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W 
'HEN THE SUBJECT Of this diseussion first c a m e  np ,  

I was offered the choice of either the position of 
eottonse.ed and its produets or the longer-range 

subject of national cotton programs. As a compromise I 
shall touch on both, for cottonseed is inextricably bound 
to cotton. Seed aml its products are not f'ree to respond to 
supirly nnd demand in the way that other agricultm'al 
c<)mlnodities arc. I t  is d<mbtful ttmt in(.reasing the support 
price ot; seed wouht result in a really noticeable change in 
the acreage or the marketing of cotton although it could 
make an enormous difference in the marketing of seed. As 
a result oil tlris d(,pendenee, the seed (.rusher must be con- 
(,erned decl)ly with the constructi<m of the cotton support 
p r'o~'ralll. 

O a r  a g r h . u l t u r n l  g o a l s  s h o u l d  lie f r e e d o n t  to  choose,  f r ee -  
doni to plant. We need pri(,e freedom that will allow U. S. 
cotton to eonlpete on worhl tll'lr'kets lioth with other growths 
mid with synthetics. Bigger and bigger subsidies arc not 
the "mswer. The fiidsh(,d cotton (inly conies b'~ck again to 
(.oinpcte witti dolnestic goods made of unsubsidized cotton. 
Not long ago the president of a nlill spent considerable time 
at a stockholders' nieeting explaining the dire threat of 
imports of cheal) shirts made with suhsidized U. S. cotton. 
At the end of his talk when he asked :t!or questions, one 
stockholder, a housewit!e, asked "please sir, will you tell 
ale wtlere [ can hay s(liue of those shirts?" 

Quotas are also Irving proposed. The eateh in this is that 
tile countries ttmt we are likely to put quotas on are the only 
(.ountries in the worhl that (.onsistently show a record of 
ilicreasing ilnI)orts of Anleri(.an e(rtton. Without e-¢eeption 
they take more of onr cotton than they send back. Japan,  
for exa,,~l)le , takes 3.(i ti,m,s as much American cotton as 
she ships hack in the t'm'm of linisht'd goods. A tariff on 
imports equal t() the export subsidy ,'is currently proposed 
by the A(hninistratiou or this plan lrlus a tariff to com- 
tlensate for h)wer labor costs ~|bFoa(] a l ' e  no t  tile answer 
either. Doing so is just one more way to force the consumer 
to pay for the agricultural program. I t  does not even have 
the appeal o£ being above-board. Quotas of any kind are 
ahnost certain to reduce the demand for raw cotton. In 
part  the lower export demand will be offset by higher level 
of domestic mill-consumption. However, as usual, the kind 
of intense competition that gives rise to pressure for such 
restraints is triggered by a significant price difference. 
Higher prices domestically will almost certainly curtail total 
consumption even without the effect of retaliation. Lower 
cotton consumption means lower cotton production. This is 
the opposite of what the seed crusher and the merchant need. 

W n  MUST ~0rn for  an end to forty-acres-a-mule think- 
ing. More and more, the big-l~ieture attitude will 

have to pervade both official and unofficial circles in agricul- 
ture. For  better or worse we are committed to an ever- 
expanding international trade role. The prosperity of our 
growing population cannot be sustained by trading dollars 
endlessly within our borders. This was apparent to Adam 
Smith nearly 200 years ago. I t  is apparent and clearly un- 
derstood now. We have undertaken to assume the inter- 
national banking role that England held for centuries. We 
must sell abroad; we must buy abroad. We must produce 
what we are fitted for, or the world trade balance surely 
will turn far ther  against us. We must recognize that our 
currency is not necessarily the most prized or the hardest 
in the world today. To maintain its desirability we must 
show our desire and our ability to compete. Our greater 
land cost and higher labor cost can and will be offset by 
our greater mechanization, our greater know-how, our bet- 
ter research, and our desire. 

The cost advantages of other countries will become less 
as their economies expand and as they improve their stand- 
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ards of living. Last week's Wall Street Jourmll carried 
a long article on the current up,yard wage pressure in 
Western Europe. This will spread slowly around the 
worhl. An over-protected U. S. economy will not be able 
to take advantage of the narrowing gap between overseas 
wages and U. S. wages. Among prerequisites of inter- 
natiomd trade, in which we are now heavily committed 
to engage, are justice and :fair" play. We have preached this 
for a generation and enforced it at home. Yet in agrirul- 
turtfi commodities the U. S. is "dumping" all the time. This 
is losing us friends and eustomers steadily. 

At lea.st as important as maintaining our export markets 
for cotton is the task of simply maintaining the market I'm' 
cotton fiber. During the same period that has seen U. S. 
cotton production fall fronl half of the world total to one 
qmlrter of it, a vast synthetic fiber industry has arisen. 
Some of the research, planning, and production, Imrticu- 
larly in tile ease of rayon staple (cotton's most direct com- 
petitor),  was fostered by high prices for cotton, l ligh prices 
for c.otton can encourage investment in synthetic research, 
plmlt, "rod equipment, but once these investments arc made, 
h)w cotton prices may not win markets back antmnatically. 
Not only do users become accustomed to the new fibers, but 
the producers of the fibers can cut prices deeply i)e(.ause they 
have already made the investment. I t  is too late to turn 
hack. The planners have not seemed to care whethm' cotton 
competed. Support  methods and levels were aml are so(,io- 
logical, econonlic, and budgetary decisions. Sehlmu were 
or are they economic decisions for many so(,ia] phmners do 
not wish to be bothered with economi(,s. These phumers 
not only set supports high; they strmlgle eotton production 
in (me a r e a  and at the same time "n,clai , l"  and irrig~te 
new land in other areas. 

We must remove from agriculture the heavy grip of the all- 
knowing planner. As Walter Lippmann said in "The Good 
Society," "not only is it impossible for the peolde to control 
the plan, but, what is more, the planners nmst control the 
people . . . .  By a kind of tragic irony, the search for secur- 
ity and a rational society, if it seeks saNation through 
political authority, ends in the most irrational form of 
government imaginable, in the dictatorship of casual oli- 
garchs . . . .  The reformers who are staking their hopes on 
good despots, because they are eager to plan the future, 
leave unplanned that on which all their hopes depend; . . . 
the selection of the despots who are to make society so 
rational and so secure has to be left to the insecurity of 
irrational chance." 

We hear a great deal about how the population explosion 
both at home and abroad is going to solve all the problems 
of U. S. agriculture in 10-20-30 years. We are told that 
if  we can only hold out long enough, surpluses will be 
absorbed and there will be a great pressure on our produc- 
tive facilities. I say to you, "don't  hold your breath." Out" 
agricultural capabilities and those of the rest of the world 
may scarcely have been touched. The promised day of 
reckoning is not only not imminent, it may never come. 
We will probably double acre yields of many field crops 
in the next 15 years. No one knows just what the oilseed 
capabilities of Brazil are, for  example, O r the protein capa- 
bilities of the sea. Nutritionally adequate protein can be 
obtained from things ranging from soil bacteria to seaweed. 

To sit back and hope for the best is no way to run a 
business let alone the nation's agriculture. Y e t  this "wait" 
notion has pervaded the theory of controls since the days 
of the seven lean and seven fat  years envisioned by Joseph. 
We are told, "what if cotton demand is declining due to 
higher prices? Some day so many people will be around 
that they will grab for cotton at any price." This demand 
is not going to send your children to college, maybe not even 
your great-grandchildren. I t  is certainly not going to do 
anything for the employees of closed cottonseed mills. One 
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such closing was announced a few weeks ago in the Cotton 
Gin and Oil Mill Press. The owners said, "it has been neces- 
sary to suspend cottonseed crushing operations . . . since the 
effect of cotton acreage control has been adversely felt. Re- 
duced acreage of cotton has not permitted a sufficient sup- 
ply of seed to permit crushing . . . .  Only a reversal of farm 
legislation, permitting freedom from controls, will enable 
cotton to ~gain become competitive in . . . (this) area." 

S tYC.~: the end ot! World War I [  the nation has been mov- 
ing sh)wly but inexorably toward a showdown on what 

is popularly ealled the "Farm Problem." Yet really there 
is not one farm problem, there ave two. First  and mr)st 
eelebr~lted is the problem of cost. U.S.D.A. budgets take a 
huge portion of direct, domestic-benefit dolh~rs "tnd are equal 
to approximately 60% of total net farm inc(u~le of around 
11 billion dollars. Higher domestic c(msumcr (.osts must 
add anotber billion dollars a year to the total [)ill. This sort 
oti expenditure coupled with failure to show demonstrable 
results is annoying voters very considerably. As usual when 
feelings are ~lroused, the remedy will likely be worse than the 
disease. The second farm problem ix the curious distribution 
,)f the mmwys expended. In 1954 (the httest e(msus year) 
major commercial farmers constituted 27% of the farm 
population, yct aceounted for 7(.}% of sales. These big 
commercial operators run me(.hanized businesses. Their out- 
put supplies all lint the smallest portion of domestic use, 
export m~eds, and carryover. At the other end o~ tit(; scale 
is the small farmer, a man acutely in need of a higher 
standard of living and gvea.tcr ecoaontic opportunity. In 
1954 he and his ilk were 56% of the farm population but 
accounted f(}r only 9% of! sales. The "in-betweens" were 
17% of the farm popubttion and accounted for .1.2% of 
sales. These th(,n ar~ the recipients of farm-progra~, dol- 
lars. They ree(~ive }ml I) roughly in l)rop,,rtion to the, ir sales 
and almost exactly opposite to their ne(~ds. We are guaran- 
teeing prosperity to the prosperous and pow;rty to the poor. 
The big commercial operators tire being hamI)ered in their 
attempts to improve efficiency in a misguided drive to help 
the "little man," but helps him not at all. 

That ahnost (.[mq)lete failure t,) ~lid the marginal farmer 
is perhaps the most unfair  aspect of support programs as 
we have known them in reeent years. I l ls  problem is a 
soeioh)gical on(; and requires a sociological approach. This 
country is probably the most generous nation the world 
has ever known. Most taxpayers would not have a really 
strong objection to some sort of income help to those in 
need. Directly or indirectly subsidized are airlines and 
barge lines, shipbuilders and magazine publishers, home 
builders and slum elearers, colleges and symphony orches- 
tras, kids and old folks. We give willingly to charity drives 
for every conceivable purpose, both at home and abroad. 
All these things give us satisfaction. I f  we called income 
help to marginal farmers "subsidies" or just "donations to 
the needy," there wouht likely be nowhere near the pressure 
that there is now for the govermnent to "stop throwing 
money around." We need an enormous shift in U.S.D.A. 
emphasis. 

At present the Rural Development Program gets less 
than 1% of the U.S.D.A. budget and considerably less than 
1% of U.S.D.A. enthusiasm. Yet this is the program to 
help the marginal farmer, tim man in need. We must devote 
even greater pressure to develop free-dollar markets both 
at home and abroad for our surpluses. An example of the 
kind of research we need to spend big money on appeared 
in last month's "Cotton Gin and Oil Mill Press." I t  was 
reported that cottons are being chemically processed for 
wash-and-wear at the rate of nearly 2 billion lbs. a year. 
How much of this is new demand? Obviously we do not 
know. However I would guess that this wash-wear move- 
ment has resulted in more cotton consumption and has con- 
tributed more to the betterment of the cotton situation than 
all the Washington intervention since 1929. 

The A-B cotton program is embarking on its second year. 
I t  was designed to try to ease the stranglehold of the govern- 
meat on the cotton business and to try to get cotton moving 
at an intelligent price. I t  was obvious that acreage allot- 
ments could only get smaller and U. S. cotton could only 
become progressively more of a burden at home and more 

of an unneeded item abroad. Smaller production threatened 
to ruin ginners, seed crushers, cotton merchants, cotton 
brokers, and everyone who depended on the volume of com- 
modity handled. The great dependence of the Valley seed 
crusher on volume is illustrated by U.S.D.A. figures on 
theoretic crush-plant designs and actual market territory 
characteristics of the upper and lower valley. In every case, 
except the very largest mills, whenever volume increased, 
there was a significant increase in net per ton not to mention 
the big increase from bigger volume. This effect was particu- 
larly strong among the smaller and medium-sized mills. In 
some cases doubling volume tripled per ton net. The h)we,' 
the volume of seed available, the tighter the mill will always 
be pinched. Similar dependence on volume will be encoun- 
tered all ahmg the marketing line. The only one untouched 
by lower volume is the farmer, for his support price is usu- 
ally changed to compensate for volume. 

High price-supports have fostered research, production, 
:,nd use of synthetic fibers both in the United States and 
abroad and have encouraged bigger cotton produetion all 
over the world. The old program was without sense, with- 
out hope. A-B was designed also to return to the farmer 
some measure of control over his economic destiny. Tbis it 
has done; witness the general choice last yea)' to particitmtc 
in "B" whereas this year "B" will be more polndar in mm)y 
areas, less Impular in others. Here at least is economics 
returning to the scheme of things, and this is a step in the 
right direction. A-B is far from perfect. As you may be 
aware, there was one day last August wh~m m)t a single 
transaction was handled on the New Orleans Cotton Ex- 
change, the first time in its 88-year history. Spot cotton 
houses are (lying on the vine. We cannot afford to h)se these 
people and their generations of accumutate.d know-how. 
We are hopeful that the lower support  this y(~ar and the 
more general choice of "B" plus the upward adjustment in 
CCC resale price omy allay some of the difficulty. At least 
within the framework o£ this program some s,)lution ap- 
pears feasible. We have broken away from past errors. 
However, unh~ss the law is changed, tight controls and sup- 
ports are likely to be re-introduced in 1961. lit seems almost 
certain that this wouh] result in higher support and lower 
acreage. ]f  this is alh)wed to happen, we stroll t)e back on 
the same old bankrupt road. 

T HIS PAST SEASON the effects of changes in the cotton pro- 
gram were felt throughout the belt. In most ~reas pro- 

duction of seed was much higher than a year before. Despite 
this higher production, marketing was quite orderly and 
CCC was not forced to intervene. Seed remained fair. The 
big export demand for all meals served to offset the slow 
demand for  SBO. 

AUGUST-JANI~ARY EXPORTS 

1958-1959 1959-1960 

CSO ..................... 74,245,000 lbs. 285,682,000 lbs. 
SBO ........................ 449,295,000 lbs. 368,046,000 lbs. 

CSM ..................... 5,102 tons 137,064 tons 
LSM ....................... ]2,493 tons 60,932 tons 
SBM . . . . . . . . . . . .  245,061 tons 394,760 tons 

CSO was in better demand than SBO because of lower 
availabilities of the items that compete most directly with 
CSO, that is PNO and Copra/CCNO. The huge olive crops 
along the northern rim of the Mediterranean reduced de- 
mand in the "poor-man's oil market," particularly in Spain. 
The result of all this was over-production of SBO, a stock 
build-up, and declining prices. Overseas demand was not 
sufficient to lift  CSO prices as SBO was too much of a 
weight. Over-expansion of bean crush-facilities finally came 
home to roost. Too many plants worked too many hours. 
Lard production was also heavy as the hog cycle was in a 
mild liquidating phase. Lard, like cottonseed, cannot be 
stored for any length of time in its raw form (hogs), and 
storing lard itself is even worse. Meal demands have now 
tapered off somewhat, and this is reducing the huge over- 
production of SBO. 
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However the depressing factors in the oil-bean situation 
were not recognized until fairly late in the season. Prices 
were sustained by an iu)portant undercurrent of speculative 
demand. During the critical heavy-production, heavy-hedg- 
ing period speculators absorbed trade selling. They paid 
too much because of over-enthusiastic official and unofficial 
estimates as to the eventual size of our exports of beans and 
SBO. The importance of this speculative buying' cannot be 
overestimated. I f  it is not there this fall (and it may not 
be), fair amounts of seed and CSO might go to the govern- 
ment, and heavy hean-impoundings will take place. 

There is a good deal of difference of ()pinion as to cotton 
production this coming season. Our own guess, based on 
analysis of " A "  to "B"  transfers and state yields (plus a 
number of assumptions), leans toward 600,000 bales higher 
than last year plus whatever production comes from " A "  
acres that have to be released this year to avoid losing his- 
tory. Given reasonable weathm5 this final total might be 
600,000 to 700,000 bales over last year. (Although this is 
far  short of early guesses, many feel that we are still too 
high.) An increase of this size could mean a crush of 
250,000 tons more seed than last year. This, in turn, would 
produce 85,000,000 more lbs. of oil and nearly 125,000 addi- 
tional tons of n)eal. This is a lot of product to move even 
though most of the additional production will be pretty 
far west. [n the East and in the Valley production will be 
h)wer. This could mean another free year for seed in the 
Valley and East, depending on the level of meal-export 
demand and whether the big European consumers buy CSO 
early (as this season) or late (as the year before). 

S O~B~:AN over-planting has been encouraged again by cut- 
ting the corn loan 6¢ and leaving the bean loan unchanged. 

March intentions indicate llfie niillion nloi'e acres to beans 
than last year. This will probably mean 30-36 million )here 
husbels. (The final total might I)l; even tiigher.) ttowever 
l do not think (;rush will be any larger this season, nmytie 
li strode less as the product market nlay not he there. About 
offsetting the higher total oil out-turil will be tl somewhat 
lower level of lard production, I)e,'h'iliS 100 uiillion lbs. less. 
We shall, as usual, be heavily deliemh, nt mi ttie level ~)t7 ex- 
ports <tf products of both oil seeds. Meal exl>orts nlay ll<, 
lower, l~ast suininer and fall were extrenMy dry all liver 
Westt'ril Europe (eoinp/u'isons). This of c(}urse, could hap- 
|ten again, /)nt i t  would secln unwise ti) l)in nlueh hope llll i~. 

\¥orhl  oil dcnlilnd, ()n tile other tli l i ld, may he good. 
liVorhl l)eanuts/PNO available SUliltlies wi l l  be snialh,r he- 
cause <tl! l igl t t  crops in lndia, China, and West Afr ica. 
Carryovers wi l l  be w;ry small, ll.eeov<;ry of l ' h i l ipp i l ie  
Coltra/eoconiit (ill l)ro(luction wil l  lie slowed by typhoolis 
last wi i i ter tbat wi l l  affec, t the niatur ing trOllS of this (;lll l i i i ig 
fal l  and winter. Mediterranean olive ,ill production wi l l  be 
sharply reduced Its the peculiar bienil i l i l  ('..Tele ot] tile olive 
cconolny calls for  i iext year to )in i' i)ff" yl!ar in the licavy- 
pro(lueing areas. Potential ly lower I)lOlt[ deniand C<ulph'd 
with good oil (h!liland should lileall steady-to-better oil 1))'ices 
in the fall. 

Domestic oil and meal demand st)<)lll,1 not wiry greatly 
tlrom tiffs past season. There ntay lie soim; price pressure on 
sired because of low meal prices it! above estinlates shouhl 
prove correct. Seed may open the season at or near sup-  
port. The early run will of course be absorbed, then what ? 
It is certainly to be hoped that seed and products can tie 
held away from CCC. For the acquired products always 
come back. When they do, they impair the market oti tit(, 
original mill seller. In  the meantime mill storage is tied up, 
and CSO is losing sales to its eompetit<)rs, sales that can 
never be replaced. I t  will be noted that all of these demand 
items exist independently of direct govermnent action. 
Either the market is there, or it isn't. Manufacturing a 
market by government holding is only a at)rage. When 
government is helped out of a particularly sticky inventory 
problem by weather in the Philippines, in Argentina, in 
China, by wars, or speculator buying it is nothing but a 
windfall. 

U.S.1).A. has not had this kind of luek in wheat, corn, 
cotton, or peanuts. Marketing of these items is new;r free 
of the iron grasp of CCC. Stocks keep mounting, and s to f  
age costs keep building up. When the liquidation <)f these 

HELP, HELP!  The  m a n  in 
the Society who wears two 
hats,  the vice pres idency and 
the Journal  editorship,  has 
set a goal  as membersh ip  
chairman which is intended 
to increase the Journal  cir- 
culat ion hy a net  300  during 
the coming  year. His s logan 
is "get-a-member," and he is 
count ing  on m u c h  help  from 
the present membersh ip .  

W h o  is this m a n ?  A. R. 
Baldwin,  o f  course;  his ad- 
dress for  the f lood of  appli-  
cations he expects  is in care 
of the American Oil Chemists'  
Society, 35 E. Wacker  Drive, 
Chicago 1, II1. 

embarrassingly large inventories is undertaken (and eventu- 
ally it will be), stockpile sales will pr(+empt the market 
of both producer and middleman. For make no mistake, 
U.S.D.A. is only trying to protect the price to the farmer. 
This is the duty they are charged with, not the protection 
oil tim margins or the incomes of ginners, crushers, brokers, 
merchants, or futures firms. These factors in the marketing 
scheme have no one charged with their protection. When 
government action benefits then,, it is usually either illusory, 
transitory, or accidental. 

W e  are currently seeing the grain warehouse industry 
attacked from :many sides. Storing government grain will 
soon llec<mm a losing deal for many terminal operators. Yet 
some w<)uld have you believe that grain storage rates are 
"The Farm 1)roblem. '' This is mmsense. Storage rates that 
give occasional windfalls to a few country ol)erators are the 
result of nat)rural failure to lint our ag,'icultural house in 
order. Straightening ()lit (in|" diffi<.ulties can m,ly be aeeom- 
idished by a legislature whiclt has a desi,'e to do so. This 
desire will in turn only come t'mm t)r,.ssur,~ from a deter- 
mined, enlightened electorate. We, who have a big stake in 
the future of -tgricu|tural marketi),g, must make ourselves 
heard. Ill we (ht not, then we have lie ri~'ht to colnt)lain over 
Wlutt we get. l t! tiffs industry joins otilers with sin)liar or(tit - 
lems to denlalid intelligent I)rogranls, there is an exeellent 
chance that they will appear. 

[ lleceivcd April 8, lglil l] 

I)ublications Awlilable 
Revision N(). ]., "L 25-page supphunent to "Compilation of 

l,abeling lmws and l{,cgubitions for ]laz.u'dous Substances," 
whi(;h contains new laws and reguhltions t() September 
1959. ()ne t)'ce copy to each member company, $2 for extra 
copies, $3 for nonnienil)ers. ()riginal ttook mid Revision 
IN(). 1 together are $5 to nmlnhers, $7 to nonmenibers. Chenli- 
cal Specialties Mnnul'aetnrers Associatimi, 50 E. 41st street, 
New Y(trk 17, N.Y. 

Ailmial l leport for 1958 of the European Federation 
of ()hen))col Engineering, 2:ill pages, typesc.rii)t. I)M 15 to 
iiielilbers <ill affiliated s<)cieties, I)M 30 t<) nolinienihers. 
l)eclteliia, Rheingau-Allee 25, )Irankfurt  altt Main, (]ei ' l i lany. 

l)echenl~t Monograph, Vol. 36, "Werl<stoff-Technik," re- 
ports on lectures delivered at the Europe'm Convention of 
(71teluical Engineering and the ACHEMA Congress 71958. 
This volmlie deals with the testing of niaterials and the 
properties and applications of structural materials. Sum- 
niaries of the papers in French and Fnglish. 280 pp., 146 
illustrations, DM 26.25 to Deehema ntentbers, DM 32.50 to 
non<nemhers. Verlag Chemic OmbI-f~ Weinheim Bergstrasse, 
Frankfur t  am Main, Germany. 

Tl, e l)uBois Company In(;., Cincinnati, 0., has opened its 
new laboratory, whMI occupies the entire top floor of the 
l)uB<)is building. 
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