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INTRODUCTION 

Cotton farmers in the United States have been urged repeatedly 
to improve the quality of. the cotton produced. Especia.l emphasis 
has been given to the importance of growing longer sta.ple varieties. 
Farmers in many localities have been advised that these varieties are 
more profitable than shorter staple varieties. Although it has been 
generally recognized that higher grade and longer staple cottons are 
more valuable for spinning purposes than are lower grade and shorter 
staple cottons I earlier studies showed. that the relation between prices 
received by growers in local markets and grade and staple length was 

I Credit Is due Artbur W.Palmer tor general supervision and helpful susgestlons; B. Youngblood (or his 
contributions to tho study In its beglown!!; tbe grade and staple statistics project (or cIassillcation o( tbe 
samples and for cooperation in the coi!ectlOn and tabulation of tlJe data; aod ginners, warehousemen, 
and local huyers tor making data avallable. 
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extremely irregular. In· many cases prices for higher grad.es and 
longer staples were lower than prices for lower grades and ~\horter 
staples.2 

Prices received by growers on the basis of grade and staple length 
are important considerations in determining to what extent they can 
afford to improve the quality of cotton produced. A practical pro­
gram for improving or maintaining the quality of cotton In the vanous 
localities should take into account the influence of prices received by 
growers on the quality of pottoIl.produced. Where t.he prices received 
by growers are the same for all qualities of cotton, the growers are 
naturally more interested in yields than in quality, since under these 
conditions profits vary directly with yields. Growers are unlikely 
to change to or to continue to grow the longer staple varieties unless 
differences in income resultin~ from prices received, along with the 
yields, are adequate to conVInce them that longer staple varieties 
Ilre at least as profitable as the shorter staple varieties. 

These facts may well be remembered in connection with statistically 
unverifiable statements (17)/ indicating deterioration in the quality 
of the cotton produced in various sections of the United States since 
the advent of the bollweevil in 1892. It is known that since 1929-30 
the proportion of the United States crop having staples shorter than 
seven-e~hths inch has decreased and the proportion with staples 
fifteen-SIXteenths inch and longer has increased. The average staple 
length has increased from 15.11 sixteenths of an inch for the crop of 
1929 to 15.45 sixteenths of an inch for thIS crop of 1932 (26). The 
alleged deterioration during earlier years has been attributed. to the 
fact that prices received by growers were not such as to induce them 
to grow longer staple varieties; to the invasion of the bollweevil, 
which stimulated the development and use or early maturing varieties 
of shorter staple cotton; to the expansion of cotton acreage in areas 
less favorable to the production of longer staple varieties; to the 
mixing of varieties at the gins and in the fields; to deterioration in soil 
fertility; and to other factors. This study deals with the first of these 
factors, namely, the prices received by growers. 

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS OF THE RELATION BETWEEN PRICES AND GRADE AND 

STAPLE LENGTH 


Several investigations of variations in prices received by growers, 
as related to grade and staple length of cotton sold, were made prior 
to 1928. The earliest of these studies reported was that made in 
Oklahoma (36) in 1912. During the season of 1913-14 the study 
was expanded to cover the entire Ootton Belt (38). Similar studies 
were made in North Oarolina (27) during the seasons 1914-15 and 
1915-16 and in Arkansas (3) during the seasons 1913-14, 1914-15, 
and 1915-16. These studies showed that, although the prices re­
ceived by growers in the same local market on the same date often 
varied considerably, they did not always vary directly with the 
grade and staple length of the cotton. Studies made in four local 
markets in Texas (14) in 1926 showed that prices received by growers
in the same local markets on the same date did not generally vary 
appreciably with the grade and staple length of the cotton sold, but . 

• HOWBLL, L. D., Bnd BURGESS, J. B., JR. FARM PRICES OF COTTON IN RELATION TO ITS GMDE AND 

HTAPLS LENGTH IN LOCAL MARKETS IN TUE UNITED STATER, SEASONS 1928-29,19211-30, AND Igao-31. U. B. 

Dept. Agr. [Prelim. Rept.], 71 pp., !IIus. 1932. [Mimeographed.I 


I Italio numbers in parentheses reter to literature cited, p. 47. 
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that average pri~es receive.d by gro~ers in different local markets on 
the same date dld vary duectly Wlth the average grade and stap19 
length of the cotton sold. Similar data were collected in Alabama 
(32) in 1926 and 1927 and in South Carolina (24) in 1925, 1926, and 
1927. Their results are similar for the most part to those reported 
in Texas. 

Beginning in the 1928-29 season, data on'prices received by growers 
for cotton of various grades and staple lengths were gathered in 
selected local markets throughout the Cotton Belt by the United 
States Department of Agriculture in cooperation with State agri­
cultural experiment stations. Reports have been issued showing in 
more or less complete form the results of the analysis of data collected 
in Alabama (32), Arkansas (29), Georgia (21, 22), Louisiana (16), 
Mississippi (23), North Carolina (25), Oklahoma (15), South Caro­
lina (10, 19, 24), and Tennessee (1), 

LOCAL MARKETS DEFINED AND DESCRIBED (U) 

Farmers' local cotton markets constitute that part of the cotton­
marketing system at which farmers and buyers come in direct con­
tact for the purpose of selling and buyinCJ' cotton. The farmers' 
local market represents the first step in the movement of cotton 
from the hands of the growers to the ultimate .consumers. The 
market places, which in this bulletin are referred to as local markets, 
are to be found in almost every village, town, and city in the cotton­
producing area of the United States, The volume of sales in these 
local marketr:l varies from a few hundred bales at crossroad stores 
and country gins to many thousands of bales in the larger cities. 
The greater part of the crop is sold in the smaller cities and towns. 

These local markets supply a meeting place for growers and buyers 
and give farmers an opportunity to bargain individually in the sale 
of their cotton; they,furnish a ready and convenient market where 
farmers may sell theU' cotton at almost any time; they serve as a 
point for assembling cotton in such quantities as to facilitate han­
dling; and they serve as a medium through which the demand for 
cotton is transInitted to growers. 

The trading personnel of the local markets con8ists of cotton 
growers and local buyers. Farmers, as a rule, know very little 
about the classification of cotton. Their bargaining power is deter­
mined largely oy their business judgment and their indebtedness to 
buyers. The number of local buyers varies from only 1 in some 
markets to more than 20 in others. Among them may be represen­
tatives of large cotton firms or Inills who buy for their firms on joint 
account, on salary, or on comInission; supply merchants, fertilizer 
dealers, gin operators, and others who take cotton on account of 
debts of farmers or for increasing their volume of business; and local 
cotton merchants who are interested primarily in buying and selling 
cotton. 

The facilities available and the methods of handling cotton in local 
markets vary considerably. In some of these markets there is a 
public square, a cotton yard, or a railro!ld platform where buyers 
and falmers meet and where the cotton IS sold. In other markets 
farmers deliver their cotton directly from the gin to a warehouse 
where the bales are weighed and sampled and receipts are issued 
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in the farmer's name. With the samples and rMeipts obtained at 
the warehouse the farmers bargain with local buyers for the sale of 
their cotton. 

In some local markets the local buyers obtain information on futures 
prices every 15 minutes and on spot prices at the close of the market 
through the commercial news department of telegraph companies. 
This and other information is used ill determining the maximum prices 
local bUiI!r: can afford to pay ~owers for cotton. Many local buyers 
receive' 'ts from merchants ill central markets as a basis for buying. 
In making these limits the merchants take into account the quality 
of cotton recently received from the local market along with other 
considerations. 

QUAUTY OF COTTON 

The term "quality" as applied to cotton refers to all the physical 
properties of cotton that affect its usefulness. These properties are 
described for commercial purposes in terms of grade, staple length, 
and character (30). Grade is a term denoting a composite of· (1) 
color, luster, and brightness of the lint; (2) nature and quantity of 
foreign matter present, such as leaf, shale, motes, sand, and dust; 
and (3) preparation resulting from ginning as indicated by smooth­
ness of fiber, "neppiness", nappiness, and whether or not the fibers 
are gin cut or stringy. Staple length of cotton means tho normal 
length by measurement of a typical portion of its fibers and is deter­
mined commercially by a certain pulling Of the staple with the hands 
(39). As every sample contains fibers of varying lengths, the drawing 
out of representative fibers is a process involving much skill. Char­
acter of cotton includes all elements of cotton quality not included in 
grade or sta:ple length. 

In determming the spinning quality of the fibers the character of 
cotton is important, but the factors affecting it are not very definitely 
known. Differences in character are recognized in the markets, and 
the prices paid doubtless reflect these to some extent; but in the 
absence of standards for character no attempt has been made in this 
study to relate the prices received by growers to the character of the 
cotton. 

The proportional distributions by grades and stn.ple lengths of 
cotton included in the sample of individual bale sales of Extra White, 
White, and Spotted cotton ginned in the United States are shown in 
tables 1 and 2. Although the proportional distribution by grade 
and staple length of cotton included in the price study was on the 
whole not very different from that for all upland cotton ginned in the 
United States,it will be noted that the proportions of the longer staples 
included in the price study were somewhat smaller than those for 
cotton ginned in the United States. The smaller proportion of the 
longer staples included in this study t,han were found for the domestic 
crops taken as a whole are largely accounted for by the fact that 
irrigated cotton was not included in this study find that only a small 
sample of individual bale sales was obtained In the MississippiDelta 
because most of the cotton in the Delta was sold in round lots. 



----

-------

--

---

---------- --

-------

---- ----------------

5 FARM PRICES OF COTTON 

TABLE I.-Percentage distribution by grade of Extra White, White, and Spotted 
cotton included in ihe price study in selected local markets and ginned m the 
United States,l seasons 1928-29 to 1932-33 

1928-29 1929-30 1930-31 1931-32 1932-33 

Local Gin- Local Gln- Local Gln- Local Gin- Local Gin-
Grade mar- nings mar- nings mar- Dings mnr- nings 1I1ar- nings

ket in the ket in the ket in the ket in the ket in t e 
sam- United sam- United sam- United sen]- United ssm- United 
pIe States pIe States pIe States pIe States pIe States 

Per- Per- Per- Per- PeT- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-
White:' cent cent cent cent cent ccnt cent cent cent cent

1, Middling Falr________ <') <') .------ <') ---ii~i- ---(·r- ---(ii"- ---(ii"­2, Strict Good Middllng_ 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1
3, Good Mlddling _______ 0.4 12.7 6.2 7.3 8.1 7. -I 5.6 6.2 2.9 2.8 
4, Strict Middllng _______ 33.9 35.6 30.0 28.3 34.0 33.5 3S.•j 36.6 29.9 26.05, Middling_____________ 24.8 23.8 31. 3 31.4 32.8 31.0 31. 0 32.2 35.4 36.2 
6, Strict Low Middllng __ 10.0 10.0 12.7 13.4 13.3 1~. 0 11.6 11.0 10.3 13.3
7, Low Mlddllng ________ 2.0 3.2 4.0 5. i 4.1 4.3 3.6 4.0 1.8 2.8 
8, Strict Good Ordlnary_ 1.1 1.8 1.8 2.0 .0 1.0 1. j) 2.0 .3 .9
9, Good Ordinary _______ .4 .0 .5 .0 .1 .2 1.2 1.0 .1 .4--- -- --- ---' --- ---TotaL_________________ ---- ----­

82.6 88.0 87.5 80.0 93.1 01.1 94.2 03.7 SO. 7 82.4 
= = = = = = = ----

Spotted:
3, Good Middling _______ 2.5 1.0 ..5 .3 .0 1.1 .0 .7 1.9 1.5 
4, Strict Middllng _______ 8.7 5.7 5. Ii 4.5 3.4 4. L 2.0 2.6 10.1 8.4.<;, Middllng_____________ 4.2 3.3 4.6 4.0 1.7 2.5 1.4 1.5 .5.6 5.4 
6, Strict Low Middling __ 1.7 1.4 1.5 1.7 .8 1.0 .5 1.1 1.3 1.7 
7, Low Middllng ________ .3 .6 .4 .5 .1 .2 .1 .4 .4 .6 

Tota!..________________ Ii. 4 12.0 12.5 11. 0 
--

6.9 -S:Of5.8 6.3 19.3 17.6 
=== Grand total ___________ 100.0 = = 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1100.0 100. 0 1100. 0 100.0 

I U. S. Dept. Agr. StaUs. Bull. 47 (26). 1 Less than 0.05 percent. 
t Extra White cotton included. 

TABLE 2.-Percentage distribution by staple length of Extra White, White, and 
Spotted cotton included in the price study in selected local markets and ginned in 
the United States,l seasons of 19&8-&9 to 198&-83 

1928-29 1929-30 1930-31 1931-32 1932-3:{ 

Local Gin- Local Gin- Local Gln- Local Gin- Local Gin-
Staple lengtb (incbes) mar- nings mar- nings nings mar· nlngs mBr~ ningsmar~ 

ket in tbe ket in the ket in the ket in the ket in the 
snm.. United sam- United sam- United sam.. United saID- United 
pic States pIe States pIe Stntes pIe States pIe States 

Ptr- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per­
cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent

Shorter tban %______________ 12.3 13.5 20.3 19.8 8.4 13.3 4. i 0.0 4.0 0.5* and '%2 ____ "___ .._______ 43.3 41.9 ·1.4.0 38.0 37.8 38.7 30.9 39.7 39.2 37.7 
I~. and 3l-32________________ 25.7 22.0 21. 3 19.1 31. 8 25.0 35.0 27.2 34.0 28.9 
1 and 1 ~~.___________________ 11.8 11.2 0.8 11.8 16.0 12.6 22.0 15.4 18.0 14.4 
Hi. and 1%.___ _____________ 4.0 5.6 3.3 6.0 -1.0 7. 1 0.5 0.5 3. 8 0.0 
Hii and 1%._________________ 2.2 3.5 1.2 3.0 1. 0 2.9 . S 3.0 .4 .1. 0 
Hi. and 1~3.-_______________ .6 1. 2 .1 .8 .1 .4 .1 J. 4 (I) .7 
I~hnd longer_______________ .1 .2 (') ('J (') (') _______ .2 _______ (') 

Total__________________ wo.o 100:0 100:0 lOO:O-lOO.O 100:01'100.0 liiii.O 100.0---wo.o 

I U. S. Dept. Agr. Statis. Bull. 47 (£8). , I.ass than 0.05 percent. 

All staple lengths or cotton grown in the United States compete 
directly with co~ton grown in other countries. Cotton %inch and 
shorter in staple competes directly with cotton grown in India, 
China, and other foreign countries. Cotton 19fG inch to 1}~2 inches 
in staple Mmpetca directly with cotton grown chiefly in Russia, 
Brazil, and Argentina. Cotton H{6 inches and longer in staple 
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competes directly with cotton grown chiefly in Egypt, Peru, Uganda, 
Sudan, and Brazil. In order that farmers may make such adjust­
ments as may be necessary to meet this competition to the best 
advantage, it is necessary that information be had not only on dif­
ferences in yields and in other factors affecting cost of production 
but also on differences in prices received for cotton of the various 
grades and staple lengths. 

OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 

The objectives of this study were (1) to determine the extent to 
which prices received by growers in selected local markets for indi­
vidual bales varied on the basis of their grade and staple length, 
(2) to compare premiums for the higher grades and longer staples 
and discounts for the lower grades and shorter staples in local markets 
with those quoted in central markets, and (3) to determine to what 
extent avera~e prices in the different local markets varied with the 
average quality of the cotton sold as indicated by grade and staple 
length. 

As a basis for this study, the price data mentioned above, collected 
in the various States in the period 1928-29 to 1932-33 have been 
analyzed from a national point of view. 

This bulletin also calls attention to some of the factors responsible 
for or associated with these variations, indicates some of the influ­
ences of the variations in prices received by growers for different 
grades and staple lengths on the quality of the cotton b'l'own, and 
suggests means of bringing about a better adjustment of the quality 
of cotton produced to mill requirements. 

METHOD OF PROCEDURE AND SCOPE OF THIS STUDY 

LOCAL MARKET PRICES 

Data were collected in 141 local markets ~ in 1928-29, 115 in 
1929-30, 114 in 1930-31, 38 in 1931-32, and 53 in 1932-33. These 
markets are widely distributed over the Cotton Belt and were selected 
to represent ,the various types of local markets. Their location is 
shown in. figure 1. Arrangements were made by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, in cooperation with State agricultul'lll 
experiment stations, to secure from a ginner at each of these markets 
a sample from each bale of cotton ginned at his plant during the 
season. These samples were mailed to the offices of the United 
States Department of Agriculture at Atlanta, Ga.; :Memphis, Tenn,; 
and Dallas or Austin, Tex., where they were classed 5 according to 
the official cotton standards of the United States, by specialists in 
cotton classing regularly employed by the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

Data on prices received by growers and on date of sale were ob­
tained from local buyers and were reeorded along with the Govern­
ment classification, and the type of buyer (ginner, storekeeper, etc.) 
who bought each bale. Information on marketing methods and pJ'ac­

, These local markets were selected at points where arrangements had already boon made (or obtaining 
9IIIJIples for grade nnd staple statistics. A reduction In the (unds nvallable (or tbe collection o( price dntll 
accounts (or the smaller number of markets Included In the study In 1931-32 nnd In 1932-33 than In pre· 
vlous ReIISODS. 

• The c1asslflcatioDS were bBSed 00 samples taken from the press box atth~ &In, although most of the 
cotton wss sold on the buIs of I&IDples cut from the bales. 
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FIGURE t.-LOCATION OF FARMERS' LOCAL MARKETS STUDIED. 

Local markets Included In the study of (arm prices or cotton as related to Its grade and staple length alfl 
widely distributed over the Cotton Belt and were selected to represent the various types or local 
markets. 
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tices and on central markets and mill towns, if any, to which cotton 
was shipped, together with data on handling and storage charges, in­
surance, and freight rates were obtained for each market for use in 
inter1?reting the price data. Complete data were obtained for 106,603 
indiVIdual-bale sales in 1928-29,99,493 in 1929-30, 80,725 in 1930-31, 
28,836 in 1931-32, and 30,762 in 1932-33. Before making the' analy­
sis, data on cotton sold by farmers in round lots were separated from 
data on cotton sold as individual bales. (The details of the methods 
of analyzing these data are given in the appendix, p. 49.) 

CENTRAL MARKET PRICES 

The central-market prices used include average prices quoted for 
Middling %-inch White cotton at the 10 designated spot markets 
(Augusta, Dallas, Galveston, Houston, Little Rock, Memphis, Mont­
gomery, New Orleans, N orfoll\:, and Savannah); average premiums 
and discounts for grade at the 10 designated spot markets; average 
premiums for staples 1~{6 inch and 1 inch at the 6 spot markets (DaHas, 
Galveston, Houston, Little Rock, Memphis, and New Orleans); aver­
age premiums for staples 17{6 inches and longer at Memphis and New 
Orleans; and average discounts f01" l%s-inch staples at Houston, Gal­
veston, and New Orle&.ns. Averages were obtained by weighing these 
central-market quotations by the numbcr of bales of cotton of the 
same description sold on the same day and included in the data on 
prices received by growers in local markets. This weighting eliminates 
the influence of differences in date of sale on differences between 
local-market and central-market prices. 

Central-market quotations are here used as a basis for comparison, 
not because they are considered entirely satisfactory measures of the 
differences in value, for spinning purposes, of cotton of the various 
grades and staple lengths, but because no better measures were found. 
Prices that mills are economica.Uy justified in paying for cotton of 
different grades and staples are limited by its value for spinning pur­
poses. Prices quoted in central markets are thought to reflect, fairly 
accurately, mill premiums and discounts for grades and staple lengths. 
Central-market quotations are used instead of mill <J.uotations be­
cause daily quotations for mill markets showing premmms and dis­
counts for all grades and staples included in this study are not avail­
able. Differences in spinnin&" value of cotton of the various grades and 
staple lengths change from tune to time as a result of~ differences in 
the supply-and-demand situation. Competition in mill markets may 
be limited to such an extent that prices paid by mill buyers do not 
reflect accurately the differences in spinning value of cotton of the 
various grades and staple lengths and prices in central markets may 
represent a somewhat further deflection from a true representation of 
these differences in spinning value. But, despite these imperfections, 
it is believed that central-market quotations reflect differences in the 
spinning value of the various grades and staples accurately enough 
for their use in this connection to give significant results. 

The use of .central-market premiums and discounts for grade and 
staple length as a basis for comparison does not necessarily mean that 
prices to growers in local markets should reflect premiums and dis­
counts equal to those quoted in central markets for large lots of even­
running cotton. It is not known to what extent premiums and dis­
c;lounts for grade and staple length for cotton sold in even-runnin~ lots 

http:economica.Uy
http:Orle&.ns
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differ from those for cotton bought on "basis Middling" contract, 
but limits used by merchants in New Orleans for purchases made in 
the interior were found not to be materially out of Ime with the official 
quotations for the medium grades and staples. 

RELATION BETWEEN PRICES AND THE GRADE AND STAPLE LENGTH 
OF INDIVIDUAL BALES 

PRICES OF SPECIFIED GRADES AND STAPLES IN LOCAL MARKETS ON SELECTED DAYS 

The prices received by growers for cotton of the same grade and 
staple length sold in the same local market on the same day varied 
widely. Furthermore, prices received for cotton of different grades 
and staple lengths varied so irregularly that it was not unusual for 
some farmers to receive considerably higher prices for cotton of some 
grades and staples than other fnrmers received for cotton of higher 
grade and longer staple sold in the same local market on the same day. 

Irregularities in the relationship between prices and grade and staple 
length are shown in tables 3,17,18, and 19. Inmarket A, for example, 
on October 10, 1928, the prices received by growers for Strict 1tIiddling 
1%-inch cotton varied from 16 cents a pound to 21 cents a p01.md. On 
the same day in the same local market the highest price paid for Strict 
Middling l''le-inch cotton was 20 cents a pound, whereas the lowest 
price paid for :NIiddling 1Ys-inch cotton was 18.75 cents a pound. 
That only a small part of these irregular variations is accounted for 
by fluctuations in prices during the day is indicated by the fact that 
on October 10, 1928, the prices of New York futures contracts for 
December delivery varied only 10 points.6 Data showing more or 
less similar variations in other markets and in other years are also 
shown in tables 3,17,18, and 19. 

'A "point" is one one-hundredth of l cent. 

»400°-36---2 
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TABLE a.-Price per pound received by grower8 for White collon of variou8 grade8 and 8taple length8 sold in 8eled&llocaZ 1TI!lrkm on 8pecified .... odates, season 19S8-S9 1 

MARKET A, 20 BUYERS OF DIFFERENT TYPES, OCT.IO, 1928' 

1~ inches and ~ ~inch l~einch 1 inch Hie inches l~inches Hfeinches longer 
Grade ~ Sules 	 I Price I Sales I Price I Sales I Price I Sales I Price I Sales I Price I Sales I Price I Sales I Price .... 

1-__1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1---1---'--- C 

Baits Cents Bales Cents Bales Cents Bal.. Cent, Bales Cent. Bat.. cent'j Bal.. Cenl8 ~ 
___ • ________ .__ ________ ________ ________ ________ 1 20.00 3 21. 00 

1 20. 50 1 20. 00 
, J. • ____________________________ ... _'"' _________ 	 I 20.75 1 21.503 Good l\!,'ddl,'ng 	 I ------- -------- -------- ---.---- -------- -------- 1 21. 00 -------- --------

1 

b:! 

{------- -------- -------- -------- -------- - ...------ -------- -------- -------- -------­
1 ~h'i I _:::::: ::::::::----T :-2i~00- ------i- --i8~63- ---'--1- --i9~38- ------i- --iii:oo- ------i- --iii~oo-	 ~;2 21.W' I 20.00 __ ••___ ________ 2 20.00 ________ ________ 2 19.50 1 IS. 75 2 _____• _______ ._ ________ ________ ________ ________ 5 20.00 2 19.25 ~: ~L____~___ .~~~2 ~ 

4, Strict Middling_________________________________________ I(::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: t t~: ~ 
_____ • _______________._ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ 1 19.75 ~ 
,,__ ,,_ • __ .____ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ ________ 3 20.00 00' 

0:' 
2 21.00::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: ------2- --i9~00- -----"2" --iii~oo- 2 18.75 ·-----2-�--20~ixrl------i·I·--2i:00 . __ ._.__•_____________________________________• 1 19.13 	 1 21. 00 ________________ c:l 
3 19.00 1 22. 00 _. ________•____ _1 19.50 	 {Jl' 
2 19.75 
2 20.00 t:::t 
2 20.25j	 l".I 
1 21.00 
1 19.63 	 ~::;;,~~,~~~u~,:--::::::::_~::-:::~:-::::-__ ::;:~~~-~: ~~:--~ ~~~~-~-I~~~~-- ~~~~~j~ ==:i~~ :~~==~~ :~~~~ 
1 21.00 

o 
>.oj 

MARKET B, 1 BUYER, WHO BUYS ON COMMISSION FOn A LOCAL MILL, OCT. 6,1928 3 

3 Good Middling ___ •• 61 __________________ 1 ___________ __ ---'--'-______ •-------- --------___ • ._------ -------- -.------ -------- ~1'-'--'- -.- --I o 
~ 

, -------------------------------------.-.- ._ _______ IS.0018.13 IS.13 1 • • • ________________________________________ _ 

4, Strict Middling______ •______________ .___________________ ~ l~: r:l ; l~: r:l ______ ~___~~:~~_____ ._~___ ~~:~_ :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: 

~~ ¥!;~hi~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .-----~- --~~~~- ~~~~::~~ ::~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~l~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~I~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ I 
c 

I No rounel·lot sales are included. 

, The price of New York futures contracts for Derember delivery varied 10 points on this date. 

3 The price of New York futures contracts for December delivery varied 1S points on this date. 
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These wide and irregular variations, which are considered fairly 
typical of local-market prices, show that the influence of quality, as 
indicated by grade and staple-length designations of Government 
classers on prices received by growers, at least so far as individual 
bales are concerned, is frequently more than counterbalanced by 
other factors. Lack of knowledge of the COIl'ect classification aud 
commercial value of the cotton on the part of farmers and of many 
10cl)1 buyers, differences in bargaining power of farmers and of local 
buyers, and fluctuations in prices during the day, are considered the 
most important factors responsible for these irregular valiations in 
prices on the basis of grade and staple length. • • 

PREMIUMS AND DISCOUNTS FOR GltAIH; 

Average prices received by growers for the higher grades were 
generally somewhat higher than those received for cotton of lower 
grade but of the same staple length sold in the same local market on 
the same day. It was found, however, that premiums for the higher 
grades and Blso discounts for the lower grades averaged considerably. 
less in local markets than did those quoted in central markets (table 4 
and fig. 2). 

CENTS PER r----------------..,--~-----.---., 

POUND 

PRe:MIUliIs I-·m­
o 

DISCOUNTS 

·.4 !--'--J....---i:-----t- ­

·.8 

.1.6 

.2.0 

.2.4 

-2.8 

-3.2 
S.G.M 	 G.M. S.M. M. S.Lt.!. L.t.!. S.G.O. G.o. G.M. S.M. M. 5.L.t.!. L.t.!. 

GRADE 

FIGURE 2.-AVERAGE PREMIUMS AND DISCOUNTS FOF! SPECIFIED GFiADES OF 
7!s-INCH COTTON IN SELECTED LOCAL MARKETS AND IN CENTRAL MARKETS. 
SEASONS 1928-29 TO 1932-33. 

Premiums received by growers for grades above Middling averaged onJy one·thlrd of those quoted in 

central markets. Dlscount.s made to growers for grades below Middling averaged about 60 percent of tbose 

quoted In central markets. 
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TABLE 4.-Allerage premiu1n& and discounts L for specified grades of }Hnch cotton 
in selected local markets and in centraZ markets,a seasons 1928-29 10 1982-88 

SEASON 1928-29 

CentrnlLocal markets markets 

Grodo 
Size ot Premiums Premiums 

and dis· and dis· 
________________•________I__s_a_m_p_le_1 counts (-) Icounts (-) 

White: 3 Balt& Cent& Cent& 
2, Strlot Good Middling........................................ 
3, Good Middling..............................................
4, Strict Middling.............................................. 
5, Middling (basls) •••••••••••__ ................................. 
6, Strict Low Mlddllng.........................................
7, Low Middling............................................... 
8, StrIct Good Ordlnary.................. __ .................... 
9, Good Ordinary..............................................

Spotted:
3, Good :r.rtddllng ..__.................. __ ...................__• 
4, Strict Middling........ .............................. ........ 
5,1I1Iddllng...__...........................................__•• 
6, Strict Low Mlddllng................._....................... 
i, Low Middling............................................... 

40 
3,180 

14,498 
l1,37i 
4,395 
1,319 

425 
168 

1,153 
4,936 
2,23·1 

53.1 
81 

0.14 
.21 
.12 

_ .. 00 
3 

, 
• 

-.94 
-1. 68 
-2.00 

.13 
-.01 
-.29 
-.97 

-1.38 

0.60 
.40 
.26 

0_•• 0077 

-1. 57 
-2.40 
-3.26 

.23 
-.03 
-.75 

-1.53 
-2.31 

S.EASON 1929-~0 

White: I I2, Strict Good MIddlinG ................................... " .. 22 0.21 O.C~ 

3, Good Mlddllug............................................. .. 1,782 .14 .43 

4, Strict :r.rtddllng................. " .......................... . 12,277 .11 .27 

5, Middling (basIs)..................................__ ......... ( 14,264 .00 .00 

6. Strict Low Mlddllng__•__ .................................... 5,849 -.40 -.76 

7, Low Middling••••____....__................."""'''''''''' 2, 155 -1.40 -1.68 

8, Strict Good Ordlnary••.•••__........ __ .. __ ..______........__ 61-1 -2.54 -2.76 
9, Good Ordlnnry ____...............____......____......__ .... . 132 -2.48 -3.75 

Spotted:
3, Good Mlddllng____......____ .............________• __••__.... 192 .OS .19 

4, Strict Mlddllng... __ •• __.............__.........____......... 2, 535 -.01 -.07 

5, Mlddllng.........................................__....... .. 1,984 -.34 -.74 

6, Strict Low Mlddllng...................__......____........ __ 655 -1.16 -1.64 
7, Low 1\flddling... __ ................... __ ................__ __ 101 -2.02, -2.70 

! 

SEASON 193D-31 

White: I 
2, Strict Good Mlddllng...........__ .........................__ 321 0.17 0.70 
3, Good lII1ddllng •• ______... __.............__•••••__ ........... 1,761 .07 .52 

4, Strict Middling............................................. 8,778 .0.; .31 

5, Middling (basls)............ __ ............................... 10,214 .00 .00 

6, Strict Low Mlddllng..................____ .........__ ...... .. 4,766 -.32 -.69 

7, Low Mlddllng.....____.....____ ..........______............. 1,552 -.96 -1.GO 

8, Strict Good Ordlnary...__...__________ •______ ............... 230 -1.61 -2.57 
9, Good Ordinary.............................................. 27 -1.77 -3.59 

Spotted:
3, Good Middling........ ,, __........ __....................__ • 274 -.02 .21 

4, Strict Mlddllng...........................____•__•. ____.... __ 1.270 -.11 -.04
5, Mlddllng....____....______• , __." .• _....__..______......__• 673 -.38 -.67 
6, Strict Low Mlddllng••____ .........__ ....__•• __......__..... 310 -1.01 -1.5.;

7, Low Mlddllng.....____..................................... 36 -1.55 -2.48 


SEASON lQ31-32 

White: 3 
3, Good Middling........................ , ..................... 500 0.10 0.44 
4, Strict Middling............____ ..__ .....................__ .. . 3,170 .03 .26

5, Middling (basis)........__ , ' __ ' __......____.....__••••• ____ __ 2,913 .00 .00 

6, Strict Low Mlddllng..................__...............__.. .. 1,068 -.06 -.36 

7, Low Middling................................ __ .........__ __ 227 -.15 -.75 

8,. Strict Good Ordlnary____.................__.......... __• __ __ III -.52 -1.07 

9, Good Ordlnary.....______................____............__ 48 -.92 -1.34 


Spotted: 

100 .00 .21 
298 -.05 .00i: ~Vcrl~l~~~;:::::::=:::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::: 125 -.11 -.36

6, Strict Low Mlddllng..._______ .... __....____...........__ .. .. 22 -.45 -.77 

7, Low Mlddllng....____.............__ ....__................__ 7 -.68 -.911 


See rootnotes at end ot table. 
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TABLlD 4.-Average premiums and discounts t for specified grades oj %-inch cotton 
in selected local market8 and in central market8,~ 8ea8ons.1928-S9 to 1932-38-
Continued 

SEASON 193Z-aa 

CentralLocal markets markets 

Grade 
Premiums PremiumsSize 01 and dis- nnd dis­sample counts (-) counts (-) 

White:' Bale& Cent8 Cent. 
248 0.13 0.34 

2,961 .01 •24~: ri1~lu~1~\~~j::==:=::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::: ::: :::: 4,336 .00 .00 
7, Low l\f\ddling ________________ "'____________________________ _ 
6, Strict I.ow Mlddling ________________________________________ _ 1,406 -.07 -.29 

247 -.16 -.098, Strict Good Ordinary _______________________________________ _ 46 -.47 -.879, Good Ordinary _____________________________________________ _ 10 -.62 -1.24 
Spotted:3, Good Middllng _____________________________________________ _ 

168 .04 .23 
1,241 -.04 .00t: ~U~Jur:i~~~~:~:~ ~~~~~::::~:::~:::::::::::::~::~::::::::::: 742 -.16 -.286, StrIct Low Middllng ________________________________________ _ 60 -.40 -.57 

12 ".57 -.91
7, Low Mlddling _____________________________________ •_______ ._ 

TOTAL 

White:'2, Strict Good Middling_. ______....______ •• _..•_. ___________ •__ 100 0.16 0.63 
7,471 .15 .44 

41,684 .09 .27!:6, Strict Low Middllng ~1rrl~l~W~~j::::::=::::::::=::::::::::::::::::=:::=::::=: 43,104 .00 .00 ________________________ •____ •____ ••__ •• _ 17,484 -.32 -.687, Low Mlddling __________ • _______________________ •• _. ______ ._. 5,500 -1.08 -1.548, Strict Good Ordinary _________________ •__ •__________________ _ 1,426 -1.01 -2.430, Good Ordinary _. _______ •___________________________________ _ 385 -2.27 -3.16 
Spotted: 

1,887 .09 .22 
10,380 -.03 -.04 
5,758 -.30 -.67t6, Strict Low Mlddllng ~r1ct~~~~~~::::::::::::=::::=:=::::::==::::=:::::::::::::___________ •___ •________________________ • 1,482 -1.02 -1.037, Low Mlddllng ___ •• ____________ ••_____________________ •_____ _ 237 -1.62 -2.39 

I Premiums !lnd discounts in cents per pound from the price of Middling %-Inch White cotton. The 
price of MiddlIng %-inch White cotton In the selected local markets averaged 17.86 cents per pound 1Y1 
1928-29, 17.20 cents per pound In 1929-30, 9.74 cents per pound In 193D-31, 0.75 cents per pound In 1931-3~, 
11.21 cents per pound In 1932-33, and 13.73 cents per pound for the 0 seasons combined. Central-market 
quotations averaged 18.36, 17.58, 10.03, 0.84, 6.30, and 14.07 cents per pound, respectively. Data for these 
averages Bre confined largely to sales made during the first 8 or 9 months 01 the season. 

a Average quoted prices for Middling %-incb cotton and average premiums and discounts for grade at 
the10 designated spot markets were weighted by tbe number 01 bales 01 cotton of the same grade and staple
length designation sold on tbe same day and Included in the sample 01 cotton shown for local markets. 

'Extra White cotton Included. Central-market quotations for Extra White cotton are the same as for 
the corresponding grades of White cotton. 

For example, data for all markets for the five seasons combined show 
that ~premiums for the grades of %-inch White cotton higher than 
Middling averaged 0.09 cent a pound for Strict Middling, 0,15 cent 
a pound for Good Middling, and 0.16 cent a pound for Strict Good 
Middling in local markets; whereas central-market premium& averaged
0.27 cent a pound for Strict Middling, 0.44 cent a pound for Good 
Middling, and 0,63 cent f!.:pound for Strict Good Middling, Discounts 
for the lower grades in local markets a,veraged 0,32 cent a pound for 
Strict Low Middling, 1.08 cents a pound for Low Middling, 1.91 
cents a pound fer Strict Good Ordinary, and 2.27 cents a pound for 
Good Ordinarv; whereas central-market discounts averaged 0.68 cent 
a pound for Stnct Low Middli~g, 1.54 cents a pound for Low Middling, 
2.43 cents a pound for Strict Good Ordinary, and 3,16 cents a pound 
for Good Ordinary, 
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Average premiums for the higher grades .and average discounts 
for the lower grades in the selected local markets for cotton of various 
staple lengths were somewhat less than those for cotton of %-inch 
staple (table 5). The influence of fltaple length was largely eliminated 
in the ,Iwerage premiums and discounts for grade for various staple 
lengths by comparing l>rices 'Of cotton of different grades but of the 
same staple length and by averaging the premiums and disc(;unts for 
grade for the longer staple cottons with those for the shorter staple 
cottons. 

TABLE 5.-Allerage premiums and discounts 1 for specified grades of cotton of various 
staple lengths 2 in selected local markets, seasons 1928-29 to 1992-98 

SEASON 1928-29 

Premiums PremiumsSizeot Size atGrade and dis· Grade and dis·sample counts (-) sRmple counts(-) 

White:' Balea Cenia Spotted: Bale.• Cents 

2, Strict Good Middling ..• 100 0.10 3, Good Middling ......... 2,319 0.12 

3, Good Middllng~........ 7,780 .19 4, Strict Middling......... 8,778 .00 

4, Strict Middling......... 33,084 .13 5, Middling............... 4,2bS -.30 

5, Middling (basis)........ 26,426 .00 6, Strict LOw Middling.... 1,380 -1.06 

6, Strict LOw Middling.... 10,226 -.31 7, LOw Middling.......... 232 -1.47 

7, Low Middling.......... 2,731 -.88 

8, Strict Good Ordinary ... 993 -1.58 

9, Good Ordinary......... 316 -2.43 


SEASON 1029-30 

"'hite: , Spotted: 

2, Strict Good Middling ... 76 0.02 3, Good Middling......... 458 0.24 

3, Good Middling ......... 5,327 .07 4, Strict Middling......... 6,351 .10 

4, Strict Middling......... 28,927 .09 5, Middling............... 4,372 -.15 

5, Middling (basis)........ 31,117 .00 6, Strict LOw Middling.... 1,312 -.69 

6, Strict LOw Middling.... 12,296 -.38 7, Low Middling.......... 279 -1.48 

7, Low Middling.......... 4,315 -1.29 

8, Strict Good Ordinary ... 1,203 -2.17 

9, Good Ordinary......... 274 -2.40 


SEASON 1930-31 

White:' Spotted:
2, Strict Good Middling ... III 0.19 3, Good Middling ......... 668 0.12 
3, Good Middling......... 5,706 .03 4, Strict Middling......... 2,694 .41 
4, Strict Mlddllng.......~. 26,378 .05 5, Middling............... 1,324 -.31 
5, Middling (basis) ........ 26,483 .00 6, Strict Low Middling.... 526 -.95 
6, Strict Low Middling.... 10,489 -.30 7, Low Middling.......... 67 -1.20 
7, Low Middling........... 3,073 -.89 
8, Strict Good Ordinary ... 452 -1.54 
9, Good Ordinary....._... 52 -1.89 

1 

SEASON 1931-32 

White: , Spotted: 
2, Strict Good Middling ... 9 0.18 3, Good Middling ......... 231 0.07 
3, Good Middling ......... 1,399 .08 4, Strict Middling ......... 812 .03 
4, Strict Middling......... 10,68S • 04 5, Middling............... 356 .01 
6, Middling (basis)........ 9,201 •00 6, Strict Low Middling.... 106 -.27 

6, Strict LOw Middling.... 3,220 -.07 7, Low Middling.......... 26 -.M 

7, LOw Middling.......... 811 -.28 

8, Strlct Good Ordinary ... 293 -.46 

g, Good Ordinary ......... 63 -.76 


See footnotes at end ot table. 
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TABLE Ii.-Average premiumIJ and discount8 1Jor specifUJd grades oj cotton oj various 
staple lengths 2 in selected local markets, seasons 1928-29 to 1932-SS-Con. 

SEASON 1032-33 

Premiums
Size of Premiums II 	 Size of 

Grade and dis· Grade and dis·
sample COUllts (-) 	 IllUDple counts(-) 

White: I Balel Ct71t& Spotted: Balel Cenl. 
2, Strlc~ Good Middling •.• 2 0.26 3, Good Mlddling ••• __ •••• 543 0.02 
3, Good MiddlIng .•••••.•• 792 .04 4, Strict MiddlIng .•••••••• 2,986 -.04 
4, Strict Middling ••.•••••• 8,963 .00 6, MiddlIng•.•.•.••••••••• 1,458 -.13 
ti, MiddlIng (bllSis) .••••••• 10,893 .00 6, Strict Low Middling ..•• 119 -.30 
II, Strict Low Midd4ing ••.• 2,992 -.07 7, Low Middling ••• __ ..••• 18 -.49 
7, Low Middllng .•._•••_•• 450 -.16 
8, Strict Good Ordinary •.• 59 -.48 
9, Good Ordinary ••••.•.•• 10 -.62 

TOTAL 

White:' 	 Spotted: 
2, Strict Good Middling ••• 298 0.12 3, Good Middling ......... 4,219 0.12 

3, Good Middling.__•___._ 21,004 .10 4, Strict Middling ......... 20,621 .07 

t, Strict Mlddllng .. __ ..... lOS, 937 .OS 5, Middling............... 11,768 -.22 

ti, Middling (bllSis) ••• _ .... 104,120 .00 6, Strict Low Middling .... 3,443 -.85 
6, Strict Low Middling .._. 39,223 -.29 7, Low Middling .......... 622 -1.38 

7, Low Middling ......____ 11,380 -.97 
8, Strict Good Ordinary ... 3,000 -1.68 . 
9, Good Ordlnary ......._. il5 
 -2.21 I 	 :,.,.1' 

"'t_.\ 
1 Premiums and discounts in cents per pound from the price or·Mlddling White cotton of the same staple 

length. The priCE: of Middling White cotton of various stapl,e lengthS In tbe selected local markets 
averaged 18.03 cents per pound In 1928-29,17.2'3 cents per pound in 1929-30, 9.93 cents pet pound in 1930-31, 
5.88 cents per pound 10 1931-32, 6.53 cents per pOllnd 111 1932-33, and 13.45 cents per pound for tbe 5 seasons 
combined. Data (or these averages are confined largely to sales made during the first 8 or 9 months of the 
season. 

I The influence of staple length WIIS largely eliminated by comparing prices of cotton of different grades 
but of the same staple length. 

'Extra White cotton included. 

Average premiums and discounts for grade in local markets and in 
central markets varied somewhat irregularly from year to year; but, 
on the whole, these average premiums and discounts when expressed 
in cents a pound decreased from 1928-29 to 1932-33 along with the 
marked decline in cotton prices. When expressed as percentages of 
the Middling Ys~inch prices, however, premiums and discounts for 
grade in local markets varied irregularly from year to year with no 
definite trends, whereas in central markets premiums and discounts 
were relatively greater in 1930-31 and in 1931-32 than in the other 
years included in this study. That the irregular variations in pre"­
miums and discounts for grade in local mal'kets from year to year are 
not accounted for by the failure to include the same local markets in 
the study each year is indicated by the fact that average premiums 
and discounts for grade in 13 selected. markets included each year 
since 1928-29 show irregularities somewhat similar to those shown 
for aU markets combined. 

Average premiunis and discounts for grade made to growers varied 
considerably from market to market. Differences between average 
premiums and discounts in individualloclll markets of the same type 
m many cases were as great as, or greater 11..an, the differences between 
average premiums and discounts in local markets of different types. 
Furthermore, prices paid by buyers of different types reveal no con­
sistent relationships between type of buyer and the average pre­
miums and discounts for grade made to growers. Average premiums 
and discounts for grade in the selected local markets show irregular 

\ 
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variations from month to month. On the whole, however, some indi­
cations of inCreflSed premiums for the higher grades and increased 
discounts for the lower grades as the season advanced were in evidence 
during eAch of the years. 

-Two questions arise in connection with these averages, (1) To 
what extent are premiums and discounts quoted in central markets 
passed back to the grower at his local selling point, and (2) To what 
extent does the grower in making his indiviaual sales actually realize 
the average premium or suffer the average penalty? 

An answer to the first question is given by a comparison of the 
premiums and discounts for grade in local markets with those quoted 
ill central markets. Premiums for White grades above Middling in 
local markets for the 5-year period amounted on an average to only 
33 percent of those quoted in central markets and ranged from 25 
percent for Strict Good Middling ~o 34 percent for Good Middling. 
Discounts for White grades below Middling in local markets amounted 
to 60 percent of those quoted in central markets and ranged from 47 
percent for Strict Low Middling to 79 percent for Strict Good Ordi­
nary. The pro:portion of central-market premiums for the higher 
grades reflected ill local market prices was greater in 1928-29 than in 
any other year studied..anddecreased from 48 percent in 1928-29 to 
only 8 percent in 1932.!4a!", The proportions of central-market dis­
counts for the lower grad~s reflected in local-market prices varied 
somewhat irregularly from :rear to year but were considerably less in 
1931-32 and 1932-33 than ill any of the other years. 

The extent to which premiums and discounts for grade made to 
individual farmers differed from the average premiums and discounts 
shown is indicated by the data presented in table 6. These data 
show that the average premiums and discounts for grade were not in 
close agreement with those of a large proportion of the individual 
sales. An examination of these data shows that the average pre­
miums and discounts for grade (table 4), in many cases were less than 
the average variations in prices of individual bales of cotton of the 
same grade and staple length sold in the same local markets on the 
same days. Althou~h the average prices received by growers for 
cotton above Middling in grade were somewhat higher than the 
average price received for Middling White'cotton of the same staple 
length durin~ the 5-year period, the prices received for 41 percent of 
the Strict MIddling, 32 percent of the Strict Good Middling, and 38 
percent of Good Middling were actually below the average price 
received for Middling White cotton of the same stt1ple length. De­
spite the fact that the average prices received by growers for grades 
below Middling were lower than the average price received for 
Midd1in~ White. cotton of the same staple length, the prices received 
for conSIderable proportions of the lower grade cotton were actuall:r 
greater than the average price of Middling White cotton of the same 
staple length. The :pr.oportions of cotton of the lower ~rades for which 
growers received prIces higher than the average prIce of Middling 
White cotton of the same staple length amounted to about 32 percent 
for Strict Low Middling, 14 percent for Low Middling, 7 percent for 
Strict Good Ordinary, and 6 percent for Good Ordinary White 
cotton. The distributions of variations in prices for each year were, 
in general, similar to those for the .5 years combined (table 20). 
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TABLE G.-Frequency distribution of variations in prices t per pound received bll growers for individual bales o/specified grades of White I colton 
01 %-inch staple from the average price received fnr .Middling White COU01l of the same sl('1)le lcngth in selected local market8, seasons 19B8~S9 
to 1932-33 combined 

~ . 
6, Strlcl I,ow 7, ],ow Mid· 8, Strict Oood 9, 000<1 Ordl·§ YarJIlUon {tcnt.~l 2, Slr!ct (100.d I. :\, Good 1\1 hi· 4, Strict Mid· 5, l\Ildll\ing Mlddllng dllng Ordin!U'y naryII'i . . .~~\II1: ... __~~ (\Ilng 

Q>I Under -0.00........................... . ~:/C.'. '~r.r.c.e~' .:l~~~.~ 

Co> :g:~t~:~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::...: :::::::: :::::::: .::::::: .::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::: :::::::. "'--'1' "'[il'" 16 .3 37 2.6 10 2.6 


-5.20 to ~4.8L............... " __........ , ••• .... .••. ........ .... ........ ........ I (3) 2 ('I 18 .3 21 1.7 8 2.1 

-4.80 to -4.41 ••• __ ................................. " __ ...... . ., ........_ ........ I (') R o. I 39 .7 32 2.2 12 3. I 

-MO to -4.01.................................... "... .•.•... . .. , 2 (.) 2 (.) 10 .1 38 .7 33 2.3 14 3.7 

-4.0010-3.61.......................................... I (') ................ 2 (3) 17 .1 40 .9 39 2.7 32 8.3 

-a.60 to -3.21-.. • ................. .•.. •............. __ ...... :l (.) 6 (.) 23 .2 III 2.0 60 4.2 32 !L3 

-3.20 to -2.SI... ................... ........ ........ ........ ........ 7 (.) 7 (.) 50 .3 159 2.9 IOU 7.7 46 11.11 
 i
-2.!W to -2.41... •. ......... ........... ........ ........ ........ ........ 0 (.) \3 (.) 109 .6 237 4.3 127 8.9 39 \0.1 

-2.40lo -2.0L..... "................. ........ ........ 0 0.1 1:1 (3) 311 0.1 191 1.1 331 6.0 1:14 9.4 27 7.0 

-2.(10 10 -1.61......... .......................... ........ 0 • I 49 0.1 72 .2 :160 2. I 503 9.2 156 11. 0 I~ 4.9 
 ~ -1.60to-I.21........................... ............... 15 .2 131 .3 241 .6 705 4.0 599 10.9 152 10.7 24 6.2 
 C'l-1.20 to -0.81.......................... ........ ........ 86 1.1 501 1.3 883 2.0 1,651 9.4 78.1 H.2 159 11.2 46 11.11 
 l.oJ -0.!Wto-O.4L.......................... 2 2.0 623 7.02,11-11 7.13,915 11.13,214 18.4 949 17.3 146 10.2 23 6.0 
 CJ1 
-o.•oto-O.Ol........................... 30 ;10.0 2.239 :\0.0 13,368 32.1 15,554 36.1 5.579 :\1.11 S71l HI. 0 107 7.6 28 7.3 


O.(IOto 0.39........................... 49 49.0 2,896 :18,8 17,2811 41.6 17,446 40.5 ",OS3 23.'\ 585 10.6 64 4.6 19 4.9 

O.•Oto 0.79........................... 13 13.0 1,172 15.7 6,5112 13.4 3,956 11.2 1,12" 6.4 13·\ 2.4 19 1.3 3 .8 ~ 

0.80 to 1.19........... ............. .. 4.0 274 3.7 1,218 2.9 714 1.7 2·11 1.4 :17 .7 2 .1 1 .3 


i 
C'l

1.20to J.59........................... \ 1.0 11:1 1.5 316 .8 160 .4 57 .:1 12 .2 3 .2 ................ 

1.60 to 1.99.................. ........ I 1.0 110 1,4 109 . a :1-1 .1 21 . I 7 .1 2 .1 .._...-••_...... 

2.(10 to 2.39............ • ......._.............._.. 27 .., 57 .1 12 (3) 4 (3) 2 (') 4 .3 ........ '''''''' 

2.•0I\ndo\"er..._...................................... 3 (I) 20 .t HI P) HI .1 :I .1 1 .1 ......._ ........ 


'roln!.... __......................_..}~.cliiii.O~liiii.O]I.OSIJliiii.O 43;164 ,...1..tJ1!.O 17,484 ~I ~~500 100.0 J:426-WO:O-ass--wo:o 

Cent. Cent.Cent. (j'ent~ Cenl.• Ce"t.• Cwt.• Cent. 

0.00 O.UO -0.32 -1.08 -1.91 -2.27Moon................................. .. 0.16 0.15 

.(10 .02 .04 .08Standard error of mOlln................. . • (}j .0\ .00 .00 


3') .50 .88 1.18 1.28Average deviation ....................... .20 . ~\5 .32 

7.20 8.40 8.·10 11.20 10.40 10.40 7.60Approximate multo ......_............... 2.40 


I Minus sign (-) means below the average price for Middling White collon. 
• }o;xlrR Whito cotton Included. 
• Less than O.O.~ porcent.
• The approximate range WlIS mensllrC!llrom the midpoint 01 the extreme clnSSOi. 

" 
~ 

http:oto-O.Ol
http:0.!Wto-O.4L
http:1.60to-I.21
http:4.0010-3.61
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PRBMlUMS AND DISCOUNTS POR STAPLE 

Premiums for staples longer than ~ inch and discounts for staples 
shorter than %inch in selected local markets also averaged consider­
ably less than those quoted in centre! markets 7 (table 7 and fig. 3). 

Data for all mark~ts for the five seasons combined show that for 
Middling White cotton premiums .for staples longer than %inch 
averaged 0.04 cent a pound for 1~, inch, 0.12 cent a pound for 1 inch, 
0.29 cent a pound for 1}{, inches, 0.70 cent a pound for lYs inches, 

CENTS'U ,-------------------------, 
'OUND 

, .... ,u•• 
4.8 

4.0 

3.2 

2.•4 

1.6 

.8 

o 
et.COll." 

,~. 1·1/.
7/S 

LONG'" 
IT,\'U LINGTH !INCHES l 

FIGURE 3.-AVERAGE PREMIUMS AND DISCOUNTS FOR SPECI FI EO STAPL.E LENGTHS 
OF MIDOL.ING WHITE COTTON IN SEL.ECTEO LOCAL. MARKETS AND IN CENTRAL. 
MARKETS. SEASONS 1928-29 TO 1932-33. 

Discounts made to growers for cotton with staple lengths shorter than ~ inch averaged only 6 percent of 
those quoted in central markets for cotton '~ie weh in staple. Premiums received by growers for staple
lengths longer than ~, inch averaged only 17 percent of those quoted in central markets. 

0.97 cent a pound for 1%, inches, and 0.94 cent a pound for 1}{ inches 
and longer ill local markets; whereas in central markets premiums 
averaged 0.33 cent a pound for 1;{6 inch, 0.83 cent a pound for 1 inch, 
1.51 cents a pound for 1}{6 inches, 2.08 cents a pound for 1}~ inches, 
3.01 cents a pound for 1 'fa inches, and 5.25 cents a pound for 1 Xinches 
and longer. During the same period average discounts for staples 
shorter than %inch amounted to only 0.05 cent a pound in local 
markets; whereas in central markets discounts for l'f6-inch cotton 
averaged 0.84 cent a pound. 

7 Bales IIOld in local markets, when classed in odd'numbered thirty·seconds of an inch have been tahulated 
as of the Dut lower sixteenth of an inch. 
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TABLE 7.-Af1tTage premiums and di8counta I for 8pecified 8taple leTl{/th8 of 
Middling White' cot/on in selected lowl market8 and tn central market8,- 8ea8ons 
1ge5-tO to 19Se-SS 

SEASON 1928-29 
, 

LocfI.I markets Central I:vcLocaI markets Cent~al 
markets markets 

Starrlele~b StaRlelen/
( ncbes)' (n~Premiums Premiums PremiumsSize oC Size of P~~di~~sand dis- and dis· c' and dis·sample S8mple counts (_)counts (-) counts (-) counts (-) 

Bale, cent, Cent. Balta Ct1It, Ct1It, 
Sborter tban *.... 2,236 -0.08 '-0.54 tHe.__•••_....•.•. 1,221 0.45 1.65 
U (basis) .......... 11,377 .00 .00 Hs................ 553 .98 2.08 

6,813 •04 .28 Hie•••••••.•••.••• 171 1.13 2.95~::~~:=:::::::::::: 3,318 .13 .82 I~ and longer..... 47 .95 6.22 

SEASON 1929-30 

Shorter than *.... 5,658 -0.0.5 , -0.97 IHe............... sa:; 0.37 1.98 

U (basis).......... 14,264 .00 .00 Ht................ 262 .73 2.37 

1~·h............... 6,608 .07 . 43 H·!o............... 18 .82 3.23 

L................. 2,711 .14 1.28 H{ and longer..... 2 .68 6.94 


SEASON 1930-31 

Sborter than U.... 1, 732 -0.04 , -1.00 Hia............... 1,233 0.18 1.55 

~ (basis) .......... 10,214 .00 .00 HI................ 240 .23 2.00 

1~6............... 8,097 .02 .38 Hi................ 23 .05 3.39 

1.................. 3,372 .11 .89 


SEASON 1931-32 

Shorter tban U.... 383 0.00 • -0.45 IH................ 642 0.23 1.03 

}' (basis).......... 2, 913 .00 •00 Hi................ 77 .29 1.81 

J~................ 2,8118 .03 .23 I~i................ 2 .33 2.93 

I.................. 2,139 .08 .56 


SEASON 1932-33 

Shorter tban U.... 315 -0.02 , -0.26 Hi................ 428 0.12 0.80 

U (basis).......... 4,336 .00 .00 Hi................ 37 .14 1.11 

l~ie........._..... 3,310 •04 .16 l~i................ 2 .14 2.00 

1.................. 1,809 .11 .41 


TOTAL 

Shorter than %.... 10,324 -0.05 '-0.84 IH................ 4,357 0.29 1.51 

:i' (basis).......... 43,164 .00 .00 Hi................ 1,169 .70 2.08 

l~i................ 27,726 .04 . 33 Hi................ 216 .97 :l.01 

1.................. 13,349 .12 . 83 H~ and Jonger..... 49 .94 5. 2.~ 


1 Premiums and discounts In cents per pound from tbe prIce of Mlddllng U·lnch cotton. The price DC 
Middling ~,.·jnch White cotton In the seJected Jocal markets averaged 17.1!6 cents per pound in 1928-29, 
17.20 cents per pound In 1929-30, 11.74 cents per pound In 1930-31, 5.75 cents Jlct pound In 111.11-32, 6.21 cents 
per pound In 1932-33, nnd 13.73 cents per pound for the 5 seasons combined. Central·market Quotations 
averaged 18.36, 17.58, 10.03, 5.841 6.30, Bnd 14.07 cents per pound, respectively. DatB for these averages are 
conftned largely to sales made aurlng the first 8 or 9 montbs oC the season. 

I Includes Extra Wblte cotton. 
I Quotations for Mlddllng %·Inch cotton (average for the 10 designated spot markets), average premiums 

for lH.·lnch and I·inch cotton at the 6 spot marketa, avera~e premiums for Hie·lnch cotton and Jonger at 
Memphis and New Orleans, and average discount for l~i.·lnch cotton at Houston, Galveston, and New 
Orleans were Weighted by the number of bales oC cotton oC tbe lIIIIIe grade and staple·length designations 
sold on the same day and Included In the sample of cotton sbown for local markets• 

• Bales lold In local markets when classed In odd.numblred thlrty·seconda of an Inch, have been tabu· 
Iated u of the next lower sixteenth oC an Incb • 

• l~.·lnch cotton only. 

Average premiums for the longer staples and a verage. discoun ts Cor 
the shorter staples in selected local markets I"r cotton of various 
grades differed somewhat from those for cotton Middling in grade 



i 
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(table 8). The influence of grade was largely eliminated by com­
haring prices of cotton of different staples but of the same grade, and 

y averaging the staple premiums and discounts for the higher 
grades with those for the lower grades. It should be stated that in 
central markets, staple premiums are generally somewhat ~reater for 
the higher grades than for the lower grades. Differences In average 
staple premiums and discounts for cotton of all grades from those for 
Middling may result from the failure of the larger staple £remiums 
and discounts for the higher grade cotton to be counterba anced by 
the smaller staple premiums and discounts for the lower grade cotton 
and vice versa. 

TABLE S.-Average premiums and discounts 1 for specified staple lengths of various 

grades 2 of Extra White, White, and Spotted cotton in selected local markets, 

seasons 1928-29 to 1982-88 


SEASON 1928-29 


PremiumsSize oC I ,Premiums Size oCStaple length (inches) , and dis· Stapie length (inches)' and dis· sample samplecounts (-) counts (-) 

Bale! C~n18 Bale8 Cenl8 
Shorter thnn % •••••••.• __ •• 12,352 -0.00 1~i ......_••••__ • __ ••• __ .... , 3,511 0.36 
}' (basis)•• __ ............... 40,103 .00 I ~1i..............__.......... 1165~ .01
'H•..•... __..•.••.........• 20,440 .04 1 H ................. _......., 491 .85 

1.__ •••, .................... 11.741 . 12 IH nnd longer .............. 95 .1lS 


SEASON 1929-30 


Shorter than H.....•--••.•. 0.4619, 3481 -0. (A!311 Hi·····..• .. __ •• ..··········1 2, 5561
% (balis>................... 43,800 .00 119-••__ .................... 595 .67 

'H.....· ......···••··..···· 20,433 .07 Hi 6_•••••••••__ •••••••••••• 99 .86 

I ......, ..__.., __. _......... 8,621 . 14 I ~4 and longer .............. 10 1. OS 


SEASON 1930-31 


Shorter than ):8...........--1 823 0.23 

}{, (basls) •••••• •••••••• • 6, 5391 -0..00os II Hi········..•··•·.. ········l 2, 537
__ __ 30,520 lIs.......................... 1 .22 

'H•.•. __...... --•• --.--.... 24,530 .03 I~i0_...__......__........... .16 .18

1. ....... __ .............____ 1O,9il .12 I H nnd longer ........... ___ ; 3 .5
0 


SEASON 1931-32 


1,255 532 0.21Shorter thun j:.......__•••••1 -0.01 II Hi............ __ ........... j

}{, (basls).... __ .......... __ • 8,922 .00 Hs..__•__ ••__............... 1, ISS 1 .28 

'H......................... 9,418 . 04 1~i....................... , •. 16 .S3 

I........................... 5,434 .09 


SEASON 1932-33 


Shorter than ~ji............·1 1, Iii -0.02 IHi···· ..•..•..•••· .. ··•· ....1 822 0.14 

H (bru;ls)................... 12,005 .00 I~s.......................... , SO .20 

,~{.....-...- 9,843 .03 13{...._ .................. I 4
............... .2'2 

I ........................... 4,233 .11 1 


TOTAL 

Shorter thnn %............. 40,671 -0.07 0.31
I~{·-......· ..•··•· .. ··•..··I 1l,244 I
% (basis)................... 1·11,410 .00 1~9-..........._., .......... 3,352 .54 

'9i......._••••~ ............ 90,664 .04 l~i6......................... 6d6 .79 

I ........................... 41,000 .12 I ~~ nnd longer ............. 1(A!3 .71 


, Premiums and discounts In t-ent!J:r pound from the price of }B·lnch cotton of the snme grade. The 

price of }jj·lnch cotton of various gr es in the selected local markets averaged 17.82 cents per pound In 

1928-29, 17.~ cents per pound In 1929-30,9.56 cents per pound In 1930-31,0.61 cents ~r pound In 1031-32, 

6.2S cents per pound In 1932-33, and 14.05 cents per pound for tbe 5 seasons comb ned. Datn Cor tbese 

averages are confined largely to sales made during tho first 8 or 9 months oC tbe season . 


• The Influence of grade was largely eliminated bfc comparln~ prices of cotton oC different staple lengths 
but of the same grade. Orades from Strict Oood M ddling Wh te to Oood Ordinary White and Crom Oood 
Middling Slcftted to Low Middling Srwtted, Inclusive, included . 

• Bales 80 d In local markets, when c assed In odd-numbered thlrty·seconds of an inch, have been tabu­
lated as oftb811Ut lower sllteeJltb ohn Inch, 

http:1930-31,0.61
http:1929-30,9.56


21 FARM PRICES OF COTTON 

Average staple premiums and discounts in local markets and those 
quoted in central markets varied somewhat irregularly from year to 
year, but, on the whole, these average premiums and discounts when 
expressed in cents a pound narrowed from 1928-29 and 1929-30 to 
1932-33 along with the marked decline in cotton prices. When eY.:~ 
pressed as percentages of Middling %~inch prices, however, staple 
premiums and discounts both in local and in central markets varied 
irregularly from year to year but were somewhat greater in 1931-32 
than in the other years. That the. irregular variations in staple pre~ 
miums and discounts in local markets from year to year are not ac~ 
counted for by the failure to include the same local markets in the 
study each year is indicated by the fact that average staple premiums 
and discounts for 13 selected markets included each year since 1928-29 
also show irregularities that fire more or less similar to those shown for 
all markets combined. 

Average staple premiums and discounts made to growers also varied 
considerably from market to market. Differences between average 
staple premiums and discounts in individual local markets of the same 
type in many cases were as great as or greater than the differences 
between average staple premiums and discounts in local markets of 
different types. Furthermore, prices paid by buyers of different 
types revealed no consistent relationships between type of buyer and 
the average staple premiums and. discounts made to growers. Average 
staple premiums and discounts in the selected local markets varied 
irregularly from month to month. However, the data for 1928-29 
show some indication of increased staple premiums and discounts to 
growers as the season advanced, but for the other years no distinct 
indications of trends were in evidenc~. 

The questions, What proportion of the central-market staple pre­
miums and discounts are passed back to the farmer at his local selling 
point? and, To what extent do the premiums and discounts for indi­
vidual-bale sales differ from the averages shown? are also important 
in connection \'lith the average staple premiums and discounts shown. 

In connection with the first question, it was found that for the 5­
year period, on an average, premiums for staples longer than % inch in 
local markets amounted to only 17 percent of those quoted in central 
markets and varied from only 12 percent for lXs-inch cotton to 34 
percent for IJ§-inch cotton. Discounts for cotton shorter than}' inch 
in local markets amOlmted to only 6 percent of those quoted in 
central markets for cotton with a staple length of 17{s inch. The 
proportion of central-market premiums for the longer staples and 
discounts for the shorter staples reflected in prices received by 
gr<)wers varied irregularly from year to year. 

The extent to which staple premiums and discounts for individual 
bales differed from the averages is indicated by the data presented in 
table 9. An examination of these data shows that the average staple 
premiums and discounts (table 7) in many cases. were less than the 
average variations in prices of individual bales of cotton of the same 
grade and sta.ple length sold in the same local. markets on the same 
days. Althou_gh the average prices received by growers for cotton 
shorter than %inch were somewhat higher than the average price 
re~eived for U-inch cotton of the same grade during the 5-year period 
studied, the prices received for 46 percent of the cotton shorter than 
;, inch were actually higher than the average price received for ~-inch 
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cotton of the same grade. Despite the fact that prices received by 
groweJ'R fo_r 8tl1'1'1es !~ug~r than ~, inch a veraged somewha~ higher ~han 
those recetved ior 

N

I~-mch cotton of the same grade, the pnces receIved 
were actually lower than the average pricel~eceived for %-inch cotton 
of the same grade for 45 percent of the I%6-inch cotton; 41 percent of 
the 1 inch; 32 percent of the Hi6 inch; 20 percent of the H' inch; 
16jercent of the 1%8 inch; and 20 percent of the cotton IX inches 
an longer. The distributions of variations in prices for each year 
were, in general, similar to those for the 5 years combined (table 21). 



rr.~BLE 9.-Frcquency distribution of variations in prices 1 per pound received by growers for individual bales of specified staple lengths oj 
Middling White 2 cotton jrom the average price received jor Ys-inch cotton oj the same grade in selected local markets, S61J80n8 19B8-e9 
to j 93;,]-33, combined . 

Shorter than IH Inches andVariation (cents) 1 U. inch l~.lnch linch IH.lnches I~' Inches 1?{. inches
~flinch longer 

lJaia l~rrCtlit Bale, PlTcent 13al<. Perctnt Bait.• Percent Baits Pucent Bal.. Pucent Bales PtTctnt Bal.. PerUllt'/Jnder -2.80.__________________________.. 10 (3) 0.1 7 0.1 ------~-2.80 to -2.41.____ • _____________________ 0.1 19 15 ...... ---- -------- -------- -------- -_... ----- .. -------- --­
;-2.40 to -2.01.________..__________...___ 11 _1 13 (3) 19 _1 6 (3) 2 (I) -------- ---- .. --- -_ .. -.. -- -------- -------- --­

32 _3 39 0.1 39 .1 15 .1 S 0.1-2.00 to -1.111_____ •• _...________________ 46 .4 72 .2 76 .3 29 .2 17 .4 3 0.3 --,..----- -------- ------'-- --­-1.60 to -1.21...___• __ • _________________ 120 1.2 241 .6 20S .7 88 .7 37 .9 4 .3 2 0.9-1.20 to -0.81. _____________.._________.. -------- -------­
309 3.9 883 2.0 6i8 2~·1 290 2.2 94 2.2 18 1.5 3 1.4 1 2.0-0.80 to -0.41__________________________ 1,33\ 12.9 3,915 9.1 2,45-1 B.1l 1,094 S.2 322 7.4 59 5.1 12 5.6 2 4.1

-0.40 to -O.OL_. ______________ ..__ ..____ 3.660 35.S 15.551 36.1 ~,885 321 3,001 29.2 915 21.0 149 12. 7 18 8.3 7 14..3
0.39_......_____....____.._____0.00 to 3,28·1 31.8 ]7. -146 40.5 10. OBi 38.S 4, ,89 35.9 1,352 31.0 270 23.1 35 16.2 12 24.40.79_ •• ____• _________________ .. i0.40 to 999 9.7 3,956 9.2 3.562 12.8 2,051 15.4 829 19.0 218 18.6 40 18.5 4. 8.21.19______ ..___.._____ .._______0.80 to 279 2.7 7014 J. ; 805 2.9 725 5.4 426 9.8 157 13.4 32 14.8 4. 8.21.59.._____________ • ___________

1.20 to 91 .9 160 .4 203 .7 231 1.7 193 4.4 120 10.3 22 10.2 5 10.2 t31.99__ •______________________..
1.60 to 31 .3 34 .1 51 .2 iO .5 88 2.0 70 6.0 12 5.6 5 10. 2 ...

2.39 ___________..___ • _________•2.00 to 14 .1 12 (l) 23 .1 29 .2 38 .9 44 3.8 14 6.5 4. 8.2 C
2.79_________ • ________________

2.40 to 8 .1 8 (I) 17 .1 15 .1 21 .5 26 2.2 12 5.6 ----_ ... -- --- l'!I
3.19___ .._____________.._.. ____ Dl2.80 to 3 (I) 3 (3) 7 <') 4 (I) 8 .2 15 L3 5 2.3 2 4.1

3.20 and over_____ •________________..._ 5 (1) 10 (3) S <') 10 .2 16 1.4 9 4.1 3 6.1 
~ TotaL____...__• ___....___.....___ IIO,3241 100.0143,1041 100.0127,7261 100.0113,3491 100.01 4,3571 100.0 I 1,1691 100.0 216 1 100.0 49 100.0 
C 

Cent. Cenla Ctnl. Cent. Cent' Ctnt. Cent. CenU 
:Mean___ .._..__ •______._...--. ________ --I -0.0., 0.00 0.04 0.12 0.29 0.70 0.97 0.94
Standard error oC ni8an._______.._____ •__ .01 .00 .00 .00 .01 .03 .O!I .16 ~ Average deviation .._.._______••_....____ .39 .32 .36 .39 .50 .70 .86 .95Approximate raiJge • __________ •___.._____ 8.00 8.40 9.60 7.60 9.00 6.40 6.00 4.40 

1 Minua algn (::;-) means below the average price for %-in,il White cotton, 

S Extra Whlto cot.toI;! included. 

I Less than 9.00 percent.

! rhe ap~rofill!Bte~~e :was !Deasurod from the mid-point or the extreme clBsses. 


~ 
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FACTCDBB AFFEC1'J~G p:'~m;,:;''I!JMS AND DISCOUNTS FOR GR.~.DE AND STAPLE 

Lt.:NGTH IN LOCAL l\.URKETS 


Several factors may help to explain the failure of local-market 
premiums and discounts for grade and staple length to equal those 
9.uoted in central markets. These include differences in classifica­
tIon, differences in character of cottonl inadequate volume, risks from 
fluctuatioris in prices, and differences ill bargaining power of growers. 

DIFFERENCES IN CLASSIFICATION 

The classification on the basis of which the cotton was sold in 
local markets was often considerably different from that designated by 
Government classers (tables 10 and 11). Data on cotton sold in the 
selected local markets for which the classifications of local buyers and 
of Government classers were available show that during the seasons 
1928-29 to 1932-33, inclusive, local buyers' classifications averaged 
almost one-half grade lower and between one thirty-second and one­
sixteenth inch lon~er in staple than those of Government classers. 
Local buyers' claSSIfication for 35 percent of the cotton was 1 grade 
below, for 7 percent was 2 grades below, and for less than 1 percent 
was 3 or more grades below Government classification; although local 
buyers' classification for about 12 percent of the cotton was 1 grade 
above and for about 1 percent was 2 or more grades above Govern­
ment classification. Local buyers classed about 37 percent of this 
cotton one-sixteenth inch longer, 17 percent one-eighth inch longer, 
and 4 percent three-sixteenths inch or more longer than Government 
classers; but about 10 percent was classed as one-sixteenth inoh 
shorter, and almost 2 percent was classed one-eighth inch or more 
shorter by local buyers than by Government classers. 

TABLE lO.-DifJerences between the grade of White cot/on as classed by local buyers 
in selected local markets and the grade as indicated by Government classers, seasons 
1928-29 to 1982-33 I 

SEASON 1928-29 

IProportion or cotton classed Proportion or cotton classed 
as higher grade by local as lower grade bJ local

Size or salllplo buyers than by Govern- buyers tban by overn-I lIIen t classers lIIen t. classers 

Grade 
Gov- Three ThreoI,oeolorn· buyers' Ono Two or One Two or 
1II0nt grade grades lIIore Total grade grades lIIoreclnssifi· Total 

classifi· higher higher grades lower lower gradesentioncation higher lower 

Per· Per· Per· Per· Per- Per· Per· Per· 
Ba/eo Baleo cent cwt cent cent ant cent cent cent 

2, Strict Good Middling ... 60 -- ......-. .. -*-_ .... .. ----.. ...... -... '" 100,0 20,0 70,0 10,0 
3, Good Middling ......... 1,996 354 ..._.. --~ 03.4 70.0 20.4 3.0
.<0- ........... 


4, Strict Middling .......__ 6,216 4,429 "'ii:i' '''iiT -
'''o:i' .............. 50,1 46.0 11.7 .5 

5, Middling. __............ 5,582 6,944 11.0 10.9 -....... _-- 37.1 :12.0 3.8 .4 
6, Strict Low Middling .... 2,171 3,932 29.S 27.S 2.0 20.4 18.7 1.5 .2 
7, Low Mlddling•••• __.... 541 930 58,2 38,6 19.0 "--o~ii- 5.2 4.6 .6 ...-....... _­
8, Strict Good Ordinary ... 147 HI 66,0 49,0 9.5 i.5 3.4 3.4 -.. -......-.. .. _-_ ...... 
9, Good Ordinary .......... 34 17 88.2 50,0 26,4 11.8 -_ .. _--- ---_ ...... ..------- .... _- .. ­, 

See rootnotes Bt end or table. 
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TABLE 1O.-Differencell between the grade of White cotton all clatl8ed by local buyers 
in 8eZected local marlcets and the grade a8 ,ndicated by Government clall8er8, 8ea80ntl 
1928-29 to 1932-SSI-Continued 

SEASON 1929-30 


Proportion of cotton classed Proportion of cotion classed 
as higher grnde by local as lower grade by localSize of sample buyers than by Govern· buyers than by Govcrn­
ment classers ment c1assers 

Grade 
Gov· Three ThreeLocalern· One Two or One Two orbuyers'ment grade grades more Total f,rade grades moreclassifi· Total 

ciassifi· higher higher grades ower lower gradoscationcation higher lower 

--- .---------- ------
Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· 

Bales Bale, cent cent cent cent cent cent cent cent 
2, Strict Oood Middling... 100.0 20.0 20.05 ....m· ---_ ...... ------- ------- ------- 60.0 
3, Good Middling......... 667 ------- ------- 98. 7 33. 7 61. 9 3.1 

4, Strict Middling......... 2,427 1,677 '''s~ii' 8.0 "To' ------- 45.1 45.1 --_ .. -_ .. 

5, Middling............... 1,987 2,530 15.4 14.4 43.3 40.3 '''2~6' .,1
.-----­
6, Strict Low Middling.... 815 1,345 25.8 22.9 2.9 15.7 13.7 1.8 .2 


__ eo __ ~7, Low Middling.......... 223 250 27.3 21. 5 5.8 31l.5 82.3 7.2 
8, Strict Good Ordinary... 51 125 25.5 19.6 3.9 2.0 13.7 9.8 3.9 .-.._-- ... 
9, Good Ordinary.......... 8 33 12.5 .-----. ------- 12.5 
 -~ -- ---- - .. ----- ..------ ---- ... 

SEASON 1930-31 


2, Strict Good Middling... 3 100.0 100.0 ....173· ------- ---_... -- ------- -- .... --­
3, Good Middling........_ 701 92.3 "s5~ii' 7.1 0.2
..-.. ­
4, Strict Middling_ ........ 2,529 3,036 ''':i~9' ''':i~9' ------- -~-

21. 7 19.9 1.7 .1 

5, Middling............... 1,365 1,348 41.0 39.5 '''i;s' .. ----_ .. 

10.4 10.1 .2 .1 

6, Strict Low Middling.... 352 399 41.7 36.6 4.5 0.6 12.8 8.0 4.8 

7, Low Mlddllng.. _..... __ 97 79 52. tl 50.5 2.1 11.3 11.3 ...... _--- ....-.. ­~-

8, Strict Good Ordinary_.. 21 37 85.7 47.6 33.3 ""4:S' .......... _.. ,. ....... --- ---- .._- _.. _---­
9, Good Ordinary__........ 4 100.0 50.0 50.0 ........ _-- .... ----- ----- ... ---_ ...... -


SEASON 1931·32 

3, Good Middling•. "'''__ 303 133 
4, Strict Middling........ _ 1,158 996 "'7~5- "'7:5' ::::::: ::::::: gU gU 3i:~ ....ii~2 

5, Mlddllng.._....... __... 374 661 39. g 37.4 2.4 ...._.. 15.0 14.7 ""'" • 3 

6, Strict Low Middling.... 63 109 38.0 31.7 6,3 _........___..... _.. _ ....... ____... 

7, Low Middling.......... 5 2 80.0 00.0 20.0 ....... 20.0 20.0 ....... __ ...__ 

8, Strict Good Ordinary_.......... 1 

9, Good Ordlnary...._.........__ .. 1 


SEASON 1932·33 

3, Good Middling......... 12 100.0 91.7 8.3 ....__ _ 


5, Middling 
4, Strict Mlddling......___ 409 50~ ---ii~5' -"ii~5' ::::::: ::::::: 26.4 24.7 1.5 0.2 


......._....... 477 382 40.0 39.8 0.2 _...... 12.1 11.5 .1 .2 


8, SMct Good Ordinary........... 

9, Good Ordinary.................. 


6, Strict Low Mlddling
7, Low Middling. ......... 18 22 77.8 55.6 22.2 __..... 5.6 5.6 


..._ 118 118 44.9 40.7 4.2 ......_ 15.2 14.4 .8 


TOTAL 

_ .. __ 4' __

,2, Strict Good Middling
a, Good Mlddling....._
4, Strict Middling......
5, Middling...___....__ 

.._ 68 __ .. ---_...- ...... ---- 100.0 19.1 67.7 13.....SS6- --_ .. 
__• 3,679 .. 93.7 65.1 26.4 2.
... 12,739, 10,643 '--4:5' "'n' .... _- ... -

45.6 39.1 6.2 .
•__ 11,785 11.865 18.5 18.0 '''ii~s' ------- 32.6 29.5 2.8 .

2 
2 

3 

3 


6, Strict Low Middling.... 3,519 5,903 30.7 28.1 2.6 "(if' 18.0 15.9 1.9 .2 

7, Low Mlddling...._..... 884 1,283 50.2 36.1 13.8 0.3 14.6 12.4 2.2 ...... _-""­
8, Strict Oood OrdinurY ... 219 300 59.4 42.0 10.5 5.9 5.5 4.6 .9 .. ---....... 

9, Good Ordinary.......... 46 53 76.1 41.3 19.6 15.2 .. -.. ---- ------- -- .......... ..----.. ., 


I The samples classed by local buyers were generally cut rrom the bliles, whereas most or the slUDples
c111S8ed by Government classers were taken rrom the gin preas box • 

• Less than 0.05 percent. . 


9406°-311---4 
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TABLIIll.-Differenu, in the ,ta.ple length oj White cotton a., cla.33ed bi/loca.l buyer;
in .el.cUd loca.l market. from the ,ia.ple length a.B indica.ted by Government cla.B3e", 
.ea.aon, 19S8-!9 to 19S!-99 1 


SEASON 1928-29 


Proportion of cotton classed Proportion of cotton clasaed 
as longer staple length by as shorter staple length bySize ot sample local buyers than by Gov· local buyers tban by GOY'. ernmen t classers ammon t classers 

Staple lenKth (Inches) 

GOY' 
 Local 3/16

buyers' Inchem· 1/16 l/S 1/16 I/S 3/16
ment Inch Inch Totol Inch Inch Inchclasslfl· Total plusclasslfi· longer longer shorter shorter shortercation longercation 

Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· Per· 
Bale, Bau, ctnt ctnt ctnt ctnt ctnt cent Ctnt ctnt 

Shorter than 7/8........... 409 117 93.4 46.5 29.8 17.1 "Til' "Til' .............. .. _--- .... 

.. 00 .. ___ ­'1/8......................... 1,224 844 61.9 35.8 21.S 4.3 


IS/Ie....................... 1,238 1,149 48.5 38.6 8.6 1.3 l1'.9 15.S "Ti' 
....n1. ......................... 850 1,308 28.4 IS. 4 5.9 4.1 24.6 18.5 4.7 

1·1/16...................... 653 383 75.6 28.8 35.6 11.2 16.4 13.9 1.9 .6 

1·I/S....................... 969 683 67.6 4S.6 19.0 ............. 2.9 1.4 1.0 .5 


.. 00 .. ___ ­1·3/16...................... 561 1,104 27.4 27.4 .. --- ..-.. 20.3 20.3 .............. 

1·1/4 and lanKer............ 132 438 -- ........... ............... -- .. --- .. .. ............ SI.S 61.4 "20~r .. ....-...... 


SEASON 1929-30 


Shorter than 7/S........... S04 93 66.1 34.7 15.3 16.1 

7/8......................... 635 553 72.2 22.1 «.5 5,6 "'i~7' '''i~7' ::::::: ::::::: 

15/16....................... 208 314 73.5 46.6 9.1 17. S 16.3 14.4 1.9 .".... 

I .......................... 242 660 74.3 9.5 41.7 23.1 2.9 2.1 .8 ....... 


696 117 S4.0 4S.7 34.9 .4 12. 1 11. S .2 O. 1
tH~~:::::::::::::::::::::: 840 799 61.3 60.5 .S 5.5 1.7 3. S ....... 

1·3/16...................... 200 98,) 1.0 1.0 

1·1/4 and longer.......... .. 9 13 lAl\: g A~: g "iiii~3' 11: ~ 


SEASON 1930·31 

Shorter than 7/S........... 

7/8......................... 2~ "'''iii' 1~;g g?: g ~g:8 "T5' ::::::: ::::::: ::::::: ::::::: 

15/16....................... 49 21 59.2 49.0 10.2 22.4 22. ~ .............. 

I .......................... 20 42 35.0 a5.0 ............., 25.0 20.0 5.0 ....... 

1.1/16...................... 4 15 ....... ....... •...... ....... 50.0 25.0 ....... 25.0 


SEASON 1931-32 


Shorter tban 7/S........... 33 3 100.0 39.4 33.3 27.3 ............................ 

7/S......................... 491 lUI 8S.6 30. S 57.4 .4 ............................ 

15/16....................... 821 

I .......................... 470 
 1,~~ 7~J 7A:~ 1:~ .3 Itg 1~:g g:g ....O~2 
1·1/16...................... 51 51 5.9 5.9 .............. 74.6 70.6 2.0 2.0 

]·I/S....................... 8 10 ............................ 75.0 25.0 50.0 

1·3/16...................... 2 ........ ....... ....... ....... ....... 100.0 50.0 50.0 


SEASON 1932·33 

Sborter than 7/S........... 4 4 75.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 ............................ 

203 87 77.3 45.8 31.5 1.5 1. 5 ............. .
r~'iiC:::::::::::::::::::: 458 438 45.0 45.0 ....... ....... 7.4 7.4 .............. 


I .......................... 353 633 .6 .6 ....... ....... 37.1 34.6 2.5 

1·1/16...................... 40 3 ......................"'''' 100.0 90.0 10.0 ....... 

l·l/8.........~.....: ....... 7 ........ ....... ....... ....... ....... 100.0 14.3 S5.7 ....... 


TOTAL 

Shorter than 7/8........... 1,252 217 91.4 46.7 24.2 20.5 ........ _-- ------­7/6......_.......__......... 2,475 1,622 70.S 32.6 34.7 3.5 2.6 2.6 

15/10....................... 2,774 2,328 57.2 50.2 5.0 2.0 12.3 11.1 1.2 

I .......................... 1,935 3,830 23.7 11.1 7.9 4.7 22.0 IS. 0 3.3 
 ....O~7 

1,444 569 74.9 36.7 33.0 5.2 IS.8 17.0 1.3 .5
tU~~:::::::::::::::::::::: I,S24 1,492 64.2 53.7 10.5 ---_ .. _- 4. S 1.6 2.9 ,3 
I·me...................... 753 2,089 20.3 20.3 _...... _... - ........ _..- 20.1 19.9 .1 .1 

]·14 oud longer ............ 141 451 ....... __ ..-........ _.... ............... _.... _-_ .. 83.0 61.0 21.3 .7 


I The samples classed by local buyers were generally cut tram the bales, whereas most at tbe lamp!el 
claued by Government cIiuerI were taken trom tile gin press box. 
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Classifications made by local burers were lower than those made by 
Government classers for a consIderable proportion of the higher 
grade and longer staple cotton and were higher than Government 
classification for a considerable proportion of the lower grade and 
shorter staple cotton (tables 10 and 11). The proportions of the cot~n 
of the varIOUS grades as classed by Government classers that were 
given a lower grade by local buyers varied from 100 percent for Strict 
Good Middling to 0 for Good Ordinary; and the proportions that were 
given a higher grade by local buyera varied from 76 percent for Good 
Ordinary to 0 for Good Middlbg and Strict Good Middling. The pro­
portions of cotton of the various staple lengths as classed by Govern­
ment classers that were classed as longer instaple by local buyers varied 
from 91' percent for staples shorter than %mch to 0 for staples I~ 
inches long and longer; and the proportions that were dassed as 
shorter by local buyers varied from 83 percent for staJ>les I~ inches 
long and longer to 0 for staples shorter than %inch. Obviously the 
staple-length group I}~ inches long and longer could not be raised 
and the staple-length group shorter than %inch could'not be lowered, 
because all the cotton With staples I~ inches long and longer or 
shorter than %inch, respectively, were included in these groups. 

Differences between the classification of local buyers and that of 
Government classers may be the result of a number of factors. The 
classification of cotton is not an exact s.cience, but an art, and is 
subject to considerable subjective error on the part of all classers. 
Balls (4, pp. 3-4) states: 

Thus I have seen so much of the (Srader's skill, and that under circumstances 
which tested his skill far more severely than daily routine, as to have no doubt 
whatever that the decisions of the grad,~r are real evaluations of certain properties 
possessed by cotton. Such properties a,'e perceptible 'by many persons, are appre­
ciable by fewer, and the appreciation is capable of practical use only by those who 
combine perception and appreciation with years of daily experience. Tactile and 
muscular perceptions are employed, as well as sight, and the impressions yielded 
by each are integrated, consciously and subconsciously, into a recognition of the 
individuality of each sample, which then is stored in the memory. It is not sur­
prising that such a complex mental process should easily be thrown off its balance 
by having to work in a strange light, or by unusual amounts of moisture in the 
cotton; most students of the crop have known a grader who praised and pur­
chased a damp sample, though casting out a duplicate which had been dried. 
It cannot be expected that grading should be infallible. Even now, when we 
have material for measuring the degree of its fallibility, we may well be surprised 
that its errors are not greater; compare it with the errOr involved in judging the 
weight of an animal, which is comparatively child's play. 

Many of the local buyers were not thoroughly trained cotton 
classers and were not familiar with the official cotton standards. 
The conditions under which the local buyers classed much of the 
cotton were not conducive to accurate classification on the basis of the 
official standards. The samples on the basis of which most of this 
cotton was sold were cut from the bales, whereas the samJ>les on 
which the classifications of Government classers were based were 
loose samples taken at the gin press box. . Where the cotton is not 
uniform in quality throughout the bale a sample taken from the press 
box and one cut from the bale may show differences in grade and 
staple length as a result of having been taken from different parts 
01 the bale and/or of possible differences in physical condition. 

Differences in classification upon the basis of which the cotton 
was sold, from that upon the basis bf which premiuma and discounts 
were calculated; affect materially the average premiums and dis­
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,(c counts for gr'¥!e a,nd staple length shown. .For example, if full 
,. . central-market premiums and discounts on the basis of local buyers' 

classification (tables 10 and 11) had been made to growers when 
premiums and discounts for the same cotton were calculated on the 
basis of Government classification (tables 10 and 11), the average 
premiums and discounts shown for the various grades would have 
amounted to the following percentages of those quoted in central 
markets: 

Percent Ptr~nl 

Strict Good Middling___________ 75 Low Middling_____________ _____ 62 
Good Middling_________________ 89 Strict Good Ordinary ___________ 65 
Strict Middling_________________ 115 Good Ordinary_________________ 62 
Strict Low Middling____________ 65 

Average premiums and discounts shown for the various staples 
would have amounted to the following percentages of those quoted 
in central markets: 

Percent Perctnl
1*61nch_____ - _________________ 27 1% inches _________ .. ___ ,. _____ 117 
1*6inch_______________________ 61 1%6 inches_____________________ 94 
1 inch_______________ '. _______ ._ 66 1% inches _________ 4. 52 
lYteinches_____________________ 122 

That these differences in premiums and discounts are not entirely 
due to possible inaccuracies in the classification of local buyers is 
indicated by a comparison of the pretniums and discounts for grade 
and staple length based on two classifications of 3,776 bales in 1930-31 
made by Government experts. For example, when full central­
market premiums and discounts were applied to the classification by 
Government experts of samples cut from the compressed bales and 
when the premiums and discounts for the same bales were calculated 
on the basis of Government classification of loose samples taken at 
the gin press box, the average pretniums and discounts shown for the 
various grades amounted to the following percentages of tho~e quoted 
in central markets: 

Percent Per~nl 

Good Middling______ _ ________ 75 bow Middling______ ----- - _ - c _ 68 
Str!ct Middli~g--~------------ 75 Strict Go<:d Ordinary_________ 84 
Stnct Low Mlddllpg__________ 69 Good Ordmary____ .. __________ 101 

Average premiums and discounts for the vaIious staples amounted 
to the followiJ!g percentages of those quoted in central markets: 

Percent Ptr~nl
tYto inch_____________________ 42 1Yl6 inchcs __________________ _
t%s inch ____________ ; _____ ~__ 92 1% inches___________________ _ 82 

88
1 inch____________ :.. __ :.:.:______ 90 .: 

The differences in pretniums and discou,nts rl:)f?l!l,ti~g from differ­
ences in Classification can be explained only' in part by differences in 
the samples resulting from their haying been t~ken from different 
parts of th'e bale and by pos~ibl~d#.feren~s'~, ~h:~ physical conditions 
of the samples as a result of compre,s!,ion. .A cOPIparison of theclassi­
fications of split samples from over 4,000 bales by Government 
experts shows significant diffeJ;fmces. F01' exanwle, when full central­
market pretniumsand discounts were applied ~o this. cotton on the 
basis of the classification of one set of sample!!, and the premiums and 
discounts for the same bales were calculated on the basis. of the 
~1~ssifi9~tiQp. Qf tP9 Qther set of samples, tli~ ''!-verage p,remiuros and 
"t ~ , , . .. , 
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discounts shown for the various ~es amounted to the following 
percentages of the premiums and discounts quot{ld in central markets: , 

Percent 	 Percent 
Strict Good Middling_________ 76 	 Lo'Y Middling__ ~------------- 87 
Good M,ddling_______________ 86 	 Stnct Good Ordmary__________ 91 
Strict Middling_________ -_____ 96 Good Ordinsry_______________ 90 
Strict Low Middling__________ 76 

Average premiums and discounts shown for the various staples 
amounted to the following percentages of the premiums and discounts 
quot{ld in central markets: 

Percent 	 PercentIYta inch._, _________________ ,,_ 45 	 H's inchcs_____-- ____________ _ 90lYto inchcs__________________ _1%6 inch_____________________ 81 77 
1 inch_______ ----~---________ 70 17~ inchcs___________________ _ 51 
l}{o inches___________________ 88 

Average premiums and discounts made to growers on the basis of 
local buyers' classification were considerably greater than those shown 
on the basis of the classification of Government dassers, but were 
considerably less than those quoted in central markets (tables 12 
and 13). The average premiums received by growers, on the basis 
of local buyers' classification, for grades above Middling, amount{ld 
to 64 percent of those quoted in central markets, whereas on the 
basis of Government classification the premiums received by growers 
amounted to only 46 percent of those quoted in central markets. 

TABLE 12.-Average premiums and discounts 1 for specified grades of lVhite cotton 
0/ %-inch 8taple length in 8elected local markets on the ba8i8 of local buyer8' clas8ifi­
cations, 8easons 1928-29 and 1929-80 

SEASON 1928-29 

Premiums 	 PremiumsSlzno( 	 Size otGrade and dis· 	 Grade and dIs­sample 	 samplecounts (-) 	 counts (-) 

Baua Centa 	 Baua Cen/.
3, Good Middllng ..___••_•• 81 0.29 	 7, Low Middling ........... 2 -1.~ 

4, Strict Middling .......... 336 .20 	 8, Strict Good Ordinary •••• 
 ... ------ .. ---­
5, Middling (basis) ••••••••• 294 •00 9, Good Ordinary ........_• 12 -2.14 
6, Strict Low Mlddllng._•• 95 -.54 

SEASON 1929-30 

4, Strict Middling._·· ••.•_·l 86 0:8& 11 6,Strict Low Mlddiing··_··l -.73 
6, Middling (basis)_._ •••._. 347 

1 

TOTAL 

3, Good Mlddling _____•••_. 81 0.29 7, Low Middling ••• _•••_._. 2 -1.42 
4, Strict Middling._ •••.•__• 422 .16 '8, Strict Good Ordlnary_._. '." ••".' •••••••___•• 
Ii, Middling (basis)_ •••• _._. 641 .00 9, Good Ordlnary. __ •__ ••_. 12 -2.14 
6, Strict Low Middling ••••• 111 -.57 

I Premiums and discounts In cents per pound tram tbe price ot Middling ~'·Incb Wblte cotton. Tbe 
price at Middling ~·Incb Wbite cotton In tbe selected local markets averaged 17.91 cents per pound in 
11128-29, 17.66 cents per pound In 1929-30, and 17.77 cents per pound Cor tbe 2 8e88Ons combined. Data Cor 
tbese averBll!8, are confiiled largely to sales made during the Ilrst 8 or 9 months of the season. 
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TABLE 13.-Allerage l'remiuml GM dilcounU 1 for specified stGpll! lengtha of 
Middling White coUon in selected local markets on the bGSis of local buyers' 
classijication, seasons 19S8-S9 Gnd 19S9-~O 

SEASON 1928-29 

Premiums PremiumsSize of Size of Staple length (Inches) and dis· Staple length (inches) and dis· sample samplecounts (-) counts (-) 

Bnl.. Cenl. Bale. Cenl. 
Shorter than ~••••••••••••• 10 -0.13 1••••••_•••••••••••••••••••• -0.66 
~ (bul!)••••••••••••••••••• 294 .00 tH •••••.••••••.••••••••.••• 1.071*•........................ 168 .06 Ul ..•.••..•••.••••••.•••.•• 1.41'1 

SEASON 1929-30 


Shorter than ~ .••••••••••••I 76 -0. 86 11 1...........................1 302 -0.73 

~ (basis) ••••••••••••••••••• , 3t7 .00 Hie••••••••••••.••••••••••• 49 1.23,*•........................ 220 . 3t 1~'......................... 12 1.53 


1 1 
TOTAL 

328 -0.72Shorter than ~•••••••••••••1 861 -0. 78 11 1••••••••.••••••••••••••••••1 
~ (basis)................... MI .00 HiI•••••••••.••••.••••••••• 55 t.21 

'H•.••.·.·.....··•..•..···· 388 .22 HI......................... 14 1.51 


1 
, Premiums and discounts In cents per pound from the price of Middling ~Hnch cotton. The price of 

Middling ~·Inch White cotton in the aeJected local markets averaged 17.91 cents per pound In 1928-29, 17.00 
cents per pound In 1929-30, and 17.77 cents per pound for the 2 StIB80ns combined. Data for these averages 
III'tI coil1lned largely to sales made during the lint 8 or 9 months of the season. 

The discounts made to growers for White grades below Middling 
on the basis of local buyers' classification amounted to 70 fercent of 
those quoted in central markets, whereas on the basis 0 Govern­
ment classification the discounts made to growers for this lower­
grade cotton amounted to only 58 percent of those quoted in central 
markets. The discounts made to growers for cotton with staples 
shorter than ~ inch, on the basis of local buyers' classificatIOn, 
amounted to 92 percent of those quoted in central markets, while 
on the basis of Government claSSIfication the discounts made to 
growers for this short cotton amounted to less than 7 percent of those 
quoted in central markets. 

Premiums received by growers on the basis of local buyers' clas­
sification for the longer staples amounted to 65 percent of those 
quoted in central markets, but on the basis of Government clas­
sification the premiums received by growers amounted to only 18 
percent of those quoted in central markets . 

.Although the size of the sample used in this study of premiums 
and discounts made to growers on the basis of local buyers' classi­
fication was relatively small and was confined. to only eight local 
markets, the results are considered significant. The data. indicate 
tha.t the differences in classification accounted for a considerable 
part of the apparent failure of prices received by growers to reflect 
premiums and discounts for grade and staple length equal to those 
quoted in central markets. 

Less irregular variations in prices received by growers with the 
grade and staple length of the cotton were shown on the basis of 
local buyers' classification than on the basis of Government classi­
fication (tables 14 and 15). Although the irregular variations in 
prices received by growers on the basis of local buyers' classifications 
were considera.bly less than those received on the basis of Govern­
ment cl/'!'ssification, in many cases they were considera.bly grea.ter than 
the average premiums and discounts for grade and staple length 
made to growers. 



TABJ,.J: 14.-Fraquency diatribution 0/ t1GriatiaM in lINcu I per pound received by 
1l'"0t0eT1 for individUal bales 0/ .p~ graau 0/ White cotton 0/ %-inch .taple 
from the ~e price received Jor Middli,., White cotton 0/ the ./JIM ample length 
in .metedlocal marketa, on the ooail ofloetJl buyers' claaaijicationa, a6llsona 191!S-1!9 
and 191!9-80 combined 

3, Good _4J Strict 5 Middling 6, Strict Low 7, LowVariation (cents) Middling Middling' Middling Middling 

Bale. Percenl Bale. Ptrtenl Bale. Percenl Balel Perunl Bale. PercentUnder. - UIlL_____________ ______ ________ ______ ________ ______ ________ 1 0.9 1 50.0 
-1.60 to -1.21.______________ ______ ________ ______ ________ 1 0.:1 4 3.6 1 50.0 
-1.20to-0.81.-_____________ ______ ________ 2 0-5 3 .5 21.6 _____________ _2~ 

-0.80 to -0.41.-_____________ 1 1.2 9 2.1 38 lUI 67 61.4 _____________ _ 
-0.-10 to -0.01.-_____________ 16 111.8 72 17. I 303 47.3 14 12. 6 _____________ _ 

O.OOto 0.3\1_______________ 43 63.1 2\16 70.1 257 .0.1 7 6.3 _____________ _ 
0 . .0 to 0.711_______________ 10 12. 3 31 7.4 32 6.0 3 2.7 _____________ _ 
0.80 to 1.111.._____________ 7 8.6 10 2. 4 2 .3 1 • II ___ •_____ • ___ _ 
1.20 to 1.59______________ 2 2.5 1 .2 2 .3 _________________ •_____•___ _ 
1.80 to 1.l1li_______________ 2 2.5 I .2 2 .3 ___________•_______________ _ 
~.OOandover ____________ .. __________ •_____ .____ ________ 1 .1 _________________ •_________ _ 

TotaL________________ 81 100.0 422 100.0 641 100.0 111 100.0 2 100.0 

Cenll Cenll Genii Cen/l Cenll 
~Iean________________________ 

0.211 O.IG 0.00 -0.67 -1.42 
Standard error of mean______ .05 _01 .00 .04
Average devlation___________ .32 .17 .26 _211 --------~20---­
."pproximate range ,_________ 2.40 2.80 3.60 2.80 .40 

1 Minus sign (-) means below the average price lor Middling Wbite cotton. 

I The approximate range was measured from the mid-point of the extl'!lme classes. 


TABLE IS.-Frequency distribution 0/ variations in prices I per pound received by 
growers for inaillidual bales of apecijied staple lengths of Middling White coUon 
from the average price received Jor %-inch cotton oJ the same grade in selected local 
markets, on the basis of local buyers' classifications, seasons 191!S-1!9 and 191!9-80 
combined 

Shorter 
Varlatlon (cent.~) than % inch l~i~ inch linch Il{a Inches 1i' Inches 

~Inch 

Per- Per- Per- Per- Per- Per-
Bale. cenl Bait. ctnl Baltl unl Baltl cent Baltl cenl Bal'8 centUnder -2.00____ .--____ 1 1.2 __________________ • ________________________________________ _ 

=U~ ~g =Ul:::::::::::: 18 If: ~ ----j- --0:2- ::---- :::--- ------ .----- ------ -.---- -:---- -----­
-1.20 to -0.8L.________ 25 29. I 3 .5 --j- 0:2- :::::: :::::: :::::: :::::: :_:::: :::::: 
=&.~ ~g =&:M:::::::::::: ~ ~U ~ 4~J ~~ I~: ~ ---ii--Ta- ----ii- -'iro- :::::: :::::: 
&:~ ~g g:~L-::::::::: ____~___~~~_ ~~ 4g: ~ ~ ~U I!~ !;: ~ ! U ----i- --Ti 
0.80 to 1.10____________ ______ ______ 2 .3 7 1.8 91 71.8 15 27.3 1 7.1 
1.20 to 1.59 _______________ ._ ______ 2 _3 ______ ______ 211 8.8 24 43.6 4 28.6 
1.60 to 1.99_____ .______ ______ ______ 2 .3 1 .3 6 1.5 8 14.6 8 67.2
2.00 to 2.39 ______________ ______ 1 _ 1 _______________________________ • _______________ _~__ 

2.40andover______________• __________________________ ._____ ______ ______ 1 1.8 ___________ _ 

TotaL_____________ 86 100.0 641 100.0 388 100.0 328 100.0 65 100.0 14 100.0 

CtflU Cfnu CenU Cenll Cenu Cent.Mean..___________ •______ -0.•8 0.00 0.22 0.72 1.21 1.61 
Standard error of mean... .01 .00 .02 .02 .OG .10
Average devlation_____• __ ,44 .26 .23 .31 .36 .30
Approxlmalerange , _____ 2.20 3.1\0 2.80 2.00 2.80 1.20 

I MinUli si"n {-) means below the average price for ~-inch Wblle cotton. 

I The approximate range was measured from the mid-point of the extreme classes. 


It is not known to what extent the greater premiums and discounts 
result from bias on the part of local buyers, subjective errors which 
apply to all c1assers, differences in the physical condition of the 
samples and other factors. Although the calculation of premiums and 
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discounts on the basis of a classification different from that upon whichthe cotton was sold affects the premiums and discounts shown, evenwhen the two classifications are equally reliable, the available dataare not adequate for making adjustments for the influences of thesevariations in classification on the premiums and discounts made togrowers, as shown in tables 4,5,7, and 8. Available data do indi­cate, however, that adjustments for the influence of these differencesin classification in many cases would result in increased premiums anddiscounts shown. 

DIFFERENCES IN CHARACTER OF COTTON 

Prices of cotton of the same grade and staple-length designationsold in the same market on the same day may also differ as a result ofdifferences in character. In the absence of standards for character noattempt was made to determine to what extent differences in pricesreceived by growers resulted from differences in the character of,cotton. The limited information available indicates, however, thatonly a part of the differences in prices noted could be attribu ted todifferences in the character of the cotton. ' 
INADEQUATE VOLUME 

Cotton of the higher grades and longer staples could not always behad in sufficient quantities in local markets to justify local buyers inpaying the same premiums for grade and staple length that were paidfor siriillar qualitIes of cotton sold in even-running lots in the centralmarkets. Nevertheless, since the sale of small quantities of the lowergrades and shorter staples (too small to be handled economically) havea tendency to increase the discounts for this cotton, they do not helpto explain the failure of the local buyers to discount it as much ascotton of the same description was discounted in central markets. 
mSKS Fill:)&{ FLUCTUATIONS IN PRICES 

Fluctuations in central..market premiums and discounts for gradeand staple length increase the lisk that buyers in local markets mustassume and mar account in part for the failure of central-marketpremiums and discounts to be more fully reflected in the prices paid togrowers.
Fluctuations in cotton prices in local markets during the day resultin. irregular variations in the prices received by growers on the basis ofthe grade and staple length of cotton sold. It is believed that theseirregular variations tend to compensate each other when avera~ed andthat only a small part, if any, of the failure of average prices ill localmarkets to reBect greater proportions of central-market premiums anddiscounts is thus accounted for. A part of the irregular variationsshown in frequency distributions of variations in prices, however, maybe accounted for by changes in prices during the day. 

DIFFERENCES IN BARGAINING POWER 

Differences in bargaining power of farmers and local buyers doubt­less account for at least a part of the wide and irregular variations inprices received by growers for cotton of the sarne grade and staplelength sold in the same local market on the same day. Differences in 
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bargaining power result from differences in general business ability, 
from differences in knowledge of the quality and commercial value of 
cotton, from differences in financial obligatIOns, etc. For example, it 
was found that in a selected local market in Georgia in 1928 one buyer 
paid his tenant as much as 4.25 cents a pound more than he paid 
another farmer for cotton of the same grade as classed by the local 
buyer and of the same grade and staple length as classed by Govern­
ment classers. 

This instance may be a rather extreme one, but many somewhat 
smaller variations were noted. Some farmers were in debt to the local 
b~yers and fo! that reason may have been able t? ~xact relatively high 
pnces for theIr cotton because of the buyers' willingness to pay rela­
tively hi~h plices in order to collect on accounts, whereas farmers who 
were obligated to sell their cotton to specific buyers may have been 
forced to take less than the prevailing market price for their cotton. 
Some buyers who were purchasing cotton as a means of collecting 
debts, or to increase their volume of business, may have been able to 
pay 8. considerably higher price for cotton than other buyers not simi­
larly situated. Irregular variations in plices as a result of differences 
in bargaining power tend to compensate each other when averaged, 
but differences in bargaining power no doubt accoun t for a considerable 
proportion of the irregular variations shown. 

RELATION BETWEEN AVERAGE PRICES AND AVERAGE GRADE AND 
STAPLE LENGTH 

FROM MARKET TO MARKET 

Another phase of this study was to determine to what extent the 
average prices received by growers in different local markets reflected 
the average quality of the cotton sold in these markets as indicated 
by grade and staple length. Premiums and discounts for grade and 
staple length represent the average differences in prices received for 
other grades as compared with the average prices received for Mid­
dling White cotton of the same staple length and the average differ­
ences in prices received for other staple lengths as compllTed with the 
a.verage prices received for %-inch cotton ·of the same grade sold in 
the same locnl markets) with the influence of difference in date of 
sa.Ie largely eliminated. These differences were found to be more or 
less independent of the average level of prices in these markets. 
Consequently, they do not indicate to what extent the a.vernge prices 
received by growers in the various local markets varied with the 
average grade and staple length of the cotton sold in each of these 
markets. 

Average prices paid in different local markets may reflect differences 
in the average quality of the cott{)n sold in these markets, even though 
prices paid for individual bales do not vary appreciably ",ith the 
grade and staple length. To the extent that the average prices of 
cotwn in different markets reflect the average quality of the cotton 
sold in these markets, the production of cotton of the higher grades 
and longer staples is rewarded on a community basis. To detennine 
the extent to which the production of cotton of higher wade and 
longer staple was rewarded on a community basis, cornpansons were 
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made of the differences in average prices' received by growers in 
local markets with differences in average central-market values of 
the cotton resulting from differences in grade and staple length.' 

The results show that in general during the penod 1928-29 to 

VARIATION 

IN AVERAr; E 

• 'RICE 
CI." No. 

HU.D . V 
1.2 

..'~.-'V· 
•• . . . 

-. e..... • ~ ••. .' "·\7 
. 

•• ~""". .-(....... .
. .. " .. " . ~.. :"'.o . /'-. ...... . ,' .-t 
~ ..:; '. I- . 

·A . . . y("
'. . -:\ 

•.8 

.. .../ 
. 

• 1.2 

·1.6 

/. 
.2.0 . 

·2.• 
-1.6 -1.2 ·.11 _.4 o .8 1.2 I.' 

CIMlS "" 'OUlfO 
VARIATION IN AVERAGE QUALITT 

(CENTRAL.MARkET VALUATIOH ABOVE AND IELOW MIDDLlNG?/I.INCH) 

FIGURE 4.-RELATION OF AVERAGE PRICE TO AVERAGE QUALITY OF COTTON IN 
SELECTED LOCAL MARKETS IN TEXAS AND OKLAHOMA. SEASONS 1928-29 TO 
1932-33. INCLUSIVE. 

For the most part the average prlca received by growers In local markets where cotton of higher erade 
and longer staple was sold wBSsomewhat higher tban tbe average price received by growers In local 
markets where cotton oC lower grade and sborter staple was sold. adjustments bavlng been made fot 
dUferences In cost ortfllosportation to Houston. Tex. The coe1IIclent of correlation amounted to O.83±O.1l2. 

1932-331 the average prices received by growers in the selected local 
markets where the cotton averaged higher in grade and longer in 
staple were somewhat higher than the average prices received by 
growers in local markets where the cotton averaged lower in grade 

• Adjustments were made In average local·market prices In Texas and Oklailoma for differences In costs 
or compression and freight to Houston; and In Arkansas. Tenn_t Mississippi. and Louisiana for differ­
ences In costs of compressIon and freight to New Orleans. No aaJustments were made In the average
prloes In local markets In mill sections of North Carolina. South Carolina. Alabama. and Georgia (p. 61).

• Differences In average central·market values of the cotton sold In th_ markets were arrived at by
welahtIDI tbe number of bales of each trade and staple lenlth by tbe Ilentl'll.market premiums aDd dll­_II. 
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and shorter in staple (figs. 4, 5, and 6). These differences in average 
prices were great enough in many cases to equal the premiums and 
discounts for grade and staple length quoted in central markets. In 
other words, farmers who sold cotton in local markets where the 
average quality a5 indicated by grade and staple length was relatively 
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FIGURE 5.-RELATION OF AVERAGE PRICE TO AVERAGE QUALITY OF COTTON IN 
SELECTED I-OCAL. MARKETS IN ARKANSAS, LOUISIANA. MISSISSIPPI. AND TEN­
NESSEE. SEASONS 1928-29 TO 193()-31. INCLUSIVE. 

For the most part the average price received by growers In local markets where cotton of higher l!I'8de 
and Jonger staple was sold was somewhat higher than tbe average prlceTecelvcd by growers In locaf mar­
tells where cotton of lower grade and shorter staple was sold. adjustments having been made for dUler­
ell_In cost of transportation to New Orleans, La. The coefficient of correlation amounted to O.i1±0.05. 

high received, on an average, correspondingly higher prices than those 
who sold cotton in local markets where the average quality of the 
cotton was relatively low. 

Considerable irregularity was found in the relationship of avel'age 
prices received by growers for cotton sold in different local markets to 
the averag~ central-market value of this cotton. The coefficient of 
determination shows that, on an average, for the period 1928-29 to 
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1932-33, 69 percent of the differences in aveI,:aged prices received in 
the specified local markets in Texas and Oklahoma combined was 
accounted for by differences in central-market value of the cotton 
sold in these markets. The corresponding percentage for Arkansas, 
Louisiana, Tennessee, and Mississippi combined was found to be 
59; and that for North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and 

VA.,AT,ON 

IN AVEllA; E 


PIlICE


CI.'. "I 
POUND 

1.6 

. V 
V 
. 

1.2 

. v· • 

•B 

.;E . 
t 

•4 

I .:-,> I'
o , .--_._. 

. [, ."/.... 
. ·1/· ..·.: 

-.4 . t 

I 

·.B 

1/]:· 
I 

t 

-1.2 ~ . 
-1.6 


.1.l -.B -.4 0 .4 .B 1.2 1.6 

CINTS ". POUND 

VARIATION IN AVERAGE QUALITY 
(CENTRAL.MAIIKET VALUATION AlOVE AND IELOW .IDDLlN' 7".INCH) 

FIGURE G.-RELATION OF AVERAGE PRICE TO AVERAGE QUALITY OF COTTON IN 
SELECTED LOCAL MARKETS IN ALABAMA. GEORGIA. NORTH CAROLINA. AND 
SOUTH CAROLINA. SEASONS 1928-29 TO 1930-31. INCLUSIVE. . 

For the most part the average prk-e reccl\'ed by growers In local markets where cotton of higher grade 
and longer staple was sold wns somewbat hlgber tban the avera~d price received by growers In local 
markets whero cotton or lower grade nnd shorter staple was sold. Tbe coefficient or correlation amounted 
to 0.87:1:0.03. 

Alabama combined, 76.. This means that during the period covered 
for Texas and Oldahorna, 31 percent; for Arkansas, Louisiana, Ilnd 
Mississippi, 41 percent; and for North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Alabama, 24 percent of the differences in average prices 
in seJected local markets were due to fa.ctors other than differences 
in average grade and staple length and in cost of carrying cotton from 
local to central markets. 

It is realized, of course, that conditions in local markets-sucJI as 
differences in the kind and extent of local competition, differences in 

2.0 
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outlet for cotton, differences in weight on w!)jch the cotton was sold, 
differences in the bargaining power of farmers and of local buyers, 
and differences in the character of the cotton-may greatly influence 
average prices received by growers in these local markets. 

The analysis indicntes that differences in central-market values 
as a result of differences in staple len~th were on the whole of rela­
tively greater importance in determming the average price level 
in local markets than were differences in central-market value due 
to differences in grade. Differences in central-market value due to 
differences in staple length were generally somewhat grenter than 
differences jn dmtral-miu-ket value due to differences in grade, 
particularly in the States east of Texas and Oklahomn. 

FROM j\lONTH 'ro MONTH 

A verllge In-ices to growers in local lllnrkets reHected differences in 
average quality as indiclLted by grade and staple length from month 
to month, as well M from mltrket to market. During months when 
the average qunlity as indicated by gmde and staple length was 
relatively high, the avernge price received by growers in local lllllrkets 
was for the most, part correspondingly higher, in relation to the price 
of Middling JHnch cotton in central markets, thnn during months 
when the average quality us indicated by grade und stnple length 
was relatively low. 

Monthly IIvemge prices received by growers in selected locnl JIlurkets 
during the seasons 1928-29 to 1932-33 were higher, for the most part, 
as compared with centrlll-mltl'ket prices during the first pnrt of the 
season than dming the later part of the season (table 16 and figs. 7 
and 8).10 These relatively high loeal-market prices during the first 
part of the season may be accounted for in part by the ltu'ger volume 
of sales, which made it possible to handle cotton on relatively narrow 
margins and by competition of buyers, who having sold in advance, 
were in need of cotton with which to fulfill their commitments. 

TABLE I6.-Average price per pound paid fol' cotton in selected local markets 1 and 
in central markets,2 by months, seasons 1928-29 to 1932-33 

SEASON' L028·~'11 

VariOUS grades nnd staple lengths I l\I1ddling ~Hnch White 3 cotton or White' Imd Sllotted cotton 
,Month 1.0cnl. Central· 1.0Clll· Cenlral·I Slzeo( SI7.e orlllllrkei. 1tI11tkct mllrkct mllrketsnmple' sRmple'price price prlco priM 

-
Bal.. Cwt!. CWi& Blliu CC1/I& CtnU 

August..................... _. !H2 18.1 j 18.43 3.li38 IS. 26 18.92 

September. _•••••••••• _.• _._. 2.70.1 17,15 17.58 Zi,819 17,52 1~.10 

4.400 18.10 18.45 ·10,004 18.30 18.67~~e'::bir::::::::::::::::::: 2.951 18.01 18.67 21.500 18.10 18.75 
Decem ber ................_'" 865 18.17 19.08 10,125 Ii. 68 18.58 

January...................... 123 17.85 18.87 2.414· 16.73 18.48 

February.................... 48 17. OS 18.85 575 16.26 !7,82 

March....................... 40 18.92 19.81 3116 17.02 18.93 

April•••••••••__••••••••••••• 4 18.58 19.24 '7 18. 3t 19.06 


Total. ............. '" 11.370 17.S0 18.36 106.558 17.94 18.11.1 


See footnotes at eod .o( tuble. 

I' The Influences or dlfference.~ In price level In different local mnrkets, together with monthly chaoges 
in the p.roportion of the total sample coml.ng (rom dillerent IOCB.1 markets, on tho variations In monthly
overalle prlcea In alliocol markets combined, were eliminated. Central·market prIces represent average 
priors at. the 10 designated spot marketS on each day, weIghted by the number of bales at cotton of the 
lIBIDe dllllCl"lption sold on tbesame day' and Included In tbe sample of cotton sold In the selectecl local 
markets. 
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TABLJ:: 16.-AHrage price per pound paid Jar cation in 3elected local market3 and 
in central market" by months, ,ea,ons JOtS-So to JOS2-fJfJ-Continued 

SEASON 1929-30 

Various grades and staple lengtbs MlddllDc JHncb Wblte 3 cotton or Wblte 3 Bnd Spotted cotton 

Month Local· Centml· Local· Central·Size or Size ormarket market market marketsample I sample'price price price price 

Bau. Cent. Cent. Bate. Cen/. Cent.
AilIUIt ••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,686 17.67 18.00 12, 347 17.07 18.51
September••••••••••••••••••• 3,1127 17.75 17.96 29,492 17.08 18.18
October•••••••••••••••••••••• 6,719 17.29 17.65 34,685 17.25 17.49
November••,.,••• " •••".,.• 2, 195 J6.20 16.73 13,279 15.76 16.16
December•••••••••••••••••••• 565 15.58 16.66 6,741 14.62 15.48 

HMI 15.44 16.54 1,778 13.79 15.19~~t~;;:::::::::::::::::::: 31 14.38 15.26 678 13.83 15.52
Marcb••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 13.63 14.65 136 11.57 12.95
April•••••••••••••••••••••.••• ,. ..-...-..._--- .. -...._.. _.... _-- ------ ..-_ .._- 10 14.17 15.32 

Tota!. •••••••••••••••.• , 14.238 17.20 17.58 99.146 17. OS 17.45 

SEASON 1930-31 

August ••••••••••• _••••••••••• I,On 10.43 10.71 11,515 11.05 11.67
September................... 3,450 9.93 10.12 25,626 10.10 10.44
October•••••••••••••••••••••• 4,Oll 9.44 9.79 25,694 0.42 9.87
November••••••••••••••••••• 1,345 0.79 10.12 12,317 9.63 10.00
December•••••••••••••••••••• 216 8.81 9.35 3,466 8.21 8.84January.........____ .. __..... 75 8.87 0.36 813 
 8.27 0.00
February.................... 55 9.81 10.02 473 9.45 10.04 
Marcb...._.................. 19 10.22 156 10.00 10.6711.91 I 

Tota!' ................. 10.212 9.74 10.0.1 SO. 000 0.84 10.28 

SEASON 1931-32 

August................., ••••. 13 6.47 6.38 259 6.40 7.00 

September................... 625 5.74 5.74 7,417 5.85 6.25 

October...................... 1,372 L.63 5.76 11,606 5.60 6.00

November......__ ..... __ .... 705 5.95 6.05 6,166 6.01 6.19 

December.................... 153 5.70 6.74 2,024 6.38 5.68 

January...................... 30 6.00 6.15 SOl 5.35 5.04 

February.................... 10 6.29 6.51 316 5.46 6.17 

Marcb........__ ............. 5 6.39 6.54 247 6.07 0.88 


Tota!. ................. 2, 913 5.75 5.84 28,8.16 5.74 6.10 


SEASON 11132-33 

August....................... 102 7.92 7.91 1,359 7.24 7.50 

September................... 989 6.17 6.18 6,1141 i" 27 7.42 

Ocrober...................... 1,986 6.31 6.38 11,715 6.38 6.57 

November................... 857 5.88 6.07 7,321 5.16 5.71 

December.................... 103 5.42 6.67 2,122 5.:)2 5.62 

January................... __ • 86 6.72 6.02 1,119 5.40 5.83 


18 5.66 5.81 199 5.20 5.53Ut~~~·.::::::::::::::::::: 5 6.14 6.29 57 6.35 6.52UrU , •••••••••• --••••••• , •••• 3 6.45 6.92 36 6.85 7.42 
ry­ay...........___ ........... 7 8.94 9.99 .f 8.60 0.18 


Total. ......__ ......... 4.336 6.21 6.30 30••596 I 6.28 6.51 


I Tbe IDfluencc or differences In price level In different local markets, together with variations In tbe 
proportion or the total sample coming rrom different local markets on monthly vorlations.ln IIverage price
were eliminated. (See appendix, p. 51, ror metbod.) . 

J Central market prices ror Middling ~·Incb cotton are averages or quotations at tbe 10 designated spot 
markets. Central market prices ror cotton or KrOOea and staple lengths otber tban 1.1 IddllnK ~·Ineb were 
obtained by applying to the average price or Middling 3'·lnch cotton at the 10 spot markets, average pre­
miums and discounts ror grade at tbe 10 deslKnBted spot markets; average premiums ror I~ia·lncb and 1-
Ineb at tbe 6 spot markets (Dallas, Houston, Galveston, New Orleans, Mempbls, and Little Rock); 
averaae premluml for lengtbs Hie Inches and longer at Mempbls and New Orleaus; and average discounts 
ror I'i,-Incb staple at New Orleans, Houston, and Galveston. The premluml and discounts tor Krade 
are ror ~·Incb staple Iengtb and the premiums an<l discounts ror staple Bre ror Middling grade. These 
dally central market prices were welgbted by the number or boles or cotton or the same description sold on 
the ume day IIDd Included In tbe sample or cotton sold In tbe selected local markets . 

• Extra White cotton Included . 
• 1b&Ie IOld In July Il128, 26 bales sold In July and April 1929, and 2 bales sold In July 1930, not Included. 
1411 ... IOld In July 1928, 347 bales sold In July 1929, 665 bales sold In Jllly 1930, and 166 bales sold In 

July loa", DOt Included. 

http:vorlations.ln
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The spreads between the average prlce9 for Middling ~·Inch White cotton In 100II1 markets aDd thOll8 
quoted In central markets were relatively narrow from. the lint of the _0 up to November. After 
November the spreads widened as the volwne of Riel d_eued. 
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ROUND LOTS ,VERSUS INDIVIDUAL-BALE SALES 

Cotton sold in round lots in the selected local markets was not 
even-running in grade and staple length. For example, a round lot 
sold in a local market in Mississippi on November 1, 1928, consisted 
of 141 bales, the grades of which ranged from. Strict Low Middling to 
Good Middling, while the staple lengths ranged from 1%0 inch to IX 
inches and longer. Since the price received for cotton sold in a 
roUI1d lot represents an average for all grades and staple lengths 
included, such data cannot be used in determining the extent to which 
prices vary with grade and staple length of individual bales. An 
analysis of the data collected shows no consistent differences between 
prices received by growers for cotton sold in round lots and for cotton 
sold as individual bales. On the whole, however, prices received for 
cotton sold in round lots averaged somewhat higher than those for 
cotton of the same grade and staple length sold as individual bales in 
the same local markets on the same dates. The somewhat higher 
average prices for cotton sold in round lots than for cotton sold as 
individual bales may be largely accounted for by the somewhat 
reduced marketing costs resulting from buying cotton in volume and 
from the better than average bargaining power of the large-r farmers 
who sell much of their cotton in round lots. 

INFLUENCE OF FARM PRICES ON QUALITY OF COTTON PRODUCED 

Differences in prices received by growers on the basis of quality 
may reasonably be expected to irrlluence materially the grade and 
staple length of the cotton produced, particularly the latter, provided 
the grower has some knowledge of differences in quality. It is not 
enQugh that premiums be paid for higher grades and longer staples 
and that discounts be made for lower grades and shorter staples in 
central markets. To be effective, they must be reflected to an 
appreciable extent in prices received by the grower, the person who 
fually determines the variety of cotton to be planted. When prices 
received by growers fail to vary appreciably with the grade. and staple 
length of the cotton sold, growers are naturally more interested in 
yields than in quality. The grower's apparent indifference to improv­
ing the quality of bis cotton may be accounted for, partially at least, by 
the fact that differences in prices received in local markets offer little 
inducement to the individual grower to attempt such improvement. 

Differences in yield obtained also constitute an important factor 
in determining which variety growers can produce most profitably. 
In some localities growers are apparently convinced tbat longer staple 
varieties out yield the shorter stapled, and are thus more profitable, 
even when no premiums are paid for longer staples. In other locali­
ties, apparently, shorter staple varieties give higher yields, and the 
costs of production are less than for longer staple varieties, so that the 
former a.1'e more profitable unless the premiums paid for the longer
sta.ples counterbalance the differences in yields. 

Farmers are generally inclined to grow the kind of cotton which, at 
prices received in local markets, yields them as individuals the greatest 
net returns. Although adjustments in cotton production require 
considerable time and are complicated by seasonal and other factors 
18l'gely beyond t.he control of the individual operators, many cotton 
farmers do respond to economic conditions and do constantly readjust 
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their productive enterprises in the directions that promise the greatest 
income (18). 

The total supply of the different grades and staple lengths of cotton 
produced by growers who follow their individual economic interests 
is likely to be out of line with mill demand 11 if prices received by 
growers fail to reflect accurately the spinning value of the different 
grades and staple lengths. It is practically impossible, under a system 
of individual economy, to adjust even fairly accurately the grade and 
staple length of cotton produced to mill demand unless prices received 
by growers reflect at least a major part of the differences in spinning 
value of cotton of different grades and staple lengths. 

The prices received in local markets by growers are the media 
through which the market demand is expressed to them, and these 
prices, together with information on differences in costs of production, 
mdicate how much and what varieties of cotton they can afford to 
grow. Relatively- high prices received by growers for all cotton tend 
to result in an mcreased acreage planted the following year (37). 
Likewise, appreciable premiums received by growers for longer staple 
cotton offer an inducement for growing longer staple varieties. 

Coupled with the failure of prices received by growers to reflect to an 
appreciable extent premiums and discounts for grade and staple length 
is the belief on the part of some farmers that the shorter staple 
varieties give higher yields and that the costs of production are less 
than for the longer staple varieties. Since very small premiums, on 
an average, are received in local markets for cotton of longer staples, 
farmers in some localities are apparently convinced that they can 
make more money from the production of shorter staple than from the 
production of longer staple varieties. The proportion of lint to seed 
cotton is usually greater for shorter staple than for longer staple 
varieties, and it is possible that growers misjudge the relative yieIas of 
varieties because of this difference in the proportion of lint. Total 
yield per acre of lint cotton is more important than a high gin turn-out, 
but it is far more difficult to compare yields per acre than it is to 
compare the proportion of lint to seed cotton. 

As a means of pointing out more specifically the relationship 
between staple length, yield, and comparative value per acre 12 of 
cotton grown at selected stations, results of cotton variety tests as 
reported by certain State ft~ricultural eXJleriment stations are shown 
in table 22. The tabulatIons are confined to data reported for 
different stations in Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Tennessee, Arkansas, and Louisiana .. Results for other stations in 
these and in other States were not included because completed data 
for the five seasons included in the study were not available at the 
time these calculations were made. The stations included are not 
intended to represent a cross section of cotton-growing conditions in 
the United States, but are presented merely to show some of the 
differences in comparative value per acre for cotton of different staple 
lengths. The data presented for these stations are not complete in 
that they do not represent cotton of all staple lengths, nor do they 
indicate the possibilities for improvement of varieties or for the 

11 No accurate measures of mill demand are available. Differences In mlIl demand are presumably b88ed 
on dillerenoe in spinning utlllty. Central·market prices are used In this study to represent differences In 
spinning value or dlfferenoes in marginal utility, not because they are considered entirely satisfactorY 
mMlures. hut because no better measures were found . 

.. The oomparatlve value Pet acre repl'III8nta the value of. the lint cotton and cottonseed minus the OOIt. 
of picItinc IIIId &inDiD&. . 
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introduction of new varieties at each station. The data presented 
for each year represent the highest yielding variety of each staple 
length reported. 

These results help to explain why farmers in some localities are 
not interested in growing longer staple varieties and they emphasize 
the importance of taking into consideration differences in average 
yield as well as differences in price received for cotton of different 
staple lengths in determining the varieties of cotton which can be 
grown most profitably in each locality. An examination of these 
data shows that in some localities the differences in yields of the 
varieties reported are such that longer staple varieties would give a 
higher comparative value per acre than shorter staple varieties even 
if no premiums were paid for length of staple. Under such conditions, 
yields and prices already favor the production of the longer staples. 
In other localities the differences. in yields of the varieties reported 
are such that shorter staple varieties give a higher comparative value 
per acre even if full central-market premiums and discounts were 
reflected in the prices received by growers. Under the!;",e conditions, 
improvements in length of staple are not likely to be made as a result 
of differences in prices. ' 

Intermediate between these extremes are localities in which 
differences in yields of the varieties reported are such that when! 
local-market premiums and discounts are applied, shorter staple, 
varieties give the highest comparative value per acre, whereas, when 
central-market premiums and discounts are applied, longer staple 
varieties give the highest comparative value per acre. In localities 
in which these intermediate conditions prevail, difference!'! in premiums 
and discounts determine the staple length that gives the highest 
comparative value per acre. The significance of differences in staple 
premiums and discounts is illustrated by the data for Raymond, 
Miss., in 1930. By increasing the staple premiuIDS from those 
received by growers in local markets to those quoted in central 
markets, the sta.ple length showing the highest comparative value 
per acre increased from 1~{s inch to l}fs inches on t( valley land" and 
from 1;{6 inch to 1 inch on "hill land " (table 22). 

In calculating the comparative value per acre, no account was 
taken of the possible differ~!\ces in grade resulting from differences 
in date of maturity and other factors i differences in the strength and 
uniformity of the fibersi· differences in cost per 100 pounds of picking 
seed cotton i and differences in cost of planting seed. These factors 
were o.mitted from the calculations not because they were considered 
unimportant, but because da.ta available were not adequate for 
measuring the possible influences of each of these factors. It is 
realized that the factors not included in the calculations may be of 
enough importance to increase considerably the differences shown or­
perhaps in: some cases to change the order of relative desirability of 
different varieties from that indicated by the comparative value per 
acre. 

The failure of prices received by growers to reflect premiums and 
discounts for grade and staple length equal to those quoted in central 
markets indicates that the price incentIve to growers for the produc­
tion of dlfferent grades and staple lengths was out of lin,e with the 
spinning value of cotton as reflected. by central-market prices. This 
SItuation tends to result in the productIon of larger proportions of the 
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lower grades and shorter staples than would he the case if production 
were adjusted more accurately to mill demand as reflected in central­
market prices. This lack of adjustment tends to reduce net income 
to growers as a group and to lower the quality of cotton goods or 
increase costs to consumers. 

MEANS OF ADJUSTING THE QUALITY OF COTTON PRODUCED TO 
MILL REQUIREMENTS 

Needed adjustments in cotton production in the United States can 
be brou~ht about by improvin~ the marketing system so that a ~eater 
proportIOn of the differences m spinning value of cotton of different 
grades .and staple lengths is reflected in the prices received by growers. 
Improvements can also be made bv giving farmers accurate informa­
tion regardin~ the relative profitableness of producing cott()n of 
different qualities in each community and by making readily avail­
able at reasonable costs to growers an adequate supply of good plant­
ing seed of the varieties of cotton relatively best adapted to conditions 
in each locality. The opportunities for improving the quality of the 
cotton produced in many localities in the Cotton Belt by the use of 
improved varieties that are now available can be materially increased 
by perfecting the marketing system so as to insure discriminate buying 
on the basis of quality. 

Advice to growers relative to the varieties of cotton which are 
most profitable in each locality must of necessity be based on dif­
ferences in prices actually received by growers for cotton of the 
various grades and staple lengths, along with the differences in cost 
of :{lroduction. Profits to individual growers in some localities can 
be mcreased by producing longer staple cotton, even under present 
marketing conditIOns. The best information available indicates that 
not all farmers in each locality are producing cotton of staple lengths 
best adapted to their condition at the present time. Some farmers 
grow shorter staple varieties in localities where longer staple varieties 
would be evidently more profitable, 'and vice versa. These malad­
justments may be due in part to the farmers' lack of reliable informa­
tion relative to the varieties of cotton best adapted to conditions 
in each locality and to difficulties in obtaining good seed of the best 
varieties. 

Conditions in local markets clln be improved by: 
(1) Olassijication of cotton before it is sold by growers.-In order 

that farmers might sell their cotton in local markets strictly on a 
quality basis, under the present marketing system, it would be 
necessary that both growers and local buyers Imow the qualitv and 
commercial value of the cotton at the time of making the transaction. 
Since farmers and manv local cotton buyers are not. able to classify 
cotton accurately, a means of improvement would be to have dis­
interested, competent, and reliable persons classify the cotton accord­
ing to a uniform standard. and issue a certificate shmving the grade, 
staple length, and character of each bale before it is sold. This 
classification and certification of cotton while it is in tue possession 
of the grower would increase the bargaining power of farmers who 
produce the higher qualities of cotton, increase the usefulness. of 
price quotations for grade and staple length, reduce the waste from 
resampling, improve the use of cotton-warehouse receipts as collateral 
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for loans, and result in other economies in cotton marketing. Dif­
ficulties such as assembling the cotton in sufficient volume and 
providing adequate fa.cilities for classing the cotton accurately and 
economically, securing competent classers and providing for their 
supervision, developing standards for charactel', and other prob­
lems would be encountered. Although considerable time and effort 
would be required to overcome these difficulties, they are not con­
sidered insurmountable. 

(2) Producing cotton oj more uniform quality in each community.­
Discriminate buying in local markets on the basis of 9uality can 
be facilitated by producing cotton of more uniform quality in each 
community so that the volume of cotton of each grade and staple 
length produced in each community will be large enough to be 
handled more economically. This IS being accomplished at the 
present time in some communities by the standardization of varieties 
and by reducing the number of varieties grown. Increased profits 
can be obtained in ma.ny communities by standardizing the pro­
duction of longer staple varieties. 

(3) SU1!plying farmers with adequate information on cotton prices.­
Farmers ill each community need information on cotton prices in 
central markets and in nearby points of concentration, including 
prices for Middling ~-inch cotton and premiums and discounts for 
the various other grades and staple lengths. With this information 
and a knowledge of the quality of the cotton before it is sold, farmers 
who produce the higher qualities will be in a better position to bargain 
more effectively with buyers. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Cotton prices in local markets in the United States do not accu­
rately reflect differences in the spinning value of the various grades 
and staple lengths. Prices in local markets varied so irregularly 
on the basis of ~ade and staple length during the seasons 1928-29 
to 1932-33 that It was not lffiusUal for some fnrmers to receive con­
siderably higller prices for some grades and staples than other iarmers 
received for higher grades and longer staples sold in the same markets 
on the same days. 

Average prices in 10co1 markets were somewhat lligher for the 
higher grades and longer staples than for the lower grades and 
shorter staples, but the average premiums paid for the higher grades 
and longer staples and the average discounts made fOl' the lower 
~ades and shorter staples were considerably less than those quoted 
m central markets. The proportion of central-market premiums 
reflected in local-market prices amolffited to about 33 percent for the 
grades above Middling and to only about 17 percent for staples 
longer than %inch. The proportions of central-market discounts 
made to growers amounted to 60 percent for grades below Middling 
and to less than 6 percent for staples shorter than %inch. 

Average premiums and discounts in local markets were con­
siderably less in many cases than. the differences in prices received 
for cotton of the same grade and staple-length designations sold in 
the same local markets on the same days. 

Average premiums for the higher grades and longer staples and 
average discounts for the lower grades and shorter staples in local 
markets varied irregularly from month to month. No consistent 
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differences were found between average premiums for higher grades 
and lon~er staples and average_discounts for lower grades and shorter 
staples m local markets of different types. No consistent relation­
ships were found between the number of buyers or the type of buyers 
and the average premiums and discounts for grade and staple length 
in local markets. 

Lack of knowledge of the correct classification and of the com­
mercial value of the cotton, differences in the character of cotton, 
inadequate volume of some of the grades and staple lengths, and dif­
ferences in bar~aining power of farmers and of local buyers are consid­
ered the prinClpal factors responsible for the failure of local market 
prices to reflect a larger proportion of central-market premiums and 
discounts for grade and staple len~h. 

Although local-market pnces paId for individual bales did not vary 
consistently with the grade and sta{lle length of the cotton, average 
prices were generally somewhat higher in selected local markets 
where the cotton sold averaged higher in grade and longer in staple 
than in those in which the cotton sold averaged lower in grade and 
shorter in staple. These differences in average {lrices were great 
enough in many cases to equal the rremiums and dIsCOunts for grade 
and staple length quoted in centra markets for the cotton included 
in the study. 

The failure of local-market prices to reflect a larger proportion of 
central-market premiums and discounts for different grades and staple 
lengths makes it impossible for growers who could otherwise afford to 
produce the higher grades and longer staples to realize the full bene­
fits of their favorable positions. It results in the production of larger 
proportions of the lower grades and shorter staples than would be the 
case if production were better adjusted to mill demand as reflected in 
central-market prices. Such conditions tend to reduce net income to 
growers as a group and to lower the quality of the cotton goods or 
increase the costs to consumers. 

Needed adjustments in cotton production in the United States can 
be brought about (1) by improving the marketing system so that a 
greater proportion of the differences in spinning value of cotton of 
different grades and staple lengths will be reflected in the prices 
:received by growers, (2) by giving farmers accurate information 
regarding the varieties of cotton relatively best adapted to conditions 
in each locality, and (3) by making readily available at reasonable 
costs to growers an adequate supply of good plantin~ seed of the varie­
ties of cotton relatively best adapted to conditions m each locality. 

The present local-marketing practices can be improved (1) by hav­
ing disinterested, competent, and reliable persons classify the cotton 
according to a uniform standard and issue a certificate showing the 
grade, staple length, and character of each bale before it is sold by the 
grower; (2) by encouraging the production of cotton of more uniform 
quality in each community so that the volume of cotton of each grade 
and staple length produced in each community will be large enough 
to be handled more economically; and (3) by supplying farmers with 
more adequate information on cotton prices in central markets and 
in nearby points of concentration, including prices for Middling 
~-inch cotton and premiums and discounts for the various other 
grades and staple lengths. 
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APPENDIX 


METHOD OF ANALYZING LOCAL-MARKET PRICES 


CALCULATION OF LOCAL MARKET PREMIUMS AND DISCOUNTS 


The average local-market premiums and discounts for grade and staple were 
obtained from spreads between prices received by growers in local markets and 
those quoted in central markets for cotton of the same grade and staple length 
sold on the same dates. Averages of actual prices received by growers were 
not used in calculating premiums and discounts for grade and staple length. 
This was in part because of the enormous number of tabulations required to 
calculate differences on the basis of daily average priccs, and also because monthly 
or seasonal averages of actual priCC!l might be influenced enough by price fluctu­
ations, along with variations in the g.'ade and staple length of the cotton, to 
indicate that higher average prices were received by growers for cotton of 
lower grade and shorter staple length than for cotton of higher grade and longer 
staple length. This might occur even if prices received by growers from dav 
to day varied appreciably with the grade and staple length of the cotton. . 

It is believed that premiums and discounts for grade and staple length cal­
culated from the average spreads between local- and central-market prices, as 
in this study, do not differ appreciably from those that would have been obtained 
on the basis of daily average prices. This belief is supported by the fact that the 
average l?remiums and discounts for grade and staple length in 11 selected local 
markets In Alabama in 1928-29, and in 13 selected local markets included in the 
study each year from 1929-30 to 1932-33, when calculated on the basis of aver­
age spreads, generally did not differ by amounts as great as the standard error 
of the mean from tho.se calculated from the same data on the basis of daily aver­
age prices. 

To obtain a figure representing the spread between local- and centml-market 
prices, the price received by the grower was subtracted from an average of the 
prices quoted in central markets for cotton of the same grade and staple length 
sold on the same day. Variations in sprcad resulting Jrom fluctuations in prices 
in local markets during the day were not eliminated. It is believed that varia­
tions in spread for cotton of different grades and staple lengths resulting from 
fluctuations in prices during the day tend to compensate each other when aver­
aged, since there appears no good reason for assuming that anyone gradc or 
staple length is more likely to be sold than any other during the period of the 
day when the prices are relatively high or relatively low. Fluctuations in prices 
during the day, however, may account for a considerable portion of the irregular 
variations in prices received by growers for cotton of different grades and staple 
lengths sold in the same local markets on the same date. 

An average spread was calculated for cotton of each grade and staple length 
marketed each month in each local market. The monthly average spread for 
%-inch cotton of each grade in each local market was subtracted from the ~ 
monthly average spread for each staple length of the same grade ii, the same 
market to give monthly average adjusted spreads for cotton of different staple 
lengths. For example, if the average spread for Middling Ys-inch White cotton 
was 0.15 cent a pound and the average spread for Middling lYtu-inch ~White 
cotton sold in the same market during the same month wus 0.45 cent a pound, 
the average adjusted spread for Middling %-inch White cotton would be 0 and 
for~Middling 17'16-inch White cotton would be 0.30 cent It pound. Similarly, 
the monthly average spread for Middling White cotton of each staple ll;mgth 
was subtracted from the monthly average spread for each grade of the same 
staple length to give monthly average adjusted spreads for cotton of different 
grades. These spreads were adjusted for each market each month on the basis 
of Middling ",,",hite grade and of Ys-inch staple length, in an attempt to eliminate 
from consideration differences in price level in the same market, from month to 
month, as well as differences in different markets, and also to make possible the 
combination of the adjusted spreads for cotton of the same grade and staple 
length sold during different months and in different markets. 

It is realized that such adjustment of spreads does not eliminate completely the 
influence of month-to-month fluctuations in prices in local markets along with 
changes in the grade and staple length of the cotton sold when local market price 
fluctuations do not move parallel with those in central markets. If the price 
changes in local markets were always made at the same time, in the same a.mounts, 
and in the same direction, as those quoted in central markets, monthly adjust­
ments would be unnecessary. When the spread between local and central­
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market prices increases as the season advances, along with decreases in the grade 
and staple length of the cotton sold, average premiums and discounts for grade 
and staple length, calculated from the spread, and not adjusted monthly, show 
differentials somewhat greater than actually prevailed in the markets. Irregular 
variations in spread with grade and staple length result in errors that are com­
pensating in nature and are thought not to affect materiall,Y the average result 
when the sample is large, as was the case in this study. The spread between 
local- and central-market prices increased somewhat as t·he season advanced 
during each of the 5 years included in the study, and these increases were accom­
panied by some decreases in average grade and staple length Qf the cotton sold. 
That the influence of these fluctuations in spread from one part of the season to 
another, along with changes in average grade and staple length of the cotton 
sold, was largely eliminated by making monthly adjustments is evidenced by the 
fact that premiums and discounts for grade and staple lengths in selected local 
markets in South Carolina in 1929-30, when calculated from spreads adjusted 
weekly, did not differ appreciably from those for the same data calculated from 
spreads adjusted monthly. . 

An adjusted average spread for cotton of each grade and staple length in each 
local market for the season was obtained by taking an average of the monthly 
adjusted spreads calculated as indicated above. An adjusted average spread for 
cotton of each grade and staple length for the United States was obtained by 
taking an average of the adjusted spreads in all selected local markets. 

The adjusted spread for the different grades and staple lengths shows the ex­
tent to which the premiums and discounts for grade and staple length in local 
markets varied from those quoted in central markets. The adjusted spread of 
0.30 cent a pound for Middling I%o-inch White cotton obtdined as indicated 
above means that staple premiums received br growers averaged 0.30 cent a 
pound less than the average premium quoted m central markets. The actual 
premiums and discounts for grade and staple length in local markets were 
obtained by subtracting these adjusted spreads from the premiums and discounts 
for grade and staple length quoted in central markets. For example, if the 
centr!11-market staple premiums for Middling I%o-inch White cotton amounted 
to 0.35 cent a pound, then by subtracting the adjusted spread of 0.30 cent a 
pound, referred to above, from the central-market premium, 0.05 cent a_ pound 
is obtained which represents the average staple premium for lvliddling 1~6-ineh 
White cotton actually received by growers. 

CALCULA'l'ION OF FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS 

Frequency distributions of the variations in prices received by growers were 
calculated for the purpose of determining the extent of variations in prices re­
ceived by growers for cotton of the same grade and staple length sold in the same 
local markets, with the influence of differences in date of sale largely eliminated. 
In arriving at frequency distributions of the variations in prices received by grow­

- ers for cotton of different grades and st"ple lengths, frequency distributions of the 
~preads were calculated for Mid.dling White cotton of each staple length, and for 
;%-inch White cotton of each grade sold each month in each local market. These 
monthly frequency distributions of spreads were then adjusted by subtracting 
the monthly average spread for Middling Ys-inch White cotton from the class 
intervals of the frequency distributions of the spread for each staple length of 
Middling White cotton, and for each grade of }i-inch White cotton. The fre­
quency distributions of the spreads for each market for each month were adjusted 
on the basis of Middling White .p:ade and of Ys-inch staple length. This was an 
attempt to eliminate from conSideration differences in price level ill the same 
market, from month to month, and also in different markets, and to make it 
possible to combine the adjusted frequencies of the spreads for cotton of the 
same grade and staple length sold during different months and in different 
markets. An adjusted frequency distribution of the variations in spread for 
cotton of each grade and staple length for the United States was obtained by 
combining the adjusted frequency distributions of spread for all months and for 
all local markets studied. 

These adjusted-frequency distributions of spread for cotton of different grades 
and staple lengths show the extent to which the premiums and discounts for grade 
and staple length in local markets varied from those quoted in central markets. 
Frequency distributions of the actual premiums and discounts for grade and 
staple length in local markets were obtained by subtracting the class intervals 
of the frequency distributions of spread from the average premiums and disCOUDte 
for grade and staple leDgth quoted in ~Dtral market.. 
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ULATION 01' AVERAGE PRICJ!l8 TO AVERAGE QUALITY IN DIFFERENT MARKETS 

The extent to which average prices received by growers in different local 
markets reflected the average quality of the cotton sold, 88 indicated by grade
and staple length, was determined as follows: 

Average prices received by growers for cotton of various grades and staplc
lengths sold in the different local markets were adjusted for differences in locatIOn 
br adding to the prices at selected local markets in Texas and Oklahoma the costs 
o compression and freight to Houston, Tex., and to prices at selected local mar­
kets in Arkansas, Louisiana, MissiBSippi, and Tennessee the cost of compression 
and freight to New Orleans. These adjustments were based on the assumption
that prices in local markets tend to cqual central-market prices, minus carrying
charges from thc local to the central markets. Intcrest, risk, insurance, and othcr 
costs enter into carrying charges, but the differences in these costs were so small 
that they had little influence on the differences in price level. It was recognized. 
that concentration privileges, savings from through bills of lading, and other 
factors, may result in prices in local markets which differ considerably from 
central-market prices, minus costs of compressing and freight from the local to 
the central market but adequate data were not available for making adjustments
for these factors. 

Railroad rates were used in making adjustments for differences in transporta­
tion costs. It is realizcd that in some years cotton was shipped by truck from 
some of thc markets includcd in the study, and it is not known to what extent thc 
truck rates differed from rail rates. Furthermore, part of the cotton from Mis­
sissippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Tennessee, and eastern Texas and Oklahoma moved 
directly overland to eastern mills, but the data available arc not adequat~ for 
making satisfactory adjustments in local-market prices for differences in cost of 
transportation to domestic mills. No adjustments were made in local-market 
prices in the mill sections of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and 
Alabama for differences in transportation costs to central markets. 

The problem of making adjustmcnts for differenccs in tbe location of thc 
selected local markets in the Southeastern States was complicated by the fact 
that some localities included in the study had some of the characteristics of both 
a deficit- and a surplus-producing territory. Mills in some localities of North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama consumed more of certain 
grades and staple lengths than were produced in the immediate territory, wl1ereas 
other grades and staple lengths not suitable for local mill consumption had to be 
exported or shipped to other mills. Data. available are not adequate for deter­
milling to what extent prices in each of the selected local markets in these States 
were determined upon the basis of export prices. 

Prices of Middling ~-inch cotton in central markets were subtracted from these 
adjusted local-market prices to give a spread between local- and central-market 
prices. The average of these spreads for all local markets combined was sub­
tracted from the average spread for each local market to give variations in 
average adjusted spreads from market to market. Central-market premiums 
and discounts for grade and staple length were applied to the cotton sold in each 
local market and included in the sample, and the averages were calculated to 
show the number of cents a pound the cotton in each local market averaged 
"on" or "off" the prices of Middling ~-inch cotton. The average number of 
cents a pound "on" or Hoff" Middling ~-inch for all local markets combined 
was subtracted from the average number of cents a pound "on" or "off" 1\1id­
dUng ~ inch for each local market to give average adjusted variations in central­
market evaluations from market to market. The variations in average adjusted 
spreads were related to variations in average adjusted central-market evaluations 
to show the extent to Which average prices received by growers in different local 
markets reflected differences in the average quality <;If the cottOIl sold . 

• 
CALCULATION OF MONTHLY AVERAGE PRICES 

In calculating monthly average prices in all local markets combined, the 
influences of differences in price level in different local markets, together with 
monthly changes in the proportion of the total sample coming from different 
local markets, were eliminated by the following procedure: 

The average spread for the season for each selected local market was obtained 
by subtracting the prices received by growers from those quoted in central 
markets for cotton of the same grade and staple length sold on the same dates. 
These average spreads for the seaaon were subtracted from the average spreads 
for each month, to give monthly variations in spread from the seasonal average. 
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The monthly variations in spread for the different local markets were combined 
to give monthly average variations in spread for all10cal markets included in the 
sample. The average spread for the season for cotton sold in all local markets 
was added to the average monthly variations in spread for all local marliets to 
obtain the monthly average adjusted spread for all local markets combined. 
The average monthly local market prices were obtained by subtracting the 
monthly average adjusted spreads from the monthly central-market prices.

Monthly central-market prices were obtained by weighting the daily quota­
tions by the number of bales of cotton of the same description sold on the sam~ 
day and included in the sample of cotton sold in the selected local markets. 
In obtaining average central-market prices for cotton of various grades and staple 
lengths, premiums and discounts for grades of Ys-inch staple were applied to other 
staple lengths, and staple premiums and discounts for Middling grade were applied 
to other grades. The prices obtained in this way are obviously only rough 
approximations, and their accuracy depends upon the extent to which the gleater
staple premiums and discounts for the higher grades are counterbalanced by the 
smaller staple premiums and discounts for the lower grades. 

CALCULATION OF COMPARATIVE VALUE PER ACRE 

The comparative values per acre for cotton of diffcrcnt staple lengths were 
obtained by subtracting from the value of the lint cotton and cottonseed the costs 
of picking, ginning, and bagging and ties. Data on avcrage staple length, yield 
per acre, and percentage of lint to seed, were obtained from reports of the state 
agricultural experiment stations. The value of the cottonseed was based on the 
average seasonal price received by growers as reported by the Bureau of Agri­
cultural Economics. The prevailing rates for picking, ginning, and bagging and 

. tics, were used in calculating the cost. The average price received by growers 
in local markets for Middling Ys-inch White cotton was used as a basis, and to this 
basis ~vere applied local-and central-market staple premiums and discounts. 

TABLES 

TABLE 17.-Price per pound received by growers for White cotton of various grades 
and staple lengths sold in selected local markets on specified dates, season 
1929-80 1 . 

MARKET C, 4 BUYERS OF DIFFERENT TYPES, OOT. 12, 1929 I 

Shorter thnn! H inch II l~i. inch I inch IHo inchr.s lji inches
~Ii inch ' 


Grade 
 I
Soles Price Soles Price Soies Price Saies Price Sllles Price Sllles Price 

-------1---.-1- -----------------
Bales Cent'iBales Cenls Balu Cent. BolCJJ Cents Bale, Cenls Bales CenU 
..... •••••. 1 Ii. 75 I 18. 25 .~.... ...... I 18.65 ........... . 

..... ,..... 1 18.55 1 18.60 .................................... 


4 18.60 i IS. 62 .................................... 

1 18.63 2 18.65 ...... ...... ...... •................ 

4 lS.fJ5 3 18.75 ............ """ .. _............... 

1 18.67 1 18. 80 ...............- .................. . 

I 18.70 1 18.85 """ ...... """ .,. ___ ............
::::.-) 1 18.75 1 18.00 ................... _....._.... ""_' 

1 18.85 ...... "_'" __.......... '''''' '''''' ...... """ 

1 18.25 1 18. 55 ............ "'''' ............ '_"" 

1 18.50 1 18.62 ......................., """ •••••• 

1 18.00 _.. , .. '''''' '''''' .............................. 

2 18.63 •• , ............................................. 
,. MId&"'••••••••••.. L. ..::. I 18.65 ..............._., ••••_......................... 

5 18.75 ...... """ ...... '''''' '''''' ._••••,............ 

1 IS. 85 ................................................ 

1 18.10 1 17.00 ................................... .


6, StricLLow Midd!!ng••}:::••• ::::' 1 18.80 .............. _••••••••• """ .................. 


MARKET D,!l DUYERS OF DlFFERENT TYPES, OOT. 10, 1929 3 

" ........' ......\.._... I 18.60 17.75 I 19.25 I 19.25 

4, Strict Middllng ..... _............................... """ 18.00 I 19.37 ............
{• ,... •••••• ...... •••••• ...... ...... 1 18.50 ........................ 

••••• ...... 2118.00 1 18.40 1 18.00 3 19.00 ...... """ 

5, Middling.......""'" {::::: :::::: 1 l~ ~ ~ l~::: I l~: M:::::: :::::: :::::: :::::. 

••_••,...... 1 18.75 ........................ _......................: 


See footnotes at ond of tobio. 
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TABLE l'l.-Price per pound received by growers for White cotlon of various grades 
and staple le~ths sold in selected local markets on specifie dates, season 
1929-3Q-Contmued 

MARKET E, 3 nUYERS OF DIFFERENT TYPES, OCT. 26, 1929 I 

Shorter Ihnn % Inch l~io Inch 1 Inch H1a Incbes HfI Incbes
~InchGrade 

Sales Price Sales :Price Sales Price Sales Price Sales Price Sales Price
-------_.\-- --------------------- ­

&Iu Cent& Balu Cents Bales Cents Bales Cents Bales Cent. Bales Conts5, Middllng______________ ______ ______ 4 16.50 2 16.50 ____________ j_______________________ _ 
6, Strict Low Mlddllng___ 1 16.50 6 16.50 1 16.50 ____________ .._____________________ _ 
7, Low Middllng_________ 2 16.50 3 16.50 1 16.50 ____________ " __ .' ___ •• _____ .. _____ _ 

1. No round lot sales are inclUded. 
, The price o( New York futures contracts did not vary on this dale because it was a bollday. 

3 Tbe price of New York futures contrActs (or December delivery varied 12 points on this date. 

I Tbe price of New York futures contracts (or December delivery varied 9 points on tbls date. 


TABLE IS.-Price per pound received by growers for White cotton of various grades 
and staple lengths sold in selected local markets on specified dates, season 
1980-811 

MARKET F, 5 BUYERS, SEPT. 19, 19.10 2 

Shorter tban ~8 Incb~{,Iuch
Grade 

Sales Price Snles Price Sales Price
------------_.\------------------

Bales Cents Bales Cenls Bales Cenla

4, Strict Middl!ng-·-----------------·-·--l-~~~~~::~: :::::~:~~: t IgJ~ 
5, Mlddllng ____..________________________ ......___ __________ 1 9.88 

::::::::: :::=:::::= } l~: gg 
6 Strict Low Middling {--------- ----- ..--- 1 9.75 --------j- ------ii:25 
7: Low Mlddl!ng __• ___ ~:~:~:::::::::::::: _=:::::::: :::::::::: ________ ~. _____~~~~_ .-------j- ------9:4ii 

lILARKET G, 2 BUYERS, SEPT. 26, 1930' 

~, Strict Mlddllng._______________________ 1_..._____ ---------- 8.50 9.00
---,...". ............ '" ..... _,..- .. 9.00 .... ~ ......_-- ---------­

2 9.005, Mlddllng.____________________________________ ~______~::~_ .. --------- -.. -------­
1 9. 25 ... _-------- ---------­
3 9.6.1-------2- -----8~OO- ---------- ------8~381 S.25 

8.6.1 1 S.38 8.75 
2 8.75 1 8.44 ----......-....... .... -.. -----­
3 8.S1 1 S.50 ................ _- .. -- ..-----­
1 9.00 1 8.56 .... ~" "-- ..... ----------

IJ; Strict Low Mlddling __________________ _ 1 9.06 3 S.6.1 -...... -... ~--- ----------
J 9.50 1 8.69 -", ..... ... .. .. _------­

3 8. 7u -.............. -- ...... ,.. ..... ---­
.. -_ ....... _- ....
5 8.81 ----------

I 8.88 ----_ ........- --------..­_ ... __ ~ __ .. r"2 9.00 ........ _----­
9.31 ----""" "'_ .. .-..----- .. ­
8.38 --_ ... _--.... - ...... -............ 

8.50 ---------- --- .. -----­
8.6.1 ----...-..... "' ---.._----­
8.75 .. -... -.. --- .... --,., .............. 

MARKET n, 1 BUYER, OCT. 10, 1930 I 

3, Good 1\Ilddllng ______• ____ ••_________ -- {--------- .---- •••• - I 8.40 
1 9.00 

4, Strict Mlddllng ________________________ C·--uf -·--1~g- 3 8.40 --••-'--j' ------ii:25 
I 8.50 1 9.50 

I 8.50 1 8.25 1 8.40 
5. Mlddllng________ ----_________________ _ ---_ ...... ,. ...._-------- 4 8.40 1 8 . .'50 

_ .... ____ .. _ "' ........ :0- .. ;0. .... 
 1 9.25{ ........ -.. _--- .. _-'*'- ....-",. 2 9.37 


I No round-lot sales are iDeluded. 

1 Tbe price of New York futures contracts for December delivery varied 12 points on this date. 
I Tbe price of New York futures contracts (or December delivery varied 13 points on tbls da~• 
• Tbe price of New York futures contracts (or December delivery varied 25 points on tbls date. 
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TABLE 19.-Price per pound received by groUJera Jor While coIIon oj lJariOl.•d gradea
and ataple lengths aolil in 8elected local marketa on apecijied datu, aea&OnB 1931-314 
and 1932-33 1 

M.ARKET I, 1 BUYER, WHO OPERATED A STORE, OOT. 2, 1931 1 

Ulnch l~.inch linch 1).1. inches IH Inches 

Grade 
Sales Price Sales Price Sales Price Sales Price Buies Price 

---------·1-- ------ ------ ------
Balu Cenls Bales CenU Bales Cenls Bales Cenls Baits Cenls5.75 4 6.25 _____________ _14, strict Middling___ •_______ ! 1 5.50 ------- ------- 6.25 ______________________ •___ ..
----3- -"5:50- -----3- --5:50- 7 5.50 ______• ___ •____________• ___ _

1 6.00 __ • ________________________ _5, Mlddllng_____ ._ ••.. ________ 1 5.60 2 5.75 1 6.25 ____________________________
6 5.75 1 6.25 4 5.75 ___________________________ _6, Strict Low Mlddling_.____ 1 5.75 _____________ _ 1 

il.IARKET J, 1 BUYER, WHO OPERA.TED A STORE, SEPT. 23, 1932' 

7.50 ........•• _-_ ..... ­4 Strict " ~Uddling---- .....-. {24 7.25 -__________________________________________ ....-_ .... -_...... -- ------- ---- .. -- ---""-" ----- __________-,..--_..__ 

3 7. 2" 1 7. 25 1 6. 75 6.00 7.75
5, Middling ______ . ________ . 1 7.50 1 7.75 2 7.25 7.00 8.00

{ 1 i.i); _______ .______ 1 7.i5 7.75 _....... __ .. __ 
6, Strict. Low il.llddling....________._ ""'" ______________ • __ .... _____ .. 7.75 __ • __ ._ • _____ • 

t No round-lot sulcs nrc Included. 

1 The price of New York futures contracts for December delivery varied 14 points on this date. 

I The price of New York futures contracts for December delh-ery varied 21 points on this date. 


TABLE 20.-Frequency distribuliOlt of variations in]Jrices 1 per pound received by 
growers for individual bales of specified grades 0/ White 2 cotton of %-inch staple 
from the average price received/or Middling White cotton of the same staple length 
in selected local markets, seasons 1928-29 to 1932-33 

SEASON 1928-29 

2'GS~~~t 3, Good ·1, Strict 5, Mid. 6,e~~ct i. Low 8'8~~at 9, Good 
Variation (cents) Mld- Mld- Mid· dUng Mid. Mid· Ordl- Ordl· 

dUng dUng dUng dUng dUng nary nory 

Bales Balt4 Balu Bales Bales Bales Balu Bales-5.60 to -5.21._....________ . ___._.,. __ .._________ .. ___ • ____ ...______ •• ____ •_______ •__ .. __• 1 
-5.20 to -4.81••••• __.........._... _. _______...__ ... ___ 1 ___ • ____ . ________• 1 
-4.80 to -4.41 __ .. __ ._................__ .. ' ____ • ______ ... ____... 1 2 5 5
-4.40 to -1.01.•• __.......... _......... _________ ...____ ••_..____ 1 4 6 
 12
-4.00 to -3.6L...__• _______ ... ______ 1 __."__ ,, ____ ..... 3 10 16 25
-3.60 to -3.21._________...___...____ "' __ "__ 1 1 5 19 11 22
-3.20 to -2.81....___ ........__ •__• ______ .. __ . 2 1 16 34 43 
 19
-2.80 to -2.41.__..____ ..... ____ •_____.... __ .. 5 2 36 55 40 21
-2.40 to -2.oI.....__• ____ .....______ 3 7 10 50 51 38 18 
-2.00 to -1.61.......__._........__ .. 4 19 27 98 100 60 13 
-1.60 to -1.21...____ ....___ ......... 6 51 90 220 164 42 9
-1.20 to -0.81...____ ...__ .. __ •__ ..__ 38 290 342 513 220 54 o 
-0.80 to -0.41. .... _.....___ 1 212 1, US 1,293 923 267 49 7
-0.40 to -0.01 _______..____ • 14 791 4,143 3,748 1,146 202 36 4

0.00 to 0.39___..________ • 24 1,257 5.640 4.171 896 129 15 3 
0.40 to 0.79______________ 4 517 2,317 1,347 377 43 7 
0.80 to 1.19__ .....__..-.. 2 144 568 251 75 12 1 
1.20 to 1.69__ ......__ ..__ ...__ • __ • 110 186 62 17 4 1 
1.60 to 1.00____••______.. 1 00 75 18 5 1 _....______ ..___.. 
2.00 to 2.39__ .._. ____ •• __ ,. ___ .___ 27 38 6 1 _______ ._ .. __• ___________ __ 
2.40 and over___ ...._____••••____ ... 1 8 7 12 2 ____ •________ •__.. 

TotaL__________.... __ 46 3,180 14,498 11.377 4,395 1,319 425 168 

Cern, Cern' Ce·nts CenU Cenu Cents CenU CenUMean...... __....___________ 0.14 0.21 0.12 0.00 -0.34 -0.94 -1.68 -2.66 
Standard error of mean...._ .06 .01 .00 .00 .01 .03 .06 .09
.Average devlatlon______..__ .26 .38 .36 .36 .54 .75 .97 .96 
Approximate rango ~...._.__ 2. 40 7.20 6.00 8.40 9;60 8.00 6.40 5.60 

See footnotes at ~Ild of table. 
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TABLE 20.-Frequency di8tribution oj variation8 in JJriCeB 1 per pound received by 
grower8 Jor individual boles oj specified grades oj White 2 cotton oj Ys-inch 8taple 
Jrom the average price received Jor Middling White cotton oj the same 8taple length 
in 8elected local marketB, 8ea80na t9SB-29 to t9SS-S9-Continued 

SEASON 1929-30 

2. Strict 	 6, Strict L 8, Strict 0 d 
Variation (cents) 	 0Moodld. 3'~W:f.d 4,~~~~t 5, Mid· Low 7Mi~~v Oood 9'Or8~ 

dUng dllng dUng dUng Mi~~ dUng ~~~~. nary 

--------1·---- ------------
Balt8 Bal., Bale8 Balls Ball. Bales Bale8 Bale8 

Under -6.00.............. ......... ......... ......... ......... 2 3 7 1 

-6.00 to -5.61.......................................................... . 5 9 1 

-5.60 to -5.21.............. ......... ......... ......... ......... 1 16 37 8 

-5.20 to -4.81...... __ ......................................._.. 2 18 23 8 

-4.80 to -4.41.............. ......... ......... ......... 1 8 34 27 6 

-4.40 to -4.01............................,... 2 2 1 33 26 1 

-4.00 to -3.61••••••_................................__ 2 12 35 18 5 

-3.60 to -3.21. ••_._........ ......... ••••••••• 1 5 20 85 41 10 

-3.20 to -2.81•••••_•••••••••• __ ..... ......... 3 5 26 110 54 20 

-2.80 to -2.41_.....__ ...... ......... ......... 1 7 62 149 66 17 

-2.40 to -2.D1......_•••.••• '''''''_' 1 2 21 108 178 67 8 

-2.00 to -1.61.............. ......... ......... 12 30 183 219 47 2 

-1.60 to -1.21 __...................,. 2 32 107 297 246 59 1 

-1.20 to -0.81.............. ......... 16 113 340 003 2M 43 3 

-0.80 to -0.41.............. 1 107 779 1,347 1,033 268 43 4 

-0.40 to -0.01.............. 3 535 3,768 4,937 1,770 240 22 15 


0.00 to 0.39.............. 13 720 5,231 5,580 1,162 171 14 14 

0.40 to 0.79.__•••••• __... 4 318 1,813 1,464 380 53 4 1 
0.80 to 1.19••••• __.______ 1 61 403 310 117 19 ......... 1 

1.20 to 1.59.............. ......... 9 72 12 3:1 7 1 .........
4 2 ____ •• __ •1.60 to 1.99.... __.............. ,.. 5 22 12 10 


2 4 ...__•__•2.00 to 2.39....................... """'" 14 0 2 

2.40 and over....................,.. 2 9 7 5 


TotaL__.............. 22 1,782 12,277 14,204 5,849 2,155 014 132 


Cenl. Cenl, Cent. Cents Cents CentR Cent. Cenls 
Mean.....__................ 0.21 0.14 0.11 0.00 -0.40 -1.46 -2.54 -2.48 
Standard error or mean..... .07 .01 .00 .00 .01 .03 .07 .10 
Average deviation.....____• .20 .32 .31 .34 • bS 1.07 1.33 1.45 
Approximate range ' ........ 1.00 5.00 7.60 8.00 II. 20 8.80 9.60 7.00 

SEASON 11l30-31. 

Bate! Bale! Balea Balta Balu Bale8 Balu Balu 
Under -0.00...................................__ .................____ • 1 •.•••••••• __ •••. __ 


-6.00 to -5.61.......__................... __........... __ ...__•• '"'''''' .....................__•••• 

-5.60 to -5.21...._....................__ .........__••••• __.........__ •__ .•__..........__ •• 1 

-5.20 to -4.81..........__..•• __•••.••_...__................................................____•••. 


=t~&~~ :::M:::::::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: '-""'2' f · ....--i· i 
-4.00 to -3.61__..............__...............____ •• __ ......... 2 4 5 2 


=~:gg ~~ =~:~t:::::::::::::: :::::::~: ::::::::: """'2' ""'--i' ~ l~ 1~ "''''''i 
-2.80 to -2.41••••. __.............,.. ......... 3 3 11 33 21 1 

-2.40 to -2.01.__........... ......... I 3 6 33 102 29 1 

-2.00 to -1.61.............. ......... 1 18 15 84 184 49 4 

-1.60 to -1.21.......___.... ........ 7 43 41 185 188 33 Ii 

-1.20 to -0.81......._. __ ••. ......... 27 123 176 512 289 29 4 

-0.80 to -0.41••• __......... __ ••• ___• 162 681 922 1,013 229 17 1 

-0.40 to -0,01.......__..... 13 005 2,927 3 033 1,486 230 13 3 


0,00 to 0.39...__...___ ... 12 000 3,602 4: 403 1,093 132 0 .-.--...2. 

0.40 to 0.79.............. 5 261 1,034 842 270 26 4 

0.80 to 1.19____ ••__• __ ... 1 02 2JJ 1-19 4·1 5 1 
1.20 to 1.59....._•••_.___ 1 23 li2 21 6 1 1 
1.60 to 1.99..____ ••• __... __....... 6 12 3 0 2 ..........__...... 

2.00 to 2.39...__ ••• __..............__ ...... 4 I ........................ __ • 

2.40 and over__..........._ ..........._...__• 3 2 1 1 ...__.... 


Total....~............ 32 1,701 8,778 10,214 4,766 1,552 230 27 


Cenl8 Cml8 Cenl. Cenl8 Cenl8 Cenls Cents Cenls 
Mean.... __ ................. 0.17 0.07 0.05 0.00 -\).32 -0.1l0 -1.01 -1.77 
Standard error or mean..... .07 .01 .00 .00 .01 .02 .07 .20 
Average deviation.......... .29 .30 .32 .31 .40 .65 .79 1.15 
Approldmate range '_....... 1.00 4.00 7.20 4.80 0.80 9.60 7.00 6.00 

See rootnotes at end or table. 
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TABLE 2O.-Frequency distribution of variations in pricu 1 per pound received by 
growers for individual bales of specified {1rades of White I cotton of %-inch staple 
from the average price received for Middltng White cotton of the same staple length 
in 8elected local markets, seasons 1928-S9 to t9SS-SS-Continued 

SEASON 1931-32 

Variation (ccnts) 

--------1------ --- --- --- --- --- ---
Baits Balta Bales Balta Balu Bales Baits Ba/"

-2.40to -2.01.............. ......... ......... 1 ••• __......__.............. """ __ ' ......... 
-2.00 to -1.61..................._........ __........................................................ 
-1.60 to -1.21............... , ........_...... , ......... 
-1.20 to -0.8L............... __ .... ......... 15 

2 
8 

2 
10 

1 
7 

16 
24 

9 
21 

-0.80 to -0.41.............. ......... 16 153 145 108 42 21 6 
-0.40 to -0.01..............."...... 

0.00 to 0.39................__.... , 
MOte 0.79.........__ ... ......... 

liO 
244 
64 

1,294 
1,451 

228 

1,215 
1,367 

98 

492 
411 
43 

101 
64 
12 

26 
21 
3 

5 
1 

0.80 to 1.19....__... ____ . ......... 5 26 17 2 ......................__• __ 
1.20 to 1.59..__ .......... ......... 1 3 1 .........................., ......... 
1.60to 1.99................................................................................_...., 


TotaL................ ............. 500 3,170 2,913 1,008 2Z7 III 48 


Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents Cents 
Mean....................... ........----- 0.10 0.03 0.00 -0.06 -0.15 -0.52 -0.92 
Standard error of mean ..... -_ .. _----. .01 .00 .00 .01 .02 .05 .05 
• ",-verage deviation .......... --.-_ .. ~ .... - .25 .26 .24 .26 .28 .40 .27 
Approxlmllte rnnge'........ 2.00 3.60 2.80 2.40 2.00 2.00 1.60 

SEASON 1932-33 

-2.80 to -2.4L..............~~I~~....~~I~;....~~I~~"I Bales1 .•~~/~~....~~/~~•.••~~~~_...~~~~•• 

-2.40 to -2.01.............. ......... 1 ...............__..................................... 

-2.00 to -1.61.............. ......... 1 ......... ......... 1 .........................., 

-1.60 to -1.21.............. ......... ......... 5 ' 1 1 2 ........ ' 

-1.20 to -0.8L............ ......... 5 20 17 13 13 9 3 

-0.80 to -0.41.............. ......... 26 180 208 137 43 16 5 

-0.40 to -0.01.............. ......... 138 1,236 1,961 685 100 \0 1 


0.00 to 0.39........... ••• ......... 63 1,305 1,919 516 89 8 1 

0.40 to 0.79.............. __ ....... 12 200 205 49 1 1 

0.80 to 1.19.___ ._..... __ . ......... J\ 17 3 1 ... , .............. 

1.20 to 1.59........_._......... '" ......... 3 4 1 .... _.__......._........__ • 

1.60 to 1.99....._.._.............. __ ... "" ._... _... 1 .._................................. 

2.00 to 2.39....._........ . ......._....... 1 ......... ,,,,,,,,, ......................... __ 

2.40 to 2.79..................... __._..... __....... I ...___._.......... __ •__..____..____ • 

2.80 to 3,19.............. ..........___........,_ 1 _.. _......_............_............ 


TotaL_............... 248 2,961 4,336 1,406 2.t7 46 10 


Cenl., Ce71t8 CentJ Cent! Cent8 C~nts Cents Cents 

l\fenn._..................... 

~ .... -"'--- .. 0.13 0.0' 0.00 -0.07 -0.16 -0.47 -0.62 

Standard error of meau ..... .......... --- .02 .01 .00 .0\ .02 .07 .12 

Average devi!ltlon ........... .35 .. 26 .25 .26 .2; .39 .26 

Approximate range' ....... 3.20 3.60 5.60 3.20 2.00 2.00 1.20 


.... y .. ~ ... ­

~ ~Ii~~\V~rt~ ;Jt~~ag;'cf~d~~. the average price Cor MIddling WhIte cotton. 

, The approximate range W!lS measured Crom the mId·polnt of tile extreme cln.<.-;es. 
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TABLJI 21.-Frequency diatribution of variation8 in price8 1 per pound received by 
growerlJ Jor individuaL bales oj specified staple length8 oj Middling White 2 cotton 
from the average price received for %-inch coUon 01 the same grade in selected 
local markets, seaaOn8 19138-29 to 1932-33 

SEASON 192&-29 

1HShorter lH. lHi lH. InchesVllilation (oonts) than ~8lnch J11~ linchinch Inches Inches Inches and}I! inch longer

--------1--- --- --- --- --- ------ ---
Bal.. BaleJ Bale8 Bal.. Bales Bales Baits Balta 

Under -2.80••••••••• " ... '4 3 3 · .... ··t ....···2· ..-........... ..-..-........... .....--- ..... ­~ 

-2.80 to -2.41.._•••••••••••• 7 2 4 --- ........-- .....-.... ... ~ ... ..--..-...........

-2..0 to -2.01-. ••••__ •••••_ 19 HI lS 6 t _.... -- ~ 

.. -'-..... -_....... 

q-

~-,.

-2.00 to -1.61.•••• __••_._ .• 13 -I 33 11 7 """'ir --"' .._-_ .... ....-..-.... -­
-1.60 to -1.21 .............. 36 90 78 39 15 2 
-1.20 to -0$1.............. 09 3t2 292 126 41 9 2 1 
-0.80 to-O.41_•• _. __....... 321 1,293 801 395 92 25 9 '2 

-0040 to -0.01 ........__.... 679 3,748 1,851 830 214 48 13 7 


0.00 to 0.39......""'___ 683 4,171 2,213 948 282 83 25 11 
MOto 0.79.............. 290 1,347 1,091 551 212 89 2i -! 
0.80 to 1.19.............. 59 251 296 225 147 76 25 4 
1.20 to 1.59.............. 20 62 11 105 95 84 20 4 

1.60 to l.IlII.............. 4 18 31 ·12 54 49 10 5 

2.00 to 2.39.....__....... 1 6 15 22 26 32 14 4
.,2.40 to 2.79............ 8 10 17 22 12 
 .. ·· ..--22.80 to 3.19............ 1 1 3 3 6 15 5 

3.20 and over.......... 2 5 3 10 HI \l 3 


....----- '---
TotaL................ 2,2:16 11,377 6,813 3,318 1,221 553 lit 47 


Cenl$ Cent8 Cent8 Cenu Cenu Cellts Cents Cenu 
l\!'ean....................... -0.08 0.00 0.04 0.13 0.4" 0.98 1.13 0.0.1 
Standard crror of meliD •. .0\ .00 .01 .01 .m .04 .09 .17 
Average dC\'iation .......... .44 .36 .H . ·m .08 ,8', .Ill .97 
Approximate range' ....... Ii. SO 8.40 8.00 7.60 n.60 tUO 5.60 .1. 40 

SEASON 1029-30 

Bales Bales Bales Balcs Bale. Bale., I Bales 1 Bales 
Under -2.80.............. 6 15 11 6 , ... ..... - ..... -- .. --- -~- ... - ..
~~ ~ 

-2.80 to -2.41. ............. 4 7 " 3 ..-..... .. I ....·· .. •
..... w .... ~ .. ~ ~ ' 


-2.40 to -2.01. ............. \l 24 II 3 .~. ~ .. .. ,,- .. -... ~ - . 

-2.00 to -1.61. ............. 2i 30 21 7 Ii 

~ 


... ' ~ .... , _ M"'''--j'-1.60 to -1.21.... _......... 70 107 54 16 9 I 

-1.20 to -O.S!.......... 233 3-10 IIi! 58 15 I ..... " ........ "' ......
"~~ ~ 

-0.80to -0.·11 .............. 807 1,3-17 49n 199 45 5 .. ......... ~ ..M'" C ~ '"' • ~ • " ~ ~ 

-0040 to -0.0\ •• ...... ,.. ...-....... 2,024 4,037 1,984 766 155 26 .....
...---~ 

0.00 to 0.39.............. 1,656 5,586 2,Glb 9-11 2;1; 50 2 i 

0040 to 0.79.............. 521 1,464 952 481 177 60 5 " ..-............. 

0.80 to 1.19..._.......... 186 310 224 161 115 5.1 6 ........j

1.20 to 1.59.............. 65 i2 55 52 H 20 2 

1.60 to l.IlII........... 2i 12 12 8 16 13 2 .. ..-..... 


~ .. __ ... w~~,.2.00 to 2.39..__...... , ... 13 6 4 4 9 J2 .... ...... 
2.79............. 8 3 5 4 4 ·1 

~--

~ -~2.'0 to .. ...... --.---~ .."" 
~.,. ~2.80 to 3.19............ 2 1 3 1 2 . ... .... . ... _- ._ ....-....-­

~ ~~a.2Oand over .............. ._........ 3 :l 1 .- ....... " .. ..... "' .... .. ..... ~ .. ,. 
~ 

~ ...... ..-....... ....
~ ~ ~ 

TotaL................ 5,658 14,264 6,608 2.711 833 262 18 2 


Cent! Cents Cent$ Cents Cent. Cent., Cent., Cent. 
Mean..................." .• -0.05 0.00 0.07 O.H 0.37 0.73 0.82 0.68 
Standard error oC mcan..... .01 .00 .01 .01 .02 .04 .17 ·..· .. :80Average deviation .......... .41 .34 .36 .39 • b2 .55 .49 

Approximate range ' ........ 8.00 8.00 9.20 i.60 4.80 '1.00 3.20 1.60 


SEASON 193(}-31 

Bale, Bal~s Bale$ Bal., Bales Balel Batu Baltl 
Under -2.80...................... . 1 1 1 


-ll.80 to -2.41...................... . 3 2 

-2.40 to -2.01. .._.......... 4 5 10 

g 
6 ···· .. T ::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: 


-2.00 to -1.61.............. {i 15 20 10 5 ............___............ 

-1.60 to -1.21.............. 14 41 60 29 11 1 1 

-1.20 to -0.81.............. 62 17G 205 84 32 1 1 

-0.80 to -·0.41.., ...... __ ... 151 922 829 298 127 2~ 2 
-0.40 to -0.01............. 063 3,6.13 2,518 926 272 54 5 

0.00 to 0.39.............. 051 4,403 3,164 1,172 376 74 7 

0.40 to 0.79.............. 142 8~2 989 b51 240 45 (\ 


Bee footnotes at end Qf table. 
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TABLJ!l 21.-Frequency distribution oj variations in prius 1_ psrpound received by 
growers Jor individual bales oj specified staple lengths oj Middling White' cotton 
Jrom the average price received Jor %·inch cotton oj the same grade in selected 
local markets, 8easons 1928-29 to J9S2-SS-Continued 

SEASON 1930-31-Contlnued 

IHShorter 
I~f. Hie Hi Hie InchesVarIation (cents) than HInch linchInch Inches Inches Inches Rnd~Inch longer

---------1--- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Balu Bale. Balu Bale. Balta Balea Balu Bale. 

0.80 to 1.19.................. 33 149 208 217 lOB 19 1 ••••••••• 

1.20 to l.69.................. 6 21 69 56 38 8 •••••••••••••••••• 

1.60 to 1.99••••••••••_. __ ._•••__•••••• 3 7 17 17 8 •••••••••••••••_•• 

2.00 to 2.39•••••__••••••••_••••_••••••••••• , .. _ 2 I 3 •••• _•.•••••••••••••••••••• 

2.40 to 2.79•••••••••••••••••.•••••.•__ ..... " •. 4 1 ••••••••••••".", ••••••••, ••••••••• 

2.80 to 3.19••••••••••••••••••••••••__ ....... .. 

3.20 and over................................. ~ """'i' ::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: ::::::::: 


Total................. 1,732 10,214 8,097 3,372 1,233 240 23 


I Cent. Cent. Cent' Cent. Cent. Cent. Cent. Cenl. 
Mean..•••••••••••••••••••••• ' -0. I}! 0.00 0.02 0.11 0.18 0.23 0.05 

Blalillard error or mean••• "1 .01 .00 .00 .01 .02 .04 .12 

Avel'8lle deviatIon .......... .33 .31 .36 .40 .·15 .45 .45 

ApproxImate range'........ 3,60 4.80 7.60 6.40 4.40 3.20 2.-'0 


SEASON 1931-32 


Bale. Bale. Bale, Bale, Bale. Bale. Bale. Balu 
-2.00 to -1.61.............. __.....__ ......... 1 I ......... ____ . ____ ......__.......... 


=f:~ng =&:~i:::::::::::::: ..·....4· ~ I~ Ii ....·..3· ........................... 

-0.80 to -0.41.............. 22 g5 132 105 12 •......4· ::::::::: ::::::::: 

-0.40 to -0.01.............. 169 1,275 1,261 826 156 II .................. 


0.00 to 0.39.............. 158 1,367 1,245 875 303 36 1 ......... 

0.40 to 0.79.............. 29 98 191 223 113 19 I ••••••••• 

0.80 to 1.19.............. 1 17 46 79 43 6 ................. . 

1.20to 1.59.............. ......... I 9 14 II I ................. . 

1.60 to 1.99......................................_.. 3 I .......................... . 

2.00 to 2.39.............. ......... ......... I ............................................. 
---._-­ ------------------' 

Total ................ . 383 2,913 2.898 2, 139 642 77 


Conl8 Cenla Cenl. Cent. Cent. Cent. C.nt. Cent. 
Mean....................... 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.08 0.23 0.29 0.33 

Standard error oC mean..... .02 .00 .00 .01 .02 .05 .... --....... 

Average deviation. _........ .26 .24 .26 .30 .28 .30 .20 _.. ~-.. .. 

Approxlmata range ........ . 2.00 2.80 4.00 3.60 2.80 2.00 .40 "' .. _-_ .... 
~ ~ 

SEASON 1932-33 


Bale, Bale. Balta Batu Balta Balta Bale. Bolle. 

-2.80 to -2.41.............. ......... 1 2 •••••• , ............................. """'" 

-2.40 to -2.01........................................................., ............................ 

-2.00 to -1.~i··..·••....-·· ......... ""'''i' ~ ....···2· '''''''2' ................., ......... 

=::~ ~g =&:81:::::::::::::: """'j' 17 29 II 3....·..i· ::::::::: ::::::::: 

-0.80 to -0.41.............. 30 208 193 97 46 1 I ........ . 

-0.40 to -0.01.............. lal 1,001 1,271 55.1 ll8 10 .............. 0 


0.00 to 0.39.............. la6 1,919 1,450 853 154 18 ............" .•.• 

0.40 to 0.79.............. 17 205 329 245 87 5 1 ._••••••• 

0.80 to 1.19...._.__••_••••••• '_'" 17 31 43 13 I ._.............•.. 

1.20 to 1.59.__._......... _........ 4 9 3 5 I ._................ 

1.60 to 1.99........._........,.... I I .,....... """'" """'" _.... __ ., '"'''''' 

2.00 to 2.39._..._........ __ '_'.'" ......._. I 2 __ ._......_...... , "'_"'" ........ . 

2.40 to 2.79•.•_.......... __•. ,.... 1 ""_"" ••,."." .._•.••, .......__• '_""'_' ........ . 

2.80 to 3.19.............. ......... I ........................., ............................ 


Tolal••••••••••••••••• 315 4,336 3,310 1,809 428 37 2 


Cenl. Cml. Cenl. Cenla Cent. Cent. Cf.nt. Cent. 
Mean....................... -0.02 0.00 0.04 O.ll 0.12 0.14 0.14 

Standard error oC mean..... .02 .00 .01 .01 .01 .07 .60 

Average deviatIon .......... .26 .25 .28 .28 .35 .29 .60 

Approximate range ' ........ 1.60 5.60 4.110 3.60 2.80 2.40 1.20 


I Minus silln (-) means below tho average price Cor ~·Inch White cotton. 
I Extra White cotton Included. 
, The approximate r811&e was measured from the mIdpoInt oC the extreme c~. 



59 FARM PRICES OF COTTO}l 

TABLE 22.-ComparatiWl lHJlue per acre 1 of cotton of various Iftaple len{lth8 included 
in variety testa 2 in specified localitie8, 8ea80n8 19138-139 to 1939-33 

Local-market premiums and dis­ Central-market premiums and dis­
counts applied counts applied 

Location and staple length 

(~ Inch) 


1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1928 1929 193(). 193t 1932 

---------1-- -- --- --- --. ----------
Raymond, Miss. (valley

land):' Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. ])01. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol.23________________________________________•_____.____ 21.71 _______ _______ _______ _______ 20.71 
2~_ ..___________.________ _______ _______ 67.38 ________._____ _______ _______ 60. 10 _____________ _ 
26_.______.______________ 92. 55 __.____ _______ 23.27_______ 90.06 _______ _______ 21.07 _____ __ 
27______________________________ c______ 59.33 _______ _______ _______ _______ 53.21 _____________ _ 
28.. ____________.________ 112. 23 _______ 66.46 25.46 37.02 112.23 _______ 66.46 25.46 37.02 
29__________________.. __ •________ BO.72 _______ 27.69 33.84 _______ 140.72_______ 27.69 33.SI 
30_______________________ 121. 37 _______ 86.17 30.02 35.53 123.03_______ 89.53 31. 38 36.32 
31. ______________ .------- _______ 126.37 SI.21 32. 89 37.06 _______ 12<).16 87.50 34. 39 37.89 
32_______________________ 103.39 131.22 75.47 32.83 35.21 J07.44 140.39 81.67 36.07 37.15 
33~______________________ 99.91 _______ 80.10 31. 61 30.10 103.81 _______ 86. 79 ~. 73 31. i4 
34__- _______ ._._.________ 96.18 140.16 79.90 32.39 33.12 102.58 153.79 91. 48 37.55 37. I., 
35_______ ._______________ 114.97 152. 83 76.91 26. ,9 23.60 122.58 167.79 87.92 30.33 26.50 
36___ ._•••_______________ J01. 22 149.6.1 71.40 30.30 28.81 107.17 154.24 84.65 39.30 33.84 
37_._____________ •____ • ___ 141.SO 150.9'l_______ 24.56 _______ 150.16 165.59 ______ 31.86 _____ _ 
38_____________________•• 83.01 138.74 50.63 _______ _______ 91.02 158.57 OS. 37 ____________ __
39_____________________ ._ _______ 131.12 _______ •_____________ .______ 149.69 • ____________ • _____ __ 
40. ____________________ ._ _______ 139.50 • ____________________ •______ 152.74 ________________...__ 

Raymond, Miss. (hill land) ;' 22_____________________________••___ .__ 60.86 ______________ .______ _______ M.20 _____________ 
23..____ • ____._._____________________________________ 2-1.OS ..__________________________ 23.M 
24 ____________ •____ ••__._ 43.26 _______ 46.79 19.43 _______ 42. O!J _______ 41.82 17.59 ______ _
25_________________________ _______ 5-1. 03 _______________________._.__ 48.28 ..__________ __._~__ 

26 ____ • _______ .__________ 45.99_______ 62. 92 21.86.____ ._ 44.77 _...___ 56.20 19.81 _______ 
27 _____ ._.._.._....____ ._ _______ 86.40 53.51 _______ 23.79 ..___ .. 81. 37 47.79 _______ 22.73 
28 ___• ___ • ____ • _______._. _______ 98. iO 53.29 .19.85 23.31 ..._... 98. 70 53.29 19.85 23.31 
29 ___ .._.. ____________ •• _ .______ 82. 51 53.43 18.35 29.16.______ 82.51 53.43 18.35 29.16 
30_______ • _______________ 48.11 91.02 46.96 20.44 27.94 48. i7 93. O-l 48.82 21.38 28; 50 
31.___ ..___________________________.___ 45.65 23.18 29,42 .______ _______ 47.43 24. 24 30.08 
32____.__________________ 41. 16 92.65 La. 97 19.38 26.6:1 42. 77 99. Ii 58.49 21.29 28.11 
33_____._._____ ..___..___ 44.11 90.45.______ 22. H 24.76 45.8-1 96.SL._.... 2-lW 26,11 
~_ ........_••_•• _..____• 51.1792. 98 _______ 21. 55 24.59 M.58 10'2.09_______ 25.00 27.60
35_______________________ 52.47 91.44 34.97 18.52 23.SU 55.00 100.39 31l.W 21.47 26.84 
36___ ._._________________ 41.23 81.23 _..____ 16.95 21.75 43.66 89.17 __ ...._ 22,01 25.M 
37___ ._..._________ ._____ _______ 87.50 • ________.._. _...... _______ 9t!. O-l • ___... ____ •____.._.. 
38_______________________ _______ 64.64 ____.__ _______ _______ _______ 73.82 _________• ______ ...._ 

Rolly Springs. ;\!Iss. (\-alley
land);'22....__________ • __ ._. ___ •__ .. __ 102.22 _______________________• ____ 96.35 __________________ .._ 

24__________ ..___ .. __ .... __'_"_ ...____ 69.86 ______• 27_43 • __________._. 62.38 _..____ 26.18 
26._••• __ • ___ •___________ 110.89_..____ 68.99 ______________ 107.92 __.,,__ 61.97._________..._ 
27 ___ •. __ ._. ___ ••___ ._. __ .._____ _______ 63.23 15.13 ..______...___ ._..__ • 56. SO 13. iI _____ __ 
28___ •___ • ___ ••____ .... __ 99.16 111.65 ____ .__ 11.38 20.44 99.16 111.65 _____ ._ 11. 38 20.44 
29 _____....___ ...._._____ _______ _______ 65.08 13.39 23.oo ------- ______ • 65.08 13.39 23.00 
30..___ •_________________ 124.45 __• ____ 72,67. _______ 25.29 126.14 ------OJ 75.47 ---...- 25.8-1t3L___ ._.__ •________________ .. _ 10-l.26 65.23 22.30 26.32 .. _._._ 106.58 67.72 23.32 26.91 
32 •• _. _____ ..._________ ._ 125.41 121.37 63.48 23.06 30.33 130.29 129. >lO OS.llIl 25.32, 31.98 
33. _____ ._...._•• _....._. 111.61 115.04 62.OSr lS.58 27.14 115.91 1'1:\.14 67.79 20.391 28.63 
34. ______ •______• ______ ._ 110. 12 133.34 66. 14: 11.50 29.13 li7.41 146.46 75.50 13.32, 32. 70 
35._ ..____ ..... __ -.-_____ 123.00 107.M ____... 34.65 28.30 131.S2 118.05 ____... 40.14 31.SI 
36_______ •___ ..______ .... 106.83 112.50 • ____ ._ 30.66 29.57 113.06 123.47 _______ 39.78 34.OS 
37•• '". __ ~ ...___ ...__ .... 130.98 103.28 54.29. ______ 27.2~ 138.66 113.35 61.05 ___ " __ 31.97 
38 •••• ___ ._ ...__ • ______ •. 101.59 103.55 ___ • ___ 15.29 ____... 1l1.~ 118.37.___... 23.01 _____ __ 
39 _____ •__ ••• ____________ ._..... 101.91 __ ..... _____ •••• ___ ••• __ •••• 116.42 ••___ •• ,._. ___ ...___ _ 

Holly Springs, Miss. (hill
land);' 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~ ::~~~ ~~~~~~~ __~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ ::if~ ~~~~]\"~_~ ~~~~~~~ :~~~~~ 

27 •• __ ...___________.... _ .._.... 85.82 26.40 29.94 18.29,.______ 80. 79 23. U! 27.10 17.47 
28............._..____.. _____.__ 83.38 Tt. M 26.70 23.73).______ &1.381 27. M 26.70 23.73 
29_________ •___ ••___________ .... 7•. 49 30.16 30.15 24.44(.______ 74.49 30.16 30.15 24.44 
30.. ____ ....____.._•••• __ 69.59 78.~ 24_74 28.&\1 24.26 70.55 SO. 10, 2.5.7030.17 2-1.SO 
31.____________• ____ ••_____ "'" _...... 23.73 32. 921 24.24 ..___________ '/ !a.54 34.43 24.7S 
32.___ • ____.._••_________ 78.88 79.28 __ • __ ._ 39.44 23.95 82.01 84.89 ._.____ 43.~ 25.27 
33___ ........____ •____ ••• 67.00 87.10 ___ .___ 36.08 22, 66 69.54 93.28_______ 39.64 23.90 
3l.. _.. _.. _. ___ •••_.___ ._ 63.98 97.72 20.63 28.75 21.54 68.30 l07.H 23.56 33.32 24.3035___ . ________ ._....___.. 71.85 91_ 28 ____ .__ 4-1. 63 15.97 76.67 100.251 ____ ... 51. 77 n 92 
36............__ .. : ....._ 52. 01 7S. SO _...... 29.34_______ 55.10 86.521....... 38.11 ____ • __ 

~::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::: : l~ ::::::: ..~~~~ :::::::::::::: ~:~ ::::::: __~~~~ :::::: 
See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE 22.-Comparative value per acre I of cotton of varioulf8laple length8 included 
in variety tesls 2 in specified localities, 8easons 19S5-S9 to J9SS·-SS-Continued 

Local·market premiums Bnd dis­ Central·market premiums Bnd dis· 
counts applied counts applied 

Location Bnd staple length 
Hh Inch) 1----:------..,,..----:----,..---1----,.---;------;--­

1928 1929 11930 1931 1932 111".8 1929 1930 1931 1932 

Poplar;llle, Miss.:' Doi. DoL. Dol. D~!. DoL. DoL. Dol. DoL. DoL. Dol.
22._••• __••_•••__ ••_._...........__.... 31.09 .....__ ..____••______ _______ 27.77 .._____ •_____ _ 
2~______ ••••_-. ____• __ ••• 47.16 _____________ ••___.__ 8.05 45.88 ___.... __.._.. _______ 7.68 
25._______ ....._.__..__ .. ______ • _______ 27.95 .... ___ ....__ ...___ ...__.... 25.13 __.._____,, __ • 
26...__•_________._______ 56.23 ._.____ 27.49 21.43 10.45 64. 75 ..____ • 24.05 19. 40 9.00 
27_____ ..______.._....... _____•• 47.86 26.94 17.42.______ _______ 45.06 24.17 15.79 • __ •___ 
28_._ ...._. __••__ ._.__ .,. __ ••• _. 3~.00 _______ Z7.35 11.34 ••_____ 34.00 ....... 27.35 11.34 
29.__ •• _. ______.._________..____ 63. M 35.62 20.27 8.97 __ • __ ._ 63.98 35.62 26.27 8.97 
30••••_. _______•_____ .___ 57. i4 02.10 34. 3~ 25.66 15. 86 58. 53 63.49 35.66 26.83 16.21 
31__ •____• __••____ •__.... '" .... ....... 29.91l 24.91 __ "'" ....... ....... 31.13 26.05 ..." •• 
32............._. ______ •• 46.42 &1. 92 28.04 23.82 13.28 48.25 09.51 30.32 31.67 14.01 
33__ ..__•__ •__....._.__ •• 56.80 55.71 ....... 27.05 13.04 59.04 59.65 ....... 30.36 13.75 
34._._____ ..__._._.______ 59.76 49.35 ___.... 24. 97 12.45 ro.74 54.21 .._.... 28.93 13.98 
35______ .._. _____• ___ ... _ 02. 46 51.95 15.68 27.69 6.00 00.63 57.05 1i.00 32.07 7.85 
30...._____ ......._•••••• 49,98 65.20 ....... 28.11 10.8i 52.94 71.59 ..._... 36.50 12, i6 
37....___............_. __ ....... 57.10 ...._.........._..... ....... 62.66 ...............___ •__ 
38.........................__... 19. d6 ....._. 17.47 .... __ • ""'" 22.46 ...____ 26.28 • ___• __ 

Stone"ille, .M Iss.:'
22..._________ ..__•______ •__..__ 107.04 39.92.________••, __ .._.... 100.78 35.68 ..._••• ____ ... 
24..____• ____._...___ .___ 113.44 112.00 _____ •••___ .__ 11.83 110.38 106.37 __.......____ • 11.29 
25.__ •__ ._ ........... _... 11}1.81 l!J.I.92 3i.98 7.86 ....._. 102.04 98.86 34.10 7.12 .....__ 

26.______ • _______________ '"'''' ....... 35. il ..........____ .._______..... 31.97 .........____ _ 

27.._______......._______ ....... 90.97 ...___ • 6.46 .._______••__• 94.19 .. __ ... 4.95 ..... . 

28._••___ • __......____ •• 123.18 105.89 ...__ •• 10.07 10.69 123.18 105.89 ____... 10.07 10. au 

29....____ •• __ ••• __ ..... 1M.92 ....... 36.26 10.70 __..... 1M. 92 __..... 36.20 10.70 ...__._ 

30.......__............. 101.80...... 40.97 10.88....... 103.19_...... 42. 53 11.37 ...... . 

31... .......... .... ...... 107. 4~ 109.00 41. 97 9. 53 13.53 lOS. 91 112.36 43.58 9.96 13.84 

32.._. __ .............. __ • 97.94 102.85 32.42 9.46 12.7i 101.74 110.10 35.07 10.39 13.47 

33..._. __................ 97.00 ....... 37.89 16.12 15.01 101. 70 .._.... 40.00 17.70 15.83 

34.....__.......... __ .... " ___" 00.1'. 35.4·\ 14.01 15.77 ....... IOS,88 40.45 16.24 17.70 

35..............__ •••••• 112.4ii 100.42 34.03 16.69 17.O'l 110.93 110.29 39.00 19.35 19.12 

36_____ •__ •___ •__...__ •• 117.23 115.80 36.35 1-1.77 12. Ii 124.25 127.28 42.93 19. 16 14.30 
37..__ ._.........___ ••••• 134.49 02.09 32.91 H.09 16.70 142.41 101. ().\ 38.87 18.25 19.61 
38._.........._______ .... 103.25 __ •. .•• ....... 13.35 13.32 113.21 __............ 20.05 17.79 
39__ • __ ............__.... .............. 16.69 14.44 __ ..... ....... 25.11 19.30 

Auburn, AIB.:1 
20••_•••• __.....__...............____ .. ·14.67 ...____ ""'" ..__ •__ ....... 39.58 • __ .. __ ... _. __ 

24.__ .._......_.....__....__ ••.. ....... 50.00 ...____ .....__ . ____ ...______ 44.48 .._.__...,, __ _ 

26.__ ......__ ...._..... __ ....... ....... 49. ()'1 ...._.. 17.00 ............. , 43.58....... 17.13 

27...... ., ..____......... 74.30 63.72 __..__ . 25.10 " ___ " 72.71 60.04 ....... 22.86 ....__ • 
28... .................... 02.28 6S.57 44.63 27.36 20.86 92.28 OS. 57 44.63 27.36 20.86 
29_____ ..... __ • __ ...... " 02.17 .,6.30 45.69 27.68 24.74 92.17 56.30 45.69 27.68 24.74 
30........_. __ ........... 84.09 71.23 45.32 24.23 17.50 85.24 72.82 47.18 25.27 17.87 
31...__ ..____............ 57. ~ ...__ .. ....... 25. H 19.59 88.84 "'''_' ...____ 26.53 20.00 

32.. _....______ .. __ ...... 75.87 71.58 ....... 25.50 23.24 78.85 76.59 __ •• __ • 27.85 24.43 

33.________ •________ ..... 102.50 57.52 37.74 22.32 22.60 106.55 61.53 41.03 24.38 23.77 
34___...___________ ...... 92.85 50.04 ....... 22.48 _____.. 99.04 61. 44 .....,. 25.84 • __ ..__ 
35.____ .....__........... 91. i3 44.20 ...... 19.68 20.27 97.88 48.46 • _____• 22.60 22.63 

36....___ ...________ ... __ 71.51 54.42 30.14 _______ ..... __ 75.71 59. ro 35.98 ..__........__ 

37___ .......__......... __ '"'''' 37.53 .........__ ... 14.10 ••____ • 41.10 __.._.. ....... 16.41 


Prattville, AIB.:1 
25... __ ••• _.......__......._____ .............. 27.09 20.83 ..................... 25.52 19.92 
26...........___ ......... ____ .. , 70.70 18.50 29.63 ..........__ .. iI.32 16.46 26.98 ..... .. 

27__........___.....___ .. ....... is.26..... 28. ().I 20.47....... 73.69 ......_ 25.57 19.60 

28 __ ...........____• __ •. 110.61 iO.25 10.47 29.89 20.34 110.61 70.25 19.47 29.89 20.34 

29.........__.......... i4.93 13.4i 26.09 21.1i ....... i4.93 13.47 26.09 21.17 

30...................... 112.42 73.15 12.75 28.49 22.19 113.93 7·1.78 13.27 29. il 22.67 

31_........_........... ____..... 69.3i 25.36 18.05 ....... 70.91 ....... 26.44 18.43 

32__ .......___ ......... IM.1S 65.54 li.OIl 26.79 16.80 112.29 70.11 18.55 29.27 17.66 

33.......__................. _.... 6.';.14 12.78 2.,.20 __ ..... ....... 69.69 .13.88 27.07 ....... 

34 ..........____• _____ ... 85.12 C:I.S2 14.19 .............. 90.74 ;0.00 16.34 .._........... 

35........__......._..... ....... 61.83 ......____......_. __ . .... 67.79 .........___ ....... .. 

36................____ ... 119.88 61.24 !1.00 .... __ ••_.... 12r..96 67.14 11.92 _....__ ......_ 

~O._._.... ............ 91.00 ..... . . ...__........... 111.58 .............. ____ ._..... .. 


Marianna, .-\rlr.:' 
24••__......__........... ........ 30.15 ....... 21.24 .............. 26.73 .. __... 20.Z2 
25...._......_.....__ ......................_.. ....... 22.80 .._. __ ...................__ • 21. iO 
27. ••• __...____ ...___ .... 79. sa (H. 89 17.38 ....... ....... 77.48 61.19 15.47 ........._... . 

28......._______ •__ ...... 79.82 55.24 26.91 24. M __..... 79.82 55.24 20.91 24.98 ____... 

29..........._...__._...... 80.5.1 53.92 26,32 24.52 15.54 86.53 53,92 26.32 24.52 15.54 

30.. ______•____.......... 68.73 &1.34 25.40 18.52 10.53 69.07 66.73 26.46 19.44 20.00 

31.__ ..._ ..___ ........ _. 92.47 53.66 22.21 24.23 19.87 93.73 54.82 23.12 25.44 20.34 

32.. _....____............ 8U7 57.44 23.09 26. 75 21. 34 84.50 61.36 25.12 29.63 22. 59 

33 __ ..._______ ............ 98.90 61. 47 20.80 25.541 20.78 102.73 65,67 22.63 28,30 21.00 


See footnotes at end or table. 

http:l!J.I.92


FARM PRICES OF COTTON 61 
TABLE 22.-Comparative value per acre I of colton of various staple lengths included 

in variety tests 3 in specified localities, seasons 1928-29 to 19S2-SS-Continucd 

Local·market premiums and dis· Central·market premiums nnd dis· 
counts applied counts appUed

Location and staple length 
Ui2 Inch) )---,----,--.,..---,---1--..,.-----,----:-- ­

__________1_19_28_ ~~~I~~~ 1030 ~ 1032 

Marianna, Ark.-Contd. Dol. Dol. Dot. Dol. Dot, Dol. Dol. Dol. JJol. Dol. 

34......__............... 78.52 68.03 19.10 26.84 20. i7 S3.61 74. ·\8 2'1.00 31. 52 23.51 

35...__.......... ....... 89.71 62.17....... 2{.81 17.68 95.52 1lS. OS __ " __ ' 29.13 20,00 

36............."......... 69.60 04. 06 22. oa 26. 65 17. 52 73. 64 70, OS 26. 34 35. 34 20,70 

37.............................. 51.81 ....... ....... 13.20 .... "'. 56.67 ...... "'__ .. *~ ~.... 15165 

38.............................. 41.44....... 18.15 .............. 41. t5 ••••••• 28.21 , ••, ... 


Athens, Oa.:' 

24.. ........... .... • ••• ....... ....... ~2. 54 26.7il 23.30 ....... ....... 37.78 24.37 22,31

26................. 155.SS 87.06 40.05 45.02 27.09 151.67 81.95 35.66 40.97 25.95 

27................................... 32.04 ....................... 29.07 .............. 

'28.................... __ 175.99 91.41 39.36 29.00 27.98 175.99 01.41 :10.36 29.09 n9S 

29......... ·............ .., .......... 35.55....... ........ .••• __..... 35.55 ............ . 

30. ...................... 169.46 86.63 34.71 30. as 21. 19 171. SO 8S.61 !l0. 12 31. 70 21. 62 

31....................... ...... ••.•••• 45.21 ....... -- ....... '.'" .•••• -17.07 ............ . 

32....................... 172.02 01.05 37.33 38.60 27.77 17S.83 OS. 53 40.59 42.36 20.19 

33•••••_............................... 38.28 W.9S 28.3S ........... ". 41.02 32.77 20.82 

34..................... 161.17 92.02 35.67 30.48 28.50 172.10 102.13 41.10 35.04 31.81 

35....................... ••••••• ....... 35.13 __.".. ....... ....... ....... ·10.·16 .. " ......... . 

30....................... 170.24 Og.13 28.SO 28.96 25.37 lSO.59 107.S·1 3·1.02 37.15 W.5:! 

37....................__ ....... ••••••• 28.29 __ ... " ....... ••••••• ....... 33.83 ....... "."" 

38................... .... 164. i$ SO. 85 20. 16 35.07 16. S6 ISO. 01 02.01 35.05 51. SO 22. 10 

40....................... 133.60 82.49 ..................... 104.51 lOS. no ..................... 


Experiment, Oa.:10 

26.................................. 61.73 35.70 .................... 57.51 32.5·1....... 

27........................... 80.9S ....... 31.76 ....... \....... 76.21 ....... 28.93 ...... . 

28....................... 91.44 79.91 02.25 20.7-1 23.08 OkH 79.91 02.2.120.74 2.1.08 

29.......................... 79.30 ••• ",. :1l.9S .. · .......... 79.30 ....... 31.98 ..... .. 

30.................... 106.42 81.1·\ 57.0.1 ' 31.30 2J.00!107.S0 82.97 59.37 :l5'S.0 23.5i 

31.... ........ . ".'''' 80.0·1...... ...... 2~.10' •• ,,,.. 81.85...... ....... 211.64 

32............... ·••• 90.02 83. OS SO. 06 27.2.1 22.03 93.5-\ 80.99 M.30 29. ill 2·1.10 

33............... _•. " . 116.12 SO. 75 63.76..... 211.80 120.66 92.95 69.:17....... 28.18 

3~ __ .................. 109.71 75.92 6~.51 28.30 22.96 lli.02 83.44 ;.\.33 32.57 25.60
135....................... 110.48 74.28 51.0~1.· .. 2:1.75 lli.Sa 81,iY1 58••7 ......· 20.48 

36.................. ____ .• 92.02 73.61 ......... _ ...... 97.·11 SO.80 ..................... 

37.............................. 64.35 62.00 ....... 18.73 .•_.... iO.iO i4.!li ....... 21.78 


Cle;,~'~.nc~il~g.e:S:·c.:li .... "............. 45.73\
1 
....................... 62.70 ............. 


20....................... ........ 53.86 ....... 1 .................... SO.86 ................... 

28....................... SS.72 53.38 36.021 10.28 ....... 88.72 53.aR 36.02 i9.28 ..: .... 

29...................... · .....,. 53.37 ·12.88' 19.2·1....... ....... 53.37 42.88 19.2·1 ....... 

30....................... 74.44 53.04 39.08 18.93 27.00 75.40 SUS 40.55 19. i3 27.55 

31....................... .. .... 61.16 4{.15 17.3i 3t.75 ...... 62.-17 45.80 18. 11 32.41 

32....................... $3.65 ....... 45.78 ....... 20.08 80.73 ....... 40.48 ....... 28.33 

33....................... 70.03 56.65 3S.IO ....... 32.32 SI.SS 60.52 ·\1.24 ....... 33.98 

3L...................... 55.50....... as. i6 ....... 31. 97 5S.97 ....... 44.25....... 35.63 

35.................... _......... 5-1.01 .............. 26.S6 ....". 60. OS .............. 29.92 

36....................---- 73.55 48.1& .............. 25.30 ii.05 52.66 ....... ""'__ 29.56 

37...................... 78.,.1....... 34.09....... ....... 82.9-1'....... 40. t6 .............. 


~::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:~ ::::::: ..::~~ ::::::: ::::::: ~r:~:::::::: ..~~~~ ::::::: ::::::: 
JrlCkson, 'renn.:u 

24 ....................... 126.48 ............................ 122.8·\ ............................ 

28....................... 99.46....... 31.01....... ....... 09.46 ....... 31.0~ ............. 

30.................... .. 113.65 132. i3 31.67 2(}.98 ....... 115.33 135.91 32.06 28.28 ....... 

31....................... 82.91127.0626.10 ....... 26.758·1.12136.0527.24 ....... 27,39 

32....... "'".......... 100. 36 120,09.... '" ... W.27 1t3. 9i 132. 70 ....... ....... 30. 98 

33............................................ 28.54 25.01 .................... 31.51 27.11 

34 ...................................... 25.02 28.09 23.i1....... ...... 20.50 :13.87 26.85 

35....................... 102.19 ............................ 109.·13 ......................... 

36..... • .. _.. ".............. 108.29 .............. 28.00 ....... 110.55 ........____ • 33.27 

37_ .... ~ ..... -_~ _.. ,. __ ~~~ _... ~.~., .......... - ............ ~ .. "' ........~- 21.a·' .. "..... . ....__________.. 25.:i5 


~furfreesboro. 'j'cnn.:" 
26....................... 28.95 .......................... "I 28.12 .•... ..........--........ 

28 ................ ·....... 20.92....... ....... ....... ....... 20.02 •. ", ..................... 

30........................ 35.00 ....... 31.S4 .............. 30.52 ....... 33.16 .............. 

31. ........................... 60.04 ~'8.20 16.01 20.65 ....... 61.48 20.37 16.79 21.14 

32...................... 28.43 M.05 28.00 23.47 23.27\ 29. Oil 58.13 :11.51 25.92 24.04 

33................... __ . I·." 42.1825.91 23,41 23.33 ..... ·\5.~O; 2R.IS 25.SlI 24.70 

34. ... ..........-- ........ ....... 66. 05 25..\1 20.24 22.20 " . ... c,z. ua! 20. 251 23. 65 2.1. 15 

35.... _............................................. 19.79 .......... '1' ............. 22.40 

36...................... :l1.12 ~o.n .....................1 33.0i ·15.02 ..................... 

See footnotes at end oi table. 
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TABLE 22.-Comparative value per acre I of cot/on of various staple lengths includedin variety tests 2 in specified localities, seasons 1928-29 to 1982-8S-Continued 

Local·market premiums and dis· Central·market premiums and dis·
Location and staple. length 

counts applied counts applied
(}i. incli) 1--.----;---;---;---1.---;---;---;---..-- ­

1928 1929 1930 1931 1932 1928 1929 1930 1931
--------1·------------------

1932 

Baton Rouge. La.1I (hluff
land): Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol. Dol.26...................,... 48.50 44.61 ....... Dol.19.08 ....... 47.14 41.90 ....." 17.20 .......
28....................... 79.87 64.86 57.16 26.99 18.81
29.__ ...................... ____ • 

79.87 64.86 67.16 26.99 18.81
65.58 ....... 32.41 19.40 __ ..... 65.58....... 32.41
30....................... 19.40
93.63 84.10 67.00....... 21.10 94.00 85.98 60.28 ""__ '1 21. 58
31..........----......... 81.54 ----... ....... ....... .. 0i
6

!,
32.................__ .... 81.00 73. il 50.29 28.61 22
24 ~:'. "3,0

2 
"7'8'.'00" "6';'.00" "3--1.' ;;, 24.62


33•• __ ._....__......__.......,_ ••••• __ • __ ..... 
"" • v 23.94
31.97 24.00 __ .......... ____•••,. 35.28
34...............__...... 88.70 67.72....... 29.83 22.20 94.85 74.37 __ ..... 34.81 

25.40 

35......____.........·.... 88.63....... ....... 25. Ol
27.82 23.60 94.75....... ....... 32.47 26.58
36.................__ •••• 79.75 64. 18 42.26 22.65
37...........__.......... 

17. 16 84. 00 70.43 50.44 29.74 20.25
81.00 76.95 36.30 25.46 17.78 86.71 84.48 43.24 33.44 20.9738 ••••-- ....c............ 70.93 72.83 51.70 21.02. __ .... 78.05 83.32 70.86
39•• __ ................... '"'''' 32.20 .......

Baton Rouge, La'!' (alluvllll 

49.41 ""'" ....... ".,... ....... 56.48 .............. ".""
land):

26....................... 53.16....... 55.35....... 20.20 51.68 ....".28. __ .................... 49.19....... 19.26
59.13 92.17 51.00 34.21....... 69.13 92.17 51.00
30........__............. 58.82 94.00 61.83 34.21 ...... .
26.83 18.71 69.00 96.71 64.30 28. ).2 19.1431 .................__........... '''' __ ' ....... 37. OJ 
 19.35 .............. ""'" 38.79
32... __......__.....__... 62.93 83.57 09.8.1 31.57 21. 38 65.48 89.46 
19.79

33... _______ ....._.______ 49.4069.1844.00 65.02 34.84 22.58
34._. _____ .....___..._... __• __ " 

17.71 21.36 61.40 74.10 48.5119.54 22.5680.78 _______ 34.73 19.80 _____ .. 88.68 ".,... 40.53 22.3035............__ .... __ ••• ....... 72.35 ....... 31.75 
 16.34 ....... 79.40 ...__ •• 37.05
36............__ • __ ...... 6.~. 40 83.22 50.84 3-\. 22 20.94 67.27 
18.38

37...__ ..._________..______••_•• 82.54 91.33 60.57 44.95 24.7058.99 37.92 __..... __ ."" 90.57 70.26 49.81 ...__ ..38 ____ ...__ •__ ... _. ___ ... 51.07 79.78 51.77 __.. __ • 10.99 56.18 91. 28 70.81 ..... __ 14.7639__ ••• ____..._........ -......__ 50.94 49.3.5 __"'____..__••______ 
 58.23 67.42 .............. 


1 The compnrath'e \'nlue per acre represents the value o( the lint cotton and cottonseed minus the cost o(picking, ginning, and hagglng and ties. Value o( the cottonseed W1l5 hased on the avera~e price receivedby growers as reported hy the Durenu o( .-\grlcultural Economics. PrevaUlng rates (or picking, ginning.and bagging and ties were used In calculating the costs. Average prices received by growers In selec!l!dlocal markets In the United States (or Middling %·Inch white cotton were used as a basis.were applied local and central·market staple premiums and discounts. 
To this hasls

• Cotton·varlety tests as reported by State agricultural experiment stations.variety (or each. staple length (or each year were used. 
Data (or highest yielding

• Miss. Agr. Expt. Sta. Dulls. 262 and 271 W). 287 and 299 (~O) and mimeographed report for 1932.• Miss. Agr. Rxpt. Sta. Bulls. 264 and 272 (1),286 (IS), 200 (I1). and mimeographed report (or 1932.• Miss. Agr. Expt. Sta. Dulls. 266 and 274 (31), 285 (3~), 297 (lIS).(arm (rom Mls~lsslppl Agricultural Experiment Station. 
Data (or 1932 obtained In unpublished

, Cotton·varlety tests as reported by the Delta Experiment Station. Stoneville, Miss. (Mimeographedreports.)
I Data on yields and staple length obtslned In unpublished (orm from H. D. Tisdale, Department o(Agronomy and SOliS, Alabama Polytechnic Jnstitute., Cotton,varlety tests 115 reported by the Arkansas .-\gricultural Experiment Statlon.(Mlmeographedreports.)
I Cotton·varlety tests as reported hy the Oeorgla State College of .-\grlculture. (Mimeographed reports.)\0 Oa. Agr. Rxpt. Sta. Clrc. 83 (5),87 (to). 90 (7).100 (6). and mimeographed report (or 1932.11 S. C. Agr. Expt. Sta. Circ. 35 (9), 40 (35). and Agricultural Education (IS).
11 Data on yields and staple lengths obtained In unpllbllshed (orm from the Tennessee Agricultural
Experiment Station."La. Agr. Expt. Sta. Dull. 207 (S) and mimeographed reports for 1928,1930,1931, and 1932. 
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