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INTRODUCTION 

:Most of the cotton produced in the United States after being har­
yested is taken to a. gill where the lint is separated from the seed 
and the lint baled before it is sold by the grower. For the Cotton 
Belt btken as a whole, remnants sold toward the end of the season 
a§':seed cotton aggregate a eonsiderable number of bales, but they 
l.§Bresent only a small proportion of the total crop. Cotton sold 
hrthe seed other than remnants constitutes a substantial propor­
ti'i1n of the cotton produced in some districts, particularly ill the 
tmHhern part of the belt. (4,5),:1
:alesults of a study published in 1916 indicated that pric('s to grow­

ef§ for eotton sold in the seNl y:triNl irregularly on the basis of 

I Submitted for publication Jnnp l:l, 1!)~R,
"Credit is dup "(lworkl'rs in tlll' 1\III"PUII fOI" l"illAsitkation of Illp sUllIpl~s, fo,' ,'oollern­

tillTI ill th,' collec!lon 'lnd tull\lilltion of til(' dulll, and fnl" helpful sug';l'HtioIlS. and to 
~Innel"s and cotton buy' " fOI" \IIllking duta a\'ailuhll', SIH'!"ial credit is llue j"- II. Robinson 
for inrorlllation obtllir••'(: ,n ArkunslIs, Missouri, lind 'l'l'nJl('ssee, and to A. 1\1. Dkkson for 
dutu obtai lied in OI.lah(Jma, 

3 Italic lIumbers In parentheses I"~fer to Literature Cited, p. 23. 

96204°-38--1 
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its quality, aucl that farmers as a who1e lost money by selling cotton 
in this way (.3). The conclusion reached was that this method of 
marketlng cotton as a general practice cannot be condemned too 
strongly. Farmers and ainners were advised for the common good 
of all to encourage custo~ ginning so that each bale might be sold 
on itp. merits. 

Despite the conclusions and the recommendations resulting from 
the earlier studies, a substantial proportion of the cotton produced 
in some parts of the Cotton B"lt continues to be sold in the seed. 
MOl eover, a large proportion of t11f' cotton grown in other important 
cotton-producing countries is sold before it is ginned. These facts 
indicate that there may be advantages as well as disadvantages in 
the practice. They suggest the need for additional information show­
ing in detail the practieeFl of and results from selling eotton in the 
seed to serve as a ua~ is i)1' formulating plans to deal with prob­
lems arising from this practice. 

OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY 

The principal o~jective.." o.f this study "ere (1) to indicatE: the 
extent of the practIce of sellmg cotton m the seed, (2) to ascertain 
the differellces between returns to g-rDwel"s for cotton sold in the seed 
and those for cotton custom-ginned, and (3) to indicate the ad v an­
tages alld disad nmtages, other than differences in returns to grow­
ers. of the practice of selling cotton in the s'Jed. 

SOURCES OF DA' 'A 

In sE'leded local markets at which a part of the cotton was sold 
in the seed and the other part ,nlS ellston-ginned, data were collected 
tIm·jng the Sl'asons 1928-29 to 19;32-:33, inclusive.4 These markets 
are thought to be fairly typical of those at which cotton is sold in 
the seed and were selectt1d at points where arrangements had already 
bccn made with the ginners to obtain a press-box sample of about 4 
Ollnc(':o; from each bale ginned in t1wlr plant elm·jng the season. The 
slunnlesw('l'E' sent to Dallas or to Memphis, where" they were classed 
:tec(;l'ding to tIle official cotton standards of the United States by 
:::peciaJists in cotton classing and were used in estimating the grade 
llnd staple l(·ngth of the crop. 

Da ta on the' weights of seed cot ton, lint cotton, and cottonseed and 
on the costs of ginning ,,'ere obtained from the ginners. Data on 
prices of lillt cotton, seed cotton, and cottonseed and on date of sale 
were obtained from local buyers and ~were recorded a]ong- with the 
data on Govermnel1t classification of the samples. In addi60n, sup­
plem(',uary information on the practice of se11ing: cotton in the seed 
was obt,~ined by personal interviews with gro"·ers, ginners, and local 
bUYC'l':-. 

J Thp detailed nn(llr~PR wer(' lnl'gels confinerl to dn{a rolleeteil at Riilgeles, Tenn., in 
J n2n..,,·an; Hhl~(\h\\.. 'rt\un.. l ..anl"atnwn anti 'r\H1k(\l'mall. Al'k" tl.lHl Xew )lnddd, ~Io.. 
In 1(l2!1-::O: Rl"~el('J\ 'I'(,lIn., Sew :llu<lrill, Mo .. (,hee()tuh, lIaskell. SIHlwnpp, Xtil;!p,·, Key" 
t'tOllt\ Jlortt~r~ lInd ():-;l1J~(\ Okla., in I1J;;,'-;{] , Hidgt It') ~ B(lrni~. und Bpll~. 'l'(1nn... Rikpston 
IInr! Sf·\'· :"IT'II!,·l,I, ;1111. \\'IH!lH·'·, Lnru~t ,;]"oY(·. ilpggs, ('h",'otnh, Ha$kplL "buwnl'(,.~ !:Iliglel',
nne! K~,p't()n('. Okla., in .1U:11-3!!; tlud at Hidr;ele~<, Bewis, aud Bells, Tenn" (lntl SU,eston • 
•\fu., In 10:12-3:':. 
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EXTENT OF PRACTICE OF SELLING COTTON IN THE SEED 

Cotton sold in the seed represents a small proportion of the total 
crop of the United States, but the indications are that in other major 
cotton-producing countries, whete the practices in connection with the 
production and marketing of cotton are considerably different from 
those in the United States, a large proportion of the cotton produced 
is sold by gro'wers before it is ginned (7).5 In Egypt and India, for 
example, most of the cotton produced is sold by growers before it is 
ginned, and in Brazil a large proportion of the cotton is sold in the 
seed. Apparently, custom ginning is more highly developed or is more 
generally practiced, in the United States than in any other major 
cotton-producing cowltry. 

The pmctico of selling unginned cotton other than remnants in 
this country is confined chiefly to Oklahoma, northeastern Arkansas, 
southeastern Missouri, Tennessee, Virginia, and in parts of North 
Carolina, but t.he sale of l'omnallts from other parts of the Cotton 
Belt accounts for a considerabll' quantity of cotton that is sold in the 
seed. During the 4-year period 1912-15, almost 9 percent of the total 
United Slates cotton crop was sold in the seed, a large proportion of 
which 110 doubt was accounted for by the sale of remnants (93). 
During this perioel tho proportioll of the cotton sold in tho seed 
amounted to 90 percent in Missouri; 60 in Tennessee; 37 in Oklahoma: 
and 13 in Arkansas. . 

Fragrnentary data for more l'Pcent years indicate a considerable 
decrease in the proportion of the total crop sold in the seed in some 
distriets, wlipr!'as some increases were indicaied for other districts. 
During the 4-year period 1928-31, about 22 percent of the cotton pro­
duced in Oklahoma was sold ill the seed (table 1). The proportions 
varied from Jess than 10 nercent in the southwestern to more than 80 
percent in the northeastern part of the State. A large part of the 
decrease in the proportion of thH cotton produced in the State as a 
whole, that W11S sold in the seed, was accounted for by a marked in­
crease in proportion of the State total produced in the southwestern 
part of the States where a relatively slllall proportion of the cotton 
:is sold in the seed. Since 1931 thr proportion of the cotton sold in the 
seed in Oklahoma apparently has not changed very greatly. 

TABLE 1.-Q/lalltity and proportion of ('otto II ('/lSIOlil-gilll/c!l lind cottOlll sold in 
tlte 8r('I1, sllr!'i{irll flr(,lI.q, 1!ll8~{2 1 

Hules rrpor1ed Proportional distribution 

S('(' footootps n t end or tabl... 

• Inl,?rmntlon on the IlrncticNI In (''ltmrction with spl1ing- cotton in Eg-ypl, Im!I", ql1d
Brazil t~ bas~d on .)bH(>rvlltiott~ HUHle hy 1', K, ~orris, spnior IIlnrlcptin" speeinliHt l{llreah
of Agrlcultllrlll Bcon(.mic's (luring bis "!lallI'S of lhe prodnctioH and n7nrlcctltl<r of cotton 
III these countries. " 



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

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

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

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

4 TECHNICAL BULLETIN 662, U. S. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 

~~A.nLE 1·-CJuantitv und proportion of cotton custom-ginned and cotton sold in 
the seed, specified areas, 1928--3:e-Continued 

, Bales reported "Proportional distribution 

Area and seaSon heginning A ngnst 

Custom- Sold in Total Custom- Sold in 

ginned seed ginned seed Total 

Oklahoma-Continued. 

Area 2:' I,m 1,()()(}
1,m Percent Percent Percent1928-29 ___________ • _•••••••.•••..• 18 50 68 
 26 74 1001929-30••. _•••....•••.••••.•.••••.• 14 as 52 
 27 73 1001930-31..___ •.•••_••••, ••_••••••••. 
 19 40 59 32 68 1001931-32 •• _ •...••••••.""" __••• _•• 
 27 46 73 37 63 100 

Total•.•••..••••••••.. _•• _. ____ _ 78 174 252 31 69 100 

======= Area 3:' 

1928-29..._......__ • ____ ••• ________ III 6,5 176 63 37 100 

1929-30.•___________• ___ •••__ •.•• __ 64 ,56 120 S3 47 100 

1930-3L._._________________ • __ •• _ 90 50 140 64 36 100 

11131-1!2_.____. ___ .. ____ .___________ 110 71 181 61 39 100 


TotaL_____________ . _______ .... 375 L 242 617 61 39 100 


Area 4:' ,
1928-29.__• ______ •.•.•••••• __ ...... 763 66 829 ~2 8 100 

1929-30....._____ ......._..__ •••. __ 696 69 765 91 9 100 

I03tH!! ..____ • __ .• ____ .• __ • ___ •••• _ 496 61 557 89 11 100 

193J-32.....______•• _____ •.. _______ ~,___6_9_ ~___9_1 ___9_~ 

TotaL...______ .. __ . _____ •.• ___ 2,6M 265 2,916 91 9 100 


==== -
Nor~~~~:~~~~~·~~~~~~··· __ · __ · __ •·..__ 1 11 36 23 77
47 100 


1929-~U-•••--- ­ ..... ---- ......... --..-- 17 57 74 23 77 100 

193O-l.1 •••__ • __ ._....._._ .. ______ •___ .. 11 36 47 23 77 100 

1931-32••.___...____ •. ____ ._.••••___ •• _ 42 89 131 32 68 100 

1932--33_.___._.•__ ..___• ___••___••__ ._ 7 11 18 39 61 100 


TotaL..__ . ___ •. _. __ •. ____ •. ____ ._._ ------- ­
88 229 317 
 28 72 100

='= 

22 59 

33 86 119 28 72 100 

Southeastern Missouri. , = = 
1928-29.____________ ••••••. __ ._._ •. __ .• 
1929-30..____ ... ____________ ..____ • __ •• 81 27 73 100 

:18 ;4
IP:!tH!L....____ ....._____ •• ___ ...... __
1931-32___ .. __________ .. _.. ___________ _ 112 34 66 100 

64 165 229 28 i2 1001932--33_______ •_.......... ___ • ___ • __ ._ 
 6 48 54 11 89 100 

'1'otal. ........ __ ....-____________ •. J63 

--- ­
432 595 27 73 100 


====== Western Tennessee: ' 
11128-29••____ ...... _...______________ .• 30 J39 169 18 82 100 

1929-30...... __ •• _•. _•. ____ .• ____ ••• __ 30 J44 180 20 80 100 


1!!r~::=:==:::::::~:::::::::::::::::1 gi I i~ ~ ~ ~~ i~ 

Total __ ..........._......... ____ .• _ ! 187 i 624! 8tl 23 I 77 100 


I 'rho number or /Jules reported n'pn'senl.ed un the average about 80 percent o( t.hc cotton produced in 
tlla," ares.'. 

I Data (or tho State were r.ompiled (rom indh'idual g-in reports flied with tho Oklahoma State Corporation
Commission and pubJislll'o by the Oklahoma Agricultural Experiment Station. BUll. 219. 

• Adair, Cherokee, Crail(, (,reek, D,'laware. "'{ayes. l\tuskogee, Noble, Nov,-ata, Ottawa, Okmulgee, 
Osage, Rogers, Tulsa, and 'Yashington Counties included. 

• Kay, Kingfisher. Logan, McIntosh, Payne, Pawnee, Sequoyah, "'agoner, and 'Yoodward Counties 
Included. 

'Atoka. Dryan, COllI, Garfield. Haskell, Hughes, LeFlore, 1.incoln, Major, Ok(uskee, Oklahoma, Potta­
watome, Pltt.,burg. Pontotoc, and Seminole Counties included. 

'AI(alfa, ~eckham. 1llaine, Caddo, Choctaw. Canadian, Cleveland, Coman'l~e, Cotto,!. c..~r1JO"[,''M:8r:
Dewer.. ElliS. Garvin. Grady. Greer, ITarmon, Jackson, .refferson. Johnston. KI'1.'Unadd'\Vashita Countie~
sball, :McCurtaln, 1.rcCIain, Murray, Pushmataha, Roger Mills, Stephen" ......u. . 

lnfIg~~~'comPilCd from individual gin records in Green, r",,,.JCndence, Jackson, Lawrence, Clay, and 

Randolpb Connties . n D kl' M' . . . N . M dr'd P .


'Data compiled (~om Individual gin records iT' c---', utler. un' III, ISSISSIPPI. cw a I, emlS­
eo;, and Stoddard Count.les. ..-' ".u records In Bradley. Crockett, Giles. Madison, 1.fcMinn, Wayne, 
1l dDt"td" comPllcdCrrom..ID..'.l~~!ur Dyer. Gibson, Henry, Lake. Maurv, Obion, Rutberford, and Weakleye or, 1lcn ton, P--' , .. 
Counties. 

http:n'pn'senl.ed
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Data obtained from gin records in six cotton-producing counties 
in northeastern Arkansas indicate that during the 4-year period 
1928-31 more than two-thirds of the cotton produced in these counties 
was sold in the seed (table 1). Similar data for 18 cotton-producing 
counties in Tennessee show that more than three-fourths of the cotton 
produced in those counties was sold in the seed (table 1). DatiL 
obtained from gill records in the cotton-producing areas of Missouri 
show that during the 5-year period 1928-32 almost three-fourths 
of the cDtton produced in that State was sold in the seed (table 1). 
Ueports indicate, however, that since the beginning of the cotton­
ndjustment program under the Agricultural Adjustment Administra.­
tion in 1933, the sale of cotton in the seed in Missouri has declined to 
negligible propod ions. Available information indicates some re­
duction during'recent years in the proportion of the cotton prodnced 
in northeastern Admnsns !lnd ,,"estprn T<:nnpssee that was sold in the 
seed. 

The proportion of the total quantity of cotton sold in variolls 
localities that waS accounted for by cotton sold in the seed increased 
as the season ad \'anc:ed. An examInation of the data Oil 22,933 bales 
of cotton sold in seleeted local markets in eastprn Oklahoma, northern 
Al;kansas, Missouri, Ilnd Tpnncs!:iee, during the fiye seasons 1u28-32, 
shows that the proportion of the total number of bales sold accounted 
for by cotton sold in the seed inc-reased from about 50 percent in 
September to about (j6 percpntin December CD. At least a· part or 
tIllS increase is account-pel for b'y an increaiie ill the sale of remnants 
toward the. end of the season. 

SIZE OF LOADS OF CO'ITON SOLD 

Data on tIl(' size of the loads of cotton sold in the seed indicate 
that )'('mnants !Lccount fot" only a part of the cotton sold in this way. 
III forrnatioll on the size of 23,426 loads soleI in the seed in Missouri 
and TCl1Iwssee during the SPtlsons 1929-30,1930-31, and 1931-32 shows 
that mol'P. than half of thl'11l wpre bale size or larger (table 2). Data 
coll('etcd OIl thp sizps of 16,000 loads of cotton sold in the seed in 
eastem Oklahoma during the seasons 1930-31 and 1931-32 show 
similar distributions (.n. Of the total quantity of cotton sold in the 
seed in t1wse areas about one-fourth 'was delivered to the gin in loads 
of less than bale size and more thall 40 percent was delivered in loads 
largPl" than bale siu'. The proportion of the loads that were less than 
bale size inCl"PllsC'd sOl11ewhatin November and December, but even 
in D('('pmbpl" the quantity of cotton sold in the seed that was delivered 
in loads Ips;; than hale !-'iz(' reprC'scntNI only about 27 percent of all 
cotton sold in thi" way. 

Dabt obtaillPd by l)C'rsonal intelTiC'ws with Illore than 400 cotton 
cr"O\\'ers in Jlissouri and Tenn(,SSN' and with more than 300 ginners in 
7\rkan"fls, Mis:c;()uri, alld TCl1IlPSSCP, indicate that cOI1Yenience, per­
cC'nta.gl' of lint to sepd cotton, and prevailing prices ,vere more im­
portant considl'rations thall small ]ot~ in clptennining ,Yhether or not 
the cotton w:ts sold bl'fon' it was ginnecI. The information ohtllilled 
from (hp:;(,. growl'rs indi('at('s fllrtIw,' that allllost thr('p-fourths of the 
cotton sold in tilt' sP('(L in less than bale-size loads \\'erp l'pmnants. 

http:cC'nta.gl
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TAnLl~ 2.-Disiributi.on of cottaI/. .~ol(l it~ the seed at selected gins in Missolll"i a,na 

Te1l1lt'ssee by size of loads a'nd by manths alia seasons, 1929-32 ' 


Londs of cotton sold in-

Size or IOfUI (pounds) 

Jnnuaryor I
Septrmhl'r Oct.ober Nov(,UlbC'r DccNub~r Sensonluter 

DeioW 'bllio size: No. Pet. :No. Pet. No. Pet. No, Pet. No. Pet. No. Pct. 
Cuticr 200_._.••••••• 
200 to 290 ._.......... 

237 
20,1 

8.1 
0.0 

217 
222 

3,0 
3.0 

246 
280 

4.0 
4.6 

22·1 
253 

6,2 
7.0 

210 
217 

n.o 
0.3 

1,134 
1,176 

4.8 
5,0 

300 to :190 ............. 191 6.5 27-1 3. i 2U9 4.0 ~1()6 5.7 ISO 5.5 1,159 4. 9 
400 t.o '100, ........ __ 
500 to 50<J ....... ' .. _. 

126 
158 

4.3 
5, -1 

285 
30S 

3.9 
4.2 

303 
318 

5.0 
5.2 

18:1 
173 

5.1 
·1.8 

IiI 
Hi-! 

4,0 1,06B 
4.7 1,121 

4.6 
4.S 

6tXI to 61)0 ........_••• 
700 to 709, •• " ....... 
SOO to 890 .........._. 
000 to 999 ............ 

02 
06 

112 
109 

:1.1 
3.3 
3.8 
:l.7 

260 
286 
203 
277 

3.7 
:1.9 
4.0 
3.S 

30t 
295 
311 
300 

4.0 
4.8 
5.1 
4.0 

175 
160 
159 
167 

4. \I 
4.5 
4.4 
4.7 

158 
14-1 
127 
127 

4.6 
4.2 
3,7 
3.7 

995 
981 

1,002 
OBO 

4.2 
4.2 
4.3 
4.2 

1,000 to 1,009._....,. 91i a,2 325 4.4 280 4.6 164 4.6 120 3.5 9Sol 4.2 
1,100 to 1,199..___..c .. 82 2.8 265 3.6 28t 4.6 1:12 3.7 12:1 3.n 883 3.8 

'rotn!.. __ ....._. ___ L,502 51. 1 3,021 41. 2 3.214 52.6 1,006 5.';,6 l,no ,1t),7 11,483 40.0 
------ -- -- ----=--= = 

Dnle si1.Q:
1,2tlO to 1,290 __. __ .... 9a :t!! 314 4, :I 292 4.8 lao :1.9 127 :t; 965 4.1 
1,300 to 1,3\)9......,.' 9G a. :I 358 4.9 285 4.7 121 3.4 132 3,8 092 4.2 
1,400 to 1,·100..._•••__ 97 a.3 405 ".5 332 5.4 116 :\.2 1:11 3. B 1,081 4.6 
1,500 to 1,5nO~.___ ._ .. _ 132 4.5 535 7.3 325 5. a 1a2 3.7 1:10 3.0 1,260 5.4 
1,6tX1 tn 1,6\19•• _____.. 111 a.8 450 6. I 345 5.0 1:12 3,7 15:~ 4.4 1,101 6.1 
1,700 to 1,7110___ , .. ___ 135 4,5 3;; 5.2 2,15 4.0 100 4.4 155 4.5 1,072 4.6 

____ ..__....Tntnl. c OM 22.0 2,439 3:1. :I 1,82-1 2\),8 800 22,3 S:l4 24.1 6,5111 !lB. 0 
= -----= --==------ - ­== 

Abo\'~ bulo siz(':
1,800 to 1,809_________ 121 4.1 3M 4, n 211 :\,4 126 a~ 5 128 3.7 050 ·1.1 
1,0110 to 1,900_________ 113 3.8 277 3,8 185 :1. 0 13ll 3.8 1:15 3.0 B46 3.6 
2,000 to 2,001l.. ____... 9,1 3,2 260 3,7 16:1 2.6 127 :1,6 1:11 :1.8 7B4 3.4 
2,100 to 2,199 ....... 101 3.4 242 3.3 140 2. a 107 3.0 117 3.4 707 3.0 
2,200 t.o 2,2\)O_,, ___ ... ~ 71 2.4 171 2.a 93 1.5 59 1.6 71 2.1 465 2.0 

• __ ..___2,:J:JO to 2,:199 c r7 1.0 12:1 1.7 65 1.1 55 1.5 55 1.6 3.15 1.5 
2,4(10 to 2,40r" ..._____ H 1.5 102 1.4 42 .7 42 1.2 a2 .0 262 1.1 
2,500 to 2,59'_______ , 36 1.2 83 1.1 37 .6 42 1.2 2:1 .7 221 .0 
2,600 to 2,600. ________ 28 1.0 4:1 ,6 22 .4 HI .4 31 .9 140 .6 
2,;00 to2,799 ..... _~~, __ !H .8 26 .4 18 .:1 8 .2 18 .5 94 .4 
2,800 to 2,80~ .. _, .... 8 .3 20 .4 20 .3 7 .2 13 .4 77 .3 
2,000 to 2,9911.._ .. __ • 17 .6 11 .1 11 .2 0 .3 1-1 .4 62 .3 
3,000 to 3,OOh ___ ..... 12 .4 IB .2 16 .3 5 ,1 14 .4 63 .3 
Over a,009 ..__ ....... 49 1.7 115 1.6 53 .9 52 1.5 87 2.5 356 1.5 

'1'otnl. ....._ ... - .. 775 20.3 1,871 21i.5 I, om lUI 791 22.1 SilO 25.2 5,382 23.0~ 

------= = ------ = --= = AU sizc.. ___.._...___.._.. 2,941 100.0 7,3:\1 100.0 6,lH 100. () :I,587 100.0 3,453 100.0 23,·126 100.0 

I (lins nt Nl',w lVfndrid nnd Sik{'SlOU, !\fo., seasons H)2D-31; TIlllIs, Dypr, amI llidglcy, '.renn., seasons 
102'.1-31: IInr! Mllrtln, 'I'(-nn., sensons 10:\1)-:12. 

GRADE AND STAPLE LENGTH OF THE COTfON 

Data on the. grade and staple length of cotton sold in selected local 
markets in Oklahoma, Missouri, a;nd Tennessee during the seasons 
1920-30 to 1932-33, inclnsive, show that cotton sold in the seed aver­
agp{l somewhat lower in grade but somewhat lon~er in staple than 
tilat custom-ginned (t:lhle 3). It should be note{l, however, th'at a 
substantial proportion of the cotton sold in the seed was higher in 
grade and shorter in staple length than some of the cotton that was 
custom-ginned and sold in the, same loeal markets on the same days. 

About 56 percent of the cotton sold in the seed was White or 
Extra 'White Middling and :1.1)o,·e in grade, whereas about 72 percent 
of tile cotton that ,,,as custom-ginned and. sold in the same local 
markets was of these grades. The larger proportion of the higher 
grades for cotton custom-p:imled than for tllat sold in the seed is 
accounted for in pal't by the fact that a. larger proportion of the 

http:2.-Disiributi.on


7 CO'l'TO~ SOLD IN THE SEED iN THE UNITED STATES 

cotton sold in the seed was harvested toward the end of the season 
when the grades were generally lower than earlier in the season. 
Furthermore, as indicated more in detail elsewhere in this bulletin, 
some farmers found it advantageous to sell t11eir wet, rou~h, trashy, 
and other low-tum-out cotton in the seed, and to have tlleir high­
turn-out cotton custom-ginned. 

TABU~ 3.-Perccntage distribution by grad(' nnll 8iaplc lClIglh of ('olton CIl.~tOlll­
ginnell and ('otton SO.ld in the 8ee(~ (It 8elccled 10eal IH(lr"('I.~ ;11 Okla/tollla, 
J£iggl)lIri, (/Il(l T(,1lI1e~8ee, 1929-J2 t 

----------;-------.~--------.-.----------

Year beginning ,:\ugust. I---.--' .,-_.------
I

1\129 W:W Inal H)32 'l'otlll 
1--.,-----

IONIda "lid staple length I 
.= .=

"t:J~111·-!~ ~~ '-" ¥~ '=11 §~ "'" §'i 
"t:J""'C ~aC'a (tVl ~-fi ~& ~.~ ~~ C'ED ~~ c&! 

w 8'& w 

I 
~-­1--:------ -- -- -.---

Ornde:White:' £'ct. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pet. Pel. Pel. Pet. Pet. Pct. 
Ooocl)-fiddling .. ," •. __ ... 0.8 2.3 1.a 11.1) I.R 0.4 0.2 2.9 1.1 
Strict "-llddlin!;••.. ,. 13.U 30.S 30.0 21.7 34.0 2·1.0 20.7 2ll.4 22.315.0 
:\Iiddling •• _••_____ .•. 3·1.3 21.4 45.1 4·1.8 30.0 30.3 47.9 40.0 40.1 32.3 
Strict Low: 

Mlddlln~ •. ••••• 21. 9 7.3 10.0 IS, 8 14.6 lU.4 13.9 12.9 15.0 14.1 
J,owl\llddling....... 5.3 5.1 8.D 2.7 2.0 4.5 7. 910.0 D.D 9.7 
Strict Ooud: 

Ordinurr......... 7.5 13.4 .4 2.8 2.8 IR.I 1.8 2.4 2.0 10.8 
Good Ordinnry... _,,_.~ I. 5 l. 8 "~ .. ____ . 2 .~l 2. fi .6 I.S .4 1.8 

'rotaL. •• _...... '.L~I. 1 85.4. 9\1. 1 09.3 !l3.8 93.6 91.:3 S6.0 94.3 90.3 

Spotted: . i .3
Goud ilflddllng...... ,.• __ •.• .2 ••••.••._..___ .5 .5 .4 . __ .... .2 
RtrictMiddling ....• .t 1.0 2.1 .4 ...__ ._ 2.3 1.7 6.1 U.8 3.0 3.1 
Middling............ ' 3.5 4.7 .4 .7 2.7 1.8 1.6 2.5 1.7 2.7 
Strict Low: I r 

Middling... · .•• ·1 5.41 2.8 .1 .------ .6 .9 .2 .5 .5 1. 4 
LOl'"Middli1ig•••_••L~~:.::::=== __._1 ~ .4 1.2 ~~ 

TotaL............. : lO.n, H.~ .9........:~."'"' 6.2. 0.4 8.7 11.0 ~I_ 9.7 

'rotal white nlul spot· I I . 
tcd................ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 f 100.0 lOO.f) 100.0 100.0 WD.D 100.0 

Staplelengt" (Inches): 1=====):==""==== 
Shorterthnn ~14« ... ~ .. -.... ~ .. ! .• ,.. ~ ... • _____ .... __ ."'. ~.~c... 2.2 to J.O .1 3.5 1.6 
1{.lID1P9'2............. 1 aO.8 2.4 7.4 11.0 85.4 ~'IJ.I 33.7 15.7 35.0 18.9 
1~i.nnd·;~2......... "1·(/1.8 37.1 30.·\ 37.5 43.5 46.1 37.2 34.9 40.7 40.1 
1 nnd IXI2.. ...... ... 17.1 :19.2 40.4 :19.(\ 16.3 21.4 24.6 44.5 18.3 30.5""'1IJ.i.nnd 1%2.... .1.5 17.2 13.9 12.8 2.6 2.3 2.-1 4.7 2.3 7.6
!lionel 1",..... ".. .5 3.5 1.6 1.0 __ ._._. .1 .2 .1 .2 1.2 
Bi. n~d H~2 ......... '.' __ '.""·1 .4 .2 .1 .---•••.--... , ••--.- ••----.- '--"'. .1 

1~.:~(~.1.~~~~~~:.:::::::::/~ WO+I~:~~;;Y~I~I~~~~ 
, The Dum ncr of markets included was 0\ in 19211-30; 9 in 193!M11; 11 in 1931-32; nnel 3 in 1932-3:3. 'rhe 

number of bn!~s inclnd~d for cllstom'ginned nnd for cotton sold in the seed nmounted to 201 nmIJ,536 bnles, 
resP\'(,tively, in 1920-30; 1.72-1 nnd 1,014 buies in 19:1()-'31; ~,240 lind 4,iiS2 b!lles in 1931-32; 1,969 and 2,f.17 fmles 
in 1932-33; and D,H3 Ilnd 13,570 bales, respectively, [or the .I·year total. Cotton other than WIrite, Ext.ra 
While, anll Spotted no)t inc1urled. 

, Includes E~tr(\ 'White (·ottOD. 

The proportion of the cotton that ,vas shorter than fifteen-six­
teenths of an inch in staple> a\'erag(>d 38 percent for 'cllstol11-ginned 
cotton and 20 percent for cotton solel in tll(' seed, whereas the pi'opor­
tion that was 1 inch itnd longer in staple uvpraged 21 percent for cus­
tom-ginned and almost 40 percent for cotton sold in the seed. The 
larger proportions of the. longer staples for cottOIl 801(1 in the seed 
ihan for cotton custom-ginned was largely accounted for by the fact 
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that the longer~ staples usually showed a lower percentage of lint turn­
out than the shorter staples, and by the further fact that some farmers 
found it advantageous to sell their low-turn-out cotton in the seed. 

Information relatiye to varieties of cotton sold in the seed, ob­
tained from more than 300 ginners in Arkansas, Missonri, and! 
Tennessee indicated that SOllIe cotton of the different varieties grown 
in the selected communities was sold in the seed and that some was 
eustom-ginned but that Half and Half was the variety most fre­
quently reported as custom-ginned. Varieties most frequently re­
ported as sold in the seed incl uded Acala, Rowden, Delta Pine Land, 
and Trice. These varieties generally h~ \'e staples somewhat longer, 
but the percentage of lint to seed cotton is usually somewhat lower 
than 'for cotton of Half and Half and other varieties of very short 
staple. The advantages to the grower of having his short-staple 
high-turn-out cotton custom-ginned, and of selling the longer staplecl 
lmy-tul'n-out cotton in the seed, will be indicated later. 

RETURNS TO GROWERS 

H~:TURNS FROM COTTON SOLD IN THE SEED VERSUS THOSE FROM COTTON 
CUSTOM-GINNED 

Returns to growers for cotton sold in the seed in selected local 
markets in Oklahoma, Arkansas, .Missouri, and Tennessee, during 
the seasons 1928-29 to 1932-33, inclusive, averaged about the same 
i1S those for cotton custom-ginned and sold in the same local markets 
on the same days (table 4). Central-market evaluations on the basis 
of grade and staple length G also averaged about the same for the 
cotton sold hl the seed as for the cotton that was cllstom-l?inllecl and 
sold in the same local markets on the same clays (table 4). 

Differences between the average lint-equivalent prices 7 for cotton 
sold in the seed and the average prices to growers for cotton custom­
ginned and sold in the same local markets on the same days varied 
considerably from month to month and from one season to another 
(table 4). Lint-equivalent prices for cotton sold in the seed in the 
selected local markets averaged somewhat lower during the seasons 
1928-29, 1929-30, and 1930-31, and somewhat higher during the sea­
sons 1931-32 and 11)32-33, than prices to growers for cotton that was 
custom-ginned and sold in the same local markets on the same days. 
The decline in the general h~vel of cotton prices during the seasons 
1928-29, 1921)-30, and 1930-31, along with the fact tlmt seed cotton 
is Hot so readily salable in regular market channels as cotton already 
ginned and baled, may accOllnt for the I'elatiyely low lint-cquiva 'tent 
pl'ices for cotton sold in the seed during these seasons. 

"{'t·"tm1-lI1n,.k~t 1'1'1l]ua\1or.H on 1111' baHi< of ~l':ltll' Hll(l ~tnp]t' jpngtll wprl' ohtninptl 1Jy 
lIr1tlin/-: eentrlll-market premiums for ihe higlJer ~rntleR nnll longer stnples to and by sub­
trncting: ('Putr(ll~ttul.l'k(lot dhwount~ for tlU\ ltlWt.'t l!l':tdl..'s and ~twrtl'r Htnpl~~ front the 
tllJoted price of ~Iirlrlling i{.-inch ,'otton. 

7 Lint·l'quil·a]Pllt pric'.., Iwr,' ohtnilll'(/ h.v ,livi(liJlg tile value or the "eM eotton pIllS the 
cost~ of gInning (illelt1!1iut; the ('()st~ (.f hugging ItlU] tIL'S) ]l'SS the vullle of the cottonseed 
by the weigh t or the bule, 



-----------

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

CO'fTON SOLD IN THE sglm IN rl'Hl~LNITED 8TATES '; 9 

TABLE 4.-Averagc prices for cotion ("lIlItom·ginned aml ('otton sold in the seed 
and differell('eo bct'II:C('l,. thesc priees in 8el~cted local mid eelltral markets for 
specified mOllths, seasolls 1928-32 ' 

Difference between A verage price per pric-es of cottonBales of cotton pound to grow· custom·ginneders for cotton and sold in seerl , 
Sellson lIud month 

Custum· Sold in Custom· Sold In Custom· Sold in 
ginned seed ginned seed , ginned seed 

-----------·1-----------------­
1028-29: ..,\Tumber .J.Vumber Cent. Cenl. Cwt. Cenl. 

Septemoor.•••.•.•. ""'" " ..•.•••••.• 50 33 18.52 18.06 O.Oi -0.02 
October...••.•••••.••.••••••••••• __ 205 247 18.66 18.61 -.05 -.16 
~ovember••.. '0 •• ,. ................. . 355 243 17.46 17.57 .11 -.02 
Del-ember.. ..• •................. . 118 107 16.13 15.!H -1.09 -.33 

818 630 17.76 17.60 -.10 -.13 

J02'J·30: 
September•....•••.••••••.•..•••••.•.. 128 162 18.39 18.23 -.16 .26 
October........................... . 3iO 953 18.06 17.63 -.43 .08 
No'·ember...................... . 20-1 718 16.57 15.91 -.66 .00 
Decem ber .......................... . 4 88 15.75 16.25 .50 -.12 

rrotnl or nverugo... ~ ... I 706 1,921 17.42 16.97 -. 4~ . .06 

1030-31: 1----:- --4-4-1 ---;:-I~~ ---;:September........................ . 

October ..• , ...................... . f 865 925 0.21 9.10 -.OJ .00 

No,·ember ...................... .. 1 267 :~~7 ~.:2 9. i? .57 -.32 

December•.. 29 d ,.,9 6.92 -.87 -.28 

'I'otlll or lI...eru~e ........ .. . 1,768 1,814, 9.311 9.23 -.08
I -.Ill 
.. '-.-.'-.~----.1931·32: :-~I-.-

Septemoer.__ .............. . I ,Of I vbl 0 •• 1'1 :J.,O .23 .101 

October....................... . 1,818 5.40 .5.60 .20 .05
I. i081 
~ovember.................... . 1.255 1,·104 5.80 5.82 .02 -.01 

December........ .. 214 800 4.30, 5.16 .36 -.18 

Jununry•.... ___3._5 ~~~___.2_1_~ 

Total or H \·era~r. .. __ _a,9~91 ;).Ofj91~L~__,·E..~ 
1032-3:!: I---:;~---;:-~ ---.-17- ----.0-0 

September...__ .......... . 
Octoher....... .. I, ·l6tl I, Wi 6.28 6.42 . 14 .Oi 
Xovember.. _... _.• 773 i'Oi 0.75 5.78 . em -.04 
December....... __ 26·1 279 .5.40 4 83 -.57 -.23 
Janullry•. __ . ) IS' 135 5.72 5. lG -.56 -.61 

Totnl or nverage•• L. :1,102 3,1.56 6.28 0.31 .03 - .00 

1028·29 to 19~2-a.1: 
September.. __ .. 2,076 2.0-11 8.34 8.32 -.02 .10 
O('toher._......... ·1,70-1 5.140 8.21 8.22 .01 .04 
No\.·elnbcr.~~_._ • ,_. __ . 2,851 :1,5:19 8.33 8.28 -.05 -.05 
Deccmher.. __ ........... . 659 1,345 7.27 i.27 .00 -.20 
Jllnullry _........ __ 50 525 5. Ii 5.17 .00 -.2& 

Totlll or .weruge ................ '" 10,343 12,590 8.04 8.02 -.02 .01 


I So,~~on hegins with August. The markets inciu(led I in Tennessee in 1U28-29; 1 in Tennessee, 2 in 
Arkanslls, and 1 in Missouri in 192~30; 1 in 'l'ennessee, I in Missouri, and 6 in Oklahoma in 19:10-31; 3 in 
Tennessee, 2 in Missouri, and 8 in Oklahoma in 1931-32; nnd 3 in Tennessee and 1 in Missouri in 1932-33. 
In arriving at seasonal averages, montbly IIverages of prices and of differences were weighted by the number 
of baies of cotton sold in tbe seed. 

I Minus sign (-) menns thnt tho Iint·equivalent price of cotton sold in the seed was lower than the price
of cotton custom·ginned. 

I Lint-e(IUivalent pril-es obtained by dl\'iding the value of the seed cotton plus the costs of ginning (In· 
ciudin;( b'lI(glng lind ties) minus tho value of the cottonseed by tbe weigbt of the bale. Adjustments wera 
made for the influences of changes in price levei as reflected in centrai murkets on tbe differences between 
tbe uveruge pril"eS for cotton sold in tbe seed and cotton custom·ginned. 

06204·-38-2 
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Differences between lint-equivalent prices for cotton sold in the seed 
and prices to ~rowers for cotton that was custom-ginned and sold in 
the same local markets on the same days also varied considerably 
from one transaction to another. In selected local markets in Mis­
souri during the seasons 1930-31 to 1932-33, for example, the daily 
average lint-equivalent price for cottOll sold in the seed exceeded 
prices of 29 percent of the custom-ginned cotton by more than $3 a 
bale of 500 pounds; 36 percent, by more than $2 a bale; and 53 per­
cent, by more than $1 a bale. On the other hand, returns to growers 
for cotton sold in the seed were $3 or more a bale lower than 12 
percent of the custom-ginned cotton; $2 or more a bale lower than 19 
percent of the custom-ginned cotton; and $1 or more a bale lower than 
26 percent of the custom-ginned cotton sold in the same local markets 
on the same days. More-or-less similar variations were indicated by 
the data obtained in the other markets included in this study.s 

In arriving at the differences between lint-equiviLlent prices for 
cotton sold in the seed and prices to growers for cotton custom-ginned, 
no adj llstments were made for differences in grade and staple length. 
As previously indicated, cotton sold in the seed generally averaged 
somewhat lower in grade but somewhat longer in staple than that 
cllstom-ginned. On the basis of central-market evaluations for grade 
nnc1 staple len~th, the influences of the some,yhat lower ayerag~ grade 
for wtton sold in the seed on the differences in central-market values 
of rhe cotton was about offset by the somewhat longer staple length 
for the cotton sold in the seed, with the rl'sult that the central-market 
evaluations of cotton sold in the seed were, on the average, about the 
same as those for cotton that was custom-ginned and sold in the same 
mal'kets on the same days (table 5). 

TADLE G.-A:verurw (·cll/nll-IIII/I·I.ct evaluation tOI' grade amI .~taple length above 
/Il/d /JI'/OHl Milltllillfl %-illch for cotton custom-ginned and cotton sold in the 
Nccd ill .~('lcctcd 1()(·(/IIlHl,.f.;ct.~. and ditrerCtlc('.~ between evu1/1utioll8, by .~pecifled 
lIIouths, .~('asoll.~ 1I128~'12 1 

I A verage price per pound above or below­

;\!iddling grade 1 %·inch staple length I 

Period and month I--'~~ 
 Sold In Sold in 
I (''';ltom· Sold In C'!lstom' Sold In ';;~~~~s Custom· Sold In r:;~~\i.

gitll1('(i sred gInned seed custom. ginned seed custom. 
ginned ginned 

,--------­--­
1928-32: 

S,'ptember.• _ 
Octo her ...•• 

Number 
2.076 
4. i04 

Number 
2,041 
5.140 

Cent., 
O. l~ 
.00 

Cent. 
0.16 

-.02 

Cwt.. 
0.00 

-.02 

C<nt. 
0.27 
.32 

C<nt., 
0.37 
.38 

Cent. 
0.10 
.06 

!'<oVl'lllb('r. 
Dce<'lllher __ .... ,._. ___ • 

2.8,';-1 
659 

3,539 
1,345 

-.26 
-.08 

-.40 
-.10 

-.14 
-.02 

.04 

.18 
.05 
.li 

.01 
-.01 

January __ ....... _.... 50 5251 -.06 -.08 -.02 .13 .10 -.03 

Total nr nverage •••.. __ , 10,:14:1 12.500 -.06 -.11 -.05 .21 .25 .04 

I SNlSon begins with AU~lIst. 'rh" markets included 1 In Tennessee in 1928-2!l; 1 in Tennessee. 2 In Ar· 
kansas, and I in Missouri in 1029-30; I in Tennessee, 1 in Missouri. and 6 In Oklahoma in 1930-31; 3 In Ten· 
m'ssel'. 2 in ;\tissouri. and 8 in Oklahoma in 11131-32; and 3 in Tenne.>sce and 1 in Missouri in 1932-33. 
;\'Ionthly averages W('re weight('d by the number of bales of cotton sold in the seed in arriving at seasonal 
a\'orages.

, M inlls sign (-) means hl'low the price of l\liddling grade of the same gtaple length. 
:-rirws sign (-) mellns helow the priCll of %·inch staple of the same grade. 

; 'rhc (IItfl'rl'ncl' hetw!'cn tIl{' lint·pquivalpllt prlce~ for cotton ~ohl in till' seef! and 
prices to grOWf'rs for cotton that WIIS (·lIstom·glnned amI sold in the SRme 10CRI mRrkets 
on the ~Ilme clays show "ulher wille \'uriatiolls, out Ihe number of items included in the 
~alllpl(' WIIH fairly IU"gp, IIn,l tllP Ntanda,'cI ('n,H' of th., m"lIll for the Il\'prag(' differences 
Wll~ nbout 0.0:1 ('('nl for the f'('aNons 1!l2l{..2b and 1030-:11: 0.02 ('ent for 102!}"'30. 
H):II- a2. Illlli 1032-:3:1; nnd about 0,01 cent for the fiye ~easons 10:;8-29 to 1032-33. 
comlJllled. 

I 

http:cll/nll-IIII/I�I.ct
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Although the data previously presented show that returns to 
growers for cotton sold in the seed averaged about the same as those 
to growers for cotton custom-ginned and sold in the same local mar­
kets on the SILme days, returns to growers for cotton custom-ginned 
averaged somewhat greater than they would have if the cotton had 
been sold in the seed on the same day at the prevailing prices fOt· 
seed cotton. In making such comparisons, the assumption that seed­
cotton prices were the same as they would havo been if all cotton had 
been sold in the seed, may be misleading. To the extent that. prevail­
ing prices of seed cotton are based on average quality and percentage 
of lint to seed cotton, an increase in the proportion of the high lint 
turn-out and good-quality cotton would tend to raise the average 
price for seed cotton, even if prices did not vary with the quality and 
turn-out of individual loads. 

The difficulty of accurately determining the quality of the lint and 
the percentage of lint to seed cotton from an examination of the seed 
cotton cOlllplieat~s the problem of varying the prices of seed cotton 
with tIl.} quality of the lint and the gin turn-out for individual loads. 
Generally, the 8epd-cOttOll prices for individual loads did not vary with 
the pereentage of lint to seed cotton or with the quality of the lint. 

DIfferences in percentage of lint to secd cotton largely account for 
the dHf<:>rences between the results ohtained f"om a comparison of tho 
lint-equi valent pI'ices for cotton sold in the seed 'with prices to grow­
('1'S for custom-ginned cotton, und those obtained from a comparison 
of the seed-cotton equivalent prices 9 fo), custom-ginned cotton with 
prevailing prices of seed cotton. With the same prices for seed cot­
ton, lint-equivalent prices vary inversely with the percentage of lint 
to ~eed cot ton. 

It ,ras found, for example, that (with prices of seed cotton at $1 
for 100 pounds, with ginning costs at 30 cents for 100 pounds of 
seed cotton, plus $1.50 a. bale fo[' bagging and ties, with cottonseed 
at $20 a ton, and with 10 percent of trash) an increase in percenta~e 
of lint to seed cotton f['om 30 to 35 decreased the lint-equivalent 
price about 1.08 cents a pound, or an avemge o:f about 0.22 cent a 
pound for each in('rclls(' of 1 pound of lint pel' 100 pounds of seed 
('otton. The data included in this study show that the quantity of 
lint per 100 pounds of seed ('otton avemged about 2 pounds less for 
cotton sold ill the seed than fo[' eotton custom-ginned (table 6). The 
2 pOllnds morc of lint pel' 100 pounds of seed cotton for custom­
ginned than for cotton sold in the seed was ('nollgh to account for a 
difference of about $20:20 a ball' in lint-e(lUivalent prices. 

VARIATIONS IN PRICES WITH GRADE AND STAPLE LENGTH 

OX AN jXI>IVIllUAI.-JlAJ.~: JlMHi, 

Prices to gl'OWel's for cotton sold in the seed generally do not vary 
with the grade and staple length of the cotton from individual loads. 
Oinn(',,;, do not attempt to dctl'nnine ,"cry accurately the quality of 
the eotton before buying it in the seed, and usually the grower is 
paid til(' prevailing priee regardless of tho quality of hjs individual 

"I'h(' ~1'I'docMtnIH'qlliYIII"nt prit'l' \\'IIS oulnltl('\l uy diYitlln~ thl' sum of )111' \"nlll~ of thp 
Unl pillS Ihe \011111(' or 1110 (OOtt»l1"p!'<I minus th!' (OOHI nf 1';111111111': (11I!"iudllll': IJnJ.:J.:II1!{ 111111 
11('s) by the weight of the ~e(',1 ('Oltono 
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load. In some instances, prices paid by ginners for seed cotton re­
Jnain unchanged for sE;lveral days, whereas the lint from seed cotton 
mId at these prices varied widely in grade and staple length. In one 
market in 1931, for example, prices of seed cotton remained un­
(!hanged from October 1 to October 8, although the quality of the 
('otton sold during this period varied from Strict Low Middling 
~/8-inch to Strict Low Middling 1Yt6 inches. More or less similar 
variations in the grade and staple length of cotton sold in the seed 
at the same price prevailed in other markets (.·n. 

l'AllI.g G.-il·oeml]C 1J(!l'cetltayc of lint to SPcll rotton for cotton clistom,.yillncd and 
,~old in tile sced in Sf'[('('t('d [0('(11 markcts, and llifferencc8 /Jettvecn. tIlC8'C 
proportions {or ,~}Jr('ifl('(l '1110111118, ('rops of 1928-;32 ' 

n,lles of cotton Lint turn·out for cotton 

[-
i 
i 

I'erioriandlllonlh Sold in 

I ('ustOtI1· I Sold in Custom· Sold in seed minus 
ginned seed ginned seed custom­

ginned
I 
!I 
I I 

1028-32: J.V,Lmber 1 
I .LV:umber Percent Percent Percent

,,;optomber_. ___ . " ____ "___ ". _... .. ml 9tH 33.2 at:! -1.9 
Octohor.. _.. , ..•. __ ........ __ .. 2,·166 3, ruJ5 34.0 32.0 -2.0 
~ovelllber.... _ I, 3~8 ! 2,307 33.4 30.5 -2.9 
Decom her •. _'_ 305 ' 588 27.3 25.3 -2.0 
Jallunr~'.,. .• _ - 256 1 525 2·1. 7 23.6 -1.1 

'rotnl or IIverago. i 5, 164 f 8,139 32.61 30,5 -2.1
I 

I 'Phose dutll woro ohtained from records nt 1 gin in 'l'enncssce in 1938, 2 gins in 'rennessee, 3 gins in 
~lissouri, nm12gins in Arknnsnsin 1029; 2gins in 'l'cnnessce in 1930; 1 gin in Tennessee nnd 1 gin in 1V[issouri
In 1031; nnd 1glnln Missouri in 1932. Tho !wernges for the sonson were obtnined by weighting the nverage 
for each month by tile lIumber of hules sold in the seed during thnt month. 

Lint-ccluivalent prict's for cotton w'hich was sold in the seed varied 
eonsiderably as a rcsult or diffel'enees in percentage of lint to seed 
cotton. Individual loads of cotton 'which was sold in the seecl in the 
same local markets at the same price showecl considerable variation 
in percentage of lint to seed cotton. In one selected local market in 
1931, for example, the lint turn-out for tt number of bales of cotton 
which "'ere sold in the seed at the same price varied from about 25 
to about 3'~ pel'eent, with the result that the lint-equivalent prices 
varied from 7 to 5.36 cents a pOllnd, respectively. More or less similar 
variations 'were indicated by information obtained at other markets. 

The percentage of lii1t to seed cotton 'was generally less for the 
cottOIl of longer staple and lower grade than for cotton of the shorter 
sta.ple amI higher grade. Consequently, the lint-equivalent prices for 
cotton sold in the seed at prevailing prices were genera.lly higher for 
the longer staple llnd lower grade than for the shorter staple and 
higher grade cotton. Data colleded in the selected local markets 
showed, for example, that premiums reflected inlint-eqninlh'nt prices 
for other staples above the price for %-inch cotton of the same grade 
uvel'ngecl 0.18 cent for l?'lH-inch, 0.24 cent for I-inch to l~~l:2'inches, 
and 0.49 cent for 1~~ n- to 1 %2-i IIell staples. The lint-equivalent prices 
for cotton sold j 11 the seed at pre\'ailing prices n n:'rugecl 0.3;) ('cur. 
higlwI' for Strict Low Middling and Lm\' Middling thanfol' ~Iic1dling 
and Strict Middling cotton of the Same staple length. These diffpl:­
pnces in lint-equh'nlent priees are for cotton sold in the seed at the 
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same prices anel are (tttributcd entirely to differences in percentage of 
lint to seed cotton. 

These differences in percentage of lint to seeel cotton, along ·with 
the consequent cliffel'onees in lint-equivalent prices, may account, at 
least in part, for the larger proportion of the longer staple and lower 
grade cotton being sold' in the seed than was custom ginned in the 
same local markets at the Sitme timo. These differences may also help 
to aee'oullt for the gt'owin~ of the longer stapled varieties in communi­
ti('sin which !L considerable proportion of the cotton is sold in the 
seed. 

One (rE the principal el'iticisms of the pradice of selling cotton 
in the secd is that it hu'gely precllHles payment to growers on the 
basis of quality bccause of t1ll' difliculty of tletermimng the quality 
of cotton before it is ginned. The rcsults of the analysis of the 
data obtained in this study support this allegation to n, considerable 
extent. The ftltel'llative to selling cotton in the seed at prevailing 
prices was to liltve tIm cotton custom-gi nned, Bnt prices to growers 
for custom-ginned cotton sold in the same local markets 011 the same 
days show, ill many instances, very little evidence of premiums and 
discounhi Oil the basis of grath and staple length uf indivicltutl 
bales (.1, 5, U, 8). Apparently, pl'emiums fol' staple reflected hl lint­
equivalent pricps for cottOIl sol(L in the seed at the same price aver­
aged considerably more than the premiums for staple reflected in 
Jlrices to growN's for individual hales that were custom-ginned, 
But prices to growers for individual bales of custom-ginned cotton 
reflected considerahlp discounts for the. lower grades, whereas lint­
equivalcnt Fiees fOl' cotton sold in thp seed at prevailing prices aver­
aged considerably higher for thc lower than fur the higher grades. 

Di ffcl'pnces in retl1rns to growcrs on the basis of quality may be 
retlpcte<l ill difl'cl'cllces in price 11"'('1 from market to market as well 
as ill prcmiums and <listollnt.s to growel's on the basis of the grade 
llnd 8taplp lcngth of i mli vi(lual bales. Grade antI staple premiums 
and discounts 011 niP basis of iIHlivillual hale, as previously pre­
sClltpd, W(,I'(, foun(l to bc 11101'0 or lessilHlepenc1ent of the average 
level of pricl'si n tht'se maL'kp\s. ConSt'qupntly, data on such pL'e­
miutns and discounts do not indicate to what pxtent average prices 
to gl'OWl'I'S in the l'l'speeti,'c local markets varied with the a\'prage 
grfl(\l' and staple length of the> eoUon fiol<1. 

AV('l'age> pri('('s to gl'OWHS in fal'nll'rs' loeal markets may reflect 
fairly ac'('ul'a!,ply tltp a\'('rag(' difl'prcneps in the qualit.y of Hie cotton 
sold frolll lll:u'k('t to mllrkpt, cyenif pri('('s to gro\YPI'S do not vary 
appl'('('iably with til(' gra<lp aneL staplp Ipngths of indiyidllal hales. 
On tIt(' ot hpl' lla ncl, sueh a "emgc pritt'S may fail to l'eflect the c1if­
f(,I'('I1('(':{ in 1l"t'I'agp qllality of thc cottOIl from market to mal'1mt, 
eV(,1l wIH'll·a large pl'oportion of el'lltral-mtlrket grade and staple 
pl'PlIlilllll"; and diH('olints are ]'(·flcdl,d in prices to growers on an 
indi"idllHl-lmlp ImHi", 1'0 th(' ('xtpnt that tll\' :L"el'age. prices of 
COtfllll fl'OllI lllal'1(('t to mal'kd I'Pf\t'd the diif(,I'pnccs in llYel'llO'c qUtll­
ity of tit!' ('ottOIl sold in thpHt' marln'ts, tIll' IH'odllction of th~higher 
grad!';; Hlld tIll' longPl' Hlapll's is 1'l'\\'al'(l('<1 Oil it community basis. 
But ::;l1('1t di!I'!'I'PIH'es III ll\'eragc prices lllay reflect little, if any, pre­
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miums and discounts for grade and staple length on an individual. 
bale basis and may offer little inducement to the individual grower 
to improve the quality of the cotton produced. 

Comparisons were made of the differences in average prices to 
growers in selected local markets, adjusted for differences in costs 
of transportation to ports or to domestic mill centers, with the dif­
ferences in average central-market values of this cotton as a result 
of differences in grade and staple length.1o The results showed that, 
for cotton custom-ginned, the avera~e prices to growers in markets 
where the cotton averages higher III grade and longer in staple 
were generally higher than the average prices to growerB in markets 
where the cotton averaged lower in grade and shorter in ';tr :)1e (fig. 
1). These differences in average prices were great enough ~n some 
instances to equal the premiums and discounts quoted in central 
markets for comparable grade and staple lengths. 

This means that in some of the local markets the rewards to 
growers in the form of average prices on a community basis were 
fairly well in line with central-market premitmls and discounts 
for grade and staple length. But, unless grade and staple premiums 
and diseounts are reflected in prices to growers on an individual-bale 
basis, individual farmers may find it advantageous to sell poor­
quality cotton in the market on the basis of the reputation of the 
community and by so doing tend to reduce the average price level 
at the expense of those who produce the higher quality cotton. 

Considerable irregularity was shown in the relationship between 
differences in average prices from market to market, adjusted for 
differences in freight to ports, and differences in average quality as 
indicated by differences ip central-market values on the basis of 
grade and staple length of the cotton sold. The coefficient of de­
termination indicates that, on the average, about 45 percent of the 
differences in average price to growers for cotton custom-ginned in 
the specified local markets was accollnted for by differences in the 
grade and staple length of the cotton sold. The relationship of the 
differences in !LVerage prices to growers from market to market to 
differences in central-market evaluations of this cotton on the basis 
of grade and staple length was somewhat more irregular for markets 
in areas in which a considerable proportion of the cotton was sold 
in the seed than for those .in other parts of the Cotton Belt (5, 6). 
Similal' analysE'S of data obtained in markets distributed through­
out the Cotton Belt showed that about 70 percent of the differences 
in average prices to growers from market to market, adjusted for 
differences in transportation costs, was accounted for by differences 
in ~rade and staple length of the cotton sold. These irregularities 
are largely aecounted for by variations in conditions in local markets, 
such as differences in the kind and degree of local competition, in 
outlet for cotton, :in weights on which the cotton "'as ~old, in bar­
gainin~ power of farmers and local buyers, and in character of the 
('otton sold. 

10 Grode lind stnnl~ pl'elllil1l11~ 111111 di~colllIl~ "" quotpd III CPIItl'lII mnrk('IS wprp us(>d in 
nrrlvinl': Ht th" <litTel'Plwes In H"eragp central·market ,'alues of the cotton sold in 
I he~e IIlU rkets. 

http:length.1o
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FIGURE I.-RELATION OF AVERAGE PRICES TO AVERAGE QUALITY OF COTTON IN 
SELECTED LOCAL MARKETS IN OKLAHOMA. ARKANSAS. MISSOURI. AND TEN­

NESSEE. SEASONS 1928-29 TO 1932-33. 

Prices to growers, on the nvemge, were somewhat higher in markets where the cotton 
averaged higher In grade nnd longer in staple than In markets where the cotton aver· 
aged lower In grade and shorter in staple, adjustments IUl\'ing been made for dU· 
tereucer; In transportation costs to portg. The coefficient of correlation was 0.67 ± 0.07. 
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Prices to growers for cotton sold in the seed offered very little 
reward, on a community basis, for impro'~ng the quality or the cotton 
produced. Comparisons of difl'erellces in the average lint-equivalent 
pric"es for cotton sold in the seed from market to market with differ­
ences in average central-market prices for this cotton, as a result of 
differences in grade and staple length, showed very little relationship 
lJctween average quality !ltld awrage lint-equi,·alent prices (fig. 2). 
Apparently, the effect of the somewhat higher lint-equivalent prices 
for the 101J~l.'r than for the ;;1I01"ter staples, as a n·sult of differences in 
percentage'()f lint to seed cotton, on the awrage price-quality relation­
ship fron1 market to marht ,,-as ]al'~ely offset by the effect of the 
somewhat .lower Iint-equi,-aJent prices for the hi~her than for the 
lower grades. 

The llT(·gularity shown ill the relationship between a"era~e prices, 
adjusted for differences in location, alld a vel'age quality, as indicated 
by differences in central-market nllues on the basis of grade and 
staple length, was so ~reat for cotton sold in the seed that less than 
14 percent of the differences in a,'el'age prices to growers for COttOll 
sold in the seed in the specified markets could be accounted for by 
differences in central-market yulues of this cotton, as a result of dif­
ferences in grad!! and staple length,. 

OTHER ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF SELLING SEED 

COTTON 


TO GROWERS 

A-dvanta~es and clisadvantagu:; to growers of selling cotton in the 
seed, other than differences in retul'll:;, are important considerations 
in deciding whether to sell COttOl1 in the seed or to ha,-e it custOll1­
gilllH'fL DatlL 011 advantages and disadYantages of selling cott{)n ill 
the seed, from the point of ,-iew of growers, were obtained by inter­
\"iewillg 423 gnmers jll Tennessee and :Missouri durillg the season of 
1931-3:!. During that season, these ~rowel's sold about 9,400 bales 
of cotton ill the seed and had about 5,500 ba:es custoll1-~inncd. More 
than twice as many of the replies from these farmers imlicated ad­
\'alltages as il1d ieated disad nlJltages of selling ('otton in the seed, 

The ad nll1bl~l' to ~l'Owen; most. frequellt Iy llIelltioned is conven­
ien('e-more than half the replies from the int('n-ie\..-ed growers in­
dicated cOII\"eniellcl'''; of this method of selllng cotton. Growers were 
cnabll·d to market readily loads of various sizes so they did not need to 
confille their :-:al(,8 to loads of bale size. Data on about 40,000 loads 
of ('otton sold in the seed in selected local markets in eastern Okla­
homa, :Missollri, and Tennessee during the seasons 1929-30 to 
1932-33, show that tlw sizE.' of the lots varied fl'om less than 100 
pounds to mOI'(' than 10.000. and that less than one-third of the loads 
wel'e of approximately bale size, The convenience of sellin~ loads 
of various sizes i;.; generally emphnsized in ('olllwC'tion with the sale 
of less than bale-;;ize loads, but data. Oil size of loads indicate that the 
('oll\"enieJl('e!-: are by 110 means confined to tlte sale of small loads, 
As previously indiC'ated. approximately 40 pel'cent of the cotton sold 
ill the seed wa!:; sold in loads larger than bale size. 
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FIGURE 2.-RELATION OF AVERAGE UNT·EQUIVALENT PRICE OF COTTON SOLD 
IN THE SEED TO AVERAGE QUALITY OF COTTON SOLD IN SELECTED LOCAL 

MARKETS IN OKLAHOMA. ARKANSJ S. MISSOURI. AND TENNESSEE. SEASONS 

1928-29 TO 1932-33. 

T.lnt.equ!\·lllent prices for ('otton lwld in the seed averaged only slightly hIgher in markets 
whrr~ th~ cotton Ill'£'rngetl higher in grade and longer in staple than In murkets 
wher<.' the ('otton an'raged lower in grnde IlIId shorter in sl,tple, ndjuNtments ha\'hig
IWen lUnd!' for dltTl'renCl's In tl'an~portuti"n ('(lsts to ports. 'rlie coeHlciellt or correlu· 
tlon wus O.37±O.10. 
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This practice of selling cotton minimizes delays in unloading, par­
ticularly during the rusE pali. of the season when the. farmer's time 
is ill greatest demand. During the height of the harvesting season 
it is often necessary for the grower to wait several hours and some­
timrs oyemight to lUlye his bale custom-ginned. Such delays, in­
addition to increasing the costs of handling cotton, impede harvesting 
and may r('sult in additional 10;-" from wastes and from deterioration 
in quality as a result of ,,'catlwr dama::rcs in the field. Other con­
veniences llH.'ntiOIl£>d in tIl(' ::rl"owers' replies i ncluckd quick money 
returns and the ease of figuring rents. 

M01'e than one-fourth of the farmerR. whell indicating the Hch'an­
la::rC's, !'mid that the practice snppli€'s a good market for the sale of 
wet, gJ'('t' 11 , tl'flf'hy, darnp. and ot1lPr hm'-tum-out cotton. Appar­
('ntly, the a(h-antagC's of sC'llin!! such ('ot/on in the seed !!I'O"'S out of 
the praeti('e of payin!! a more or Ipss uniform pri('e for sped cotton, 
with littlp re!!al'd to tl1(> quality and the pel'('C'ntage of lint to seed 
cotton ofilllli"idllal 10adR. It is lIndoubtpc1h' true that under such 
('onclitions the advantagt's of selling ('otton -in the seed are much 
grpatpr for tlH' low-tllrn'ollt ('otton tlHll1 for tltp high-quality and 
high-tum-out. product, hut the sale of s11ch low-quality and low-turn­
out {'otton in the sp('(1 no doubt ]'Pclu('es thp ll\-el'age price level in 
the cOInmunity at till' pxp('n~(' of tho~(' farml'l's who prodnce the 
llighpl' qunlity and higher turn-out ('otton. 

Ronwwhat INis than one-fourth of the replies incli('ated that mOlley 
I'ptllrns to gl'O\\,prs f01' ('otton sold in tlw seed were as gl'pat as m' 
gr('ater' than thosp from ('otton cllstom-ginnNl. TI1Pse rrplies were in 
addition to those that in(li('ated adnmtages of selling the low-turn­
out ('otton in the seed, but the imp1ieation in both sets of replies 
is that tIle retlll'ns to grower'S for cotton sold in the seed "'ere high 
in relation to thp rptUl'l1S from similar ('otton that was custom-ginned 
and "old in tlH' same markPt on the Ranw days. 

Grower'S ('an lwoid the necessity of ltrlYa'j1C'ing money for ginning 
by selling their ('otton in the s('cd. This may be an important con­
sirlemtioll, parti('ularly if ginning chltrgt's are high and if the yalu~ 
of the ('oHonsC'P(1 is les~ than the ('h:n'!!"E's for ginning. Information 
ohtained hyintC'lTiewin!! mOl'e thall 800 ginrwl's indi('ates that high 
ginning ('har,!!"ps wus OIlP of the IwinciPlll factors aeeollnting for the 
pmf'ti('e of !'l'lling ('ott on in (lip se('c1. 

TIll' yarions ad\TantagE's to growl'!'s of splling t1lC'il' cotton in this 
'way in many instanc'ps appE'ar' to 11(' mort' (hall off:::d by thE' disad­
Yantag('s asc;()('iajp(! with this ,1llPtllod of selling. The disa(h-anbl!!e 
most freqlH'nt Iy rl'Jlort ('<1 1),\' tlip gl'OWPJ'S illt (,]Tie,wcl was that the 
fal'mPI' lost 11l01H'y h,'- splling ('otton in the S('('f1. Sli!!htly 11101'P than 
Ol1(>-folll'th of thpse fltl'lllel'S so l'C'pol'ted. In light of the data pre­
-dollsly pl'(lsC'nt(><1, this (li!':t(h-antll!!p is parti('ularly appli('able to 
('otlon that has a hi!!"h ppn'enta!!e of lillt to spp(l ('otton, hnt. woulel 
not apply ~() .!!"pnPI,:tlly to ('olton with a low l)f'l'(,pnta!!e of lint to seed 
('otton. 

Tht' failure to pit)! premiums and to makp dis(,Ollnts on the basis 
of qllality was giwn hy abo'llt one-fifth of thpsp fal'mel's as a disad­
nlntng!' {If tIw pl'a('tir'('. This disH(h'antagp perhaps has been more 
'wirh,]y pubJif'iz(>d thall all othel' disndnmtagps (,Olllbillf'rl. TIl(' pra('­
ti('l' of ~(' II ill!! <.:ottOll ill lhc sped. til; l:H lTied 011 ill the markets st udied, 
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Ellcouraged farmers to grow the varieties that produce the largest 
yielc1s of l'(led cotton per acre, l'egal'illess of other important consid­
erations, and offered an inducement for growers to market their wet, 
green, trashy, dirty, lmd other low lint turn-out cotton in the seed 
at the expense of thost' who marketed dean and dry cotton. The 
influence of snch practices is indicated by the data. presented earlier 
showing that cotton sold in thl' seed, on the ayerage, 'was ]o,Ye1' in 
grade.' and had a ]0\\,1.'1' percentage of lint to seed cotton than the 
cotton that "Was custom-ginned and sold in the same markets on the 
~;ame, days. 

Furtlwl'Iltol'(" the gelwL'al pl'llctice of not yarying prices of seed ('ot­
ton Oil the basis of its quality lIlay result in the mixing of cotton 
diifPL'ing sO widely in quality elements that the spinning value of the 
cotton. particularly the higber qualities. may be reduced materially. 
rn Ipss IIIP!lns are pl'o\"itled for segregating seed cotton 011 the basis 
of its quality, the ,!!inned lint may indude, combinations of varieties 
differillg wid!.'ly in length of ,;taple: combinations of cotton con­
taining variolls kinds alld quantities of foreign matter as a l'esult of 
exposure in the fil'ld and of difIerellt methods of hal'Ye"ting; and 
('ombinations of ('otton of nniolls stages of maturity and of deteriora­
tion as [t result of including in the same bale \\'ell-matured cotton that 
was pi('ked soon after it opened, well-matured cotton that was left 
pxp()~l'<,l in tIl(> fi!.']d for a long tim£:' aftl'!' it opened, and cotton not 
fully matured before the end of the ,!!rowin,!! Sl'aSon, But such mix­
ing is not ('onfilwd to cotton sold in the seed, and objectionable fea­
tUl'('S resulting from sllch mixtul'('s appan'lltly haye not been particu­
larly not ieeable in t he cotton from areas in which a larga proportion 
of it was :::old by ,!!l'ow('l'S before it ,,,as ginned. 

Repl'('s('ntatin~s of the lal',!!('st cotton-shipping concerns in Mer:l­
phis wel'P intel'yiew('d in 19:~3 by a representative of the Bureau, and 
it waS tltl' ('onsensus of the opiniol1s expressed that the character of 
cot ton fl'onl :lI'PflS ill Tl'nnpSRPc w11er(' sellin,!! in the seed 'was ,!!en­
('rally pl'aeticed was as good as that from any other district in the 
Mpl1lphis tenitol'Y wh('I'P the staple len,!!th of the cotton produced 
was about: til(' ~anl(' a~ that in Tel111(,:;s('(', Diffieuhie,.; from mixed 
stapl(·s in thp ball' W(,l'l' saiel to be rare and ,yere largely confined to 
cottOIL from ,!!ill"; sO 10('111:('([ a" to dl'lt"w cotton from a Delta area ,,'here 
the IOI1,!!pr-sta plpd ml'ieti('s an' ,!!I'OW11 and from a hill section in 
whidl IlH' shoLt-staple \"Hrieti('s are produced. These shippers ad­
yised fUl'tlwl' that till' pnl('ti('(' of selling ('otton in the seed leads to 
e\'('11 gn'atpl' diffi('ulty in the matter of mixed ,!!l'tldes. espe('ially fr0m 
cottori' ,!!inlwd latl' in the season, Tllt',V were unanimous in their 
st atpn IE-llts tha t they lin d elJ('ount('red 110 tln usual difficulties in the 
way of (·omplaints illlldl' by ('olton milli:i ill J'Pgll]'(l to irre,!!ularity in 
tllP st:tph' of ('otton ('olllin,!! fl'olll areas in Tpnn(>ss('e where sPlling in 
Ill£' s('eel was ,!!('nerall~' pra('ti('('(l. On tllP other halHl, 1'('('ent reports 
in<1i('atp that sOllie mill olJ('l'alol's ill Tpllnpssep dis(,l'iminatp against 
cotton sold in tllP sPt'd b(,('llust' of its mixpc] stapl(', excess moisture, 
loss(>s in w('ight. and ('xc!'ssi\"(' ,\"astc ill spinning,u 

Othpl' dislldvnntn~t'::; of s(']lin,!! ('otton bl'fol'(' it is ,!!illlWcl as listed 
by ,!!l'o\\"l'I'S. WPl'l' Illore or ](';::; (,]o:-'t'ly n::::;odllte<1 with nHll1t'Y inc,)me 

l.~ _\r.I.IUJ' ,~ E,. !Iud otlwro;,;, HJ.:r:".\TIOS" OF I {J'I~nIX p!~om·('·Tt(iX Tn r"OXSrMl'TIOX gy 
.utFJ.\S [S' TF.~~t-;SSEE. Tpl1n. A~l·. h.'(pt ~tu, Itul'al Ilt':-.utrl'll ~~·r. ::\follo;':, ;tH. lH:ri. 
I ~1111]('''!;ru I'll!'d.] 
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and payment on the basis of quality as previously discussed. Some 
said that when cotton was sold in the seed farmers could not specu­
12.te. Others said that selling cotton in the seed was disadvantageous 
to the producer of cotton with a high percentage of lint to seed 
cotton. 

A disadvantage of the practice that has been particularly apl?li. 
cable in recent years is that it prevents the growers from avalimg 
themselws of the benefits of Government loans on cotton such as, for 
example, the Gon'l'nnll'nt 12-cent loan in 1934 and the Government 
9-cent loan in 1fI:37. These loans were made on the basis of ware­
house receipts for cotton stored in approYecl warehouses and were not. 
unlilable until after the cotton was custom-ginned. 

TO GINNERS 

Buying cotton in the s(\ed is advantageolls to ginners in a number 
of ways. During the rush part uf the hanesting season ginners can 
receive cotton faster than it can be ginned and the excess receivecl 
tan be stored, to be ginned during the slack part of the season. This 
flattening Ollt of the peak load by extending ele ginning period per­
mits the ginning of an increased volume of cotton per unit of wn­
ning equipment and tends to reduce ginning costs per bale. vot­
ton that is too wet for ginning when recei"ed at the gin can be stored 
for drying, and by so doing gin damages from ginning wet cotton 
can be INIuced. The necessity of keeping the equipment and labor 
force ready for ginning when the quantity of cotton is not adequate 
for full-time operation is eliminated, with consequent savings in 
operating costs. The amonnt of bookkeeping required of the ginners 
1S reduced somewhat, and losses from advancing to growers the costs 
of ginning are eliminated. 

In addition, the purchase of ('ott on in the seed may be 'Used by 
some ginners as It means of increasing the volume of cotton ginned and 
of obtaining an inereased volume of cottonseed for sale to oil mills, 
both of which lllay contribute directly to the ginner's net income. 
Furthermore, the practice of buying cotton in the seed may place 
the ginner in a favOl'Hble positIon to distribute to growers good 
planting seed of improved varieties relatively best adapted to the 
growillg conditions in the communit.y (3) and in this way to COIl­

triulltt' something toward an increased income for the community as 
a whole, including himself. 

On the other hand, the purchase of cotton in the seed invoh'es 
considt'rahk I'isks on the part of the ginner, from differences in per­
cent age of lint to seed cotton and from differences in price between 
tllt' time the s('t'd COttOll is purchased and the time the ginned lint is 
ready for tilt' rnarket. These risks, along with the relatively high 
pric(>s paid for seed cotton as it result of competition between th(~ 
ginners, Illay III0 1'(' than oft'set the advantages of this practice to 
~inners. Data on tIl(' in('onw-tax returns of certain ginners located 
III s()utheast£~I'Il Missouri 12 for the ypars 19:29, 1930, and 1931 indi­
eatt' that about half of the frillS SU:itainpd losst's from the purchase of 
st'Nl cotton. In Oklahoma it was found that ginner's who bought 

!.\ '1Ilcr:OEY. ,:\1 TJ sn)1I-~ l:/O:\"Il\lU' 1'11.\SES OF COT'rU:S PHOllUCTIO~ IX sot·Tnf~\S'l'J-:ltX 
MI!HHI'HI, )IIlBtl'r'~ th{'sis, I""il'. ~ro. ]932. 
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seed cotton paid prices which, on the average, were somewhat higher 
th'ln the prices quoted in the Houston market minus the costs of 
transp-ortation from the local markets to Houston (4) . 

.ApPt'.rcntly, ginners in many instances were willing to buy cotton 
in the seed at prices high enough to permit only small profits, or in 
some instances to sustam losses, in order to attract an increased vol­
um') of cottO]} to the gin. As the volume of ginnings increased, gross 
income from ginning operations and profits from cottonseed also in­
creaSf'cl, and the overhead costs per bale decreased. The influence of 
buying seed cotton at relatiyply high prices on the volume of cotton 
attl~lcted to the gin is largely offset, in most instances, by the com­
petition of other ginners who follow the same practice. Under sllch 
conditions, the \'oillme of cotton ginned by any gin is not likely to 
be ma,terially different from what it would be if no ginners bought 
cotton in the seed, but so long as some ginners buy cotton in the seed 
as lL Hwans of attraeting cotton to their gill, others lUay be forced 
to do likewise in self-protection. 

SUMMARY 

Most of the cotton prodtfced in the Unitetl States is ginned and 
baled before it is sold by growers. Remnants sold toward the end 
of the l'eason as seed ('otton aggregate a considerable number of 
bales, but cotton sold in the seed other than remnants constitutes a 
sl'bstalltifll proportion of the cotton produced in some districts, pRl'­
ticularly in the northern portion of the belt. 

Earli{'r studies indicate that farmers taken as a whole have lost 
money bv selling ('otton before it waS ginned. Bnt the fact that 
substantiitl proportions of the cotton produ('ed in some parts of the. 
Cotton B{'lt continue to be sold in the seed suggests the need for 
additional information showing in d{'tail the practices and results 
of selling ('otton in the seed in the Pnitec1 States. 

The results of analyses presented in this bulletin are largely based 
on information obtained 1n sel{'ctcd local markets in Oklahoma, Ar­
kansas. Missouri, and TennC'ssee during the seasons 1925-29 to 1932-:13. 

Data on t he size 0 f t he lots sold ill tl~e s{'ed sho\\' variations from less 
than 100 pounds to more than 10.00() pounds. Less than half of the 
lots \\'('1'(' smaller than bale sizC', 2H percent were about bale size, and 
2:~ J)cl'C'ent wpre larger than bale size. 

Cotton sohl in tlw sppd awmgNl lower in grade and longer in 
>otaple. titan that (,llstom-gil1llPd and sold in the same lo('al markets 
on the saIne <lays. The Yllr.iety most fI'I'fluentiy reported as custom­
(rinned was B}lll' ,,,,<I II"If, "llt~reaS A.ellIU. nl)\\\lt"l1. DQlht lli11l,\ 
!-~ ..\l, ann 1'1'1ce were the varieties most frequently reported as sold 
] n the sep(l. 

Lint-eqllinllent prices for ('otton sold in the seed in tIll:' sel{'cted 
local mar'kets averagrrl somewhat lower during the seasons 1928-20. 
1929-30, an(l 1930-:n and somewhat higher <IminO" the seasons 
1~31-32 and 1932-:i3 than prices to growers for rcltton custOI11­
glllIled. For tl~e 5 years comhined the lint-equivalent prices 
for ('otton sold III t!Jr seed averaged about the same as prices for 
custom-ginnNl cotton. ' 

The a \"pl'age central-market prices on the basis of grade and staple 
length was about the same for cotton sold in the seed as for custom­
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~inned cotton. The infin(,l1ce oJ the somewhat lower average gra<le 
for cotton sold in the seed on the diff('rences in central-market vallies 
of the cotton was about ofrset by the somewhat longer staples for the 
cotton sold in the seed than for that custom-ginned. 

The turn-out of lint cotton pel' 100 pounds of se('d cotton averaged 
auout 2 pound:,> less for cotton sold in thl' seed than for cotton cus­
tom-gi11lwd nnd sold in the same local markets on the same dcys. 
The influence of these differences in lint turn-out was only partially 
reflected ill ayerage prices of s('ed cotton so that, under the condi­
tions prevailing in the markets at the time, growers apparently fo:md 
it acl mntageolls to sell the low-turn-out cotton in the seed and to 
have the high-tum-out cotton custom-ginned. 

Prices to growers :for sepd cotton genprally did not yary with the 
grade and staple length oJ thp. cotton sold in individual lots, but the 
]ol1g('" stapl('d yarietips usually g:lYe a ]ow(,1" percentage of lint to 
seed cotton than the shorter stapled varieties. Consequentl~·, the 
lint-equivalpnt prices fot' cotton sold in the seed sho\yed substantial 
l)I'emillmS for the longer staples. On the other hand, (hc pet'centage 
of lint to sl'Nl cotton was generally less for the lower titan for the 
higher grades, so that the lint-efJuivalent prices for cotton sold in 
tll(> sc('(t wcre g£'nerally substantially higllPr for the lower than for 
the higher grades. 

Diffel'enc(>s in anl'llge prices to growers :from market to market. for 
C'lIstom-ginned eotton generally yal'ied directly with the differences 
ill RYeragp central-market prices of the cotton on the basis of grade 
and staple Ipngth, with the result that :farmers were generally re­
wllrded on a community basis for producing the higher-quality cot­
ton. Similar analyses of pric('s to growers for cotton sold in the 
seed. sllOwed little relationship between diff£'rences hl aYerage lint­
equinllent prices from market to market and the differences in aver­
age ('£'ntral-market ":dues of the cotton on the basis of grade and 
staple length, with the rcsult that very little reward was offered in 
thr form of higlter pric£'s on a ('ommunity basis for impr(wing the 
qnality of tlte cotton 10 bc sold in the seed. 

'filr pl'aC'ti('c, of s('lIing eotton in the seed has adYantag('s 1111(1 dis­
ndmntages to gl'Owers other than those of tliffprenee in prices. It 
enables gro\\"(','s to market readily lots of yarious sizes so that sales 
do not haYC' to he mnfined to bale-size. loads; it min imizrs (lelavs in 
llI1loadillg at the gins, particnlarly dllring the rllsh part of the season 
when the. farn1Pr's time is in greatest demand: it supplies an advan­
tageous means of marketing low turn-out cotton; an,l it :t\"oitls thr 
ne('Pssitv 'for tho g,'()wer (u a<lnUll:t: lh<:. coota NI' p;innin!!, 

On the other hand, this practice enCOUl'agps farmers to ~ro\\ [1" 

vllridies of ('otton that prodnce tl1(' largest yipl(l of ser<1 cotton ])('1' 

acre, regardlps~ of other imp~rtant ('onsi 1lerations.; offers an a<1\'an­
t'\(re for "1'0\\"('1':> to sp]] '.yet, dIrty, and oth(>1" low-hnt-ttn'n-ont ('otton
t~""the cl0trin1('nt of those ,,-ho 5r11 dean and elry ('ott on ; al1(1 lIlay 
l"pdllce tl1(' spinning "alne of !llr {'otton as a result of mixing sl'p(l 
cot tOllS that (liff'PI' wi<lrly ill qnality. 

A disacinllltag<' of til(> ]>":1('t i('p of. sl'lIinf!: ('OttOll ill till' s(>('(l, pnr­
tit-Illal"lv llppli('ahlr ill 1'(,(,Pllt yelll's. 1:-; that It pl'l'Y('nts gTO,yer~ from 
t\\'ailing th!.'ll1seh'e~ of the ul'llefits of GO\'el'lllllent loans. 
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The practice of selling cotton in the seed enables tIle CTinner to 
flatten out his peak load by extending the ginning period, an~ tends to 
reduce ginning costs; permits the ginner to store, £01' drying later, 
cotton that is received too wet for ginning and by so doing reduces 
gin damages from brinning wet cotton; and may be used as a means 
of increasing the volume of business. 

On the other hand, buyin~ cotton in the seed involves risks from 
differences in 'percentage of lInt to seed cotton, from changes in prices 
between the tIme the cotton seed is bought and the time the gin lint 
is ready for the market, and from overpayment to growers as a means 
of attracting customers. 
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