
Cotton’s Comeback
Cotton growers in District states emphatically expressed 
their faith in their favorite crop this year by stepping up 
their planted acreage 44 percent in the region over that 
last year. To date yields exceed those a year ago despite 
adverse weather earlier. Given good weather for harvest
ing, farmers should gather a total crop at least 61 percent 
larger than that last year. Cotton’s comeback in 1959 
and the beneficial economic impact from it will be cheered 
in many local communities.

Why the Comeback?
Topping the list of reasons why farmers increased their 
cotton crop this year was the close-out of the national 
Soil Bank’s acreage reserve. The Soil Bank had attracted 
heavy deposits of cotton land from farmers in 1958. In 
Georgia half of the 900,000 allotted acres were deposited. 
With the acreage reserve ending in 1958, farmers chose 
to seed cotton on most of their previously banked acres. 
Meanwhile, special provisions covering price support for 
cotton in 1959 enabled farmers to further increase their 
acreage. By these provisions farmers could plant up to 
40 percent more than their cotton allotment if they ac
cepted price support at 65 percent of cotton’s parity 
price. Few farmers in District states, however, elected 
to do that.

Farmers chose to grow cotton on their previously 
banked acres largely because few other crops looked as 
promising to them. For one thing, pricing and marketing 
arrangements favored cotton over alternative crops; for 
another, farmers had the capital items and credit base 
required for growing cotton. They also could expect 
fairly high yields, especially since the land on many farms 
had been rested or even rehabilitated. Similar considera
tions moved the few farmers who accepted the special 
provisions for planting cotton on more acres than they 
were allotted.

Cotton output also is resurging because the cotton 
land is yielding well this year. Although wet weather in 
May and June was a hindrance, the weather improved 
during early summer with beneficial effects for cotton 
growers. Farmers also controlled boll weevils effectively 
and they have fertilized their crop heavily. The tonnage of 
mixed fertilizers and materials sold for all crops in District 
states from July 1958 to July 1959 rose about 12 percent 
over the preceding year. True, farmers used more fertilizer 
because they increased their plantings, but they did so for 
other reasons as well. Many of them had higher incomes 
in 1958 and could afford to spend more; at the same time, 
they found prices for plant nutrients favorable—the cost 
per pound was actually down somewhat from costs in 
early 1958.

Taken together, these events insured record or near 
record yields for many cotton growers. According to crop 
estimates by the United States Department of Agriculture, 
average yields are greater than those last year in Alabama, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee. Yields in Georgia 
are down only slightly.

Where Concentrated?
The major economic impact from heavier cotton plantings 
and output in the District centers in Georgia, Alabama, 
and Mississippi. Many acres were planted to cotton in 
those states and output this year is sharply above that 
in 1958. In Alabama, 1959 output is indicated at 725,000 
bales, up 65 percent from the 439,000-bale output last 
year. Meanwhile the price support for cotton, although 
lowered somewhat for the 1959 crop, still enables growers 
to realize larger returns for their crop than they other
wise might.

Large harvests of cotton are bound to stimulate eco
nomic activity in District states, especially in Mississippi. 
Receipts from cotton are important in Mississippi’s farm 
economy. In 1956, such receipts accounted for 51 percent 
of all cash receipts from farm marketings there, and 71 
percent of receipts from crops. Because cotton land was 
put in the Soil Bank in 1957, the proportions declined 
to 34 and 62 percent, respectively, and probably even fur
ther in 1958. This year cotton in Mississippi will retake 
the position it held earlier.

Estimated Cotton Production by Areas 
in Four District States, 1959

State and Geographic Area Total Indicated Percent Change 
(thirds of states)_________ 1958__________1959 1959 from 1958

bates bales
Mississippi............  960,970 1,600,000 + 66

North .............  485,840 765,000 + 57
M iddle............  427,795 730,000 + 71
South ............. 47,335 105,000 +122

Alabama .............  439,000 725,000 + 65
North .............  237,000 406,000 + 71
Middle............  122,000 174,000 + 43
South .............  80,000 145,000 + 81

Louisiana .............  297,000 490,000 + 65
North .............  196,500 319,000 + 62
M iddle............  78,800 145,000 + 84
South .............  21,700 26,000 + 20

Georgia................ 352,000 575,000 + 63
North .............. 49,400 106,400 +115
Middle............  150,800 259,900 + 72
South .............. 151,800 208,700 + 37

S o u r c e :  State cotton crop releases, Sept. 1,1959, Crop Reporting Service, USDA.

Although farmers are growing more cotton in each 
District state, not all areas will share equally in the 
heavier yield and increased receipts. In relative terms, 
the gain in Alabama is greatest in the southern third of 
the state; output there jumped from 80,000 bales in 1958 
to 145,000 bales in 1959, or 81 percent. Yet with about 
half of the Alabama crop grown in the northern third of 
the state, the 169,000-bale-increase forecast for that area 
will be much more significant. In Mississippi the relative 
gain was greatest in the southern third of the state, which 
lies within the Sixth District, but output there is over
shadowed by that in the delta area in mid- and north 
Mississippi; in Georgia the middle third of the state shows 
the largest increase in acreage and output.

With farmers in these places assured larger gross re
ceipts this year, a pertinent question arises: How will

• 5 •
Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

October 1959



they spend them? Farmers will give a modest portion— 
roughly a tenth—to their wage hands and other labor. 
They also will repay their short-term debts incurred for 
buying operating supplies in 1959. But the big leverage 
in their disbursements will appear among items needed 
for strengthening farm businesses. Wherever cotton is im
portant this year, therefore, merchants may experience 
increased sales of farm equipment, durable household 
items, and automobiles and trucks.

Comeback Temporary?
Whether the recovery of cotton in the District farm econ
omy is solidly based and whether it will persist are diffi
cult questions that cannot be answered at this time. By 
looking at some facts one can conclude that the resurgence 
simply heralds a future slump. Nationally, the cotton 
carry-over stands at 8.9 million bales—slightly greater 
than a year ago. With a 14.7-million-bale crop possible 
this year and an estimated disappearance of 14.5 million 
bales the carry-over could rise another notch by mid-1960. 
Meanwhile cotton consumption per capita remains de
pressed. Finally, although price supports are lower than 
previously, they still hold domestic prices for cotton above 
world prices. Our cotton exports suffered from this in the 
recent past and for the marketing year just ended reached 
the discouragingly low total of 2.8 million bales, a drop 
reflecting to a great extent uncertainty as to the United 
States’ price policy for cotton exports. We had shipped 
5.6 million bales in 1957-58 when exports were heavily 
subsidized.

When we look at other evidence, however, we see 
some signs that cotton may be able to hold its ground. 
Most importantly, domestic consumption of cotton has 
moved sharply higher as cotton mills experienced strength-

Department Store Sales and Inventories*

Percent Change
Sales Inventories

Aug. 1959 from 8 Months Aug. 31,1959 from
July Aug. 1959 from July 31 Aug. 31

Place 1959 1958 1958 1959 1958
ALABAMA ................... + 12 + 2 + 6 +11 + 2

Birmingham . . . . + 1i —3 + 3 +  11 —2
M obile........................ +  12 + 1 + 5
Montgomery . . . . + 8 —2 + 5

FLORIDA........................ +  13 +1Z +13 + 4 +17
Daytona Beach . . . —3 + 2 + 9
Jacksonville . . . . +68 +62 + 20 + 8 + 8
Miami Area . . . . + 5 + 9 + 8 —1 +12

M ia m i................... + 5 + 9 +6
Orlando ................... + 9 + 5 +12
St.Ptrsbg-TampaArea . + 4 +  19 + 19 + 8 + 39

GEORGIA........................ + 17 + 2 + 5 +  12 + 20
Atlanta**.................... +  20 + 3 + 5 +  12 +24
Augusta ................... +  11 + 8 + 14
Columbus................... + 1 2 —6 —2 + 8 + 5
M acon........................ + 8 —3 + 4 + 7 +10
Rome** .................... +11 + 6 +  19
Savannah ................... + 5 —5 —1

LOUISIANA................... +18 +  5 + 5 + 6 + 5
Baton Rouge . . . . +10 —1 + 3 + 5 + 7
New Orleans . . . . +19 +6 + 6 + 7 + 5

MISSISSIPPI . . . . + 5 + 10 + 9 +10
Jackson........................ +  13 + 5 +10 + 9 +  12
Meridian** . . . . + 3 + 0 + 7

TENNESSEE .................... + & + 3 + 8 +6 +13
Bristol-Kingsport-

Johnson City** . . +  10 —7 + 4 + 14 + 3
Bristol (Tenn.&Va.)** + 3 —13 + 1 + 8 —10

Chattanooga . . . . + 7 + 4 + 9
Knoxville.................... + 4 +6 + 9 + 7 + 2i

DISTRICT .................... +  12 + 6 + 8 + 7 + 13

ening demand for their goods. Then too, mill output 
abroad could rise and lift foreign demand for our cotton. 
Probable heavier subsidization of our cotton exports this 
year could induce mills abroad to take more cotton from 
us. Finally, innovation and product development for 
cotton cloth may enable the cotton trade to recover some 
sales lost to cotton’s close substitutes.

A r t h u r  H. K a n t n e r

Debits to Individual Demand Deposit Accounts
(In Thousands of Dollars)

Percent Change

♦Reporting stores account for over 90 percent of total District department store sales.
**In order to permit publication of figures for this city, a special sample has been 

constructed that is not confined exclusively to department stores. Figures for non- 
department stores, however, are not used in computing the District percent changes.

ALABAMA 
Anniston . . 
Birmingham 
Dothan . . 
Gadsden . . 
Huntsville* . 
Mobile . . 
Montgomery . 
Selma* . . 
Tuscaloosa*

Total Reporting Cities 
Other Citiest . . 
FLORIDA 

Daytona Beach* 
Fort Lauderdale* 
Gainesville* . . 
Jacksonville 
Key West* . . 
Lakeland* . . 
Miami . . . 
Greater Miami* 
Orlando . . . 
Pensacola . . 
St. Petersburg . 
Tampa . . . 
West Palm Beach* 

Total Reporting Cities 
Other Citiest . . . 
GEORGIA 

Albany . . 
Athens* . . 
Atlanta . . 
Augusta . . 
Brunswick . 
Columbus 
Elberton . . 
Gainesville*
Griffin* . . 
LaGrange*
Macon . . 
Marietta*
New nan . . 
Rome* . . 
Savannah 
Valdosta . . . 

Total Reporting Cities 
Other Citiest 
LOUISIANA 

Alexandria* .
Baton Rouge 
Lafayette* .
Lake Charles 
New Orleans 

Total Reporting Cities 
Other Citiest 
MISSISSIPPI 

Biloxi-Gulfport 
Hattiesburg . 
Jackson . . 
Laurel* . . 
Meridian . . 
Natchez*
Vicksburg . . 

Total Reporting Cities 
Other Citiest . 
TENNESSEE 

Bristol* . . 
Chattanooga 
Johnson City* 
Kingsport* . 
Knoxville . . 
Nashville . . 

Total Reporting Cities 
Other Citiest . 
TOTAL
SIXTH DISTRICT 

Reporting Cities
Other Citiest . 

Total, 32 Cities 
UNITEO STATES 

344 Cities .

Aug.
1959

July
1959

Aug.
1958

Year-to-date 
8 Months 

Aug. 1959 from 1959 
July Aug. from 

1959 1958 1958

41,674 45,728 36,825 —9 +13 +17
717,287 875,180 687,919 —18 + 4 +14
31,585 32,280 28,170 —2 +  12 +  12
35,073 40,183 33,379 —13 + 5 +18
60,402 61,418 53,874 —2 +12 +22

270,686 283,841 232,070 —5 +  17 +12
158,590 172,451 151,473 —8 + 5 +19
23,091 23,636 20,108 —2 +15 +11
51,412 54,592 45,548 “ 6 +13 +13

1,389,800 1,589,309 1,289,366 —13 + 8 +14
695,879 752,798 665,009 —8 + 5 +17

57,797 67,198 54,909 ■—14 + 5 +9
178,304 211,851 162,301 —16 +10 +!136,455 39,682 33,084 —8 +  10 +13
744,780 800,767 645,971 —7 +15 + J I13,476 16,211 13,020 —17 + 4 +10

70,351 76,154 62,250 —8 +13 + H781,864 906,210 681,630 —14 +15 +16
1,155,679 1,352,908 1,029,491 —15 +  12 +15

230,415 256,297 178,162 —10 +29 +28
87,912 98,451 77,664 —11 +13 + i?199,602 245,894 160,715 —19 +24 +21

394,404 428,901 328,438 —8 +20 +20
114,369 134,%7 107,715 —15 + 6 +15

3,283,544 3,729,281 2,853,720 —12 +  15
1,414,475 1,624,007 1,252,984 

Included in "Other Cities"

—13 +  13 +15

35,709 40,730 34,225 —12 + 4 +8
1,990,180 2,052,331 1,719,567 —3 +  16

108,032 109,678 117,415 —2 —8 +10
25,759 27,006 19,582 —5 +32 +?6

103,166 109,155 92,786 “ 5 +11 + 1?9,258 9,073 9,152 + 2 + 1
48,058 49,898 49,705 —4 —3 +2
18,266 18,855 16,429 —3 +11
19,119 20,818 17,786 —8 + 7

117,597 124,417 105,483 —5 +  1131,711
19,959

31,746 26,022 —0 +22 +22
18,732 15,211 + 7 +31 + J!42,619 45,640 36,370 —7 +17 +16

188,436 206,954 168,067 —9 +12 +15
48,451 41,464 41,429 + 17 + 17

2,806,320 2,906,497
989,773

2,469,229 —3 + 14 + K929,532 867,065 —6 + 7 +17

72,780 
263,%6

74,671 64,663 —3 + 13
274,908 225,371 —4 + 17

61,270 67,883 59,112 —10 + 4 +16
84,359 88,379 80,914 —5 + 4

1,302,882 l,391,667r 1,167,113 —-6 +  12 +7
1,785,257 l,897,508r 1,597,173 —6 +12

565,190 575,946 503,342 —2 +12 +15

49,498 51,563 40,524 —4 +22
35,857 38,537 31,140 —7 +15 +15

278,015 295,947 254,718 —6 + 9 +?228,451 28,796 23,888 —1 +19
42,914 46,286 40,434 —7 + 6
23,053 22,831 20,224 + 1 +  14 +,1?18,214 19,946 17,399 —9 + 5 +J

476,002 503,906 428,327 —6 +11 +8253,426 261,577 223,392 —3 +  13 +17

43,713 46,159 40,287 —5 + 9
332,198 362,906 277,416 —8 + 20 +2

41,311 43,553 36,677 —5 +  13 i t82,713 89,649 72,086 -  8 +  15
217,203 246,300 201,759 —12 + 8
705,552 717,699 649,558 —2 + 9

1,422,690 1,506,266 1,277,783 —6 +11 + H
561,986 564,478 511,282 —0 +10 +18

15,584,101 16,901,346 13,938,672 —8 +12 +15
11,163,613 12,132,767 9,915,598 _ 8 + 13 +1J

4,420,488
9,585,870

4,768,579 4,023,074 —7 + 10
10,367,568 8,476,930 •—8 + 13 +14

208,131,000 235,645,000 185,849,000 -—12 +12

t  Estimated. r Revised. I Bank Debit Series.
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