted from
bhay production to seed production, This is verified by the inerease in
average meal production from 71 thousand tons in the period 1928-1932 to
1.5 million tons in 1939,

Some varieties of soybeans are adapted to both hay and seed while
othmaro_ltrioﬂyhnyorudmictiu.wTMahmpoﬂsntm

37/ Agricultural Statistics, 1940, p. 507,
58/ Ibid. p. 47.

59/ Ibid. pp. 306 and 508,
W Zahnley. 0Ope gite PpPe 2627,



making any estimate of the total supply of soybeans forthcoming Into

the market as the flexibility of the supply will depend upon the acre-
age planted to the dual varieties, If the demand for protein feeds
results in a relatively advantageous position for soybeans whereby the
seed can be scld profitably, more could be harvested foi' seed to allevi=-
ate the inmediate situation, To a limited degree these same general
limitations apply in the case of peanut meal production.

. The cottonseed meal supply, a by-product of a joint-product, is
dependent upon the acreage planted to cotton, If it is profitable to
produce cotton lint seed will be produced, as cotton will not be grown
for the seed alone, unless the value relationship 1s reversed between
cotton lint and seed, If the present agrieultural programs are con-
tinued and the market for American cotton remains about the same, ap-
proximately 12 million bales will be produced. The supply of cotton-
seed meal should then be about the average for the period 1933 to 1940,
which was slightly less than two million tons,

Because of the substitutability of one protein supplement for an-
other there will not be a demand for a particular protein feed,
assuming rational purchasing, but a demand for protein feeds in
general, Consequently a demand for cottonseed meal will be a demand
for protein supplement feeds. However, an analysis of supply and the
ranifications affecting supply of cottonseed meal and other protein
feeds do not follow the same pattern as demand, As previously pointed
out the supply of cottonseed meal is in no way related to demand in
that an inerease or decrease in demand would not result in a smaller
amount being offered, unless the relation of lint value to cottonseed
value were reversed or the ratio of seed value to lint value became very



Thus it would seem that the total supply offered in the market
approximately two million tons will be supplied by cottonseed meal re-
gardless of the price established, In this ca.se the demand for protein
feeds other than cottonseed meal will be a residual share of the total
demand, Competition then will be limited to soybean, peanut, and lin-
seed meal 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 increased or decreased nor the total demand
for these products, but if pasi trends are indicative of fubure produc-
tion the supply will contimue to increase fastern than demand, (Tables
16, end 17). In this case, as soybeans have become the second important
source of protein supplement feeds, prices of protein feeds should ap-
proximate the cost of production of soybeans, This does not mean that
the cost of production of soybeans will set the price of the protein
supplement feeds, as cost incurred in production cannot direectly affect
the price for which the meal is sold, Actual production cost will not
be reflected exactly in the price-supply relation as soybeans are
recognized by the Agricultural ﬁ?uﬁmt Administration as either a
neutral or soil building crop,

The problem confronting the cottonseed industry is how will these
relationships affect present price relationships between the raw pro-
duet, cottonseed, and the by-products. The producer-consumer of cotton-
seed in the producing areas will be vitally affected by any change in
the raw pcroduct and the by-product price relationship, Increased pro-
duction of protein feeds other than cottonseed meal would in effect be

41/ This give soybeans an indireect or direct subsidy.
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the same as increasing cottonseed meal production. In the past large
supplies of rew cottonseed have resulted in low prices for cottonseed,
also the spread betwecn raw cottonseed and cottonseed meal prices 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, prices for oil will likely
remain fairly stable. As oil is the principal by-product of cottonseed
from the standpoint of value, cottonseed meal prices would decrease in
greater proportion than prices for raw cottonseed, It is probable that
raw eottonaud and cottonseed meal prices will tend to equate with large
supplies of protein supplement feeds thereby inereasing the exchange
value of the raw product to the producer-consumer, Concurrent with an
increase in the exchange value of the raw product for its by-product
its actual exchange value will have decreased in the market,

Summaxry

Meny factors contributed to the shifting of centers of production
for agricultural products both animal and crops, The opening up of new
lands in the Mississippi River Valley and the North Westernm Territory,
the development of railroad transportation, establishing of communica=
tions, and the outlets ercated by the export markets, were the chief
factors, To meet the demand for livestock products in the domestic
markets and abroad, mamufacturers of lard resorted to adulteration of
lard with vegetable oils, |

Cottonseed oil prices were relatively low as compared to lard and
cottongeed oil made a desirable substitute for the more expensive



product, lard. However, processing techniques have been developed
whereby the inherent properties of vegetable oils no longer linit so
much the use or the field of competition. The principal competing
products for the compound market are lard and cottonseed oil. Both pro-
ducts are subordinate joint-products, Hence the supply offered is not
influenced much by an increase in demand., The production of domestic
vegetable oils has not increased as fast as demand probably because the
price level has been very low as a result of a large lard surplus,

The supply of cottonseed meal is determined by the amount of cotton
produced, It must compete directly with other protein supplement feeds
produced for a specific market. As the demand for protein feeds exceeds
supply of cottonseed meal the price will be determined by the relation-
ship of demand and supply of protein feeds other than cottonseed meal.

The position of cottonseed meal in the market appears to be im-
pregnable in that the cost of production will not limit the supply if
past lint-gseed value ratios are approximated. The component price for
the by-products of cottonseed may tend to approach cost of processing if
competition from other sources becomes acute.

As the domestic consumption of vegetable oils exceeds domestic pro-
duction an inerease in production would not depress the price of cotton=-
gseed oil in proportion to the meal by-produet of which there is a
surplus, The exchange ratio between raw cottonseed and cottonseed meal
will be favorable for the producer-consumer, However, to the South as a
whole a decrease in the price of cottonseed will decrease the actmal in-
come from geed as a majority of j:rodmerl market the cottonseed and do
not exchange it for the by-product cottonseed meal,



CHAPTER VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper has attempted to discover the factors that affect the
price of and the method of marketing cottonseed in the local markets of
Southwestern Oklahoma., It was anticipated that the method of marketing
would be influenced by the seasonal nature of production, the trend of
prices, and the relation of the local market to the gin, Price of
cottonseed were studied in relation to volume ginned, seasonal variation
of the erop movement, supply and demand relationship, and the effects
of competition from competing products,

Cottonseed prices were found to be directly correlated with the
composite price of the by-products of cottonseed, However, prices for
cottonseed followed more closely changes in the price of cottonseed oil,
except in seasons when cottonseed production in Oklahome was less than
consumption, Under this conditlon, cottonseced prices followed very
closely cottonseed meal prices as the two prices tended to equate,
Oklahoma is generally classified as a surplus producing area; consequent-
ly, the oil price has been the most important factor affecting the price
of cottonseed in Oklahoma.

The market for cottonseed since the day of its origin has been
direectly comnected with the gimning industry. It will likely continue
to be associated with the gins primarily because the oil mills own and
operate most of the gins, Henece, they would not be inclined to let a
separate marketing agency handle the seed as they would lose control of
the seed in the local market, Consequently the farm price of cottonseed
was found to be directly affected by the gins' operating policy.



94

The gins in the southern counties paid, on the average, two dol-
lars a ton more for seed than gins in the northern counties, Although
the southern gins received a slightly higher mill price, this fact
alone did not cause all the discrepancy. The southern ging retained
less mergin in seed purchased. The size of margins were associated
with volume ginned as margins were found to decrease as volume in-
creased, Fhen volumes ginned were compared it was found that the
southern ging averaged about 300 bales more per plant, At the present
there are no official price quotations for cottonsced in Southwestern
Oklahoma, It seems that price quotations would improve the present
marketing system, The Agricultural Marketing Service should be desig-
nated as the ageney to furnish the information 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 during
the active ginning season,

Because of the failure to allocate to cotionseed the returns it
actually preduces and because of the fact that it has been forced to
shoulder some of the burden of over-expansion in the gimming industry a
merketing agency independent of the ginning industry is needed for the
local market, However, with the present gin storage facilities, a
sepsrate marketing agency would be an additional cost which would have
to be borne by the cottonseed industry. But it is unfortumate that
cottonseed may be forced to bear a part of the cost of gin operation,
If it were not for the returns derived from merchandizing cottonseed
many of the present gins would likely have been liquidated and have 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 direetly cor-
related, although the price did not equal the basis grade price as was
determined by chemical amalysis. The cottonseed crushing industry in
Oklahona contended that the formula developed by the Department of
Agriculture was not suitable for Oklahoma conditions because of dif-
ferences in the seed composition., Although a grading system would be
desirable for price quotations, it may not be feasible, A quotation
system based, however, on the large spot market prices should prove
beneficial to producers and ginners,

The market for cottonseed is dependent upon the market for its by-
products, The oil and ml are the prineipal produects of raw cotton-
seed from the standpoint of value and any subsequent change in the price
relationship will be reflected in raw cottonseed prices, Consumption of
these by=-products has been constantly increasing and exceeds the supply
of either the oil or the meal produced., As the supply is interdependent
of demand it has failed to respond to the inerease in consumption, Con-
sequently, other vegetni)le oils have entered the market and 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 for crushing has in-
creased almost 2,000 percent and has displaced cottonseed products in a
few industries and localities, Because of the fact that soybeans are
recognized as a neutral or soil building crop by the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration, production will likely be increased even after the
cost of production becomes prohibitive, However, it appears that the



position of cottonseed by-products will be impregmable in the market as
they are joint produects of comparatively small value while other pro-
ducts must bear all production costs.

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 can drive cottonseed by-products from
the market because of the joint-cost relationship, In localities where
the producer of cottonseed is also the consumer (indirectly by feeding
livestoek) he should benefit by this decrease in price as the exchange
value of his raw product for the by-products will inecrease, To the
South as a whole the decrease in value from competition will result in
a lower farm income from cottonseed.






Teble 1 , Oklahoma Farm Prices for Cottonseed by Months, 1927-1938

Year :JanuarytFebruary: March: April: May : Jume : July: AugustiSeptember:October:November:December

1927 14,90 16,40 18,00 19,00 20,50 21.40 21,00 21,40 32,90 36,50 57.20 38,00
1928 36,50 36,00 36,00 38,00 43,00 39,00 38,00 35,00 29,00 33,00 36,00 35,00
1929 35,00 35,00 36,00 35,50 35,00 34,00 33500 33,00 30,00 31,00 31, 31,00
1930 31,00 32,00 80,00 31,00 31,00 30,00 27.00 25,00 24,00 23,00 25, 22,00
1931 22,00 22,00 235,00 22,40 22,00 20,10 18,50 15,00 18,00 6,50 10, 10,10
1932 9,60 9,10 8,80 8,70 8,50 8,10 £10 8,10 9,10 5.0 7. 7.60
1953 7.50  7.60 8,00 9,00 11,00 11,00 16,00 16,00 10,00 10,10 11,50 12,90
1934 15,00 16,00 17,75 18,25 20,00 19,50 2¢,00 24,00 31,00 35,00 38,00 38,00
1955 58.00 58.00 59.% 38.00 38.00 56000 52'.00 29.00 25.& 29.00 51.00 50.00
1936 28,00 27.00 28,00 28.00 27.00 25,00 28,00 30,00 30,00 30,00 29,00 30,00
1937 32,00 33,00 34,00 36,00 34,00 30,00 32,00 26,00 18,00 17,00 18,00 18,00
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
Relatives
1927 5.00 5,52 6,06 6,39 6,90 7.20 T.06 7.20 11,07 12,28 12,52 12,78
1928 8,40 8,28 8,28 8,75 9,90 8,98 8,75 8,05 6,67 7.59 8,28 8.06
1929 8,76 8.76 9,01 8.89 8,76 8.51 8,26 8,26 7.51 7.76  7.76 7.76
1930 9,42 9,75 9.2 9,42 9.42 9,12 8,21 7.60 7.29 6.99 6,99 6.99
1931 10,97 10,97 11.47 11,17 10,97 10,02 9,25 7.48 3,99 5,24 5,44 5,04
1932 9.59 8,90 8,61 8,51 8,31 7.92 7,92 7.92 8,90 8,61  7.65 7.45
1933 5.74 5.82 6,15 6.89 8,45 8,43 12,25 12,25 7.66 7.74 8,81 9.88
1934 4,47 5,51 6,11 6,28 6,88 6,71 8,88 8,26 10,67 12,06 13,08 13,08
1935 9,40 9,4 9,66 9.4 9,40 8,91 7,92 7.18 6.453 7.18  7.67 7.42
1936 8.24 7.94 8,24 8,24 7.94 7.35 3,24 8,82 8.82 8.88 8,58 8.82
1937 9.76 10,06 10,57 10,98 10,37 9,15 2.76 7.9% 5.49 5.18 5,49 5.49
1938 7.66 8,08 8,47 8,05 8,47 8,47 83,47 8,05 8,05 8,47 8,98 8.89
Total 97.22 98,95 101,72 102.98 105,75 100,77 102,95 99,00 92,55 95,91 101,18  101.64
L'Qrﬂ.‘e 8.10 8.25 0.‘9 BoSﬂ 3.81 8.40 3.53 3.25 7.71 7.99 8.“ 3.47
Adjusted

Relative 96,6 98.4 101.5 102,83 105.1 100.,2 12,3 98,4 92,0 95,95 100,86 101,0

T T T T e T T e e e ————

SOURCE: Trimble R, Hedges and K. D, Blood, Oklahoms Farm Prigce Statisties, 1910-58, Experiment Station
Bulletin No, 238, p. 25.




Table 2 , Oklahoma Farm Prices for Cottonseed in Years
When Cotton Production Excesded One Million Bales

-
Year :Jamuary: February: March: April: May : Jume : July : August:September:October:November:December

1911 21,60 22,00 21,20 22,50 22,70 18,7 19,60 20,10 14,50 15,80 16,50 15,75
1912 15,50 16,10 16,50 17,70 19,50 17,80 18,40 16,50 17,20 16,10 17,20 17.90
1914 19,50 20,00 21,10 22,70 21,80 21,30 21,50 20,00 11,00 12,90 12,00 14,10
1919 60,10 57,30 58,80 60,00 61,70 §9,60 57,70 60,00 61,80 61,70 61,00 59,50
1920 56.10 57,50 47,50 52,20 60,00 62,60 61,00 51,00 24,20 400 18,50 17,00
1924 42,00 41,50 40,00 41,00 4,50 40,0 40,00 39,76 35,00 00 350,90 352,50
1925 85,00 54,00 354,00 35,20 354,50 50,00 56,00 351,60 31,60 30 26,40 26,20
1926 26,40 26,50 27,10 28, 26,20 26,70 26,00 28,10 24,60 17,20 15,60 14,40
1927 14,90 16,40 18,00 19, 20,50 21,40 21,00 21,40 32,90 50 37,20 38,00
1928 56,50 56,00 36,00 38, 45,00 359,00 38,00 85,00 29,00 00 356,00 35,00
1929 55,00 55,00 36,00 35, 55,00 54,00 35,00 355,00 -.350,00 L0 351,00 51,00
1931 22,00 22,00 235,00 22, 22,00 20,0 18,50 15,00 8,00 30 10,920 10,10

1932 9,60 9,0 8,80 8,70 8,50 8,10 8,10 8,0 9,00 8,80 7.8 7 .60
1933 7.50 7.60 8,00 9,00 11,00 13,00 16,00 16,00 10,00 10,10 11,50 12,90
Relatires %

1911 9,356 9.55 9,19 9,78 9.84 8,0 8,49 8,71 6,20 8,85 7415 6,85
1912 7.52 7.81 8,01 8,59 9,46 8.9 8,95 8,01 8,368 7,81 8,35 8,67
1914 8,96 9,19 9,69 10,45 10,01 9,78 9,78 9,19 5,06 5,95 5,51 6.48
1919 8,36 7.97 8,14 8,36 8,58 8,52 8,03 8,55 = 8.80 8.58 8,48 8425
1920 10,52 10,78 8,87 9,79 11,25 11,78 1l1.,44 9,56 4,67 4,69 5,47 5,19
1924 9,25 9,10 8,81 9,05 9,14 8,81 8.8 8,76 T7.27 7,05 6,81 7.16

1925 8,57 8,83 8,83 2,15 8,98 7,80 9,85 8,21 ° 8,21 8,39 6,59 6,81
1926 9.20 9.25 9,44 9,82 8,13 930 9,06 9,79 8,55 5,99 5,43 5,02
1927 5.01 5.52 6,06 6,39 6,90 720 7,06 720 11,07 12,28 12,52 12,78
1928 8,40 8,28 8,28 8,75 9,90 808 8,75 8,05 6467 7.59 8,28 8,06
1929 8,76 8,76 2,01 8,89 8,76 851 6,26 84,26 7.51 7.78 7.76 7.76
1931 10,97 10,97 11.47 11,17 10,97 1002 9,25 7.48 5.99 5424 5,44 5,04
1952 9.59 ﬂ.m 8.61 8'ﬂ 3.31 ?.R 7.% ?.& a.m 3061 7.65 ?0“

1933 5.74 5,82 6,05 6,89 8,45 8,45 12,256 12,25 7.668 7,74 8,81 2.88

Total 120,01 120,69 120,54 125,51 129,64 12544 127,56 121,74 102,68 102,51 102,058 105.36
Average 10,00 10,05 10,05 10,46 10,80 10,20 10,61 10,15 8,56 8,54 8,80 8.28
AdJusted

Rﬂlﬁﬂ 105.2 105.? 105.7 10? .9 ]Jl.‘ m.i 109.5 10‘.7 88.5 88.1 87.7 35.4

SOURCE: ma-ﬂmmx.n.mmmmmm 1910-59, Experiaent Statien
Mlatinﬁo 258, p.?.ﬁ.



Table 8 , Oklahoma Farm Prices for Cottonseced in Years
Fhen Cotton Production was lLess Than a Million Bales

1910 24.20 24,00 25,00 26,00 26,50 27,00 25,00 22,50 19,60 21,70 20,60 20,80
1913 19,60 18,50 19,00 20,20 20,60 20,40 17,40 20,50 19,60 21,40 20,20 20,00
1915 15,60 19,40 18,80 19,20 19,50 19,20 17,50 16,50 18,40 27,10 51.90 85.00
1916 35,50 55,40 352,80 52,80 54,60 29,40 B5l.,45 55,50 57.40 42,60 52,00 51,00
1917 51,80 50,00 48,20 53.40 55.40 49,20 51,60 51,00 §7.00 61,20 65,00 62,40
1918 60,40 58,60 60,20 64,40 60,00 60,00 55,75 58,60 65,10 65.90 62,20 61,00

1921 17.00 17,00 15,00 14,00 15,00 15,00 14,00 18,00 22,00 27,00 24,00 21,00
1922 27.00 26,00 26,00 54,00 85,00 53,00 50,00 25,00 20,00 29,00 86,00 58,00
1925 38,60 41,60 43,10 44,00 44,30 42,00 58,00 30,00 87.70 85.20 40,40 42,50
1850 51,00 52,00 850,00 81,00 351,00 50,00 27,00 25,00 24,00 23,00 25,00 22,00
1954 15,00 16,00 17,76 18,26 20,00 19,50 20, 24,00 51,00 35,00 58,00 38,00
1985 38, 58,00 39,00 58,00 58,00 356,00 32, 29,00 26,00 29,00 51,00 50,00
1956 28, 27,00 28,00 28,00 27,00 25,00 28, 50,00 50,00 80,00 29,00 80,00
1957 32, 55,00 54,00 36,00 34,00 50,00 82, 26,00 18,00 17,00 18,00 18,00
1958 18,0 19,00 20,00 19,00 20,00 20,0C 20, 19,00 19,00 20,00 21,20 21,00

Relatives

1910 8,56 8,49 8,84 9,20 9.57 9,58 8,84 7.8 6,95 7.68 7.29 7.86
1013 8,27 7.72 8,01 8.52 8,69 8,61 7,54 8.65 8,22 9,02 8,52 8,43
1915 6,15 7.62 7,88 7.54 766 7,08 6,87 6,40 7.28 10,64 12,656 12,96
1916  7.54 7.61 7,58 7,58 7.78 6,61 7,07 7.54 8.41 9,68 11,70 11,47
1017 7.935 7.64 7 8.18 8,6 T7.52 7.89 7,79 8,71 9,85 9,95 9,54
1918 8452 8,07 8329 8,87 8,26 8.6 7,40 8,07 8.69 8.80 8,57 8.40
1921 7.84 7.84 6,91 6,45 6,01 5.9 6,45 8,50 10,14 12.44 11,08 9,68
1922 7.54 6,98 7.26 9,50 9,78 9,22 8,38 6.98 5.59 8,10 10,08 10,62
1923 8,09 8.71 9,08 9,22 9.28 B,80 7.9 6,28 7.90 757 8,46 8490
1950 9.42 9,78 9,12 9.42 9,42 9,12 8,21 7,60 7429 6,99 6.99 6.69
1934 4.47 5,51 6.11 6,28 6,88 6,70 6,88 ° 8,26 10.67 12,08 15,08 15,08
lm Q.W 9.‘1 9.35 9.‘1 9.40 8.91 7.93 7.” 60“ 7.1»8 7.67 7.&
1936 8.24 7.94 8,24 8.24 7.94 7,55 8.24 8,82 8.82 8.82 8,58 8,82
1987 9,76 10,06 10,87 10,98 10,87 9,15 9,7 7.9 5.49 5.18 5.49 5.49
1958 7.62 8.05 8.47 8.08 8.47 8,47 8.47 8,05 8.06 8.47 8,98 8,89

lotal 119,13 121,28 122,45 127,24 128,37 121,80 117,68 115,74 118,567 151,67 158,86 187,75
lelative 7.92 8,08 8,16 8,48 8,56 8,09 7.8 7.72 7.90 8.78 9,26 9.18

Index 95,1 97.0 98,0 101.,8 102,7 97.1 94.2 92,6 94,9 1065.4 11,1 110.2

JOURCE: Trimble R, Hedges and K, D, Blood, Oklahoma Fara Price Statistics, 1910-58, Experiment Station
Bulletin No, 288, p. 25.



Table 4.

Straight Line Trend of Weighted Weekly Average Farm

Prices for Cottonseed, August 2, 1937 to March 4, 1958
by Least Squares Method

101

:lorml :ctual : —-—

: s H

tNume: x : y 3/ Xy ¢ 2* : Trendicent of Normal

3 ber : 3 H H $ H yen
Aug, 2-8 1 -15 24,27 -5B4 225 20,04 121,11
Avg, 10-16 2 -14 21.70 =504 196 19,96 108,71
Aug, 18-22 3 -135 21,12 275 169 19,88 106,24
Aug. 24-29 4 -12 19,59 2355 144 19,80 98,94
Aug, 31-Sept. 4 &5 -11 18,68 <2056 &l 19,72 94,72
Sept. 6-11 6 =10 17,87 =179 100 19,65 90,94
Sept, 135-18 7 -9 17,17 =185 81 19,57 87.74
Sept. 20-25 8 -8 16,79 154 64 19,49 86,15
Sept, R7-0ct. 2 9 -7 17,25 =121 49 19,42 88,82
Oct. 4-9 10 -6 18,45 <111 56 19,34 95,40
Oct, 11-16 11 -5 19,01 - 95 25 19,26 98,70
Oct, 18-23 12 -4 18,883 =175 16 19,18 98,18
Oct. 25-30 13 -3 18,99 - §7 9 18,10 99,42
Nov, 1-6 14 -2 19,717 - 39 4 19,03 103,57
h. 8—3.5 15 - 1 19.74 o 20 1 13.95 1“-17
Nov. 15-20 16 0 19,77 0 0 18,87 104,77
Nov, 22-R7 17 + 1 19,45 « 19 1l 18,79 103,51
Hov, 29=Dec, 4 18 +» 2 19,43 + 39 . 4 18,72 105.79
Dec, 6-11 19 +3 19,40 + 58 9 13.64 104,08
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
Dee, 27-Jan, 1 22 + 6 18,19 109 36 18,40 298,86
Jan, 3-8 23 + 7 17,71 #124 49 18,33 96,69
Jan, 10-15 24 + 8 17,92 #1453 64 18,25 98,19
Jan, 24-29 26 +10 17,93 179 100 18,09 99,11
Jan, 51-Feb, 4 27 +11 17,92 #197 121 18,02 99.44
Feb, 13-18 29 «l3 18,16 #2536 169 17.86 101,68
Feb, 20-25 50 +#14 18,55 257 196 17.78 103,20
Feb, 27-lar, 4 Bl +15 _17.89 _+268 _ 225 17,70 101,07

585 -1,932 2,480

e — = = ]

1/ Cottonseed prices, weighted weekly average from schedules.

a = 18,872

b = -,0778



Table §. Straight Line Trend of leekly Average Cottonseed
0il Prices, August 2, 1937 to March 4, 1938
by Least Squares Method

: : $ v 0 3 : as
thum-t x ¢ Y& xy @ iirrendmamtet!ml

~iher 3 3 R 3 H Y4&n
Auvg, 2-8 1 <15 8,44 =127 2256 7,702 111,32
Aug, 10-16 2 =l4 8,21 =115 196 7.696 108,54
Aug, 18-22 5 «13 8,16 106 169 7,691 107,78
Aug, 24-29 4 <12 7,96 ~-95 144 7,685 105,18
Aug, 31-Sept, 4 5 11 786 -8 121 7,680 105,69
Sept. 6-11 6 =10 762 ~-T76 100 7,664 100,87
Sept. 15-18 7 -9 7.45 - 67 81 7.668 98,40
Sept. R0-25 8 -8 7.26 - B8 64 7,663 96,420
Sept, 27-0ct. 2 9 -7 7.6 =~ 50 49 7,657 94,97
Oct. 4-9 10 -8 7.54 - 44 36 7.652 97 42
Oet, 11-16 11 -5 7.16 - 36 26 7.646 95,49
Oct, 18-23 12 -4 Te42 =~ 50 16 7.640 98,60
Oct, 25-30 15 -3 726 - 22 9 7.654 96,54
Nov, 1-6 14 -2 7.8 <14 4 7.629 95,66
Nov, 8-13 15 -1 T30 = 7 1 7.624 94,53
Nov, 15-20 16 0 7.11 0 0 7.618 94,71
Nov, 22-27 17 +1 6,90 + 6 1 T.82 92,00
N“. m”. 4 18 2 7.10 + 14 ‘ 7.&? 94.75
Dec, 6-11 19 +3 7.18 + 21 9 7.601 95,85
Dec, 13-18 20 +4 7.09 +28 16 7,59 94,72
Dec, 20-25 25 +35 7,16 & 36 256 7.590 95,74
Dec,. 274“. 1 22 + 6 7.12 + 43 36 7.584 95‘28
Jan, 3-8 285 + 7 7,09 & 50 4 7,579 94,93
Jan, 10-15 24 # 8 7.45 + 59 64 7,575 99,54
Jan, 17-22 26 ¢ 9 7.54 « 68 8l 7,567 101,09
Jan, 24-29 26 410 7.57 + 76 100 7,562 101,55
Jan, 31-Feb, 4 27 11 7.56 #8 121 7,556 101,48
Feb, 6-11 28. 12 7.71 + 9% 144 17,551 103,61
Feb, 13-18 29 #13 7.94 103 169 7,545 106,76
Feb. 20-25 50 <14 8,27 #116 196 7,539 111,50
Feb, 27-Mar, 4 51 +15 8,29  #124 225 7.554 111,62

- 233 - 14 2,480
8 - 7,618 b = -,0056

1/ Cottonseed prices, welghted weckly aversge from schedules



Table 6 « Straight Line Trend of Weekly Average Cottonseed
Meal Prices, August 2, 1937 to March 4, 1938
by Least Squares Method

s : g L sNormal:Actual as Per-

: Num—: x @ yl/: Xy ¢ = ¢ Trendscent of Normal

jber: 3 : : i ke
Aug, 2-8 l <15 12,98 195 225 10,902 119,08
Aug, 10-18 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 11,92 143 144 10,728 111,09
‘u. ﬂ-ﬂept. 4 5 -11 11.02 121 121 10,670 105,28
Sept, 6-11 6 =10 10,15 102 100 10.612 95,66
Sept, 15-18 7 =9 9424 85 8l 10,544 87.58
Sept. 20-26 8 =8 9,19 74 64 10,496 87.62
Sept. 27-0ct, 2 9 -7 9.10 64 49 10.458 87,16
Oct, 4-9 10 -6 9,04 54 86 10,880 87.09
Oct, 11-16 11 -5 9,24 46 25 10,322 89,53
Oct. 18-25 12 -4 9.65 39 16 10,264 94,05
Oct, 25-80 13 =35 9.84 29 9 10,206 96,38
Nov. 1-8 14 =2 9.91 20 4 10,148 97.64
Nov. 15-20 16 0 9,84 0 0 10,052 98,10
Nov, 29-Dec. 4 18 + 2 9.41 12 4 9,916 94,86
Dec, 6-11 «19 &3 9,17 28 9 9,858 95,00
Dec., 13-18 20 - + 4 9.51 37 18 9,80 95.00
Dee, 20-25 21 + 65 9,76 49 25 9,74 100,20
Dec, 27-Jan, 1 22 + 6 9,82 59 36 9,68 101,45
Jan, 3-8 25 7 9,79 69 49 9,63 101,66
Jan, 10-15 24 +8 10,26 82 S 9,57 107.21
Jan, 17-22 26- +9 10,28 g%  a 9,51 108,10
Jan, 24-29 26 #10 9,93 99 100 9.45 105,08
Jan, 5l1-Feb, 4 27T <11 2.67 106 121 9,39 102,98
Feb, 6-11 28 12 9,59 115 144 9.34 102,68
Feb, 13-19 29 413 9,60 125 169 9.28 103,45
Feb, 20-25 50 +14 9,67 155 196 9,22 104,354
Feb, 27-lar, 4 51 #15 _9.,41 _14 _ 225 9,16 102,78

' 311 -144 2,480
a=9,74 b = 05806

1/ Cottonseed prices, weighted weekly average from schedules.



Table 7. Straight Line Trend of Composite Value of Cottonseed
MHeal and 0il, August 2, 1957 to March 4, 1938,
by Least Squares Method

Aug, 2-8 1 <15 45,05 -675 225 39,71 115,44
Auvg, 10-16 2 -14 43,66 -611 196 359,64 110,14
Aug, 18-22 3 -15 42,95 -558 169 359,56 108,52
Aug, 24-29 4 =12 42,16 -506 144 39,48 106,79
Aug, 3l-Sept, 4 5 =-11 40,81 =449 121 59,40 105,58
Sept. 6-11 6 =10 89,11 391 100 59,52 99,46
Sept, 13-18 7 -9 57.47 -3357 B8l 59,25 95,46
Sept, 20-25 8 -8 56,77 -294 64 89,17 93,87
Sept, 27-0ct, 2 9 -7 56,51 -254 49 39,09 92.89
Oct, 4-9 10 -6 36,95 222 36 59,02 94,64
Oct, 11-16 11 -5 56,66 -185 25 38,94 95,89
Oct. 12-23 12 -4 57.85 -151 16 58,86 97.40
Oct., 25~30 15 -3 87.45 <112 9 38,78 96,52
Hov, 1-6 14 -2 57.25 - T4 4 38,70 96,20
Nov, 8-15 15 -1 56,82 - 37 58,62 95,34
Nov, 15-20 16 0 56,85 0 0 358,55 95,51
Nov, 22-27 17 +1 56,15 + 356 1 58,47 93,92
m. 29-Dec, 4 18 + 2 56,39 + 75 4 “oss “079
Dec, 6-11 19 5 56,45 +109 9 38,32 95.12
Dee. 20-25 21 5 56,97 +185 25 58,16 96,88
Dec, 27-Jan. 1 22 + 6 56,88 +221 36 58,08 96,85
Jan, 3-8 235 7 36,78 #251 49 58,00 96,66
Jan, 10-15 24 + 8 58,49 #3508 64 57.92 101,50
Jan, 17-22 25 +9 58,95 +350 81 37.84 102.88
Jan, 31-Feb, 4 27 +ll 58,39 <422 121 57,69 101,86
Feb, 6-11 28 +l2 58,89 +467 144 37.62 103,38
Feb, 15-18 29 +15 39,77 517 169 57.55 105,97
Feb. 20-25 30 +14 41,06 575 196 57.46 109,58
Peb, 27-Mar, 4 51 #15 __ 40,90 4613 225 57,58 109,42
1,195,45 -195 2,480

a = 38,556 b = -.0778
1/ Cottonseed prices, weighted weckly average from schedules.



OIL MILLING IN MEMPHIS IN 1881
Henry J. Parrish, Mansger of the Gayoso Oil Mill and
a Past President of the Interstate Association
Tells of Conditions When He Entered the
Business Forty-Six Years Ago
Memphis, April 11, 1927
Editor Cotton 0il Press:

Dear Mr, Geldert: As requested by you, I give you some information
rmﬁimwhmufmwenlmstawmmohmsm
188l1.

In 1880 there were five oil mills in Memphis, In the latter part
of that year the old Southern Cotton 0il Company, right north of the
county jail, was burned, leaving four mills: the City Oil Works, the
Hope 0il W11, the Panola 0il liorks, and the Memphis 0il Compeny. In
the early part of 188l, there were three mills built here in Memphis—
the Gayoso, the DeSoto and the Valley, making seven mills in all, In
thomnnofl&&ludls&,thmi[ierem,oootomoruedmm
Memphis, about one-third by wagon, about one-third by railroad and one-
third by river, costing a fraction over $12,00 per ton delivered.

There was no standard of reilroads, some having wider roads than
others, and of course there was no transfer between the railroads. The
maximun loading on the old Mississippl & Tennessee road was 16,000
pounds for carload; on the balance 24,000 pounds. All seed had to be
hauled from the freight depots to the mills, There were no track scales
and no tank cars. All oil had to be barreled, The prineipal broker at
that time was S. Katzenberger Sons who bought oil on commission for
John V, Lewis & Son, Cincinmati, Ohio, and sold the meal to the eastern
states, There was practically no sale for hulls and all the hulls were

burned for fusl and if any surplus, they were thrown away.



Everything was very crude. There was only one reel to separate
the bolls and sand from the seed and ome reel to separate the hulls
from the meats. There was generally left from 4 per cent to 5 per
cent meat in the hulls and the mill that left 83 to 9 per cent of oil
in the cake was doing food word at that time, Yet with all this, the
mills managed to get about 39 gallons per ton of ssed. The meal was
ground on an old burr corn mill which was dressed every Sunday and
ground about 500 sacks daily which was coarse and there was no such
thing as selling meal on ammonia basis in those days. If it was bright
and partially free from hulls, it was a good delivery,

Instead of having a cake breaker like the present day, we had
cylinder knives on top of the old burr mill which cut the cake up in
large pieces before it was ground. The linters with long condensers
were about five times longer than the present condenser, The lint was
rolled over the reel and fell on the floor, I believe our mill was the
first onme to roll up the lint on the condenser, Our engineer took two
mttonﬂuaﬁabmmhudleanﬂatuchd;ittomorthccmdm
and it rolled up the lint, Mr, Mann of the Cerver Cotton Gin Company
happened to see it and made quite an impression and adopted it and from
that time on the lint was rolled up in large rolls on the condensing
reel,

Yet with all these crude methods, as everything was so much cheaper
than at the present time, including barrels, we could manage to manu-
facture a ton of seed a great deal cheaper than can be done at the
present time,

About 1884 H. K, Fairbanks Company shipped out the first tanks for
crude oil, The railroads had changed their rails so they could switch



to each road's track scales. Conveyors were put in the mill to convey
the seed, costing a good deal less to manufacture., Speaking of Fair-

banks sending the tanks, they did not want anyone te know that they were
using cottonseed in their lard and therefore the tanks were branded-—

fgarden City Deiry Company of Chicago." Soon after this, they began to
nmake oleomargarine and the business prospered until the Govermment put

ten cents a pound on colored oleomargarine, This caused a curtailment

in the use of oil and lowered the price when there was o great loss in
the business for several years,

Different mills used different press room machinery, In our mill
we used the Callahan equipment, The press was composed of six large
boxes, weighing about 1,000 pounds each, made of cast iron--six boxes
to a press. They had a capacity of about five tons a press a day. The
heaters were about 48 inches in diameter, cast iron, emptying into a
long trough after the meal was cooked., A stand with 6 holes revolving
with hooks attached to the bottom to which six sacks were atiached made
out of press cloth, and the meal from the trough was scooped in these
sacks. They were taken off and put into large hair mats and put into
the presses, The pressure on these presses was about 2,500 pounds to
thosqtnreimh,yotatthtﬁhamﬁwmtmm-

The cake made from the presses weighed about 8 pounds. The average
yield of oil was from 38 to 39 gallons, Thoavmomlpertonm
about?ﬁﬂpcmﬂaandthomrmmofuodnlsnmlhmmmto
£5 pounds, This lint was & very fair staple and trought anywhere from
64 to 8 cents per pound, in fact, nearly as much as hill staple cotton.
The ashes from the hulls were sold at approximately $20,00 per ton but
there wae seldom a mill ever made over a carload a season, and at that



time a mill that received 7,000 or 8,000 tons seed a season, had a very
nice crush., Seed that were received from the river, the mills furnished
the sacks and they were under their own brand, and no mill would take
cach other's sacks.

There was a great loss in these sacks as the mills in those days
Wtam.mmhgmumt.ammmummu
the sacks were furnished free, the loss was about 35 per cent a season,
The farmers used then for whatever needs they might require, meking
back bands, mam,mmmMormemn;sm
them for coats.

I think this is about a falr representation of what the mills were
doing in the early 80's,

Yours very truly,

He J+ PARRISH
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