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INTRODUCTION 

Firms interviewed in the four Texas marketing areas were highly 

cooperative in supplying the required information. The same basic infor-

mation was gathered for the 1966-67 season as was collected and published 

in the Cotton Economic Research Report No. 84 for the 1964-65 season (2)*. 

The only major change was an effort to determine the specific allowance 

or cost involved for tare in relation to net weight trading as applicable 

to foreign shipments. Occasionally a particular cost item had to be 

plugged with the average cost of the other reporting firms when it was 

inadvertently omitted by a firm. In general, this was not often necessary 

as the merchant-shipper cooperation was excellent. 

Data in this study are based on the costs of merchandising as ship-

pers according to the definition of a "shipper" or firms merchandising 

cotton as shippers, unless otherwise noted. Cotton shippers are firms 

which usually purchase odd lots of cotton, sell it in even-running lots, 

and either perform or arrange for the various other merchandising services 

or operations involved. 

As of August 1, 1966, the new Food and Agricultural Act of 1965  went 

into effect. This act was passed in an effort to make American cotton 

more competitive in the world market, to remove the two-price system, and 

to reduce the excessively large carry-over. These goals would be accom-

plished by reducing the loan base price, paying to a farmer a direct 

subsidy, and paying him a diversionary payment for the acreage taken out 

or diverted from cotton production. 

* Figures in parentheses refer to items in Reference List. 



The price provisions of the Act applicable to the 1966-67 crop were: 

1. Price support of 21.20 cents per pound, basis Middling 1" at 
average locations, with a 3.5 to 4.9 micronaire reading. 

2. Price support payments of 9.42 cents per pound on projected yield 
on 65 percent of the total allotment. 

3. Diversion payments of 10.50 cents per pound for allotment acreage 
taken out of production for the season. 

This act made cotton more competitive in the world market and removed 

the two-price system, thus improving the marketing conditions under which 

the American cotton shipper had been operating. Cotton merchandising con-

ditions were improved; and the shipper's position in both the domestic and 

foreign markets was strengthened, along with his ability to sell cotton. 

The nation is divided into four regions which include the following 

cotton growing states or parts of states: Western--District 6 of Texas, 

New MexLco, Arizona and California; Southwestern--Texas-Oklahoma, except 

District 6 of Texas; South Central--Tennessee, Mississippi, Louisiana, 

Arkansas, Kentucky and Missouri; Southeastern--Virginia, North Carolina, 

South Carolina, Georgia, Florida and Alabama. Each of the regions is, in 

turn, divided into market trading areas. 

For this study, Texas was divided into four market trading areas which 

are: El Paso (District 6), Lubbock, Dallas and Houston. El Paso (District 6) 

is normally considered as a market trading area of the Western region, but 

not for this study. Oklahoma normally is in the Southwestern region with 

Texas as a part of the Dallas market trading area. For this study, Oklahoma 

was excluded, both from Texas and the Dallas market trading area. 

All cost data were weighted according to bale volume shipped during 

the season. Data were tabulated according to the four market trading areas 

in the state as to specific domestic and foreign outlets. The market 



trading area averages were combined to form a weighted state average ac-

cording to outlets plus domestic, foreign and combined Texas averages. 

The 1966-67 data were compared with the cost of merchandising, source 

of cotton and destination of shipments during the 1964-65 study (2) and the 

1956-57 season study (i), where possible. 
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COTTON MERCHANDISING FIRNS IN TEXAS 

The shippers interviewed in the four market trading areas of Texas 

had a total marketing volume for the 1966-67 season of approximately three 

million bales. Nearly 93 percent of the total volume handled during the 

season was handled as "shippers." Table 1 lists the percentage of the 

total volume represented by these firms which was handled as shippers and 

as other types of cotton merchandisers by market trading areas for the 

1966-67 and 1964-65 seasons. Table 2 gives a more comprehensive breakdown 

as to the volume marketed under the different categories for the four 

market trading areas of the state. 

Firms purchase most of their growth requirements in the area in 

which their offices are located. The amount that is purchased varies from 

season to season depending on their customers' needs and the quality and 

quantity of the crop for the season. The El Paso area firms are the only 

ones which deal wholely in cottons purchased in their own region (Western). 

Table 1. VOLUME OF COTTON MARKETED AS SHIPPERS AND AS OTHER TYPES OF 
MERCHANDISING FIRMS AND TOTAL VOLUME BY MARKET TRADING AREA 
(FIRM LOCATION) DURING THE 1966-67 AND 1964-65  SEASONS, 

DATA IN PERCENT 

Shipper 	 Others 	 Total 
Market 	1966-67 1964-65 	1966-67 196475 	1966-67 1964-65 

Dallas 	26.9 	32.6 	-- 	.6 	26.9 	33.2 

El Paso 6.4 5.4 .6 	-- 7.0 5.4 
Houston 32.3 3.8 1.7 	2.8 34.0 41.6 

Lubbock 27.1 14.4 5.0 	5.4 32.1 19.8 

Total 92.7 91.2 	7.3 8.8 100.0 10010 

Original data and reference (1). 
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Table 2. PERCENTAGE OF VOLUME BY MARKET TRADING AREAS AND METHOD 
OF MERCHANDISING FOR THE 1966-67 AND 1964-65  SEASONS 

Market 	 F.O.13. 	 Commission 
Area 	Shippers Mill Buyers Merchants Brokers 	Buyers 	Total 

Dallas 

	

1966-67 100.0 -- 	-- -- -- 100.0 
1964-65 	9.2 	.2 	1.1 	.3 	.2 	100.0 

El Paso 
1966-67 91. 	-- .2 	-- -- 	100.0 
1964-65 100.0 	- -- 	-- - 	100.0 

Houston 
1966-67 95.1 	-- 4.2 	.7 -- 	100.0 
1964-65 93.4 	-- 6.0 	.3 .3 	100.0 

Lubbock 
1966-67 84.4 	-- 15.6 	-- -- 	100.0 
1964-65 72.7 	-- 27.3 	-- -- 	100.0 

Total 
1966-67 	91.2 	.1 	8.3 	.2 	.2 	100.0 
1964-65 	92.7 	-- 	7.0 	.3 	-- 	100.0 

Original data and reference (1). 

The firms located in the other three market trading areas often purchase 

cottons from the various other national regions in addition to their own. 

Lubbock firms make purchases in all regions except the Southeast. Firms 

in the Dallas and Houston areas purchase cottons from all four national 

regions. The data for the firms located in the four Texas market trading 

areas as to their source of cotton purchases for both seasons are located 

in table 3. The average data for the combined four market trading areas 

(Texas) for both seasons are compared with the national and Southwestern 

regional averages for the 1956-57 season in the (a.) section of table 13 

in the appendix. The amount purchased from the Southwestern region by the 

firms located in Texas increased again in the 1966-67 season in comparison 

with earlier data. 
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Table 3. PERCENTAGE OF COTTON PURCHASED BY THE FIRJS LOCATED IN THE 
FOUR TEXAS MARKET TRADING AREAS FROM THE FOUR NATIONAL REGIONS 

FOR THE 1966-67 AND 1964-65 SEASONS 

Firm 	 Region of Growth of Cotton Purchased 
Location 	Western Southwestern South Central Southeastern 	Total 

Dallas 
1966-67 12.7 80.4 2.7 4.2 100.0 
1964-65 14.1 59.6 24.8 1.5 100.0 

El Paso 
1966-67 100.0* -- -- -- 100.0 
1964-65 100.0* -- -- -- 100.0 

Houston 
1966-67 11.0 72.1 11.3 5.6 100.0 
1964-65 14.7 59.3 18.6 7.4 100.0 

Lubbock 
1966-67 -- 99.0 1.0 - 100.0 
1964-65 .6 98.2 1.2 -- 100.0 

All Markets 
1966-67 	9.7 	82.1 	 5.0 	3.2 	100.0 
1964-65 	17.3 	62.0 	17.0 	3.7 	100.0 

* District 6 of Texas is included in the Western region. 
Original data and reference (i). 

The source (farmer, ginner,, CCC, etc.) from which the cottons are 

purchased by the firms varies from season to season as do the regions in 

which the cottons are purchased. The firms in the various market trading 

areas would normally be expected to purchase first from the farmers and 

second from the ginner. This pattern was followed by the firms in the 

El Paso and Lubbock areas during the 1964-65 season; but in the 1966-67 

season, they purchased first from the farmers and the second largest w.ounts 

came from the CCC. Dallas based firms in 1964-65 purchased first from the 

ginners and second from the CCC; and the exact opposite was reported for 

the 1966-67 season. Firms in the Houston area reported most of their pur-

chases for both seasons as first from the ginners and second from the CCC. 
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These data in percentage form for the four Texas market trading areas are 

located in table 4 and both seasons are represented. These data are com-

pared with the national and Southwestern averages for the 1956-57 season 

in the (b.) section of table 13 in the appendix. The 1966-67 season data 

emphasizes the increased purchases from the farmers, the decreased purchases 

from the ginners and the increased purchases from the CCC. 

Not only do Texas cotton shippers purchase cotton from various regions 

of the nation, they may also purchase Texas growths from one or more of the 

four market trading areas in Texas. Texas cottons purchased by El Paso area 

firms are obtained from El Paso area growths only. Normally the firms 

located in a given Texas market trading area will purchase the majority of 

Texas growths from those cottons produced in their own area. This was true 

for the firms located in the Houston and Lubbock areas during the 1964-65 

and 1966-67 seasons. Dallas area firms changed this pattern in their 

1966-67 season purchases when the largest part of their purchases were 

made in the Houston area rather than their own Dallas area. These data 

for the two seasons and the four market trading areas indicating the pur-

chase of Texas growths are in table 5. 

Part of these patterns is due to the large cotton production concen-

tration in the Lubbock area and the seasonal variations in the quantity 

and quality of cotton produced in other trading areas of the state, plus 

the varying requirements of the mill customers. 

- 7 - 
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PRICES  

Spot market prices for Middling 111  cotton averaged 30.73 cents per 

pound in 1964-65.  The price declined each month for the first seven months 

of the 1965-66  season to a low of 29.46  cents per pound for the months of 

February and March. The 1965-66  season average spot market price was 

29.60 cents per pound.. The spot market price in 1966-67 averaged 22.04 

cents in August, dropped to a low of 21.83 cents in October and then ad-

vanced to a high of 22.57  cents per pound in December. The average price 

for the season amounted to 22.08 cents per pound. This decline in prices 

between the 1965-66 and 1966-67 seasons was due to the change in price 

support of Middling lTT  which had been 29.00  cents a pound in 1965-66 and 

then was decreased 8.00 cents a pound to 21.00 cents per pound in 

1966-67 (4). 

The Middling 1" average spot market prices for the 1964-65 and 1966-67 

seasons for the five spot markets in Texas are given in table 6. Also in-

cluded are the reported purchases in the markets of Dallas, Lubbock, Houston 

and Galveston, along with the 15-market totals for both seasons. These 

reported purchases are given here to indicate volume relationships only 

since a portion of the purchases represent a double count. The reported 

purchases in these Texas markets during the 1964-65 season represent 22 

percent of the total, while they amounted to 24 percent of the total pur-

chases for the 1966-67 season. 

Total United States disappearance during the 1964-65  season amounted 

to 13.4  million bales. The national disappearance then decreased to 12.4 

million bales in 1965-66  for a decline of one million bales. The 1966-67 

disappearance increased nearly 2 million bales to reach a total of over 

- 10 - 



Table 6. REPORTED PURCHASES BY MERCHANTS AND SPOT COTTON PRICES FOR 
MIDDLING 1" IN DESIGNATED MARKETS FOR THE 

1964-65 AND 1966-67 SEASONS 

Market 	 Reported Purchases 	 Price Middling 1" 
Trading 	 in Bales 	 Cents Per Pound 
Area 	 1966-67 1964-65 	 1966-67 1964-65 

Dallas 1,834,049 1,011,711  21.84 30.29 

Lubbock 905,610 818,477 21.84 30.18 

El Paso* -- -- 21.79 30.28 

Houston 343,247 656,062 21.86 30.27 

Ga1veston 15,798 101,767 22.02 30.37 

All 15 
Markets 	 12 1f 665,148 11,776,514 	 22.08 	30.73 

* No volume figures given. 
** Galveston was removed as one of the spot markets during the 1967-68 

season. 
Reference (4). 

34.1 million. Of this total, exports amounted to 4,669,000 bales and dom-

estic consumption was some 9,449,000  bales (6). 

Discounts for grades lower than Middling widened during 1966-67. 

Discounts for 15/16" and 31/32"  cottons made news as they were the widest 

ones on record, while discounts for 7/8" and 29/32"  cottons were the widest 

they had been in seven years. Premiums for white grades above Middling 

were narrower in 1966-67 than for any season since the 1954-55  season. 

Premiums for lengths of 1-1/32", 1-1/16" and 1-3/32" made news also as the 

widest that have ever been recorded. Premiums for the medium staples also 

widened considerably during the season. This widening of premiums and 

discounts was, for the most part, a continuation of the widening which 

had been taking place for the previous two seasons (4). 



The spot markets continued to make official premium and discount 

quotations for micronaire which they had started during the 1964-65 season. 

During the 1965-66 season, the 3.0 to 3.4 class was divided into two addi-

tional groups which were 3.0 to 3.2 and 3.3 to 3.4. The 5.0 and above class 

was also divided into 5.0 to 5.2 plus 5.3 and above for quotation purposes. 

Table 7 lists the spot market average micronaire difference quotations for 

the 1964-65  and 1966-67 seasons for the markets of Dallas, Galveston, 

Houston, Lubbock and the 15-market  average. There was some widening in 

the 15-market  average micronaire differences in the 1966-67 season as com-

pared with the 1964-65  season for the fineness readings. The largest 

change was in the cottons with 5.0 to 5.2 and 5.3 and above fineness. 

The discounts for cottons 2.6 and below increased $1.10 a bale (15 

markets) from the 1964-65  season to the 1966-67 season. In the 2.7 to 2.9 

range, the discounts increased $2.00 a bale (15 markets). Other finenss 

range groups and changes involved are not directly comparable due to the 

change in ranges at the beginning of the 1965-66  season. Cotton falling 

in 2.6 and below fineness during the 1966-67 season had a discount of 

$17.75 a bale. Fineness of 2.7 to 2.9 cotton resulted in a discount of 

$11.90, 3.0 to 3.2 fineness discounts were $6.60 a bale, and 3.3 to 3.4 

fineness received a discount of $3.00 a bale. On the coarse end, a 5.0 

to 5.2 bale was discounted $3.85 while cotton whose fineness was 5.3 and 

above was reduced $9.60 a bale during the 1966-67 season (4). 

As stated previously, the United States Cotton Standards were re-

vised to include micronaire as of June 1, 1966; and beginning with the 

1966-67 season, micronaire readings became a part of the Smith-Doxey 

classification service. The readings were shown on the Form 1 cards along 

with the grade and staple. Micronaire premiums and discounts were applicable 

- 12 - 



Table 7. THE 1966-67 SEASON AND 1964-65 SEASON AVERAGE NICRONAIRE 
DIFFERENCES FOR TEXAS MARKETS AND THE 15 MARKETS 

IN POINTS PER POUND 

1966-67 Micronaire Reading 
26& 5.3& 

Market Below 	2.7-2.9 3.0-3.2 3.3-3.4 3.5-4.9 5.0-5.2 	Above 

Dallas -350 -216 -141 -50 0 -75 -200 
Galveston -300 -200 -100 -50 0 -48 -125 
Houston -337 -237 -162 -50 0 -90 -200 
Lubbock -341 -236 -136 -64 0 -77 -206 
15-Market -355 -238 -132 -60 0 -77 -192 

1964-65 Micronaire Reading 
Market 2.6 & Below 	2.7 - 2.9 3.0 - 3.4 3.5 - 4.9 5.0 & Above 

Dallas -351 -238 -100 0 -43 
Galveston -315 -165 - 65 0 -30 
Houston -319 -181 - 81 0 -37 
Lubbock -304 -200 - 85 0 -50 
15-Market -333 -198 - 83 0 -50 

Reference (4 

to cotton entering the loan for the 1966-67 crop. The micronaire premiums 

and discounts for cotton entering the loan began after October 31, 1965 

for the crop of 1965-66.  Shown below are the premiums and discounts which 

were applicable to cottons entering the loan for the crop of 1965-66 (after 

October 31) and the 1966-67 crop. 

1965-66 Crop 1966-67 Crop 
Reading Points/Pound Reading Points/Pound 

55 & Above - 50 
5.2 - 5.4 - 15 5.3 & Above -100 
4.9 - 5.1 0 5.0 - 5.2 - 20 
3.6 - 4.8 + 14 3.5 - 4.9 + 20 
3.3 - 3.5 0 3.3 - 3.4 - 30 
3.0 - 3.2 - 60 3.0 - 3.2 - 90 
2.7 - 2.9 -165 2.7 - 2.9 -175 
2.6 & Below -300 2.6 & Below -300 

Reference (4). 
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The micronaire discounts in the Texas markets for 2.6 and below 

cottons during the 1966-67 season were all below the 15-market average 

and the same was true for the discounts of cottons in the 2.7 to 2.9 

range. Only Galveston discounts for 3.0 to 3.2 micronaire cotton were 

below the 15-market  average of -132  points per pound. Lubbock, with a 

discount of 4 points per pound above the 15-market  average for 3.3 to 

3.4 micronaire cottons, was the only market that did not have discounts 

below the average. In the coarse cotton, 5.0 to 5.2. Houston at -90 

points discount per pound exceeded the nationwide average of -77  points 

per pound. In the final category of 5.3 and above cottons, the discount 

of -125 points for Galveston was the only one below the 15-market  average 

for the 1966-67 season (4). 

The average price received by Texas farmers for their cotton has 

been declining annually for the period 1961-62 through 1966-67.  The aver-

age for the 1966-67 season amounted to 17.14  cents per pound which ex-

cludes all government support payments. Preliminary data for the 1967-68 

season indicate the farmers receive an average price of 21.10 cents per 

pound which is 3.96 cents above the 1966-67 season average. Shown below 

are the average prices received by Texas farmers for their cotton on a 

per-pound basis for the years indicated: 

Season 	 Price/Pound 

196L-62 31.29 
1962-63 30.34 
1963-64 30.20 
1964-65 27.70 
1965-66 26.10 
1966-67 17.14 
1967-68P 21.10 

P - Preliminary 
Reference (8). 
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The United States average price received by the farmers has declined 

in the same manner as the Texas price. The only difference has been that 

the United States average price has been at a higher level than the Texas 

price. United States average prices per pound received by the farmers are: 

Season 	 Price/Pound 

1964-65 29.76 
1965-66 28.14 
1966-67 20.70 
1967-68P 23.31 

P - Preliminary 
Reference (4). 

The 1967-68 price of 23.31 indicates an upturn in a previously de-

clining picture. Reduction in the carry-over, reduced production for the 

1966-67 and 1967-68 seasons, plus a continued demand have generated this 

price reversal which occurred in the 1967-68  season. 

The average landed price for Middling 1" at 201 mills (Group B) has 

followed the same pattern as experienced in the prices received by the 

farmers. The landed price for the Southwestern region (which included 

Texas) growths was 26.67 cents a pound in 1964-65, 26.31 cents a pound 

in 1965-66 and 24.05 cents a pound for the 1966-67 season (4). 

A pictorial presentation of the United States average seasonal 

prices received by the farmers for upland cotton, average price of Middling 

1" in the 15 designated markets and the average price of landed cotton at 

201 mills (Group B) are seen in figure 1 for the seasons 1954-55 to, and 

including, the 1967-68  preliminary data. In the figure note the spread 

between the farmers price received and the landed price was smallest in 

the 1954-55 season at 2.34 cents a pound and was the largest in the 1957-58 

season with a 7.37 cents per pound difference. 

Figure 2 indicates the United States domestic consumption, exports 

and volume reported purchased for the same period as for the price data. 
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COSTS 

The average overall cost of merchandising cotton for Texas shippers 

during the 1966-67 season was $24.22  per bale. During the same season, 

costs of merchandising to domestic outlets averaged $13.81 per bale, while 

the cost to foreign outlets averaged $29.58 per bale. All the preceding 

costs of merchandising include the allowance or cost of "tare" for net 

weight trading except in domestic costs. A comprehensive explanation of 

this cost will be made later in this study. The largest single item of 

cost making up the Texas average cost of merchandising is still transpor-

tation as it has been in past studies. The cost of net weight trading 

(tare) is next, then comes compression including patches and marks, fol-

lowed closely by overhead cost. 

The average overall merchandising cost for the four market trading 

areas plus the Texas average for both domestic and foreign shipments 

during the 1966-67 season are: 

Trading Area 
	

Cost Per Bale 

Dallas 
	 $26.60 

Lubbock 
	

25.41 
Houston 
	 22.68 

El Paso 
	 20.66 

Texas 
	

24.22 

A breakdown of the various cost items for the four market trading 

areas of the state during the 1966-67 season for domestic, foreign and 

combined shipments is in table 8. Also included are the various cost 

items in relation to the destinations of shipments from the four trading 

areas and the state as a single unit. 

A shipper, when he purchases the required cotton from the farmer, 

ginner, or other source, pays a given price per pound for the cotton times 
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the total weight of the cotton, bagging and ties of a bale or bales. In 

his sales to the domestic market outlets he sells the cotton, bagging and 

ties on the same basis as purchased. In the foreign market the shipper 

sells on a net-weight basis. This means the shipper receives no payment 

for the bagging and ties which he purchased at the same price level as the 

cotton contained in the bale. The shipper thus has purchased and paid in-

surance, storage and transportation fees on the bagging and ties for which 

he receives no compensation at the time of sale in a foreign market. To 

offset this, the shipper must, in his cost accounting, allow for or charge 

a sum equal to these expenses which he has paid for in the process of mer-

chandising the cotton in order to break even or make a profit on the 

transaction. If he fails to allow for this cost, he will most certainly 

lose money. 

When the shippers were interviewed for the 1966-67 cost of merchan-

dising data, they were questioned as to what tare allowance or cost was 

being utilized for the season. The cost data obtained were included in the 

total cost of merchandising for the 1966-67 season which had not been done 

in the earlier studies. Thus to make a direct cost comparison of the 

1966-67 data with data for earlier seasons, the cost applicable to tare 

should be deducted from the foreign and total cost of merchandising. Tare 

cost is listed in table 8 under the cost item category headed "Miscellan-

eous." If in the Texas average cost for foreign shipments, tare weight 

per bale is assumed to be 22 pounds per bale, the cost would amount to 

23.86 cents per pound for the 1966-67 season, or $5.25 per bale. 

The Texas shippers cost of merchandising data for the 1964-65  season 

published in Research Report No. 84 entitled Cotton Merchandising in Texas 

Costs for the 1964-65  Season were rearranged into the same order and 

- 22 - 



categories as the cost items and destinations utilized for the 1966-67 data 

in table 8 of this study and are in table 14 of the appendix. 

As noted previously, the New York Cotton Exchange started futures 

trading in the new No. 2 contract (IIiddling 1_1/1611 ) in the latter part 

of the 1966-67 season, on March 22, 1967, to be exact. As a result, most 

of the shippers did not have enough information, or had not begun to 

utilize cotton futures again for hedging, to furnish hedging costs for 

the 1966-67 season. Thus these cost data were not gathered. During the 

1966-67 season, the volume of futures traded amounted to only 170,900 

equivalent 500-pound gross weight bales. This figure was a 218 percent 

increase above the amount traded during the 1965-66  season. The futures 

trading volume for the first 10 months of the 1967-68  season was over 18 

million bales. This indicates that this phase of merchandising is again 

returning to normal. This utilization of futures for hedging could pos-

sibly reduce the cost of merchandising cotton, or at least reduce some of 

the risks, thus assuring continued operation of the cotton shipper in the 

cotton merchandising business. 

A comparison of the overall cost of merchandising in the four market 

trading areas of Texas for the 1966-67 season in relation to the 1964-65 

season costs with the tare allowance, or cost, deleted indicates the change 

in merchandising cost between the periods. Seen below are these data for 

the two seasons, along with the differences involved: 

Cost Per Bale 
Trading Area 1966_67* 1964-65 Difference 

Dallas $22.55 $20.06 $2.49 
Lubbock 21.73 19.28 2.45 
Houston 19.30 18.22 1.08 
El Paso 18.89 20.31 -1.42 
Texas 20.75 19.24 1.51 

* Tare cost excluded. 
Original data and reference (1). 
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It is apparent that the Texas average overall cost of merchandising 

has risen $1.51 a bale when tare cost is excluded. On the basis of the 

four individual market trading area average costs, three areas, Houston, 

Lubbock and Dallas, had an increase in cost ranging from $1.08 to $2.49 

a bale. The El Paso area cost decreased $1.42 a bale in 1966-67 when 

related to the 1964-65 cost. 

In relation to the cost of merchandising cotton to domestic outlets, 

the Texas (all four areas) average cost has decreased 14 cents a bale in 

1966-67 as compared with the earlier period. This decrease in the state 

average was due to a $3.06 a bale decrease for domestic cost of merchan-

dising in the El Paso area as all other areas (Dallas, Lubbock and Houston) 

had an increase in their cost of $1.14, 51 cents and 70 cents a bale, 

respectively. 

There was a decrease of $1.77 a bale in the cost of merchandising 

cotton to the foreign destinations for El Paso in the 1966-67 season com-

pared with the 1964-65  cost. All other trading areas had an increase in 

their costs ranging from $1.20 to $2.77 a bale. The Texas average cost 

of merchandising to foreign destinations increased $1.75 a bale above the 

1964-65 average cost. Below are shown the costs per bale for both sea-

sons (tare excluded from the 1966-67 data), along with the differences 

between the two seasons: 

Cost Per Bale to Foreign Outlets 
Trading Area 	1966_67* 	1964-65 	Difference 

Dallas $24.52 $23.32 $1.20 
Lubbock 24.63 23,23 1.40 
Houston 23.45 20.68 2.77 
El Paso 26.60 28.37 -1.77 
Texas 24.33 22.58 1.75 

* Tare cost excluded. 
Original data and reference (1). 
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The Texas average costs of merchandising for the 1966-67 season 

(table ) were compared to the 1964-65 season average costs (table 14 in 

the appendix) for the various items and the differences are reported in 

table 9. This was accomplished for the cost of merchandising to both 

domestic and foreign outlets plus the state total average cost. 

The cost of buying and local delivery increased in the 1966-67 season 

for all foreign destinations in relation to the 1964-65  costs. This cost 

decreased by three cents a bale for domestic shipments to Alabama-Georgia 

mills and there was an increase to all other domestic outlets. The largest 

increase which amounted to 24 cents a bale was in shipments to Group 201 

mills. 

Insured storage costs, according to the reported data, indicated a 

7-cent per bale increase for shipments to Alabama-Georgia mills and a 

19-cent per bale increase for shipments to New England mills. All other 

domestic outlets had a decrease in this cost resulting in the total aver-

age for domestic shipments being reduced by U cents per bale for the 1966-67 

season. The cost of shipments to the foreign outlets of Japan and India 

during the 1966-67 season showed a decrease in this cost item of 2 cents 

and 11 cents a bale respectively. All other foreign outlets had an in-

crease in this cost resulting in a 12-cent a bale increase in the average 

cost for shipments to all foreign destinations. 

The cost of high density compression, patches and marks decreased 

for shipments to all domestic destinations except Alabama-Georgia mills 

where there was a 10-cent a bale increase for the 1966-67 season. This 

resulted in an average increase of seven cents a bale for combined ship-

ments to all domestic outlets. In relation to shipments to foreign out-

lets, all indicated an increase during the 1966-67 season except for 
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Table 9. COST INCREASE OR DECREASE IN DOLLARS PER BALE FOR 
THE 1966-67 SEASON AS COMPARED WITH 1964-65 

Cost Item 	 Domestic 	Foreign 	Both 

Buying and Local 
Delivery Expenses $0.09 $0.08 $0.09 

Storage--Insured .fl .12 .03 

H.D. Compression, 
Patches & Marks .07 .17 .15 

Receiving, Outhandling, 
Resampling, Reweighing, 
and Special Warehouse 
Services -.09 -.06 -.06 

Transportation 
Domestic Freight .06 .14 -.01 
Ocean Freight - .85 1.06 

Cotton Insurance 
Marine -- -.02 -.02 
Other .05 .05 .08 

Interest and Exchange -.20 -.06 -.12 

Selling Including 
Commissions -- .02 .03 

lascenaneous 
Tare (For Net-Weight 
Trading) - 5.25 3.47 

Other (Rejections, 
Quality Adjustments, 
Bad Debts, Fiber 
Tests) -- .06 .04 

Overhead (Salaries, Bonuses, 
Office Rent, Property 
Taxes, Depreciation, 
Property Insurance, Com- 
munications, Advertising, 
Social Security Tax, Pro- 
fessional Fees) -.01 .40 .24 

Total $-.14 $7.00 $4.98 

Original data. 
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shipments to 'other foreign destinations which declined one cent a bale. 

The average cost for this item for shipments to all foreign outlets in-

creased 17 cents a bale above the 1964-65 season cost. 

Cost of other warehouse services for shipments to Group 200 mills 

showed an increase of 48 cents per bale, and it was the only domestic out-

let to show an increase for this cost in the 1966-67 season. With all 

other domestic and foreign outlets having a decrease in this item, the 

average for both domestic and foreign shipments showed a decline, along 

with the total average to all outlets for the 1966-67 season. 

Domestic transportation cost for shipments to Group 200 and Alabama-

Georgia mills was up during the 1966-67 season as were shipments to the 

foreign destinations of Europe, Japan and India. Costs of this item for 

shipments to all other domestic and foreign outlets were less in the 

1966-67 season than in the 1964-65  season. 

In ocean transportation, costs were up for Shipments to all foreign 

destinations; and the average increase amounted to 85 cents a bale for 

the 1966-67 season. 

The 1966-67 season marine insurance cost for shipments to Europe 

were down which reduced the overall cost for this item by two cents a 

bale. Insurance on cotton shipments other than marine insurance increased 

for shipments to all destinations during the 1966-67 season. The average 

increase to all destinations amounted to eight cents a bale. 

Costs relating to interest and exchange increased on shipments to 

Group 200 mills while shipments to all other domestic destinations showed 

a decrease in this cost, thus bringing the average cost of all shipments 

to domestic outlets down for this item. The average reduction amounted 

to 20 cents a bale for domestic shipments. The cost for this item 
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increased for shipments to India but decreased to all other foreign des-

tinations. The average cost of shipments to all foreign destinations 

decreased six cents a bale. 

Selling costs decreased on domestic shipments to Group 201 mills and 

to New England mills. The decrease amounted to 14 cents and 3 cents a 

bale, respectively. The average cost for shipments to all domestic outlets 

remained at 94 cents per bale since the increased cost for shipments to the 

other domestic outlets offset the decrease in cost of shipments to the two 

domestic outlets. Only one foreign outlet, "other foreign," experienced 

a decrease for this cost, and the decrease amounted to seven cents a bale. 

All other foreign outlets had an increase in the selling cost during the 

1966-67 season. The average cost of selling increased two cents a bale 

for shipments to all foreign destinations. 

"Other miscellaneous" costs for shipments to Group 200 mills increased 

while the same cost for shipments to all the other domestic destinations 

decreased resulting in the same average cost for all domestic shipments 

during the 1966-67 season as was experienced during the 1964-65 season. 

The cost of this item for shipments destined to Japan and India decreased 

2 cents and 25 cents a bale, respectively. The cost of this item to the 

other foreign outlets increased 11 cents and 12 cents a bale. The average 

cost of this item for all foreign shipments increased six cents a bale in 

1966-67. 

Domestic cost for overhead decreased for shipments to all domestic 

outlets except to Alabama-Georgia which increased 42 cents a bale. The 

largest decrease was for shipments to "other domestic" destinations which 

went down $1.02 per bale. Overhead costs for shipments to foreign outlets 
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increased except for those going to India which decreased 20 cents a bale. 

The largest increase occurred for the shipments destined for Europe and 

amounted to 48 cents a bale. 
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TRADING AREA COST ADVANTAGES OR DISADVANTAGES 

Firms in one Texas market trading area had a cost advantage in rela-

tion to those located in the other areas of the state for each of the dif-

ferent cost items of merchandising during the 1966-67 season. At the same 

time, firms in one of the other areas could be considered as having a 

disadvantage in relation to the same cost item because their cost was the 

highest. The data contained in table 8 were utilized to construct table 10 

which indicates which market trading area could be considered as having a 

cost advantage or disadvantage for each given cost item. The cost item 

of domestic transportation is excluded since this item is dependent on the 

distance between the trading area and the destination. Thus the Houston 

area, because it is the easternmost trading area, automatically has this 

advantage for domestic shipments due to location. Ocean transportation 

costs were also excluded since all areas normally use the Texas Gulf ports 

and either conference or nonconference lines are utilized depending on the 

destinations and availability of bottoms at the time of shipment. 

Table 10 also indicates the per-bale difference between the highest 

and lowest cost in a trading area for the same item. In relation to the 

domestic average cost for these items, Lubbock and El Paso had the most 

cost item advantages, while Dallas had the most cost disadvantages. In 

relation to the foreign average costs, most advantages went to Lubbock, 

while the most disadvantages were found to be in the El Paso area. When 

the combined (foreign and domestic) average costs for these items are com-

pared, El Paso has the most in the advantage column, while Houston has the 

most in the disadvantage column. 

- 30 - 



C..' US '.0 	0'. 	(N C's 

C 	 0 	0 
44 	 44 	 49- 

cc C's '-0 	 0-4 	 C's .4 (N 
-- (N 0' 	 cc 	 -4 .-4 - 

0 	0 
49- 	 4+ 	 4+ 

U) U 
a U) 

5. 
Cd 

+0 
0 

I U) 

0 	.14 0 
U) 
0 

0 
0 	0 

U) 	0 c 0 U) 	Cd 
co 	oCd Cd Cd 	5. 

.0 
-4 14 (0 

U) 
-4 	0 

'-4 
a 

r,'.Occ 0 0 
(N 	0 ('-5 • . 

0 . 9.' -i.' • -40.' 0  44 0 49- 	C) C) 

r 	Lt\ t-  0s 	aD 
'0 U\ (N 	- .-I 

o • 0 
49- 49- 

- 	irs \0 50 0 
.4 	(N Oit\(N 

4 
49- 44 

0 

U) 
U) 
co U) 

tic A. S. 
r. 0, 
Cd  

0 
U) 

lCd 00 5 0 
U) 	U) 
Cd 	Cd 

U) 
4d 

4, 

.4 
U) 	U) 
$Cd 

0 	0 
4' 	U) 

+0 -4 U) 
.4  - 4$ 

U) Cd 	.4-4 
orCd 

U) Cd 	.40 .4 

U) 0 
-4.' 0500 £- (N (N 	to 
r. 
4-I 

)J's50\0 • -.14 • • 0 • Z o O-4.4 
49- 49- 

0 
0 
.0 
.0 

-) 

0 0 0 o ou 
000 

U) 	U) 
Cd 	Cd 

U) 
Cd 

.0.0 .0 

.0.0.0 .4 
.-4Cd. -4 

0 
U) 4, 0) 

4.' to r. to r. 
U) 	,-4 
• U) 

-4 
.0 

0)4, 
U) 	U) 

'.4 
.0 

EU-a 
000 000 

.4 	 t-.4-4 
CC) 	 (N 1-4 0 	 so ii 

0 	 0 	 0 
4+ 	 44 	 44 

cc 00 X-. 	 0 .-4 

(5 	 (N C..' SN 
49- 	 44 	 49- 

U 
U) 
.0 
4,  o 50 
• U '0 
I U) Cd a U) 0.0 • .)d.Cd. 

0 U) U)4-' .a 000 
4' 0 Cd Cd 	0 U 000 to 0) 

r. .40. 0) .0.0.0 
0 Cd Cd -I.4 0 
z - 

-4 

-. 
U) 
0 0 t- 50  
*0 .4 C'5 	0'\ cc cc cc • ..-I  

0
• • • . • • 

- 
44 49- 49- 

0 
U) 
Cd U. 
'.4 (Cd 

0 0 0 
0 
04,0 

00 (0 
Cd 

U) U) 'd 
	Cd 

.0 .0 .0 o .-Cd Cd 

0 '0 0 '0 -4 a -.-* 0 	U) 
bO 
U) U) U).0 U) 0).0 
U B U-B E Sm. 	B 
0 000 000 

0O 

0\ 05 0 0 	- t-  0\ 0550 
(N 	-4 	(N (N 	05 14 '.4 	(N 	- 
0 49- 4+ 49- 

t 	LC'. 
cc cc cc 

0'. 	('\ 
cc 0 as 

irs 	IfS itS 
.4 50 	-tS . . 	0 	4 (0 4 	• 	0 

C; 0 .) (N 	C.4 	(N 

U) Cd 
U) X a 
0 0 	U) 
.0 4' 	0 
U U)  

U) 
Cd .0 0 	U 

0 U) 

U)l 
+0 
Cd 

U) 

0 	to 	U) Cd 000 U) 	CU 	U) 	40 
.-4 	40 	Cd 	Cd U 0+' 	0 0 	Cd 	Cd 

0 Cd 
	to 	14 	4 .0 	U) 	.0 0 . 	1-4 	.-I 	0 

4'  
0 	0 	Cd 	Cd U) ) 	0 '4  

U) U) Cd 

aD 	(N 	it'. it'. t- '0 ON t-.. 50 
'.0 	'.0 	b-.. U '0 '.0 	0' C's C'\ (5 	U 

C 	• 	• 	• • • 	• S 0 	• 	• 	U) 
- 	0 0 0 '4 	.0 (N 	(N 

0 
(5 

COO 000 CC .d 000 
o o 	0 
000 4- 

00) 
Cd 

to 
Cd 

U) 
Cd 

U) 
Cd  

U) 	 000 
Cd 	 0+0+' 

0 
0 

0)0) 
CdCd 

U) 
Cd 

.0 	.0 	.0 U) U. A. A. U. A. 	 .0 U) (0 	 .0 0. Cl. 0. 

.0.0.0 z .0 .0 
0 4 .4 0-4 _4 14 	 S 0 0 '.4 1-4 .4 
xww SCd)CCd www 

0 	'0 0 '0 0 '0 	 0 '0 0 '0 
.4 	C 	U) '. a t) C U) 	 14 C U) 	 C - C U) 

4.' 0) .4 .4 U) .4 ..4 	 (0 4, 4, 
U) 	U).0 U) U) .0 U) U)  U) .0 	 0) U) U) 4 
SUE B US B UE B 5.5 U B 5.5 
000 000 000 000 0 000 
(5C) 0C) 0C) 0.C) . 00 

- 31 - 



The trading area of Lubbock had the advantage for the cost item of 

"miscellaneous other for both the 1966-67 and 1964-65 seasons. Dallas 

and Lubbock, trading areas both held the advantage for the item of selling 

cost to foreign outlets during the 1966-67 season. Dallas and El Paso 

trading areas tied for lowest cost in relation to average overhead on ship-

ments to both foreign and domestic destinations during the season. 
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SHIPMENT DESTINATIONS 

Reporting firms in the Dallas trading area indicated shipments to 

all foreign and domestic outlets during the 1966-67 season except to the 

New England mills. Firms in the other three market trading areas indicated 

shipments to all destinations, both foreign and domestic, during the season. 

Shipments during the season from the trading areas of Dallas, Houston and 

Lubbock were predominately to the export destinations. Shipments from 

El Paso trading area were primarily to domestic outlets with the largest 

amount going to .Group 201 mills. A percentage break down of the volume 

shipped according to the state total and for each of the four market trad-

ing areas for the 1966-67 and 1964-65 seasons according to both foreign 

and domestic outlets are in table 11. 

Foreign destinations during the 1966-67 season received 62.5 percent 

of the state's total shipments which was 2.7 percent greater than the 

1964-65 figure. Since foreign percentage increased, the domestic percentage 

decreased a like amount. 

Of the total volume shipped during the 1966-67 season, the Lubbock 

trading area supplied the largest percentage with 34.8  percent, followed 

by Houston with 30.2 percent, Dallas with 29.4  percent and El Paso with 

5.6 percent. The percentage furnished to the designated foreign and domes-

tic outlets by the four trading areas is in table 12. The 1966-67 season 

data for Texas shipments to the various outlets are shown in the (c) section 

of table 13 in the appendix, along with the 1964-65  data and southwestern 

and national data for the 1956-57  season. The 1956-57 data are not fully 

comparable since simple averages of the percentage figures were all that 

was developed for that season, while data for the other seasons were 
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Table 12. PERCENTAGE SHIPPED BY FIRNS ACCORDING TO THEIR LOCATION 
IN THE TRADING AREAS TO INDICATED OUTLETS, 

1966-67 AND  1964-65  SEASONS 

Outlet Houston Dallas Lubbock El Paso Total 

Group 201 Mills 
1966-67 51.7 8.4 8.4 31.5 100.0 
1964-65 25.3 14.6 9.0 51.1 100.0 

Group 200 Mills 
1966-67 10.0 1.9 84.6 3.5 100.0 
1964-65 24.9 24.9 38.6 11.6 100.0 

New England 
1966-67 9.0 -- 87.0 4.0 100.0 
1964-65 38.5 52.0 -- 9.5 100.0 

Alabama/Georgia 
1966-67 15.8 43.0 39.1 2.1 100.0 
1964-65 46.7 21.6 29.5 2.2 100.0 

Other Domestic 
1966-67 49.1 6.4 43.7 .8 100.0 
1964-65 49.7 11.2 39.1 -- 100.0 

Total Domestic 
1966-67 29.4 24.0 35.2 11.4 100.0 
1964-65 38.5 20.2 24.4 16.9 100.0 

Europe 
1966-67 27.6 25.3 45.8 1.3 100.0 
1964-65 45.5 29.6 21.2 3.7 100.0 

India 
1966-67 9.7 78.6 .7 11.0 100.0 
1964-65 22.9 26.2 12.4 38.5 100.0 

Japan 
1966-67 32.6 23.9 42.7 .8 100.0 
1964-65 39.0 37.4 23.5 .1 100.0 

Other Foreign 
1966-67 38.9 33.8 25.7 1.6 100.0 
1964-65 21.6 55.8 21.8 .8 100.0 

Total Foreign 
1966-67 30.7 32.7 34.4 2.2 100.0 
1964-65 36.7 38.6 22.0 2.7 100.0 

All Outlets 
1966-67 30.2 29.4 34.8 5.6 100.0 
1964-65 37.4 31.5 22.9 8.2 100.0 

Original data and reference (2). 
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developed on the basis of volume. An indication as to the changes in ship-

ments to various destinations is still discernable. 

Texas production data for the seasons 1932-33  through  1967-68  (pre-

liminary) according to selected staple length divisions are located in 

table 15 of the appendix. Production during the 1966-67 season was the 

lowest in the past 15 years. United States production for the same years 

and by the same divisions is located in table 16 of the appendix. The 

nation's 1967-68 season production was the lowest since 1946-47 and was 

even lower than in the 1966-67 season. 

United States mill consumption of all growths for the crop years 

beginning August 1 covering the period 1934  through the partial figures 

for 1967 are in table 17 of the appendix. Total United States consump-

tion for the 1966-67 season was reported at almost 9.5 million bales, 

the largest amount since the 10.6 million bales consumed in 1950. The 

1967-68 figure is projected to be a little over 9.1 million bales (6). 

United States exports during the 1966-67 season amounted to over 

4.6 million bales. Over 61 percent of this amount was in the 1 inch to 

1-1/8 inch staple length group. United States exports for this season to 

specified countries according to the following categories are in table 18 

of the appendix: (1) Under l!,  (2) lIT  to 1_1/811  and (3) over 1-1/811 . 

The exports for the 1966-67 and 1964-65  seasons each exceeded the 1955-56 

total of 2.3 million bales by over 2.0 million bales. The 1966-67 and 

1964-65 exports were still below the 1935-39  five-year average of 5.3 

million bales per year. The quantity and percentage of United States 

cotton exported to specified countries for the seasons concerned are in 

table 19 of the appendix. Exportation of United States cotton to Europe 

has declined since the 1935-39  period, while the exportation has increased 
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in other areas of the world. Exports depend on consumption of cotton in 

the various countries of the world, and the consumption data for the same 

seasons according to the selected countries are in table 20 of the appendix. 

The countries with the greatest increase in cotton consumption have been 

the U.S.S.R., India and China. 
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SUMMARY 

During the 1965-66 season, the loan cotton assumed by the CCC 

amounted to 47 percent of the crop which was 1 percent, or about 250,000 

bales, less than was assumed by the CCC during the 1964-65 season. The 

CCC sales were up over one million bales when compared with the sales for 

the 1964-65  season. The 1966-67 CCC sales for immediate delivery during 

the season totaled 7,906,900 bales plus an additional 2.5 million bales 

sold during the season for delivery after August 1, 1967 (4,6). 

A slight decline in the Middling lIT  spot prices during seven months 

out of the twelve was experienced during the 1965-66 season. This was due 

to the knowledge that the loan price would be less during the 1966-67 

season when the new agricultural legislation went into effect. The 1965-66 

average price for Middling l  in the 15 markets was 29.60  cents per pound, 

down 1.13 cents a pound from the 1964-65  season average. The 1966-67 

average spot market price for Middling 111  was 22.08 cents per pound, while 

the price support rate was 21.20 cents a pound (4). 

All 15 markets began to make official premium and discount quotations 

for micronaire during the 1964-65  season, while unofficial quotations had 

been made by various Texas markets since February 13, 1963. Official 

premiums and discounts for micronaire on cotton entering the loan went 

into effect with the 1965-66  crop. The official United States Cotton 

Standards for grade and staple were revised in June 1966 to include mic-

ronaire as the third factor of quality. 

The new agricultural act went into effect at the beginning of the 

1966-67 crop year and would remain in effect for the next four crop years. 

Texas and United States cotton thus became more competitive in price with 

other world cottons. 



Increased usage of fiber properties was experienced by most shippers 

during the 1966-67 season for both the buying and selling of cotton. 

Cotton entering the loan during the 1966-67 season was also subject to 

discounts and premiums according to their fineness characteristics. 

On March 22, 1967,  the New York Cotton Exchange began trading under 

a new cotton futures contract. The new contract is based on Middling 

1-1/16" cotton which is considered to be a more representative of the 

United States crop than Middling 111. This new contract Middling 1-1/16" 

(#2) was in addition to the Middling 1" (#1) contract. Volume of trading 

during the 1965-66 season was only 53,700 equivalent 500-pound gross weight 

bales under the #1 contract. During the 1966-67 season, the volume of 

trading on the New York Cotton Exchange increased to 170,900 equivalent 

500-pound gross weight bales. Of this total, the trading under the #2 

contract represented over 74 percent, while the remainder was trading under 

the #1 contract. 

The average overall cost of merchandising cotton in Texas for the 

1966-67 season amounted to $20.75 a bale, excluding tare allowance. This 

cost is up $1.51 a bale above the 1964-65  season cost. Cost of merchan-

dising to the domestic outlets averaged $13.3  a bale which is down 14 

cents a bale from the figure for the 1964-65  season. Cost of merchandis-

ing to the foreign outlets averaged $24.33  a bale, excluding the tare 

allowance for net weight trading. The merchandising cost to the foreign 

outlets increased $1.75 a bale above the cost for the 1964-65  season (1). 

The merchandising cost items of marine insurance, interest and ex-

change along with the cost included in the item "other warehouse services" 

were found to be less on a state-wide average than they had been during 

the 1964-65  season. Increased cost for the 1966-67 season as compared 
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with those for the 1964-65  season were encountered for the following cost 

items: Buying and local delivery; H.D. compression, patches and marks; 

ocean freight; and selling (2). 

Overhead cost for foreign shipments and the average for both foreign 

and domestic shipments increased, while it declined one percent a bale for 

the average domestic shipments. 

Although the New York Cotton Exchange started trading on the new 

(#2) contract in March, there were only four months of the 1966-67 season 

left which was not enough time for the shippers and others to make ade-

quate use of the futures market as a hedging facility. Thus the cost of 

hedging as related to the total cost of merchandising in Texas could not 

be determined. Hedging by means of the futures exchange is a means of 

reducing the risks in the cotton merchandising business and of sometimes 

reducing the cost of merchandising and the possibility of being forced 

out of business. An operating futures market which can be used for hedg-

ing tends to make price changes more progressive and smooth. 

Shippers during the 1966-67 season tended to deal more in cotton 

from their own trading area than was the case for the study made two 

years earlier except for those located in the Dallas area. Texas shippers 

as a group purchased more cotton from the farmers ex-warehouse and the 

CCC during the 1966-67 season than they did in 1964-65. 

Texas shippers sold and shipped more to the foreign destinations 

during the 1966-67 season than they did during the earlier study. Some 

62.5 percent of the shipments went into the export market versus 59.8 

percent for the earlier period. The only domestic outlet with a larger 

percentage for the 1966-67 period than for the 1964-65  was Group 201 

mills. 
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The active futures exchange (August through May volume 18.2 million 

bales) during the 1967-68  season should reduce the risk of merchandising 

cotton for Texas and United States shippers. In turn, this should aid in 

increasing the amount of sales possible in both the domestic and foreign 

markets. 

The production decreased in Texas and the nation during both the 

1966-67 and 1967-68  seasons. With a possibility in the 1968-69 season 

of only one million more bales being produced above the 9.5 million in 

1966-67, this would result in only a million bales for export above the 

domestic consumption. Add to this the rapid reduction of the national 

carryover, and the Texas and United States shipper may be hard pressed 

to take advantage of the best marketing conditions in many a year due to 

a short cotton supply. 
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APPENDIX 



Table 13. THE 1956-57, 1964-65, AND 1966-67 SEASONAL COMPARATIVE DATA 
ACCORDING TO REGION IN WHICH FIRM IS LOCATED, DATA IN PERCENT 

1956-57 Season* 
SW Region 	All Regions 

1964-65 
Texas** 

1966-67 
Texas- 

,,"c-(a.) Region of Purchase 

Western 19.2 28.7 17.3 9.7 
Southwestern 69.9 22.2 62.0 82.1 
South Central 9,5 29.0 17.0 5,0 
Southeastern 1.4 20.1 3.7 3.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(b.) Source of Purchase 

Farmers, Ex-warehouse 6.9 18.0 21.7 28.9 
Farmers, Other 2.2 3.1 15.8 4.4 
Ginners & Other Local Buyers 36.0 33.9 33.1 16.4 
CCC 43.8 27.6 20.4 45.2 
Shippers 3.5 4.0 3.2 2.4 
Spot Brokers 6.9 11.8 4.8 2.7 
Others .7 1.6 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(c.) Destination Outlet 

Southeastern 27.8 58.1 34.1 33.5 
New England 1.4 2.8 1.4 .7 
Other Domestic .4 .4 4.7 3.3 
Total Domestic 29.6 61.3 40.2 37.5 

Europe 52.9 28.5 19.0 20.9 
Orient 15.7 9.3 27.0 22.3 
Other Foreign 1.8 .9 13.8 19.3 
Total Foreign 70.4 38.7 59.8 62.5 

Total All Outlets 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

* Percentage figures for 1956-57 are simple averages--no volume data 
available. 

*F 
 

All four market trading areas in the state. 
Reference (112) and original data. 

- 45 - 



	

.4 (N 14 co ('\ '.0 	(N (N '.0'.0 1". L- 

	

(N U) -4 ' 0 C.' 	U) 0 .4 0 ('• 0 

	

(\ ("i U) ('\ 	0 . U) ( ". C\ 0 
14 14 .-4 .-4 	1-4 	(N CN (14 ('4 (N (N 

	

(N Co '.0 Co co (N 	'0 0'. 0 

	

0'. 0'. C .4 U'. 0 
	9%.000 

 t- 	07. '0 U) 

'- 	(N t- C". 	U'.00 '.0 (N 	..-4 
(N 	U) U) 	(N 	t. 0'1 	C". C'.'. 

U) 0\'0 U) 	U) 	 14 co U) 0 
.4 '.4 -4 -4 	'.-I 	(N 04 C'.'. (N (N (N 

'.0 co 0 C'.'. 	'.0\0 	'.0 C'.'. C". 
U'. U'. ,' 0 	U'. 	(N '.0 '.0 U'. U'. 

('4 (N (N (N 	(N 	(N .4 (N (N 0.1 04 

OF0 
44 

.4 
-4 
44 
0 
101 

L(\ '.0 0 (30 . 	co U) (N '0 U) C'.'. 
C'\ (N (N -4 ("I (N 	(N 	C". ('4 C'.'. C'.'. 

C". - .- 110 	C". 	t- (N ON C". 0 0 
U'.\0 	(N 	U'. 	. 	C'.'.C"\Lt\O\\() 

-4 

'(N ("I 	c-.. (N 	(N 	(N ON C". 

C! 
0'. 0'. 0'. 	0'. C'.'. .4 	40 

.4 	-4.4-4-4 

C". 0 ON 0' (N .-4 	CO cr-, U'. '.0  C'.'. U'. 
.4 0 0'. 0'. U) 0 	0'. 0'. .4 U) 0'. 0'. 

co '.0\0 U'. 	\0 	(N 	 .4 .4 
ccc 	C 	 co 

'.0 C400\0 (N 

CO U'. 4 (N . 	C". 
(N (N C". 	(N 

U) '.4 U'. .-I 0 t-'- 
-4 ,-4 .4 .4 

'0\00\(N 	U)\a'0'0 
-I Cl. U'. (N 	t'- 	-. - 	 C'.'. 

U'. Lc\ -r 0 .4 	04 (N (N C14 (N C". 

0\0 Cr, C'.'. (N Co 	U'. C'.'. 0" 0 (N Co 
o 0'. 0'. 0 U) 0'. 	0 .4 0-. 0.1 .-4 0 

.4 	-4 	 .4-4 	-4-4-4 

0'. '0 ON co U'. Co 	'10 C'.'. (N '0 	(N 
ON ON 0, ON 	0'. 	(N ON 	C'.'. (N 

	

_4 14 .4 _4 ,-4 	(N (N (N (N (N (N 

ON LI'. 0 '.4 C". 04 	.4 C". C"'. Lr'.\0 U) 
'0
.  U.

'. \0  LI'.  0\ \O 	
• 

0'.  U)  Co
S   

Co
• 

 
 S 

. 	0'. 0 Co 	C'.'. 	(N i'-.. 1.0 0 0 U'. 
Co U'. 	0'. t' (N 

.4 14 .4 .4 .4 -4 

-4 . 	co (N 	(N 	'.0\0 t'.. C". -4 U) 

	

0 - '.0 	 0 U". C". U'. '.0 

	

.'4 (N .4 ,'4 	_4 	14 (N .4 14 14 -4 

	

C". U'. 0'. 	C'.'. 	 (N '.c'. 	- 

.4 U'. 0'. 4'. 0'. 0 
a" Co (N 0'. 0 '.4 

-4 	-4 

(N 0 0' co '0 U) 
0'. 	0'. '0 4-' C". 

,-4 _4 _-4 _4 

r4 14 	LI'. 	'0 	14 U) co 0 .4 4-'. 

	

- .4 U) 0" 	, 	C". (N 3'. 0 U'. U) 

	

LI' 1'-. 	'0 	C". 	C". 	C". L(N 

0'U'.Co 	U) 	0'0'\ 	(N'0 
LI'. (N 	, 	C". (N U'. 

	

.41.4-4-4 	- 	.4-4.41-41414 

	

co 0 0 " 	Co 	(N C". 0 ON 0 J- 

	

0'. 0 0 0'. 	ON 	('.\.'4 U'. C". 	0 

	

'.0\C) U) .4 	- 	-- _4 ON .:1-  (N co 
t- 

	

-4.4-4-4 	.4 	.4 	 .4 

	

Co 	0 0'. ON 	0 (N 	'4 .4 0 

	

U) t" 	U) 	t-'.. 	co CO U) CO Co co 

	

S S 	• • • S 	 •  

	

(N t'.. LL'.-4 	C"'. 	it'. t-..-4  (N 0\U) 

	

0'. 	it'. 	co (N t' co C'-. it'. 

.4 

o 
-4 

0 
-4 

0+' 0+' 
03 
44 

F 14 	(4 

'0 (CE 
44 

..-I1. 
44+' 

44 '• '010 
6 - 1.44 

1 440 4)0.4 o3I 440 4)0.4 
I14  Q 0 '0 4., ... 4 441.4 0 $ 0 	'0 1. '- 

44' 0 0 	• .-4 0 0 1 0 0 • .4 0 0 
'0 '-4 c.-. 14 0 (N (11 '0 	.4 1-, ,-i 	0 

co 44 co od 44 
1.+',-I I 0I0,C).' --.)4..+' 4A 	4 

aJIO 
• 440 0 '.444014 0 • (Co 0 4- 00.-I 

.44  
IC zO 

.4, 
01 

- 46 - 



0 4, 

-'4 

01 
1, 
1- 

4. 	'.0 	C-'-. 	(\ 4. 	4. 0' N .4 0 0' 04 0 LO 	LO N '0 0 0'0 0 4- CO 
0' 04 04 	C-'-. 0' C-. N 	-'-..\0 	N CO 	O'. CO 	04 	C) 044. 04 N 

AuC-. 	C 
14 	14 ,-) 	,-4 	,-I .4 N N N 	04 ,-4 4 	.4 	.-4 	.4 	- 	-4 C'.' C'.' 	N 	N N .4 

0 LO 0' '0 	C--. 0 C' '.0'0 	C-- 	0' CO C-. 0 CO LC 	C- C--' 0\ U' CO 0 	C-.. 
0'. 0 0' O'c CO CO C.' 	- 	CO 	LO 4-' ... LO 0' .4 CO 	0 0 C-. N CO a'. 	a'. 
.-4 	N .4 	04 	.4 -4 	.-I 	4 	.-4 	-4 	.4 .-4 	04 	.4 	04 	N 	C'.' N 4 N .4 .-4 	.-4 

C-.. 0'...' C--.'C) CO 	C-.\0 1.0 C'-..CO 4. 	C--.4. 0' C-. C U'% 	N C-. - N 04. 
0' ('4 0' ('4 e N 	0' 4. 0' 04 0' C'\ 	C.' .-4 	N ,-4 .-4 	0' C'.' o'\ 0' 0' N 

C-.. 0' -4 C-. CO 4- 	4 LC\ CO -4 CO - 
0'. 0' 0'. 0'. 0'. 0'. 	- 	0' N 0' 0' C'.' 

•-4 
 

4 .4 .-4 -4 .4 

I'D LC'4. 04- U'. 	C'\U\0.4t-. \O 
0 0 0 ,4 0' 0'. 	0'. 0'. N 0 (71 0'. 

0'-. '.0 CO U'. 1-4 CO 	1-4 00c9 -c 	c 	** 

N 0' 0".0 U' CO 

'.0 0'. 0 0 C-.. - 

C-. 0 U'. - 0'. '40 
•-4  

0'.4. LCS\0 N C". 	QN 14  

4-  U'  4-  '.0 .44- 	,-4 ,-4 .4 .4 .-4 N 

N 0 '.0 4. 14 CO 	C". C-. .4 N 0 C'-.. 
N 4 0 0 0 0 	N .-4 -4 C'.' N .4 

--4-4-4-4-4 

4'. CO CO 0'. C'-  0'. 	- 0'. 4 '.0 CO '.0 
CO 0'-. 0'. 0". U' CO 	N r4 U'. U' N 

.4 4 14-41 14 	N C.' C.' N C'.' N 

C'.' 0'. .4 04 C-.. C4 	It'. 	 co '.0 C'.' 
C-.. U'. '.0 U' U'. 	C-. C-. 0'. C-. C'-. C-. 

.40C--.NLOLI\ CIO ..0''0C"\0 
0'. CO CO C'. C-. CO 	0 0'. 0 0 0 0'. 

.-4 	.4-4-4 

'.04- U' C". 4.  1-4 	CO U' C-. '.0 CO a'. COU'C.00'.r-..0C-..C--.'0\0 
-4 

CO 00)4. 0' 0'. 	U' C". 	0'4- N 00040 00 000 

CO C) N N 0 CO 
('4. -  

IC',  It'.  
0) 4 U'. 4 0 '.0 

1-4 -4 ,-4 •-4 

,-4 C'. N 0' 0 el 	0 0'. U' 4. 0) 04 
'0 C-. 0 N 0 C) 	0 0 0.4 0 CO 
U'U'U'C-..CL 	0'0'0'C".C"\0' 

U'. 4. C-, 	U' C-. 4. '.0 0) .4 

.4 

0 0 0 0 0' 0 	4- ON 4. 4. C-.. It'. 
0 0 0 0 all 0 	'04.'.0'0 U' C". 

N 14 N C.' 14 N 	N C.' N N N N 

C". ON CO C) 0) 0 	4. CO CO CO ON '.0 0) C-.. C-. IC' 0'. 0) 	CO CC) CO 0'. 0) CO 

0'.'.0 CO '.0 '.0 CO 	0'\0 U'-,'.O 4. 0'. 	N C-.  C'.'  0'4- 	4- 0 C'-.'O C-..4- 

	

CO\0\0 	 ..L('.'0 	'.0C'0\0\0'.O 

0 -4 0 
"-4 0+0 04' to (0 -4 	4, .4(0 404, E--4 (0 

0 p4) wE -.41,0 .. 'C) io 	E 01 00 00.' cI 0 00 E0 01.40 LI 0 id 0 	• -4 
E0 0 1. 0 4..+' LI 0-40 0 0 	• 	'-4 0 0 

0 
4.,.-40 40 0 '4NN C). 4 0 
01 43 .d1 - - 	- 1-. 	-p C L 

.400'4 
. '-4 

0I ."Ioo0.Ci- • 00 5-. P.0 00.44,0-4 .PE -''4 
O, 0 • 0 00 

'C- 
 .4 	4) 4' 4,-p 

04  
.gICozo 

XI 

- 47 - 

0 0 

P 0 'P 40 
4, 
4, 
4, 

* 



14 C", O' 	O 	('4 	-. t-  - '.0 0 U) - 
4, e 	\0- x 	a'. a'. a'. 	- 	c' 	e'. S. S 0 o E- '.0 	C", 	LC-, (CD 	C", 

44 	44 	1 	.4 	44 
0, 	C' 	CS'. 	('4 	ON 
44 	('4 	('4 	('4 	('4 

0 
5., US 

(4 
(4 

'O 
4, 

C44 
0'.' 0 

0+' 
4) (14 	0'4 	'0 	('4 '0 	0'. 0 	0 aD 	1-4 110 '-4 U) >4 o'.ccc 
I 

C14 \0t'U) 
4 	('4 	14 	(4 	14 	(-4 - 	- 	(-4 	,.4 	44  

o 
4)0 

C) 
D 
C C) 

4) 04) 

U) u',I 
OS. 

'044 
C 41 

• 44 Lt\ 0 	0 '0 
(4(-I,-4(4 

U) 	LI'. 	CS'. '0 	C'.' 
-(4CC", - 

• 
5.4, 

4, 
C) 

-I C U) 0 
- C - 
4) IZ ,-4 

0 
C. 
41 (0 

-441 
C- 00 

4,0 
Cfl 44 

0 4' 
4, 

(4U) 	a- 	CS'.  QaDaD 	ClU) 	CS'. (".0 	C". '-S 	440 (0 
r.4 
4, 

C/) 
14 ,.4 	- 	,.4 	44 	44 	44 4) 

C) 
4) 
W 

(4, 
C 

44 4, '0+'.-) 
5.0 
4) '0 t'- 	0'. 0 t- 	0 co 	4 	-4 '.0 	'.0 	('4 

'-S. 
('N 4, 

CO 
4, 

5. 0 C". CC) 	U) 	1-4 	C"\ 0 U) 	CO 	('4 	aD 	(C) 	0'. 4 44 4, 
5.- 

4' 0 -4 	4 	'-4 - • 
4)4 

0 S. 
4)41 

'0 
40 .0 

5. 0 tko 0 4, -I 	U) 	t'- 	i'-.. 	('4 	0'. ('4 	('1 	(14 	('4 	44 4.' 4,  

00+' • .0 44 0 0) 0 44 0 0 0 	0 0 0 
• . 	. 	. 	• 

U) 4-. C. 0 4,41 4' 
000 '041 0 
4441 0.0 - 
0:)'  
O in 	0 U) .0 C (N 	Lr 	0 '.0 U) C to 4) 4, 

41 . 4, C) 
cI4, 41 .00 

4, 0 
O 0 	tic 

,-4L('.0400 
-4 	- '0 	C"\ • 

U) 
0 0 as 	-.-4 • a) U) 4) 41 

4 	44 	0 1.4 -'-4 
4, I. .'-4,-4-1,'-I  

0 044 4) 04) 
C 4- '0,4,U) 	C'4'-0 U'.'.0 	C"\U) 	0 	C". t4,'C) U) 
4, 
5. 

U) 4) 	4, 
U) U) U) co '.0 	0 0 	U'. 	CS'. 	. 

. 
C 
,4 

0 i-) +' 0 4, 
C- 0 	S. U'. 	U'. .4,- 	'.0 	,-1 	LA ('4 	('4 	('4 	C'.' 	(N 	C'\ S. C) 4, 0 

4)04,0 
0) >44444, 

U) S. 
.U) 

(44, '0 
4)44"4 

C'O 
U) 
C 

S. :) 	0 '.0 U) 	C') .zS- 	aD 	44 0 '.0 	0'4 	4, 	0 '0 4) 4, 
"- 4) 0 	44 ('4 U) 	0'. 0 t- 0 e4 	0 	C'.' 	-.4 	44 	0 44 4, 
'N_c_c > . 4,0. >4 

44 	44 	44 .-'4 	,4 	14 	44 	44 	,-4 C) 44 44 U) L. 	4, 0.0444, 
4, 	(CS  

- 
'0 

4,0) 
C4,0 

U) -P 
>5 ECU) U) 10 

0 C) 0 
44_c 

4, 
S. 

r- 	a'. 	0 	CS'. U) 	C-, C".O-,0 	C--CS'. co 	C-.. .4,' 	C-.. 	0'4 	.'i'. r-,rs.4,- 	('4 U) 
S. 
4, 

c (d 4) 
m 	4, .4.'> 0. • U) 44 	> ,"l 	4 	(4 	,'.4 	,-4 	.'l C'.' 	('4 	('4 	('4 	C'.' 	C') 41 0 (0 0 

0) 4) 4, 0 C 5. 
• 5. C'-,.4) 0  S.. 

0. CCC 
4) 44 • 4, C tic 
41 

a\ \0 	('4 	44 	0'. (7'. C'.' co 	-'-0 	L-1 00 C-'- '0 	1". co 	. 	'-0 
C'-.U) 	0'.U) CC) U) 

U) 
4) 

"- 
44 

4) 
S. 

• .0 0 O +4 4' O 1. '0144 4, 4,  
• o 

4-4 (4 
4,:) 

'0 4, 
(4+,  (4 

•- 
C)  

0 	0'. co '.0 	'-0 C'.' 	('4 	('4 	'.0 	0 co ,-4 0 0 0 
5. . 
0 

• 4, 4, 44 
44 

4,4,04' 4,4 
4, ,- 0) 
0 r'4-4'0 0) 
04,4,04, 

U) 4, 	4, 
C) 
44 

S.c 
04)4- 

64 

0+' O.0 C'4 
44 	0) U) U) 51 4,444, 

C S. >40 
S. 	4, 0 '044 0 4, 

44 	(4 
0 

-4 	0 	4, 	4, 	0 4)0,'4 5.. 	4-,  
',-iC 

4, 
'0,044 

U) 
0 	• 	'-4 	0 C'.' 	4, 	'0 	

,'.4 
 

0 	) (4 0) C 	to 
4) 

00 	4, 
5.-p 4) 	 4, 0 

4,0 
to a 

41'O 
:3 	Z• 	4,0 04,444,044 

44 
0445 -OS. 

44 0 
'0 

(0 
4,5. 0 	0 	4, 	_c 	F- 

S.-4 	4)4' 
S. 	0. 	'0 	.0 	5-' 4,0+4 

C.) 4 
0.0.0 

4, S. 	0, 
41'0 X0(44Z0 S.)'4-40  

-41)00 
>0 C 

4, 5-. 0 0 	4, 



	

craN0 C' 03O CN N C' C—  - Cl -zt-0'-D NOO O"D 030'QO (\ 	LC\0' 

4)
0 
 0 C\ H - 	-It 	-0 03 	 Lf\C\c\O 	--o NH 	 ç 

rIl - -t c 	c -zt ci c c cz c'l N ci H H C\ (\ L(\  N 	-t 
C\ C\ ('\ (' - - - - -Z -Z - - C'\ N 

- p 	 HN 
H 	 H 	 H '0 - 	 N 	U) - 

H 
N 

N 

HNI N 
'-.1 
Cr 

NHH 	 H0'0N0 H 0L\N'0 
4  HNH

- 
 NO3 

NHNH  H 

003 
0 003 N N 0 0 O 0 - U) N U) -z N -zt o 0 H N H U) - N L  c c H N c a'. '.o 

H 	H H H H H H N 	CrN M H N N -It N N L(\ ON 0 (\'.O ON N N N N N 0 (\ 0" 0" ('103 N 
I I 	 HHHH \1NNH 	H H 
HH 

NN 03 	N N 0 	N 0303 	 H 	 U) 
I! 	N 	0" 00" H N 030) \ -t 00) H H H N -t N f' 00'. H -t H 0'. 0 c 	N 0" -z -  '.0 

HHI 	 H H 	HHNH HH \Nc 

c" cU)N00 0003'.0U) 	'CO NH0CH HHV''.00'. 

HH c-ztN N H-zN 	'co 	NN030C0303NOr'-t 
SLI I H N 03 N H N 	0 0 N 	 N N N N 0 N N 0 

a 
Ho 	 H 

030'. 0 H 0 OW H N N -.1-  -t OW N s-4 -t 0'. c 	\'.0 N -t N 0 c N N c'\ Q'. L(\ m c 
N 

H 	 W03L\03NNHW'. 	0303U)0'.0HHN-4HH'.0UC'-H0'.f\ 
L(\ 	

'.0 
 Es . 	 .s .s 	a 	 es 	a 	a a a a a .s . a a s a .s a a 

H HH 	HH H 	 H H Hr-IHHH1NNNNNHNH 
Di 

: 
'.0 cNN'C 0 c0 l.r''.O O'.C" H -tH N- U) —t m --t 0- —t —t —t 0 t'- NC'- N 030 N N 

01 '.-o'. 	HH-zt fa) NWN0 H0' El- 	 N-ztNcW\NN00"N 
N- N 	l a vs a is vs 	vs 	vs 	 a 	.s a vs a a 	 a a 

HHHHHN H H 	 N HHHHH 	 HH 

I 	0 	003 0 H H 0 M N N '.0 	N 	0 	N 	H H 03 
H I 

\'O 0) 
ci) I H CD H -t 0'- 03 - N U) Lr- et N 0 N N- N- N 0'. 0" -0 110 0 N r\ H H '.r H H 	H - 
H 	ci) -.z N N - '-0 0" N -t N c - N -ct H H -0 -- If-. H N - 	N H 
0 
Di 	H 	 'ii 
H 

4-3  

IC') 
C,) 

01.4 NC\N030'.0HN 0N030'.0HN(0N030'.0HN\'.0NIc.) o Di 	CY\ (Y\ (i\ ç\ (l-\ C\ C çr  -z-  —t -- —t - -t - -zl-  -4-4 L('\ u'\ LC\ t(\ LI'-, u'-. 	tr LI'-. Lr\'.o '-0 '-0 -0 '-0 -.0 '.13'.() 
-i (1) 	0'- Q'. ()'- Q'. 0' (3'. (3'. (3'. 0'-' (3'. 0" 0'- 0'. 0'- 0-- 0-- 0-- 0-' 0" 0" 0" 0" 0-' 01. 0-' Q"0'- (3'. (3'. 0'- 0" 0- ON 0" ON 0'- 

0 -I H H H HH r-  H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H H * 

- 49 - 



?gi  

'0 H 
4:1) 
H 
ca 

0OOOOOOHOH H cjç NO 
H H — O m --t N O H 0 c m to 0 0" -zt 'N 0 -zt NO Lr\ N ('1 '00 H 0 C'\ LC\ to (\1 —,t H 00 H C 
cii

ON  ND+) 	N 	Hcf\-zt- e2 	O OU) HU)Cf\- - HCi NH0U)- - cl) o . . 	a a vs a a 	a Cs a a a es a a Cs a Vs a Vs . Cs Vs a a s a a .s 5 Vs . a 
E 	C\2 c' 0" 0 c1 CO H H (\1 0 ci H H to U) H — (\ ON Lr\ 	(Y' — c 0 H - — — — 	L(\ --1 0" N HH HHHHHHHHHH HHH HHHHHHHHHHHHHH 

--t  

H 	 . . . 	 • • • • 
I O'0H 0O' Hr-4 -It c 	H NLt\OH 00" HHc\lH Cr\clHH 	HH 	 HH 

0000000 it"  H 0\C\Z H 	---f0"0 0 'r\ r' U) 0 ci H 	 r—f'0 CC\0 

cC\'O 0 	r\NU) OH ico o"r-c\i -NO"-- 	H H -000 -o H 0H\o-4 	Hc'icH 	 H 

to 
NI 0000000'0 	N U) ON N O'0 	 to 0' 00 ON 0 N 	N 

0 H 	 H H 00 U) 0' 	U) 	'0 N 	0' H N 0 U) H it'I c1 - U) ir  c -4'o C2 c ON Cl 0 it\ U) 0 Cl N H 0 O'0 H — -r O 0 N 00' 0 c c H --t NLr\I I '0 NCON HH s 
HH 

00 000000" H c'00 CO U) 0 - U N C'2 0'0 U) N — 0 N 0 c\1 H -.1- 'O — C' 
H 

I N 000H N OU)O O10HZ- U)H H H U) U) U) U) u0 0 Nt O'4.rO ircl U) icO oc'i -H H U) .t\D Ho NC\1 to U)'000 U) U) to 

Y54 00000000 0" — 0" -zt0 0' CO C,  (\ N N U) Ct\ C H 0 NO' ('1 H N U) U) c lt\ N 
0 r11 	-ct'0 ('sZ 0' C\ -4 H goo  0 c U) c -\ U) (\ Lf\  H 	H c-  0" N- U) U) U) U) Ct' -4 -4 U) U)

W 	\0l I 
l-4H U)ONH N0'O HHU)OO'0HC5-CtH 
H ej 

J 0000000 N i-I C') C') 00" c\ C\ N U) ON 0-' N N c\ C'1 U) U)'-O'0 C') N --t C') -40" ir\  N a' 
NO 	HU)NU)O'O''0NNU) HU)O0''0OHH'0 U) Hc\I 
'-J '00' O'0'00 H N ON C') LC\ Lt's H'0 H N'0 C O'0 N H ON \ U) -4 0 c 0 — H ON CO cY Ct\ HI 	a vs .s vs a a a a a a s a a a 	a a a a a vs a a vs vs a vs vs as a vs a a as a H 	C HHHHC')HHHC')HHHH CC')HH 

to 	C) O'C - 	O 0"0'C\1'0 Lt\Ca\NC')'0 m a'-NNU) 0LC'U) -It C\O C') -zto-'  NH 0"-ztcU) 15-1ON  Nr\-4C')HC') 0 '0'0'0C')C')-400U)'0 N'0OU)N-ztHONcl) 
N C') 	vs a a a a a a . a vs a a a 	a a t as a as a a a a 	 a a vs LC'C')C')HHHHH 	HHC')Hc\IHHHHH 	 HHH 

0000000 -z0 H'0 C') UN 0 H N ir ir N'0 m 0 Lt\ CO O"N'O'0O' U) ir Ct\ H - N to 
'0 U) 

 
to 0' ( 0 C') t"  0 N C\ H 0 to 0 - U) C') to -4 Ct\ NO' H C\ H H iC  C') 0 H H C NO' ON N H H U) 	 U)C'HCS4tC'0HOHNU)O'U)0N'0C1\H 

'--0 U)NcHU)ir\'054LrU) HU)irOHC5l54 C')C\H 
a a Vs 

H I H HH Ia) 10 

N to 0' 0 H 	NO N to 0' 0 H 	NO N to 0' 0 H o co 	 r\u- o'0'0'0'0'0'0'0 -i (1) 	O'O'0'O'O'O'O'O'0'O'O'O'0'OO'O'O'O0'O0'0'O'O'O'0'0'O'0'0'0'0'0'0'0'0' C) o HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHf 

2 r1 
H a) I,  

— 50 — 



O c' H N H H - H N 0' C'\ N N H ir N ON tr N a' 4 c 
N a' '0 0 sN 0 cY H 4 4 0 
100 

•% .' 
N 

.' 
ICO 

. 
a' 

.. 
ICO 

.' 
0' 

.' 
100 

.' 
100 

.' 
a' 

.' 
a' 

. 
0' 

.' r- 

1.0  N 100 0' 0 H N 
U \ U lt\ 110 '.0 110 110 NO NO  
0' 0' ON 0' ON a' 0' 0'. 0' a' 0' ON H H H H H H H H H H H H 

-4 H 4 0 -4 '0 
1.0 C\Z Lt\ 0' LC t\ C' C N 0 

0 011 t U) 0 cyll ON U) U) 0' 

L(\ '.0 N U) ON 0 H ('Z \ 4 4 4 4 4 4 L Lt 
a' a'  a' a' a' ON ON a' a' H H H H H H H H H H H 

H •r4 

U) 

 

0 

H H 0 to -4 C'2 0 0 U) 
'.0 U t\ 4 L(\ U) C\l N 0 Cr c,_% a' N co N N H H ON Lf\ 

tC' '.0 N Lt\ '.0 N a'  H H 
N 

HG) 
ca  •rl 

N U) a' 0 -r,-,,  C'Z c 4 ç( c c 4 4 
a' 0" a' a' a' a' a' a' a'  H H H H H H H H H H H 

- 51 - 



Table 18. UNITED STATES COTTON EXPORTS BY COUNTRIES, RUNNING BALES, 1966-67 

	

1" - 	Over 	Upland American Egyptian 
Country 	 Under 1" 	1-1J8 	1-1/8' 	Total 	and Sea Island 

Canada 47,669 246,781 2,118 296,568 352 
Jamaica 5,423 5,423 
Haiti 11689 1,689 
Trinidad 2,100 2,100 
Colombia 1,295 1,295 
Venezuela 521 379 900 
Peru 1,120 3,720 4,840 
Bolivia 1,243 2,952 4,195 
Chile 194 1,803 1,106 3,103 
Sweden 15,617 55,528 71,145 
Norway 2,354 8,033 10,387 
Finland 1,672 13,663 15,335 
Denmark 85 078 8,078 
United Kingdom 41,803 105,458 5,100 152,361 144 
Ireland 75 9,399 9,474 
Netherlands 1,578 27,787 1,520 30,885 43 
Belgium 1,579 49,141 1,133 51,853 385 
France 15,248 137,177 10,434 162,859 
West Germany 3,334 144,831 11,077 159,242 237 
Austria 3,022 11058 4,080 
Switzerland 5,110 65,570 8,309 78,989 
Poland 5,118 72,847 77,965 
Portugal 400 780 1,180 43 
Italy 23,519 234,578 4,814 262,911 26 
Yugoslavia 15,837 122,415 287 138,539 
Lebanon 5,712 5,712 
Israel 843 1,508 2,351 
India 2,731 203,099 74,323 280,153 8,508 
Pakistan 71 387 458 2,190 
Thailand 38,148 31,757 416 70,321 
South Vietnam 302 63,896 1,811 66,009 
Malaysa 2,103 353 2,456 
Singapore 6,652 6,652 
Indonesia 25,406 133,585 2,385 161,376 
Philippine Republic 42,550 86,300 4,932 133,782 
Korean Republic 183,116 175,507 13,026 371,649 
Hong Kong 163,205 19,607 473 183,285 
Taiwan 219,834 144,444 8,491 372,769 82 
Japan 731,779 540,189 19,873 1,291,841 894 
Nan. Is. 793 2,920 3,713 
Australia 4,037 12,280 210 16,527 
Morocco 100 13,818 13,918 
Tunisia 15,217 15,217 
Ghana 14,910 14,910 
Congo 33,528 33,528 
Somalia Republic 887 1 450 1,337 
Ethiopia 4,429 4,373 8,802 
Rep. of South Africa 6,326 24,572 7,403 38,301 
Other Countries 21068 2,573 801 51442 38 
Total 11617,936 2,854,595 183,374 4,655,905 12,942 

Reference (9). 
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