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THE McNARY-HAUGEN PLAN 
AS APPLIED TO WHEAT 

LIMITATIONS IMPOSED BY THE PRESENT TARIFF 

W HAT could a federal Board accomplish, in the way of 
raising the growers' price of wheat, by undertaking full 

operations with an equalization fee behind the present tariff 
of 42 cents a bushel? Price advances would be checked by 
competition of Canadian wheat imported over the duty. The 
possibility of increasing domestic terminal prices under the 
present tariff is narrowly limited, for Canadian wheat already 
commands a price premium at American mills by reason of 
its inherent superiority to American spring wheats, and 
American wheats already enjoy some price enhancement be­
cause of the tariff. 

A study of Winnipeg and Minneapolis prices during the 
past three crop years indicates that prices of American spring 
wheats at Buffalo, the natural import threshold, could not 
be raised, except in unusual years, by more than 10 or 12 
cents a bushel. Prices of spring and winter wheats at most 
other markets could not be raised appreciably further without 
stimulating wheat imports and disrupting regional competi­
tive relations in the milling industry. So slight an advance 
in prices to growers, partially offset by equalization fees. 
would hardly justify undertaking the experiment. 

The latest bills contain substantial concessions to oppo­
nents of the central features of the plan, and include two 
alternatives or supplements to full operation with the equali­
zation fee, notably loans to co-operatives and price insurance. 
The existence of these alternatives would impose heavier re­
sponsibilities upon the Board and decrease its chances of suc­
cess, without promising larger price enhancement to growers. 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY, CALIFORNIA 
March 1927 
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THE McNARY-HAUGEN PLAN 
AS APPLIED TO WHEAT 

LIMITATIONS IMPOSED BY THE PRESENT TARIFF 

In the preceding study of "The McN ary­
Haugen Plan as Applied to Wheat" (WHEAT 
STUDIES, February 1927, Vol. III, No.4), we 
conducted our analysis on the assumption 
that the administrative board would suc­
cessfully undertake to maintain a level of 
domestic prices some 50 cents above the 
Winnipeg price. Fifty cents happens to be 
roughly the amount of the present tariff 
duty of 42 cents a bushel plus the average 
shipping cost from Fort William-Port Ar­
thur to American ports on the Great Lakes. 
This figure is modest in 

been urged in the interest of a substantially 
higher wheat price without being accom­
panied by legislation for a higher tariff that 
is the conditio sine qua non of that higher 
price. The inadequacy of the present tariff 
was implicitly recognized in the Haugen 
bill (H.R. 11603, April 26, 1926, Section 18), 
which contained a clause empowering the 
President to place an embargo on the im­
portation of wheat. Entirely apart from 
the merits of the specific proposal, it would 
seem to be legislative unwisdom to enact 

a far-reaching innovation 
comparison with the ex­
pectations of many influ­
ential proponents of the 
measure, including 
Chairman Haugen of the 
House Committee on Ag­
riculture. We employed 
it in preference to higher 
figures because it has 
been commonly used in 
debates and hearings, and 
because of our desire to 
consider the proposals in 
the most reasonable light. 

CONTENTS 
under circumstances that 
inherently and implicitly 
make the anticipated and 
desired result impossible. 
And yet this is the pre­
cise position in which 
the proposition stands at 
the present time. 
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It has been frequently assumed that a 
Wheat Board could maintain domestic 
prices at a margin of 50 cents over the Ca­
nadian price, with the present duty remain­
ing at 42 cents a bushel. This assumption, 
as we shall see, is quite unfounded. In fact, 
the Board could not enhance American 
prices, behind the present tariff wall, to any 
such extent. If the Board were technically 
competent and well advised, it would recog­
nize this limitation early in its career; 
otherwise it would experience severe disap­
pointment as it proceeded. Sooner or later 
it would therefore face the alternatives of 
seeking from Congress a substantial in­
crease in tariff rates (or an embargo on 
~anadian wheat), or of accepting the situa­
tIon and making the best of it. 

With respect to the first alternative, we 
note the striking fact that legislation has 

WI-mAT STUDIES, Vol. III, No.5, March 1927 

permit the Board to main­
tain the assumed margin. Although the 
fundamental purpose of the proponents of 
the measure has not changed, the pending 
bills make no reference to price standards. 
They seem to imply that the Board would 
operate under the existing tariff. 

In the present study, therefore, we con­
sider in some detail the practical limitations 
upon the power of the Board to advance the 
domestic price of wheat under the present 
tariff. We discuss what the Board could be 
expected to accomplish within these limi­
tations, and wherein its operating problems 
and the economic consequences of the meas­
ure would differ from those discussed on 
the other basic assumption. In a supple­
mentary section we have included some ob­
servations on the latest bills, with special 
reference to the modifications of the plan 
which they have introduced. 

[ 235 ] 
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Our analysis rests in part upon an in­
tensive study of American importation of 
Canadian wheat covering the crop years 
1923-24 to 1925-26. In a previous issue of 
WHEAT STUDIES (November 1926, Vol. III, 
No.1) we set forth the nature of our wheat 
imports from Canada, the reasons for 
the persistence of this trade, the channels 
through which it takes place, and the con­
siderations which determine its extent. A 
quantity of detailed price data pertinent to 
the problem was assembled and studied, 
and in part published. The different prob­
lem here considered requires the use of 
much of the same material and frequent 
reference to the earlier study, hut a differ­
ent point of approach. 

Throughout the public discussions of the 
proposed policies there has been a singular 
ahsence of concrete analysis. There has 

heen talk of wheat as if it were all alike; of 
the world price as if one could put his 
finger upon it; of an American price, as if 
it were independent of location, variety, 
grade, and milling quality. There has been 
little or no reference to differences among 
American wheats, or between American and 
Canadian wheats. There has been no ade­
quate consideration of the processes of mill­
ers, the merchandising practices attending 
their operations, their competition in differ­
ent regions. It is with such concrete matters 
that a Farm Board, operating in wheat 
directly or indirectly, would have to deal. 
Clarity on these points is essential to a 
sound formulation of the policy which u 
Farm Board is to administer. Among other 
things, it is a prerequisite for ascertaining 
how far American wheat prices could he 
raised behind the present tariff barrier. 

I. FUNDAMENTAL LIMITATIONS UPON PRICE INCREASES 

Before entering upon the study of perti­
nent price data, it is desirable to present 
some broad considerations of a non-statis­
tical character. 

If the effort were made to raise American 
prices of wheat behind the tariff wall, the 
limiting factor would be the importation of 
Canadian wheat over the tariff. This wheat 
competes primarily in Buffalo, and to a 
lesser extent in other ports on the Great 
Lakes, with American spring wheats and 
hard winter wheats. The limitation would 
be directly effective on spring wheats, for 
which Minneapolis is the outstanding public 
market. Less directly the limitation would 
affect endeavors to enhance the prices of 
hard winter and soft red winter wheats. 

Assuming no embargo on imports of 
Canadian wheat, a Wheat Board could, 
through its purchases of current surpluses 
over millers' demands, drive up the price 
of wheat in American ports on the Great 
Lakes to the point at which millers would 
find it just worth while to buy Canadian 
wheat and pay the duty and shipment costs 
thereon. Domestic prices could be main­
tained at a level such that Canadian wheat 
would trickle into American ports on the 
Great Lakes and sell for not over 50 cents 
a bushel (42 cents duty plus 8 cents ship-

ment costs) above the Winnipeg price of 
this wheat. Above this point domestic prices 
could not be raised, for at higher prices 
Canadian wheat would flow in larger quan­
tities, millers would buy this in preference 
to American wheats, and the Wheat Board 
would have to purchase most of the Ameri­
can wheat offered. 

This would not mean, however, that 
American wheats would sell, for example 
at Buffalo, for 50 cents a bushel over the 
Winnipeg price of Canadian wheat, even 
when Canadian wheats were being im­
ported; for, by and large, Canadian wheats 
are intrinsically superior, from the millers' 
standpoint, to American spring wheats. l 

Canadian hard spring wheat is heavier, 
cleaner, and has a higher percentage of 
vitreous kernels, contains a higher percent­
age of protein, and produces more flour per 
bushel than does American hard spring 
wheat. This superiority, grade for grade 
and for the crop as a whole, exists practi­
cally always. It varies from year to year; 
but year in and year out, for customary uses 
by American millers, elevator-run No. 3 
Manitoba Northern is about the equal of 

1 More fully discussed in "American Importation of 
Canadian Wheat," WHEAT STUDIES, November 1926, 
III, 9-12. 
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average choice No.1 Dark Northern. To 
compare No. 1 Manitoba Northern with 
No.1 Dark Northern would be misleading 
from the standpoint of the qualities and of 
the amounts of those grades that are pres­
ent in the crops of the two countries. In 
less degree this is true also of No.2 Mani­
toba Northern.1 Canada has always a large 
surplus of premium-grade hard spring 
wheat; on the other hand, with our high 
standards of flour milling, we have usually 
some deficiency of premium soft red winter, 
of premium hard winter, and particularly 
of premium hard spring wheat. 

This situation is the basis of the buying 
practices of mills.2 The mills have their 
blending formulas and flour standards, 
which they preserve within a price. When­
ever these standards cannot be exactly pre­
served (on account of too great scarcity and 
too high price of particular wheats), the 
most effective and the least expensive adap­
tation is made. Under some circumstances 
it pays a mill to import No.1 Manitoba 
Northern rather than No.3 Manitoba North­
ern as an alternative to seeking out fancy 
high-protein Montana hard wheat. 

As a result of these conditions, millers in 
Buffalo and other ports on the Great Lakes 
can afford to pay a higher price per bushel 
for Canadian wheats, c.i.f. duty-paid, than 
for American wheats. The degree of superi­
ority varies from year to year, and even 
within a season; so also does the premium 
that mills are ready to pay for Canadian 
wheats. But some premium, amounting to 
several cents a bushel, the mills are always 
ready to pay. This premium would persist 
if a Wheat Board were to bid up American 
wheat prices. 

Moreover, if the Wheat Board were to 
drive up American wheat prices to a point 

'See footnote (4), below. 
'More fully discussed ill \VUEAT STUUIES, Novcmber 

1926, III, 12-18. 
• Congressional Record, May 25, 1 !l26, p. !l!l15. 
• III an address before the I{ansns Day Club, Topelul, 

l{a\1sas, .January 2!l, 1 !l27. On the hasis of the de­
scriptive definitions of the legal gradcs, No. 1 Dark 
Northern Spring would seem to be comparable with 
N? 2 Manitoba; but it is the experience of American 
mIllers familiar with the grinding of both wheats, 
that elevator-run No. 3 Manitoba Northern is com­
parable with, or a little better than, the general run 
of No.1 Dark Northern for the customary purposes of 
American mills. 

at which Canadian wheat would flow in, 
and to maintain prices of American wheaLs 
in Buffalo at a level of say 40 cents above 
the Winnipeg price, this would not cause a 
40-cent enhancement of American wheat 
prices. Already, under the present tariff, 
without controlled marketing, prices of 
American wheats rule above Winnipeg 
prices. It is not in accord with experience 
to assert that the wheat tariff is or has been 
ineffective, or that the price of the entire 
American crop has he en fixed hy the price 
of the fraction exported. The tariff has 
had some price effect, though, as in the case 
of many manufactured goods, it has not 
caused domestic prices to rise hy the full 
extent of the duty plus inward shipment 
costs. Our export surplus has tended to 
depress domestic prices, hut it has not 
caused the entire crop to he sold at export 
prices, as has so often heen alleged. 

The precise extent to which the tariff has 
heen effective in raising American wheat 
prices at terminals or to the growers, we 
are not in a position to say. Sir Josiah 
Stamp, in his comments on the situation, 
used a hypothetical figure of 20 cents a 
hushel. 3 Secrelary Jardine has recently 
stated :4 

Since the enactment of the emergency tariff in 
May, 1921, the annual average price for No.1 dark 
northern spring wheat at Minneapolis has been 
from 16 to 27 cents a bushel above the level of 
No.2 northern Manitoba at Winnipeg (two ap­
proximately comparable grades of wheat), except 
for a few months when our heavy 1924 crop, 
coupled with a light foreign crop, put us sub­
stantially on an export basis. 

The Secretary of Agriculture made a par­
ticularized comparison; it seems probable 
that the margin between No.1 Dark North­
ern Spring and No. 2 Manitoha Northern 
would not be the same as for the entire 
spring-wheat crops of the two countries. 
Moreover, the Secretary specifically ex­
cluded a period when we were practically 
on an export basis; for the entire period the 
margin would have heen smaller. Further­
more, it seems certain that American spring­
wheat prices are more favorably influenced 
hy the tariff than are the other representa­
tive milling wheats; and that the relatively 
low price of Pacific wheats, durums, and un­
desirable varieties of winter wheats would 
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still further reduce the weighted average. 
Experienced observers in the trade, while 
unwilling to be quoted for publication, have 
expressed the opinion that the average price 
difference between Canadian and American 
wheats runs from 10 to 15 cents a bushel, or 
somewhat lower or higher in an occasional 
year. 

Certainly the figure would vary from year 
to year. If, however, some such figures rep­
resent the effective enhancement of Ameri­
can wheat prices due to the present tariff, 
without controlled marketing, and in view 
of the intrinsic superiority of Canadian 
wheat expressed in premiums for this 
wheat, it is clear that the Wheat Board, 
operating with the present tariff, would be 
unable to enhance American wheat prices 
by anything like 50 cents a bushel. 

Strong support to this inference is af­
forded by the actual importations of wheat 
during the past three crop years. In each 
of the past three years some Canadian 
wheat has been imported over the tariff 
barrier to be milled for domestic consump­
tion. In 1923-24, when until April 1924 the 
duty was 30 cents a bushel, these imports 
were quite substantial. Imports have not 
been large since the duty was raised from 
30 to 42 cents a bushel, and they have 
occurred largely within rather limited por­
tions of the year. In view of these importa­
tions, it is clearly to be inferred that the 
limits to the process of enhancing domestic 
prices must have been narrow. Had the 
margin been really wide, no Canadian 
wheat would have been imported for do­
mestic consumption: the duty would have 
been prohibitive. 

Now the American wheat grower is essen­
tially interested, not in the margin between 
American and Canadian prices, whatever 
it is or could be made to be, but in the net 
price advantage that he could secure under 
the proposed plan as compared with what 
he would receive without it. It is this ad­
vantage that we propose to appraise, as 
nearly as can be done with available data. 

THE PROBLEM OF A WHEAT BOARD 

This is not a mere academic question. If 
the pending bills were enacted into law, 
declared constitutional, and the scheme 

placed in operation under a Wheat Board 
acting through denominated agencies, the 
Board would have to formulate its policy 
and procedure in part on the consideration 
of three important variables: (1) the intrin­
sic milling superiority of Canadian hard 
spring wheat; (2) the existing enhancement 
of American wheat prices in consequence 
of the tariff; and (3) the existing regional 
relationships within the American milling 
industry in connection with freight rates on 
wheats and flour and with the geographi­
cal distribution of wheat production. The 
Board would know that the American price 
could not be raised as much as 50 cents 
above the Canadian price, because Ameri­
can wheat is intrinsically inferior to Cana­
dian wheat. The Board would know his­
torically that since the establishment of the 
present tariff duty the weighted American 
price has never approached 42 cents over 
the Canadian price, but that, because of the 
existing tariff and other factors, it has been 
higher than the Canadian price in several 
recent years. The Board would naturally 
seek to learn how far it would be possible, 
in the particular year of operation, to raise 
American wheat prices behind the tariff 
wall, in the light of the influence of the 
three varying factors that have been men­
tioned. Looking at these three variables in 
the past, the Board would obtain some idea 
of what could be expected in the future. 

The extent of intrinsic superiority of 
Canadian wheat is ordinarily established 
empirically quite soon after the harvest, 
since the mills have the advantage of their 
previous experiences. Something corre­
sponding to the intrinsic superiority of Ca­
nadian wheat would be revealed to the 
Board by the premiums on protein being 
quoted in the Minneapolis market. If, for 
example, 14 per cent protein were quoted 
with a premium of 15 cents a bushel, that 
price would roughly correspond to the 
millers' estimate of the value of elevator­
run No.1 Manitoba Northern. From the 
American millers' standpoint, Canadian 
wheat is under-priced in Winnipeg, to an 
extent that represents the equivalent of a 
substantial reduction in the duty. The 
Board would find that this difference ex­
isted every year, and it could become ac-
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quainted with the extent of its variation in 
past years. 

The difference between the· price levels 
of American and Canadian hard wheats 
cannot be determined until the close of the 
crop year, even for spring wheats; but a 
rough measure of the seasonal difference 
could be reached fairly early in the period 
of heavy autumnal marketing. The Board 
could get a general idea of how much the 
difference had been in past years, and make 
an estimate of the current difference. The 
price advantage held by American wheat 
at present would naturally minimize the 
scope of action of the Board behind the 
tariff wall. The actual test of the scope 
would be a market test, and the indicator 
would be the duty-paid importation of Ca­
nadian wheat. 

The Board would further operate under 
limitations imposed by existing relation­
ships in the milling industry. In the course 
of time we have developed regional rela­
tions in wheat growing and flour milling 
that are the expression of soil and climate, 
distribution of population, and evolution 
of freight-rate structure. The freight-rate 
structure is hardly subject to change during 
the year and the distribution of population 
changes slowly. The flour market is rela­
tively stable for the different types of flour 
and the different classes of population. 
Great variations occur, however, in the 
quantities and qualities of the wheat crops 
of the different regions. Since milling ca­
pacity is everywhere excessive, these re­
gional variations in quantities and qualities 
of the wheat crop result in annual varia­
tions in the regional activities of flour mills, 
the total outturn of flour and the distri­
bution in consumptive channels remaining 
relatively constant. The Board would need 
to determine, as an act of policy, whether 
these regional adjustments should be left 
to themselves at the contemplated higher 
price level, or whether the Board should 
contemplate arbitrary alterations in, or sta­
bilization of, flour milling in the different 
regions. To secure the co-operation of 
the milling industry the Board would be 
strongly impelled to interfere as little as 
possible with the relationships that would 
exist without it. In any event, the inevitable 
~egional variations in quantities and quali-

ties of the wheat crop produce variations in 
regional prices that inevitably would mod­
ify the primary tactics of the Board in driv­
ing up the domestic price of wheat at other 
points than at the threshold of import. 

A Wheat Board might conceivably elect 
to follow a purely experimental method, 
and determine by trial and error how far 
it could drive up domestic prices in each of 
the several regions of the country. If it were 
well advised, however, it would study the 
occurrences of recent years for the purpose 
of instruction. Certainly it would do this 
if it contained experienced grain traders or 
flour millers among its membership or on 
its staff of experts. 

In order to determine, for a given year, 
what might be the behavior of the three 
variables that have been described, the 
Board could ask what had been their be­
havior during previous seasons. This the 
Board could test out on the basis of avail­
able price material. It could first inquire 
in what periods and to what extent duty­
paid importation had taken place. It could 
attempt to correlate such importation with 
price differentials prevailing at the time of 
importation, and for periods of no impor­
tation the Board could attempt to determine 
at what price differentials importations did 
not occur. Selecting comparable Canadian 
and American spring wheats at a com­
mon point undisturbed by transportation 
charges, the Board could determine for a 
completed season the margin between the 
price of duty-paid Canadian wheat and 
domestic wheat. This margin, broadly con­
sidered, would represent the difference be­
tween (1) 42 cents and (2) the sum of the 
price advantage of American wheat and of 
the intrinsic superiority of Canadian wheat 
in terms of price. This difference would 
represent hypothetically the maximum 
amount of price increase possible. The 
Board could then determine by scrutiny of 
these margins, or spreads, particularly in 
relation to their seasonal behavior, what 
might have been expected as a result of a 
price-raising procedure. 

Having thus roughly determined what 
might have been possible in a particular 
completed year, for example 1923-24, the 
Board would have something to guide it in 
the event of the appearance of another year 



240 THE McNARY-HAUGEN PLAN AS APPLIED TO WHEAT 

in which the quantities and qualities of 
wheat in the two countries resembled those 
of 1923-24. If the Board were able to secure 
representative samples of crop years, such 
an orientation would enable it, in advance 
of empirical results and indeed in prepara­
tion for them, to modify its procedures in 
accordance with the behavior of the vari­
ables in a particular crop year. 

In the following analysis we have at­
tempted a portion of such a study as a 
Wheat Board would find it useful or per­
haps necessary to make as a basis for 
intelligent determination of policies and 

procedures. In this discussion we proceed 
first to consider how far it would have been 
possible, in each of the past three crop 
years, to drive up prices of American wheats 
at Buffalo. For transportation reasons, Buf­
falo is the principal import threshold.1 It 
lies on the natural route of Canadian wheat 
shipped through the United States to over­
seas export markets. Shipment costs on 
Canadian wheat to Buffalo are no higher 
than to other American milling centers 
along the Great Lakes. After considering 
the case at Buffalo, we shall be able to con­
sider other wheats and other milling centers. 

II. LIMITS SUGGESTED BY VARIOUS PRICE COMPARISONS FOR BUFFALO 

The discussion can be made most con­
crete if we first phrase the problem as fol­
lows: How great an advance in prices of 
American wheats at Buffalo could have 
been secured during the past three crop 
years, with the present tariff, if a Wheat 
Board had been in full operation under the 
plan now proposed? 

Price comparisons for Buffalo can be 
made simply and with substantial accuracy, 
in the absence of published quotations in 
Buffalo itself, if one takes Winnipeg prices 
of Canadian spring wheat, plus 42 cents, 
and Minneapolis prices of American spring 
wheat. No allowance for freight is neces­
sary, for costs of shipping American wheat 
from Duluth or Minneapolis to Buffalo are 
roughly equal to costs of shipping Canadian 
wheat from the head of the lakes (as quoted 
at Winnipeg) to Buffalo.2 

The past three years are especially valu­
able for such comparisons because they 
present three different situations each of 
which is likely to recur. The first year, 
1923-24, was one of a bumper crop in 
Canada and a moderately large but low­
quality crop in the United States. In 1924-
25 the Canadian crop was short and poor, 

1 For fuller discussion, see "American Importation 
of Canadian Wheat," WHEAT STUDIES, November 1926, 
III, 18-23. 

"Duluth prices are about the same as Minneapolis 
prices, but much less comprehensive and representa­
tive. On the general subject, see WHEAT STUDIES, No­
vember 1926, III, 18-32. 

and the American crop large and good. In 
1925-26 the Canadian crop was large, the 
American crop short, but both were of good 
quality. 

The analysis would be exceedingly simple 
if all wheats were the same in Canada and 
in the United States; if crops and crop con­
ditions were uniform from one crop year to 
another; and if marketing proceeded at a 
uniform or predictable rate. These con­
ditions do not exist. In both countries crops 
vary greatly, in size and in quality, from 
year to year. In Canada wheats are very 
homogeneous as to type, vary considerably 
in grade and quality, but are on the whole 
distinctly superior in quality to the spring 
wheats of the United States. In this coun­
try there are many spring wheats, exhibit­
ing extreme variations in quality and in 
price. The rate of marketing varies greatly 
from year to year. 

There is therefore no single series of 
quotations within the narrow range of Ca­
nadian prices that can be directly com­
pared, on the basis of milling values, with 
any single series of quotations within the 
wide range of American prices. It is there­
fore necessary to make a number of price 
comparisons, all of them containing one 
kind of bias or another, and to use these 
critically, as checks upon one another and 
in combination, to reach a reasonably trust­
worthy appraisal. 

We have made six separate comparisons, 
using in each case weekly averages of daily 
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prices/ for the three years from July 1923 
to June 1926. Although the spring-wheat 
crop year runs roughly from September to 
August, we have used the July-June ye~r 
because it is the milling year and because It 
would probably be the crop year upon 
which a Wheat Board would operate. The 
detailed comparisons are shown in appen­
dix tables, and the margins shown by the 
different comparisons are summarized in 
Table 1, pp. 243-44. 

SERIES COMPARED 

As a preliminary to drawing inferences 
from the comparisons, it is necessary to 
indicate the nature of the series compared 
and certain qualifications affecting each. 

1. Comparison of Futures Prices.-We 
first compare prices of the nearest future 
at Winnipeg, plus 42 cents, with prices of 
the nearest future at Minneapolis. At first 
sight, this might seem a rational as well as 
a convenient procedure, and the margins 
shown are comparatively wide. This com­
parison, however, is vitiated by several 
facts. The wheats deliverable on futures 
contracts are quite different in the two mar­
kets; the relations between cash prices and 
futures in each country, and the relations 
between the futures in the two countries, 
vary from year to year. 

In Canada, a miller can accept delivery 
of wheat under a hedge, knowing that he 
will receive elevator-run No. 1 Manitoba 
Northern, or other official grade under a 
stated differential. The deliverable wheats 
are mixed to some extent, but are never­
theless representative high-grade wheats 
that the miller can readily use in his mill­
ing operations. 

In the United States, however, a miller can 
rarely afford to accept delivery on a hedge, 
for he knows that he would receive low­
quality mixed No.1 Dark Northern wheat, 
or mixed lower grades at stated differen­
tials. These would represent the milling 
culls of the spring-wheat region. Most mills 
are averse to purchasing such wheats in the 
cash grain market, and they can be utilized 

1 Comparisons of daily data could readily be made. 
As we have tested it, however, the additional labor 
would yield results essentially the same as we have 
secured by the use of weekly averages. 

to advantage only to mix with high-grade 
wheats in an extensive milling program. 
Only the largest mills could afford to take 
delivery of even a moderate amount of such 
wheats. The average value of these wheats 
would be substantially below the weighted 
average price of cash sales, and usually in 
the lowest ranges of cash prices of the day. 
During the periods of the May and July 
futures the wheat deliverable on future 
contracts would be worth to the miller rela­
tively much less than the wheats he had 
heen purchasing throughout the autumn 
and winter. 

How misleading would be any inference 
from comparison of futures prices is shown 
by a comparison of the difference in each 
country between futures and cash closing 
prices, using for Minneapolis the high cash 
closing price that most nearly corresponds 
to the cash closing price in Winnipeg. In 
Winnipeg during the crop year 1923-24, the 
average price of futures was 1.1 cents below 
the cash closing price; in 1924-25, it was 1.7 
cents; and in 1925-26, it was 3.2 cents. In 
Minneapolis, on the contrary, for the crop 
of 1923-24, the average price of the futures 
was 16.8 cents below that of the high cash 
closing price; in 1924-25, it was 30.3 cents; 
and in 1925-26 it was 20.7 cents. Contrasted 
with Canada, the future in Minneapolis 
stands relatively considerably too low. 

How such a use of prices of futures might 
lead to an absurd conclusion may further 
be illustrated for the year 1924-25. Ordi­
narily, the yearly average of futures prices 
in Winnipeg stands considerably below the 
corresponding figure for Minneapolis; for 
example, it was 11.2 cents lower in 1923-24 
and 7.0 cents lower in 1925-26; but in 1924-
25 the Winnipeg price stood 12.3 cents above 
the Minneapolis price. If, now, one were to 
add 42 cents to the Winnipeg price for 1924-
25, 164.3 cents, this would give a figure of 
206.3 cents as the point to which the Ameri­
can price of 152.0 might hypothetically be 
driven. But the average cash closing price 
of No. 1 wheat in Winnipeg for the year 
was 166.0, which, plus 42 cents, gives 208 
cents. The average of high cash closing 
prices in Minneapolis was 182.3 cents, which 
subtracted from 208 cents leaves 25.7 cents 
as the margin between cash closing prices, 
whereas on the basis of futures, the margin 
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would have been 54.3 cents. Thus, due to 
an unusual position of futures in Winnipeg, 
the use of futures to judge of the p')ssibility 
of bidding up the price leads to a result 
twice as large as demonstrably could be ac­
complished on the basis of cash closing 
prices. 

This all means that a Wheat Board, if it 
sought to use futures prices as the basis 
of driving up American cash prices, would 
soon find itself without the support of mills 
in competition with each other; for the 
mills would know to what price-point the 
milling value of the wheat was related and 
they would not pass that price-point. The 
consideration of these various merchan­
dising factors leads to the conclusion that 
a comparison of futures prices in Minne­
apolis and Winnipeg cannot be employed 
to judge of the extent to which American 
prices might have been driven up in the 
past or as a rule of action for a Wheat 
Board in the future. 

II. Comparisons of Top Cash Prices.­
Second, we compare the cash closing prices 
of No. 1 Manitoba Northern, plus 42 cents, 
with the highest cash closing prices quoted 
for No.1 Dark Northern Spring at Minne­
apolis. These are comparisons of high­
grade wheats. A large amount of Canadian 
wheat grades No.1; there is much less 
No.1 Dark Northern Spring of the quality 
represented in the highest cash closing 
prices. The margins shown are too wide 
because elevator-run No.1 Manitoba is in­
trinsically much superior to the general 
run of No.1 Dark Northern Spring, and in 
most years superior to the qualities of this 
grade that are covered by the highest quo­
tations used. A fairer comparison would 
be made by using prices of No. 1 Hard 
Spring Wheat, or Fancy Montana, which 
regularly command premiums over No.1 
Dark Northern; but the quantities of these 
wheats are usually so limited that com­
plete and representative series of quota­
tions cannot be secured. The upward bias 
of these figures is smaller than in the com­
parison of futures prices, but it renders 
impossible the direct use of these margins 
to indicate how far a Wheat Board might 
have driven up domestic prices of No.1 
Dark Northern. 

III. Comparisons of Fairly Comparable 
Wheats.-Third, we compare daily low 
cash prices of No.3 Manitoba Northern at 
Winnipeg, plus 42 cents, and the weighted 
average of cash sales of No.1 Dark North­
ern Spring at Minneapolis. These are fairly 
comparable wheats. The latter series, as 
computed by the U. S. Department of Agri­
culture, is quite representative because of 
the large volume, but includes a large 
amount of low-quality No.1 wheaU No.3 
Manitoba Northern is intrinsically compa­
rable with the general run of No. 1 Dark 
Northern, with a tendency to advantage, 
varying from year to year, in favor of the 
Canadian wheat. For this reason, and since 
the range between daily highs and lows for 
No.3 at Winnipeg is not large, we have 
used daily lows in Winnipeg instead of 
daily highs or the average of the two. 

IV. Comparison of High Cash Sales.­
Fourth, we compare high cash sales of 
No.3 Manitoba Northern at Winnipeg, plus 
42 cents, with high cash sales of No.1 Dark 
Northern at Minneapolis. The high cash 
price at Winnipeg represents the best of 
elevator-run; the high cash sales price at 
Minneapolis represents fancy milling sam­
ples within No. 1. Here again are fairly 
comparable wheats, with less bias either 
way than appears in the two preceding 
comparisons. But in a year of a short 
American crop, as in 1925-26, the bias may 
favor the American wheats. 

V. Comparison of Cash Closing Prices.­
Fifth, we compare cash closing prices of 
No.3 Manitoba Northern at Winnipeg, plus 
42 cents, with high cash closing prices of 
No.1 Dark Northern at Minneapolis. The 
cash closing price in Winnipeg is a single 
figure, representative of elevator-run aver­
age No.3 Manitoba. At Minneapolis, instead 
of a single figure, we have three ranges­
"ordinary to good," "good to choice," 
"choice to fancy." The latter includes the 
higher qualities of No.1 Dark Northern and 
is surpassed only by Hard Spring and spe­
cial Montana wheats. As a rule, this is the 
class that most nearly corresponds, for the 

1 Some hard spring wheats, purchased by mills in 
the country, do not appear in the Minneapolis market, 
and the average quality of these wheats is above the 
average of the crop. 
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miller, to No.3 wheat purchasable at cash 
closing prices in Winnipeg. 

VI. Comparisons of High Cash Prices 
and Quotatiom.-Finally we compare the 
high cash price of No.3 Manitoba Northern 
at Winnipeg, plus 42 cents, with the high 
quotations (of a range of varying qualities) 
on the basis of the nearest future, of No.1 
Dark Northern Spring at Minneapolis. Min­
neapolis prices represent millers' quota­
tions rather than those of grain dealers or 
exporters, and as there are no regularly 
published quotations of this character in 
Winnipeg, we use for comparison the fairly 
comparable high cash prices at Winnipeg. 

SUMMARY OF COMPARISONS 

The weekly margins between the Winni­
peg prices (plus 42 cents a bushel) and 
the Minneapolis prices, on the six different 
bases of comparison, are summarized in 
Table 1. The results are far from identical 
because the several comparisons utilize 
somewhat different wheat values and 
forms of quotation. 

The margins shown by the first compari­
son are very much wider than in any of the 
others, and, for the reasons already stated, 
they afford no direct basis for judging the 
extent to which prices could have been 
driven up by a Wheat Board. The second 
comparison is subject to the same sort of 
bias, though in lesser degree, and affords a 
very narrow basis for judging the limits of 
price-raising tactics. The last four compari­
sons, though showing different margins, are 
more representative and therefore more 
significant. The annual averages for the last 
five bases, and the averages of the five in 
each crop year, run as follows, in cents per 
bushel: 

1923-U 

Basis II ............. 15.1 
Basis III ............ 11.5 
Basis IV ............ 8.2 
Basis V ............. 7.8 
Basis VI ............ 8.5 

Average ............ 10.2 

1924-25 
25.7 
33.3 
16.1 
16.4 
16.9 

21.7 

1925-26 
17.5 
15.8 

5.5 
8.8 

12.2 

12.0 

These figures suggest that in 1924-25, 
with an unusually short crop in Canada and 
a large crop in the United States, American 

TABLE 1.-MAHGINS BETWEEN WINNIPEG PRICES, 
PLUS 42 CENTS, AND MINNEAPOLIS PRICES, 

ON SIX DIFFERENT BASES* 

(Cel/I .• per bu .• hel) 
==-o=~_=-= ---- -----1-""-= -,~~_,",-",C",_,,~,~~~=-,=o=~, 

Week Bueia BUBls BUHIB BaRis I BaBle BUBIB Ave. of 
ending L [[ III IV V VI It-VI 

--------------------
1923 
• July 7 ... 47.0 20.0 , 28.9 15.9 14.5 17.1 19.3 
July 14 ... 45.6 18.1 25.5 12.8 11.8 11.5 15.9 
July 21 ... 46.8 19.5 2.5.8 14.9 12.6 12.4 17.1 
July 28 ... 44.1 17.5 22.0 11.3 10.3 9.9 14.2 
Aug. 4 ... 34.7 15.7 20.7 9.5 8.5 8.4 12.6 
Aug. 11 ... 30.2 20.fi 22.1 14.7 13.7 14.3 17.1 
Aug. 18 ... 27.4 24.4 22.6 15.6 17.3 17.6 19.5 
Aug. 25 ... 29.3 32.0 28.7 25.7 23.7 24.5 26.9 
Sept. 1 ... 28.0 30.1 24.0 21.0 20.1 21.8 23.4 
Sept. 8 ... 26.3 27.3 19.2 18.7 17.9 19.6 20.5 
Sept. 15 ... 24.6 2.3.5 13.5 13.9 13.3 16.1 16.1 
Sept. 22 ... 2.5.3 18.0 13.5 13.3 12.7 14.8 14.5 
Sept. 29 ... 24.9 13.7 9.1 7.8 7.9 8.7 9.4 
Oct. 6 ... 22.4 13.7 9.9 8.4 8.3 8.4 9.7 
Oct. 13 ... 22.4 12.0 7.7 6.0 5.9 7.2 7.8 
Oct. 20 ... 23.4 11.5 5.6 3.8 4.0 5.0 6.0 
Oct. 27 ... 24.4 11.1 4.2 3.1 3.1 3.7 5.0 
Nov. 3 ... 27.0 13.2 7.5 5.4 5.2 5.9 7.4 
Nov. 10 ... 28.5 18.0 12.5 9.3 10.0 10.6 12.1 
Nov. 17 ... 30.1 19.7 13.9 11.6 11.5 12.5 13.8 
Nov. 24 ... 30.3 19.1 12.9 11.1 10.8 10.8 12.9 
Dec. 1 ... 29.0 16.5 10.2 7.9 8.0 8.6 10.2 
Dec. 8 ... 25.0 13.4 7.2 5.4 4.7 6.0 7.3 
Dec. 15 ... 25.3 11.6 5.5 4.5 3.7 5.1 6.1 
Dec. 22 ... 26.9 13.7 8.7 6.0 5.7 6.7 8.2 
Dec. 29 ... 27.3 14.3 9.7 7.2 6.4 6.9 8.9 

1924 
Jan. 5 ... 28.5 12.7 6.5 5.3 4.7 5.3 6.9 
Jan. 12 ... 30.6 12.7 6.7 4.9 4.8 5.1 6.8 
Jan. 19 ... 30.4 11.6 6.8 5.0 4.0 5.5 6.6 
Jan. 26 ... 30.1 11.5 7.2 4.6 3.9 4.4 6.3 
Feb. 2 ... 29.6 10.6 6.6 4.3 3.4 3.8 5.7 
Feb. 9 ... 30.1 11.5 7.3 5.2 4.6 5.9 6.9 
Feb. 16 ... 30.4 12.6 8.2 5.7 5.7 7.2 7.9 
Feb. 23 ... 30.0 11.9 7.0 4.1 4.6 5.1 6.5 
Mar. 1. .. 30.1 11.9 8.1 5.4 4.3 5.5 7.0 
Mar. 8 ... 28.3 9.6 6.6 2.0 2.1 1.8 4.4 
Mar. 15 ... 29.1 10.6 I 5.5 3.3 3.5 3.7 5.3 
Mar. 22 ... 28.9 10.2 6.1 3.6 3.3 3.8 5.4 
Mar. 29 ... 29.5 11.6 7.0 4.0 4.4 5.7 6.5 
Apr. 5 ... 28.8 11.4 6.4 4.2 4.2 4.4 6.1 
Apr. 12 ... 30.1 12.3 7.8 6.1 5.0 5.2 7.3 
Apr. 19 ... 31.1 12.5 8.8 5.3 5.3 6.1 7.6 
Apr. 26 ... 30.3 10.3 5.4 4.5 3.1 4.6 5.6 
May 3 .•. 32.3 12.5 9.0 6.7 5.7 6.2 8.0 
May 10 ... 32.2 12.5 8.0 5.9 5.9 6.1 7.7 
May 17 ... 32.4 12.5 8.6 5.7 5.8 5.6 7.6 
May 24 ... 34.5 14.3 9.7 8.1 7.7 8.4 9.6 
May 31 ... 35.0 14.5 10.9 8.5 7.9 8.8 10.1 
June 7 ... 37.7 17.6 13.1 10.4 10.9 11.0 12.6 
June 14 ... 36.9 14.3 10.9 7.9 7.3 7.6 9.6 
.June 21 ... 39.4 12.8 8.0 6.2 5.8 6.2 7.8 
June 28 ... 39.9 11.8 8.8 4.5 4.2 4.3 6.7 

Average ... 30.8 15.1 11.5 8.2 7.8 8.5 10.2 

• Dutu from Appendix Tables I-VI. 
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Week 
ending 

1924 
July 5 ... 
. July 12 ... 
.Tuly 19 ... 
July 26 ... 
Aug. 2 ... 
Aug. 9 ... 
Aug. 16 ... 
Aug. 23 ... 
Aug. 30 ... 
Sept. 6 ... 
Sept. 13 ... 
Sept. 20 ... 
Sept. 27 ... 
Oct. 4 ... 
Oct. 11. .. 
Oct. 18 ... 
Oct. 25 ... 
Nov. 1. .. 
Nov. 8 ... 
Nov. 15 ... 
Nov. 22 ... 
Nov. 29 ... 
Dec. 6 ... 
Dec. 13 ... 
Dec. 20 ... 
Dec. 27 ... 

1925 
Jan. 3 ... 
Jan. 10 ... 
.Tan. 17 ... 
.Tan. 24 ... 
.Tan. 31 ... 
Feb. 7 ... 
Feb. 14 ... 
Feb. 21. .. 
Feb. 28 ... 
Mar. 7 ... 
Mar. 14 ... 
Mar". 21 ... 
Mar. 28 ... 
Apr. 4 ... 
Apr. 11. .. 
Apr. 18 ... 
Apr. 25 ... 
May 2 ... 
May 9 ... 
May 16 ... 
May 23 ... 
May 30 ... 
June 6 ... 
.Tune 13 ... 
June 20 ... 
.Tune 27 •.. 

Average ... 

TABLE I.-Continued 
(Cents per bushel) 

BaBIB BaBIB BUBIB BaBIB BaslB 
I II III IV V 

"----------

41.8 14.3 11.4 7.0 6.6 
43.9 16.3 14.1 9.6 8.4 
46.9 21.8 18.7 15.0 13.8 
53.2 30.0 24.8 22.0 21.6 
53.0 35.7 31.5 30.2 26.8 
47.9 35.6 30.4 27.1 26.2 
49.1 35.4 36.2 29.8 25.4 
46.1 31.9 36.0 26.3 24.7 
45.7 36.2 35.0 27.7 27.9 
47.2 39.1 36.7 31.3 30.6 
49.5 40.0 40.5 33.1 33.4 
50.2 38.1 41.4 33.6 32.5 
52.2 37.4 43.2 32.7 32.3 
55.1 37.2 40.4 30.5 29.5 
57.8 40.2 41.7 33.3 30.3 
56.9 38.3 38.7 27.9 28.6 
57.0 37:7 39.0 23.1 28.8 
54.1 35.0 38.7 23.5 25.3 
53.9 37.9 38.2 21.1 25.9 
55.8 37.5 37.2 23.5 25.8 
56.0 36.7 48.2 24.9 26.0 
53.2 33.1 36.7 22.6 23.0 
48.3 28.2 29.6 16.7 17.2 
47.3 25.8 30.5 12.1 14.9 
48.8 15.4 28.9 4.8 5.4 
52.8 18.9 33.4 11.8 8.7 

54.5 14.2 27.8 2.9 3.3 
.54.6 12.0 27.4 6.4 .1 
55.7 13.6 29.7 1.2 1.9 
55.4 16.2 31.3 1.2 4.7 
60.1 21.5 33.3 3.0 10.1 
58.2 19.1 34.9 3.9 8.0 
59.5 17.4 35.2 5.9 7.6 
60.5 18.4 37.5 8.8 9.7 
58.6 15.1 34.4 9.2 6.8 
59.8 17.5 31.9 6.0 8.8 
56.5 17.6 31.4 ( .1) 8.2 
53.2 14.3 31.9 5.2 4.4 
54.0 12.3 30.8 10.0 2.6 
51.1 6.9 23.7 5.2 (2.1) 
52.1 10.3 24.7 (3.5) .3 
54.6 13.1 22.3 7.7 3.0 
57.4 14.4 29.5 4.7 5.7 
59.1 19.0 32.4 7.9 10.5 
63.6 24.8 38.2 18.0 16.8 
63.6 25.9 39.4 18.3 17.9 
68.5 31.4 43.1 28.9 23.4 
69.9 39.6 45.9 34.6 30.8 
57.2 30.7 35.0 14.7 20.4 
56.2 27.1 34.8 15.4 18.6 
52.5 26.0 31.5 10.1 17.0 
52.9 23.4 31.0 12.7 14.2 

.54.3 25.7 33.3 16.1 16.4 

BaBIB Ave. of Week 
VI II-VI cndlng 
----

1925 
7.3 9.3 .Tuly 4 ... 
9.4 11.6 .Tuly 11 ... 

14.0 16.7 .Tuly 18 ... 
22.4 24.2 July 25 ... 
29.1 30.7 Aug. 1 ... 
28.4 29.5 Aug. 8 ... 
28.3 31.0 Aug. 15 ... 
29.3 29.6 Aug. 22 ... 
26.9 30.7 Aug. 29 ... 
30.8 33.7 Sept. 5 ... 
34.1 36.2 Sept. 12 ... 
34.4 36.0 Sept. 19 ... 
36.0 36.3 Sept. 26 ... 
32.7 34.1 Oct. 3 ... 
34.1 35.9 Oct. 10 ... 
28.6 32.4 Oct. 17 ... 
29.5 31.6 Oct. 24 ... 
27.7 30.0 Oct. 31 ... 
26.6 29.9 Nov. 7 ... 
27.8 30.4 Nov. 14 ... 
26.9 32.5 Nov. 21 ... 
24.2 27.9 Nov. 28 ... 
16.6 21.7 Dec. 5 ... 
7.7 18.2 Dec. 12 ... 
1.8 11.3 Dec. 19 ... 
3.2 15.2 Dec. 26 ... 

1926 
2.0 10.0 Jan. 2 ... 
1.7 9.5 Jan. 9 ... 
2.7 9.8 Jan. 16 ... 
2.7 11.2 Jan. 23 ... 
9.4 15.5 Jan. 30 ... 
8.0 14.8 Feb. 6 ... 

10.7 15.4 Feb. 13 ... 
10.5 17.0 Feb. 20 ... 
6.4 14.4 Feb. 27 ... 

10.8 15.0 Mar. 6 ... 
6.0 12.6 Mar. 13 ... 
4.3 12.0 Mar. 20 ... 
1.6 11.5 Mar. 27 ... 

(1.9) 6.4 Apr. 3 ... 
(2.9) 5.8 Apr. 10 ... 
2.9 9.8 Apr. 17 ... 
2.8 11.4 Apr. 24 ... 
9.3 15.8 May 1 ... 

17.7 23.1 May 8 ... 
14.7 23.2 May 15 ... 
20.9 29.5 May 22 ... 
36.0 37.4 May 29 ... 
23.2 24.8 June 5 ... 
21.0 23.4 June 12 ... 
20.3 21.0 June 19 ... 
19.4 20.1 June 26 ... 

16.9 21.7 Average ... 

NO'J'E.-Figures In parentheses ( ) represent negative mar gins. 

TABLE I.-Continued 
(Cents per bushel) 

BaslB BaBIB BaslB BuslB BaBls 
I II III IV V ----------

54.6 25.9 33.2 14.9 16.4 
.51.7 23.8 31.8 15.2 13.8 
48.5 18.4 26.9 5.2 10.3 
47.8 16.6 25.2 11.7 8.8 
44.6 18.6 24.0 8.4 10.6 
30.2 22.2 28.7 17.4 15.4 
28.2 26.0 34.4 23.0 20.1 
28.9 36.6 34.1 21.0 28.2 
28.6 32.2 29.7 16.6 23.7 
24.7 21.4 24.7 11.2 15.8 
26.0 17.6 20.1 6.5 10.8 
26.0 7.5 11.3 (3.7) 2.1 
26.2 4.0 8.2 (6.7) (1.2) 
26.1 1.1 6.0 (10.7) (3.8) 
26.2 (2.1) 3.8 (12.2) (7.2) 
25.3 (4.9) .8 (16.8) (12.1) 
27.3 (1.9) .9 (15.2) (10.1) 
30.3 .3 3.3 (12.6) (7.8) 
30.4 2.8 6.4 (9.5) (3.9) 
31.2 4.4 8.0 (9.5) (2.1) 
31.9 6.4 8.0 (5.6) ( .8) 
37.9 14.4 13.8 2.7 7.9 
33.1 15.2 16.0 5.8 8.9 
32.1 14.5 13.6 2.5 5.7 
29.1 11.6 10.9 (2.0) 3.3 
26.9 10.1 7.3 (4.0) 2.0 

2.5.3 8.3 7.2 (4.0) ( .1) 
33.1 8.7 6.8 (2.9) (1.0) 
32.6 10.7 9.0 (2.3) .2 
33.0 13.3 10.3 0.0 2.8 
32.9 13.2 9.6 1.1 2.1 
35.4 15.7 10.4 2.6 4.7 
36.9 17.7 14.9 4.7 7.1 
36.8 17.4 13.3 4.2 7.4 
35.4 15.0 9.5 .3 5.2 
34.7 15.0 8.9 .7 5.4 
34.5 13.8 7.8 .8 3.6 
36.1 18.0 11.7 6.0 6.9 
38.7 24.5 17.6 11.4 13.0 
39.1 27.6 18.1 14.0 15.6 
39.0 29.2 18.5 15.9 17.3 
38.9 27.7 17.5 14.9 16.5 
42.2 31.8 21.6 19.9 20.9 
40.8 31.2 22.2 17.9 20.6 
39.7 30.5 20.7 17.9 20.8 
39.0 31.0 21.2 19.7 21.7 
38.2 30.8 21.3 18.8 21.5 
37.9 31.2 22.4 19.6 22.6 
43.8 28.8 19.5 15.9 19.7 
40.1 22.1 13.0 10.2 13.1 
41.7 25.1 15.7 11.8 15.9 
42.8 29.3 21.9 15.5 20.0 

35.0 17.5 15.8 5.5 8.8 

BaBls Ave.ot 
VI lJi-lVI ----

19.2 21.9 
17.1 20.3 
12.9 14.7 
12.2 14.9 
11.2 14.6 
16.8 20.1 
22.7 25.2 
27.8 29.5 
26.4 25.7 
22.4 19.1 
15.9 14.2 
6.9 4.8 
4.4 1.7 

.5 (1.4) 
(2.6) (4.1) 
(5.5) (7.7) 
(4.4) (6.1) 
(2.7) (3.9) 

.9 ( .7) 
1.4 .4 
4.1 2.4 

13.8 10.5 
15.6 12.3 
15.4 10.3 
9.7 6.7 
5.3 4.1 

4.3 3.1 
2.5 2.8 
2.7 4.1 
6.1 6.5 
4.8 6.2 
6.6 8.0 

1M 10.9 
9.9 10.4 
8.5 7.7 
7.5 7.5 
6.1 6.4 

10.6 10.6 
16.6 16.6 
18.9 18.8 
19.6 20.1 
18.5 19.0 
23.6 23.6 
23.0 23.0 
21.4 22.3 
23.1 23.3 
23.3 23.1 
25.1 24.2 
21.5 21.1 
15.3 14.7 
17.2 17.1 
22.8 21.9 

12.2 12.0 
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prices of spring wheats might have been 
driven up some 22 cents a bushel. but that 
in years like 1923-24 or 1925-26 the extent 
of possible advance in American prices of 
spring wheat would be much less, say from 
10 to 12 cents a bushel. So far as averages 
can represent so complex a relationship, we 
feel that these fairly represent the possi­
bilities of the situation. 

It is desirable, however, to go behind the 
annual averages. Glancing over the weekly 
averages shown in Table 1, one observes 
that, except in 1924-25, the average Ameri­
can price was within 10 cents of the duty­
paid Canadian price during a strikingly 
large number of weeks, and in a surprising 
number of weeks within 5 cents of that 
price. Table 2 presents a distribution of the 

Canadian wheat was available in volume, 
and that on the whole the margins are 
much narrower in October-March than dur­
ing April-September. 

Since margins were lowest, as a rule, 
when wheats were available in largest 
quantity, one would infer that mills would 
be in a position to stock up at these sea­
sons, and would be less active purchasers 
at other seasons, so that the lower rather 
than the higher margins would represent 
more truly the actual limitations. Since, 
however, there were many weeks in which 
the margin was much wider than 10 cents, 
it may be suggested that in these weeks 
prices could have been driven up so much 
farther that the average advance might 
have been greater than the average figures 

TABLE 2.-NuMRER OF WEEKS SHOWING INDICATED MARGINS BETWEEN WINNIPEG PRICES (PLUS 
42 CENTS) AND MINNEAPOLIS PRICES, COMPARED ON BASES II-VI, 1923-24 TO 1925-26* 

192Z-24 1924-25 11J25-26 
Weeks showIng margin IndIcated Weeks showIng margIn Indleated Weeks showIng margin IndIcated 

MargIn 
(Cents) BasIs 1 BasIs 1 BasIs BasIs BasIs BasIs 1 BasIs I BasIs I BasIs 1 BasIs BasIs I BasIs 1 BasIs I BasIs BasIs 

II III IV V VI II III I IV V VI II III IV V VI 

-45-.1-to--50--.. - .. -. -.. -.-. -.-. -.-. -.-. -.-. -.-. 11-2 t-.-. :-.-. 1-·-· -.-. 1-.-. 1-.-. '-.-. -.-. 
40.1 to 45. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 1 6 . . .. I .. .. I •. i . • • • • . 

~~:~ ~~ i~: : : : : : : . ~ : ~ : i :: :: Ii I ~i . ~ ~~ Ii ~ I .! :: : i : ~ 
20.1 to 25. . . . . . . 3 5 1 2 2 4 I 4 7 5 6 5 I 10 2 8 9 

~~j ~~ ~~::::::: ~~ 3~ J d 2i 1~ I .~ I J Ii i 1~ I ~~ I! I ~ :~ 
_ ~:~ !~ g: : : : : : : : : . ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ :: I : : ~ ~ 1~ ~ i .: ~ ~ ~ 

:m~ :L : :: :: ::,:: :: :J: ::1:: :: :: ~ .; :1 
I I I I I 

• Computed from data in Tal,le 1, pp. 243-44. 

margins in each of the three crop years, for 
the last five bases of comparison. This 
table shows that in 1923-24 there were com­
paratively few weeks in which margins 
were higher than 15 cents, on any of these 
bases, and that predominantly the margins 
were not over 10 cents. The number of 
weeks with higher margins was somewhat 
larger in 1925-26, and much higher in 
1924-25, on account of different relations 
between the crops in the two countries. 
Reference to Table 1 makes it clear that, 
for the most part, the weeks showing the 
widest margins occurred before new-crop 

we have shown. This possibility merits 
some consideration, in connection with the 
seasonal factors at work. 

SEASON AL BEllA VIOR 

Scanning the three years of weekly aver­
age margins shown by the last five bases of 
comparison in Table 1, one observes cer­
tain common tendencies suggesting the 
operation of seasonal factors. With one 
exception in Basis III, the movements of 
the margins are essentially identical in di­
rection, though differing somewhat in onset, 
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degree, and duration. Characteristically, 
spreads are wide in the few months before 
new Canadian wheat comes to market, but 
in September they decline sharply. At the 
lower level, the spreads remain relatively 
comparable until spring, when they widen. 
The points of transition are fairly sharp, 
though varying somewhat from basis to 
basis. During the year 1923-24, the period 
of low spread was from October until June; 
during 1924-25, the period of low spread 
did not begin until December and did not 
last beyond April; during 1925-26 the pe­
riod of low spread appeared in September, 
but did not last beyond March. The one 
significant exception was the spread on 
Basis III during 1924-25, which declined 
less than the spreads on other bases of com­
parison. This aberrant behavior is not easy 
to explain; it was probably due largely to 
the failure of premiums to affect the 
weighted Minneapolis price as much as they 
affected tl;le quotations employed in the 
other four comparisons. 

How can one account for the common 
tendency? Just before the spring wheat 
comes to harvest, the price of old spring 
wheat is likely to be high relative to that 
of new winter wheat. As soon as the Ameri­
can spring-wheat crop is harvested, just 
before the Canadian harvest, Canadian 
wheat may be high relative to ours; but the 
interval is short. The heavy country mar­
keting of spring wheat occurs during Sep­
tember-November, in order to take ad­
vantage of lake navigation. During this 
period of heavy receipts at terminal mar­
kets, American and Canadian spring wheats 
are likely to establish the price relations 
that will be characteristic of the crop year. 
During the winter months, when lake navi­
gation is closed, with large amounts of 
Canadian wheat lying in store at lake ports, 
the Canadian price tends to be low relative 
to the American price. Following the re­
sumption of lake navigation in April, and 
the subsequent overseas flow of wheat from 
lake storage, the price of Canadian wheat 
may rise relative to that of spring wheat in 
the United States. 

Now would it be possible for a Wheat 
Board to take advantage of the seasonal 
relationships in such a way as to raise the 
domestic price of wheat by more than the 

average figures we have reached? No con­
clusive answer to this question can be given, 
but a study of the price material in connec­
tion with the rate of marketing and milling 
practices lends no support to this view. 

In the early part of the period of market­
ing of domestic spring wheat, the margins 
between Winnipeg cash prices (plus duty) 
and Minneapolis cash prices are relatively 
wide, because one compares old-crop Cana­
dian wheat with new-crop American wheat. 
If at this time the Wheat Board should bid 
up the price of wheat in the country, it 
would force American mills either to pay 
the higher price or to lay in less wheat. The 
mills, knowing that later they could choose 
between Canadian wheat and domestic 
wheat, would presumably adapt their pur­
chases and operations to this circumstance 
and await the period when the spreads were 
naturally low and Canadian importations 
readily available. This procedure might 
raise the arithmetic average of the prices 
for the period, but not the weighted aver­
age, for mill purchases would be reduced 
at higher prices and increased at lower 
prices. 

Moreover, millers have other tests than 
wheat prices; they have flour prices at 
home and in Canada. They would natu­
rally employ buying tactics based on their 
recognition of the fact that the margin be­
tween American and Canadian prices is 
subject to considerable seasonal variation. 

The chief restriction upon the price­
raising tactics of the Wheat Board would 
lie in the heavy autumnal marketing of 
Canadian wheat, which makes it then rela­
tively cheap and fills the storage space in 
upper and lower lake ports. This move­
ment the Board could not hope to modify. 
If it attempted to buy up American wheat 
in the fall and hold it until Canadian wheat 
was relatively high, it would run counter to 
established milling practices. When, during 
the fall and early winter, the spread be­
tween American and Canadian prices is 
low, the mills would lay in wheat and the 
Board could not stop them unless, holding 
the entire domestic crop in a pool, it were 
to refuse to sell American wheat to mills 
except for hand-to-mouth operations. Such 
tactics would still further narrow the spread 
in the period of active marketing, and mills 
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would import earlier than they otherwise 
would. Later, when the spread is wider, 
naturally mills would only buy on a hand­
to-mouth basis, and would refuse to ac­
cumulate stocks. Only by a rationing of the 
mills with domestic wheats could the Board 
minimize sales of domestic wheat when the 
spread was narrow and enlarge them when 
the spread was wide, and even thus only by 
stimulation of imports from Canada. This 
would involve, among other things, abo­
lition of the normal curve of milling, at 
what cost to mills and flour buyers cannot 
be foreseen. 

The outcome would not be the same in 
different years, and might vary widely 
under different circumstances in crop yields 
and qualities in the different regions. But 
it would be hazardous for wheat growers 
to stake anything on the assumption that 
domestic prices might be driven up, on 
the average for the spring-wheat crop, as 
far as they could be driven up in the weeks 
of maximum influence. It would be safer 
to assume that an average figure would rep­
resent the most that could be accomplished. 
Against the weeks in which it would be 

possible to drive the price up higher must 
be balanced the weeks in which it would 
not be possible to drive up so much. The 
actual result might easily be below the 
average, for the weeks of active marketing 
and low spreads have more actual signifi­
cance than the weeks of light marketing. 

We feel the conclusion is irresistible that, 
during two of the last three crop years, 
when the Canadian crop was representa­
tive, an appraisal of the prices current on 
the two sides of the international boundary 
indicates that the maximum effect of a suc­
cessful administration of the equalization 
fee with the tariff of 42 cents would have 
been an increase, in the price of American 
spring wheats at Buffalo, of something like 
12 cents a bushel. 

This conclusion is reinforced by the con­
sideration that both in 1923-24 and 1925-26, 
Canadian wheats were imported over a 
tariff of 42 cents a bushel, though in small 
amounts and at irregular intervals. It could 
not have required a radical advance in 
American prices to attract considerably 
larger and more continuous importations 
over the 42-cent duty.l 

III. LIMITATIONS IN OTHER MARKETS 

Thus far we have considered only Ameri­
can spring wheat at Buffalo. Some consid­
eration must be given to other markets than 

1 In the recent discussions of the latest bills, it has 
been suggested that it might be held legally possible 
to apply the equalization fee to imported as well as 
to domestic wheat. If this ·were done, it would have 
the effect of raising the tariff duty by the amount of 
the equalization fee. With a substantially higher 
tariff, such as we predicated in our previous discus­
sion, a high equalization fee might represent so great 
an addition to the tariff duty as to make it prohibi­
tive. In operations under the present tariff, however, 
prices could not be raised sufficiently to involve heavy 
losses on exports, and the equalization fee required 
to cover these losses would not be large. Assuming 
that in an ordinary year the price of domestic wheat 
behind the tariff wall of 42 ccnts might be raised by 
some 12 cents a bushel, the equalization fee necessary 
to cover the losses on exports under such circum­
stances would be small, possibly 4 or 5 cents a bushel. 
Only to some such extent, hypothetically, would a 
wider scope be afforded for the operations of the 
Board, if it were held legally proper to apply the 
equalization fee to imported wheat. Moreover, the 
application of the fee to imported wheat would stimu­
la'te importation of flour, unless the fee were applied 
also to imported flour. 

"A rough average. See \VHEAT STUDIES, III, 18-23. 

Buffalo and to other wheats than spring 
wheats. The Board might conceivably un­
dertake to drive up prices in other areas 
higher than it could maintain them at Buf­
falo. The discussion can be conducted, for 
the most part, on the basis of representative 
grades of spring and winter wheats, namely 
No. 1 Dark Northern Spring, No. 2 Hard 
\Vinter, and No.2 Soft Red Winter. 

THE SITUATION AT MINNEAPOLIS 

In the Minneapolis district, American 
spring wheats are substantially cheaper 
than comparable Canadian spring wheats, 
duty-paid, on account of the difference in 
transportation costs. Shipment costs on 
Canadian wheat coming in from Fort Wil­
liam to Minneapolis and Chicago are about 
as high as the charges to Buffalo, while the 
charges on domestic spring wheat are some 
8 cents lower than to Buffalo.2 In order to 
make the comparison for the Minneapolis­
Chicago district, as we have made it for 
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Buffalo, one would need to add to Winni­
peg prices not only 42 cents for the duty but 
8 cents for shipment costs and compare 
these figures with the Minneapolis prices. 

What would be the result if, under these 
circumstances, the Board should undertake 
to drive up the price of domestic wheat at 
Minneapolis 8 cents more than at Buffalo? 
The miller's incentive to buy wheat in Min­
neapolis depends upon his market for flour. 
If, hypothetically, flour should be milled in 
Minnesota out of wheat costing 8 cents more 
than wheat milled in Buffalo, this would 
increase the price of flour in Minnesota, by 
a definite differential over that in Buffalo. 
Under these circumstances, Buffalo mills 
would ship west and southwest almost to 
Chicago, invading the central territory of 
Minnesota mills. Hence the mills of the 
lower lake region would gain in flour out­
put and in expansion of flour territory at 
the expense of Minnesota mills.1 In fact, 
however, an increase in Minneapolis prices 
of domestic spring wheat would corre­
spondingly increase prices of this wheat at 
Buffalo. If persisted in, this would prevent 
Buffalo mills from using domestic spring 
wheat and require them to depend upon 
imported Canadian wheat and domestic 
winter wheats. The actual outcome would 
be that Minnesota mills could not afford to 
pay the higher prices for domestic spring 
wheat because they could not profitably 
market the flour. 

OTHER WHEATS THAN SPRING WHEATS 

Considerations relating to flour markets 
would interpose limitations upon price ele­
vation in the different winter-wheat re­
gions. Apart from differentials for variety 
and quality, hard winter wheat meets hard 
spring wheat on a c.i.f. basis in the mills of 
the northern states extending from Minne­
apolis to Buffalo. Thus, under existing con­
ditions, Kansas mills can market their flour 
in central and eastern trunk territory. If 
the price of Kansas wheat were to be driven 
up out of line with spring wheat c.Lf. mills 

1 The unfavorable action on the western mills 
might be minimized somewhat by the prices for feed. 
The lower outturn of flour would be accompanied by 
a lower outturn of mill feed, which would raise the 
price of mill feed and enable the miller to pass to 
the grain offal a part of the burden of price increase. 

from Minneapolis to Buffalo, flours milled 
in Kansas would be out of line (preferen­
tial freight rates disregarded) in central 
and eastern trunk territory. 

On paper, the Board might undertake to 
raise the price of wheat at Kansas City up 
to one of three successive levels. The lowest 
level would be to an extent proportional 
to the price increase in hard spring wheat, 
so as to maintain the normal parity of hard 
winter and hard spring wheats c.i.f. mills 
in states adjacent to the Great Lakes. The 
second level would be to the point where 
Kansas wheat .would be too dear to com­
pete with hard spring wheat in mills from 
Minneapolis to Buffalo, but not dear enough 
to warrant shipment of spring wheat to the 
southwest mills. The third level would be 
such an elevation as would bring Canadian 
spring wheat, duty-paid, to Kansas City. 

Practical considerations, however, would 
limit the Board to the first of these ob­
jectives. If the price of hard winter wheat 
were driven up at Kansas City, this would 
make it so dear at Buffalo that Buffalo mills 
would import Canadian wheat in substitu­
tion; if persisted in, the flour from imported 
wheat would encroach on the customary 
markets of hard winter-wheat flour. If it 
were attempted to hold the price of wheat 
in Kansas City 8 cents over the relative 
price of comparable wheat in Buffalo, this 
would cost the Kansas mills their eastern 
markets, and would enable Buffalo mills to 
ship flour westward practically to the Mis­
sissippi River. 

Anything of this sort would be impracti­
cable. The mills would not willingly adapt 
their purchases to distorted flour markets, 
and we may be sure that growers in the dif­
ferent regions would support the mills in 
their resistance to the introduction of in­
equitable relations. The Board would wish 
to avoid the effects of abnormal regional 
wheat prices on flour production, and con­
versely also the effects of abnormal regional 
flour production on wheat prices. We take 
it, therefore, that the Board could not main­
tain unusual differentials between regions 
on different varieties and grades of wheat. 

For administrative reasons, it would be 
necessary to have differentials between va­
rieties and grades corresponding to flour 
values, and it would be necessary to main-
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tain differentials between regions in order 
not to disrupt flour markets and introduce 
artificial inequalities. Thus in practice the 
different representative hard wheats would 
be expected to bear to each other about the 
same relations at the enhanced price level 
that they do normally. 

This lower-lake mill district uses soft red 
winter as well as hard red winter wheat 
from the Southwest. In certain years, driv­
ing the price of hard spring wheat up to the 
point where Canadian spring wheat would 
come in at Buffalo would directly react 
upon the prices of soft red winter, in other 
years this might not be directly apparent; 
the behavior would depend upon the rela­
tive positions of premium wheats of the 
three varieties. 

During 1925-26, hard spring wheat com­
ing in from Canada would have reacted 
more against hard winter wheat from the 
Southwest than against soft red winter 
wheat coming from east of the Missouri; 
in 1923-24 this relationship would have 
been reversed. Broadly considered, how­
ever, the more Canadian wheat entering the 
lake milling district east of Toledo, the less 
demand the mills would have for winter 
wheats, within the range of adaptability of 
their milling blends. And since Canadian 
wheats lend themselves admirably to the 
production of strong bakers' flours, the pos­
sibility of grinding Canadian wheats would 
enable the mills in the Buffalo district to 
push their flour marketing both southward 
and westward. For soft wheats as well as 
hard wheats, notably higher prices could be 
secured at interior points only by letting in 
more Canadian wheat at Buffalo, increas­
ing the exportable surplus to be sold at a 
loss, and disturbing the relations among 
milling centers. 

If it attempted to secure for each region 
the maximum price that could be exacted 
from millers, the Wheat Board would find 
itself, to some extent in all years and in 
some years to a critical extent, arousing 
abnormal competitions between the wheats 
of different regions, creating artificial ed­
dies and currents of flour commerce that 
would react adversely on the sales of cer­
tain mills with relation to their output, 
capacity, and customary areas of distribu­
tion. At best the Board would be charged 

with doing this, and it would certainly feel 
constrained to reduce to a minimum the 
grounds for such charges. 

CONCLUSION 

For the most part, therefore, the Wheat 
Board could not drive up prices of wheats 
in other markets farther than it could drive 
up the price of domestic spring wheat at 
Buffalo. For local areas it might occa­
sionally do more. For example, if the south­
western crop should happen to be short and 
below par in protein, the premiums on 
high-protein would rise and the Kansas 
mills might be willing to pay a somewhat 
higher price, up to the point where outside 
wheat and flour would flow into the market 
area of the Kansas mills. In the case of the 
Pacific Coast, the respective costs of trans­
portation over the Rocky Mountains and 
via Vancouver might occasionally enable 
the Wheat Board to drive up the price of 
wheat substantially. 

We infer that under circumstances such 
as have prevailed during the past three 
years, the maximum effect achievable 
would have been attained with hard 
wheats. In view of bakers' preferences for 
hard wheat flour, as much could hardly 
have been accomplished in the driving up 
of the weighted price of soft winter wheat. 
On account of the relations of transporta­
tion, Buffalo would be regarded as the 
major datum-line for price-raising opera­
tions, and the achievable increase in price 
one would expect to be registered there. 
Since, therefore, the actual prices of two 
of the past three crop years do not permit 
us to believe that the price of No.1 Dark 
Northern Spring wheat could have been 
driven up more than 12 cents above the 
price that was attained on the competitive 
market, we conclude that the maximum at­
tainable for the whole crop with the tariff 
of 42 cents could not have exceeded 12 
cents. This indicates that if a substantially 
higher price is to be aimed at, the tariff 
duty on wheat must be raised considerably 
higher as the first basis of action. Such in­
crease of the tariff, it may be observed, 
would represent the abandonment of the 
formula that lies at the basis of the sliding­
scale provision of the present tariff law-
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namely, that the tariff duty is to correspond 
to the demonstrated difference in produc­
tion costs at home and abroad. 

The foregoing discussion has been re­
stricted to the consideration of No.1 Dark 
Northern spring wheat and the comparable 
grades of winter wheats in their relations 
to No.3 Manitoba Northern or better Cana­
dian wheats. It is hardly to be expected 
that the prices of lower grades passing into 
domestic use could be raised as much as 

those of representative milling wheats, be­
cause, with Jhe prevailing high standards 
of the domestic flour market, the low 
grades would remain relatively undesir­
able. We conclude, therefore, that the 
weighted increase for the crop would be 
less than for the representative milling 
wheats, and any figure arrived at for No.1 
Dark Northern could safely be taken to 
represent the maximum to be attained for 
the crop. 

IV. RESULTS OF OPERATIONS WITHIN THE LIMITS INDICATED 

What may be expected to happen if the 
proposed measures were adopted for the 
purpose of removing the exportable sur­
plus, assessing losses on it back to growers 
through an equalization fee, and driving 
up the domestic price of wheat behind the 
present tariff wall of 42 cents? Assuming 
an increase of only 12 cents per bushel over 
the present price, instead of an increase of 
50 cents, how different would be the oper­
ating problems of the Board and the effects 
upon consumers? What would be the net 
gains to growers with such a price in­
crease? What would be the effect upon 
wheat acreage? 

So far as operating problems are con­
cerned, the Wheat Board would be in much 
the same position regardless of the extent 
to which it could raise the domestic price. 
Its problems of purchases, stocks, and car­
ryover might be somewhat less pressing and 
serious; the difficulties, responsibilities, and 
dangers would naturally be smaller; but 
the difference would not be in kind, but 
only in degree, and not to any large degree. 
The losses on exports indeed would be 
smaller, but the administrative costs would 
be much the same. Certainly the overhead 
would bulk large in comparison with the 
gains secured to growers. Some of the in­
herent difficulties of the scheme, such as 
the maintenance of trading in wheat fu­
tures, might be quite as pronounced behind 
the present tariff wall as behind a higher 
one. A collapse through inefficient man­
agement would still be possible. 

An increase of 12 cents a bushel in the 
terminal price of wheat would have re-

suIted in an increase in the price of flour 
of possibly 60 cents per barrel. We take it 
that this would have had no effect on con­
sumption. One may question whether an 
increase in the price of flour of 60 cents a 
barrel during recent years would have even 
aroused the interest of consumers. 

In order to judge of the advantages that 
might have accrued to growers had the 
equalization fee been applied to wheat for 
the purpose of raising the domestic price 
since the war, let us make several rough 
assumptions. Let us assume that the farm 
price of wheat would be raised to the same 
extent as terminal prices.1 Let us assume 
that in five of the six crop years since the 
war the domestic price could have been 
raised 12 cents a bushel above the figure 
actually received, and in one year (1924-25) 
22 cents a bushel. Let us further assume 
the equalization fee paid by growers to 
have been 4 cents a bushel, thus reducing 
the net gain to 8 and 18 cents per bushel 
respectively. According to the United 
States Department of Agriculture, the esti­
mated farm price of wheat in the five years 
before the war was 88.7 cents a bushel. 
Using this as the base-line, and adding the 
assumed gains to the figures for farm price 
of wheat of the Department of Agriculture, 
we secure figures given in Table 3, ex-

1 The natural inference would be that at any higher 
price level the farm prices, by regions, varieties, and 
grades, would bear the same relations to each other 
as at pl'esent, with natural variations from year to 
year. It is possible that, on account of the segregation 
of export wheats, growers of hard winter wheats, 
Pacific wheats, and durum wheats might reap a rela­
tive advantage in increase of farm prices. 
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pressed both in cents per bushel and in re­
lation to the 5-year pre-war average. 

Obviously there would have been some 
aain, assuming that the procedure had not 
~ffected wheat acreage. But it is safe to say 
the predicated gains would not have been 

TABLE 3.-EFFECT OF ASSUMED GAINS TO GROWERS 
ON AVERAGE FARM PIIICES OF WHEAT, 1920-26* 

~ . .. - _ . -. ---- --- . 

Crop year ave. prices IRelatlon to 1009-14 ave. 
(GellIs per bu.~llel) (Per cellI) 

Crop Average Same plus Average: Same plus 
year farm assumed tann assumed 

price gain price gain 

1920-21. ...... 182.9 190.9 II 206 215 
1921-22 ....... 104.4 112.4 

I 
118 127 

1922-23 ....... 98.0 106.0 110 119 
1923-24 .. , .... !J2.4 100.4 104 113 
1924-25 .... , .. 127.8 145.8 144 164 
1925-26 ....... 145.9 153.9 164 173 

* Average farm prices as computed by U.S. Department 
of Agriculture. 

regarded as realizing anything approaching 
satisfactory prices, in the years of lowest 
wheat prices, if one is to take at even a 
fraction of its face value the distress of 
wheat growers as portrayed during the 
past five years. It is interesting to remark 
that, without the predicated increases, the 
farm price attained, in 1925-26, a higher 
degree of advance over the pre-war aver­
age than did the index of commodity prices 
at wholesale. This, however, was primarily 
the result of higher world prices of wheat 
in 1924-25 and a high price for a short 
American crop behind the tariff wall in 
1925-26. The additional gain that might 
have been secured by a Wheat Board under 
the existing tariff would not have figured 
heavily beside the increases that actually 
occurred. 

What would be the result on wheat acre­
age to be expected if behind the present 
tariff wall the price of wheat were to be 
raised 12 cents a bushel? One must ap­
praise both price-influence and policy-in­
fluence. The higher price of wheat during 
the crop years 1924-26 has already found 
expression in a substantial increase in 
planted acreage. Prices during these two 
years were considerably more than 12 cents 
above the level of the previous three years; 
the arithmetic average of the weighted 

farm prices of the crop years 1924-25 and 
1925-26 was 136.8, contrasted with 98.3, the 
average for the crop years 1921-22, 1922-23, 
and 1923-24. Naturally, this improvement 
in price has led to some expansion in acre­
age despite reported farm abandonment. A 
further addition of 12 cents would be ex­
pected to exert some additional incentive to 
wheat acreage; but how much is conjec­
tural, depending upon the position of the 
competing coarse grains that are now 
standing at a relatively low price leve1.1 

The second influence is of importance, 
though indeterminate. The mere adoption 
of a price-raising policy through legislative 
enactment would be accepted by farmers in 
areas adapted to wheat growing as a 
promise of higher prices upon which de­
pendence could be placed, at least for sev­
eral years. This would mean increased 
acreage. The increase in wheat acreage to 
be anticipated, in the event of the establish­
ment of a Wheat Board endeavoring to 
raise the domestic price as high as possible 
behind the present tariff wall, would be 
much smaller than that to be anticipated 
if the tariff were raised high enough to 
enable the Wheat Board as a stated policy 
to contemplate driving the price up to 50 
cents above the Canadian price. The tend­
ency would be the same in kind, but much 
more limited in degree. Since the assumed 
enhancement of price would be less, even 
a very moderate increase of acreage would 
nullify the advantage achieved. 

Advocates of the measure, if convinced 
of the soundness of these conclusions, might 
still argue first, that even if the scheme 
promises modest direct results under the 
present tariff, indirect results of a positive 
nature are to be anticipated; and second 
that the scheme may be regarded as an 
emergency device, to be called into play 
only when there is prospect of serious price 
depression. The indirect results commonly 
suggested are two: the facilitation of the 
development of co-operative marketing, 
and the raising of the world price of wheat 
through centralized control of export. As 
an emergency device, operations would be 

1 Compare, for illustration of current opinion, the 
editorial statement on Iowa in Wallace's Farmer, 
,January 28, 1927. p. 7. "Moreover, we undoubtedly 
have at least a million too many acres of eorn." 
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undertaken not regularly, or in seasons 
when American prices were relatively high 
or close to the Canadian price plus duty, 
but in the event of a large crop tending to 
put domestic prices down to a low level of 
export prices. Advocates of this view would 
agree that so long as farm prices for wheat 
are anything like the figures reported by 
the United States Department of Agricul­
ture for the crop of 1925-26 ($1.46), or even 
for the crop of 1924-25 ($1.28), the opera­
tion of the equalization fee in respect to 
wheat might well be deferred and the ma­
chinery held in abeyance for use if, as, and 
when the American price for wheat should 
decline substantially below the figures for 
the past two years. 

Regardless of the merit of the above sug­
gestions, it may fairly be urged that a 

review of the literature of wheat-growers' 
distress indicates that such an outcome of 
the operations of the McNary-Haugen plan 
does not correspond to what wheat growers 
have been led to expect. If "equalization 
for agriculture" can be urged as the motive 
for the introduction of a far-reaching inno­
vation in the marketing of a major crop, it 
ought to be as easily urged as the basis of 
demand for legislative enactment of a 
higher tariff duty. 

From every point of view and in all di­
rections, the result of an undertaking to 
drive up the price of wheat behind the 
present tariff wall would be modest; too 
modest, in all probability, to meet the ex­
pectations of wheat growers and too modest 
also in the minds of opponents to justify so 
far-reaching an innovation. 

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The present study, like the preceding one, 
considers the McNary-Haugen plan as ap­
plied to wheat from the standpoint of its 
workability. We have not undertaken to 
consider the real or supposed justification 
for such a departure in our national agri­
cultural policy. Rather we have sought to 
learn how the measures, if adopted and in­
telligently applied, could be expected to 
work, on certain reasonable assumptions. 

In the first study we proceeded on the as­
sumption that the proposed central Board 
would undertake, with such tariff changes 
as would be required, to raise the level of 
American wheat prices 50 cents above the 
level of Canadian wheat prices at Winni­
peg. We reached the conclusion that the 
Board would face huge and complicated 
administrative problems, but that these 
might be successfully solved by an able 
working Board, if it avoided the tempta­
tion to magnify its operations and secured 
the co-operation of the trades and indus­
tries involved. We concluded further that 
the addition to costs of living, in conse­
quence of the inevitable and considerable 
enhancement of flour prices, would be 
considerably greater than the net gain to 
the growers but would not cause material 
contraction in consumption of wheat prod-

ucts. On the other hand, we could not es­
cape the conclusion that the predicated 
increase in prices to growers would afford 
a substantial stimulus to expansion of 
wheat acreage, partly at the expense of 
other crops, partly from uncultivated land 
now in farms, partly from new land brought 
under cultivation. The natural result of this 
expansion, within a brief period of years, 
eventually retarded but not prevented by 
increases in the equalization fee, would be 
such an increase in our wheat surplus as to 
depress world wheat prices, including the 
Winnipeg price. The joint effect of reduced 
world prices and increased equalization fee 
would be that net returns to growers would 
be little or no higher than if the measures 
had not been adopted. The failure of the 
experiment would leave American agricul­
ture a fresh problem of readjustment of 
acreage and production, the more painful 
and difficult because of the extension of 
wheat cultivation over new lands. 

In the present study we have considered 
a more limited question: What could a 
Wheat Board accomplish, in the way of 
price enhancement to growers, under the 
existing tariff of 42 cents a bushel? It could 
raise prices only to the point at which duty­
paid Canadian wheat would compete with 
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American wheats at American mills. Clearly 
no such increase as 50 cents a bushel, or 
even 40 cents a bushel, would be possible 
at the natural import thresholds, for Cana­
dian wheat is so superior to American 
wheats as to command a price premium, 
and already, without centralized control of 
the surplus, American hard spring wheats 
range in price considerably higher than ·if 
no tariff were in existence. The fact that 
some Canadian wheat has been imported 
over the duty, for domestic consumption, in 
each of the past three years, suggests that 
the margin of possible increase in American 
prices under the existing tariff is not large. 

A detailed study of Winnipeg and Minne­
apolis prices, during the past three crop 
years, points to the conclusion that at Buf­
falo, the natural threshold of entry of 
Canadian wheat, an increase of 10 or 12 
cents a bushel in the price of American 
hard spring wheat is all that the Board 
could have achieved in 1923-24 or 1925-26. 
In 1924-25, when the world crop was below 
normal, the Canadian crop unusually short, 
and the American crop exceptionally good, 
the increase might have been 10 cents more, 
but such a year is distinctly less typical 
than the other two. A Wheat Board could 
not raise spring-wheat prices at other mar­
kets by a materially larger amount, without 
marked disturbance to the milling industry. 

The extent to which prices of winter 
wheats could be enhanced is difficult to 
predict. If the Board disregarded regional 
relationships of flour mills and tendencies 
to price differentials that would operate 
without controlled marketing, it could 
doubtless raise prices of some other wheats 
and in some regions-notably in the South­
west and on the Pacific Coast-by a larger 
extent than i\ could raise prices of hard 
spring wheats at Buffalo. But such a policy 
would seriously alter the conditions on 
which the mills compete; it would jeopard­
ize the co-operation of the milling industry, 
which would be well-nigh essential to the 
Board, and would otherwise magnify its 
administrative difficulties. In effect, we 
conclude that the Board would be unable 
to raise domestic wheat prices as a whole 
by appreciably more than it could raise the 
price of hard spring wheats at Buffalo. 

Now a prospective enhancement of 
American wheat prices of 12 cents a bushel 
in ordinary years, as a result of the opera­
tions of a Wheat Board under the existing 
tariff, would be very different from an en­
hancement of 40 or 50 cents a bushel. It 
would have no appreciable effect upon con­
sumers and consumption. The net gain to 
growers, after deduction of equalization 
fees, would probably be well below 10 cents 
a bushel. The direct effect of such an in­
crease on acreage would not be marked, 
but the mere adoption of a price-raising 
policy could be expected to afford a certain 
stimulus. The administrative problems of 
the Board, however, would not be much 
smaller, and the overhead costs would bulk 
relatively larger, than with a larger price 
increase. Altogether the results would be 
highly disappointing to growers, and from 
a national standpoint could hardly be re­
garded as sufficient to justify so compre­
hensive an experiment. 

In our discussion we have ignored, for 
the most part, the supposed advantages 
from stabilization of wheat prices and 
from promoting the development of wheat 
co-operatives. In fact, if not in appearance, 
these are distinctly secondary objectives ~f 
the plan. Whatever the possibilities of suc­
cess in these directions-and we have no 
grounds for expecting large success except 
at heavy costs-we consider that it would 
not be sufficient to modify the judgment of 
the plan as a whole. 

In short, our conclusion is that the Mc­
Nary-Haugen plan as applied to wheat 
would not merely involve huge administra­
tive problems and encounter dangers of 
failure in administration; but that even if 
the administrative difficulties were sur­
mounted, it would fail, sooner or later, to 
attain the desired objectives. Behind the 
present tariff wall too little could be ac­
complished to justify undertaking the ex­
periment. With a substantially higher 
tariff, early successes promise to lead to 
such expansion of wheat acreage and pro­
duction as to nullify, within a few years, 
the advantage to growers, and to leave a 
fresh problem of painful readjustment of 
American agriculture. At this cost, tempo­
rary gains would be dearly bought. 
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VI. ADDENDUM: OBSERVATIONS ON THE LATEST BILLS 

The foregoing discussion has dealt, not 
primarily with the McNary and Haugen 
bills under consideration in the present 
session of Congress, but with the central 
features of the McNary-Haugen plan (as 
applied to wheat) as they have appeared 
in successive formulations. Our interpreta­
tion of the proposals has been based pre­
dominantly not upon the discussion of the 
latest bills, which has been limited in 
amount and not completely available, but 
upon the more extended hearings, debates, 
and other discussion of preceding formula­
tions. Before leaving the subject, however, 
it is desirable to bring our analysis more 
nearly down to date. 

On February 11, while this study was in 
proof, the Senate passed the McNary bill, 
with certain material amendments to which 
some reference must be made; and on Feb­
ruary 17 the House passed this bill, without 
further amendment, in substitution for the 
similar Haugen bill. In both houses the 
measure was forced to vote without ade­
quate consideration of the meaning and 
implications of the amendments. 

In view of the latest discussions and 
eleventh-hour modifications, it might seem 
at first sight that the analysis we have 
made is not altogether relevant. Emphasis 
has been laid, of late, not upon the price­
raising objectives and methods which we 
have considered to be the heart of the 
McNary-Haugen plan, but upon other fea­
tures which have been brought into the bill, 
in part in order to win the support of oppo­
nents of previous bills. Nevertheless, the 
powers of the Board, if somewhat inconclu­
sive, remain sufIiciently broad to cover 
practically all that we have considered. The 
Board could, if it chose to do so, interpret 
its task in the light of the earlier discus­
sions, and undertake, with the support of 
producers of the commodity and with the 
aid of the equalization fee, to raise the level 
of wheat prices as far as possible behind 
the present tariff wall, or even higher if it 
could secure an increase of the tariff or 
an embargo on wheat imports. The Board 
would naturally consider these possibili­
ties, and our analysis is entirely pertinent to 

such a consideration. But there are other 
possibilities open to the Board under the 
bill as passed, and one of these, at least, 
merits brief examination. 

TRANSFORMATION OF THE PROPOSAL 

From the standpoint of the proponents of 
the earlier measures, notably the McNary­
Haugen bill of January 16 and April 10, 
1924, and the Haugen bill of April 26, 1926, 
the latest bills seem to us to represent both 
an emasculation and a shift in viewpoint. 
They represent an emasculation in that di­
rective provisions have been replaced by 
permissive provisions. No policy of surplus 
control, no price standard, no clear-cut 
methods of operation are imposed upon the 
Board. Rather, it is given broad powers and 
a wide discretion in the use of these powers; 
but in the exercise of these powers it is sub­
ject to more checks than under previous 
bills. The shift in viewpoint is represented 
by the transformation of an emergency 
measure into one designed to establish per­
manent machinery for control of surpluses, 
by substituting for an administrative export 
commission a board representative of and 
working through and in co-operation with 
growers and their organizations, and by the 
emphasis on orderly marketing and price 
stabilization instead of on raising prices of 
products to a desired level. The changes 
have resulted in some degree from altered 
circumstances in agriculture and from 
clarification through study and discussion; 
but in large measure they have resulted 
from yielding to opposition on grounds of 
political expediency and from compromises 
with farmer organizations some of which 
are engaged in co-operative marketing. 

The earlier bills were urged by many in­
fluential proponents as absolutely essential 
on the ground that effective co-operative 
marketing of wheat was inherently imprac­
ticable in the far-flung United States; the 
latest bills are supported as an indispens­
able method of making country-wide co­
operative marketing of wheat practicable 
here. Furthermore, the Haugen bill of April 
1926 contained no significant alternative to 
full operation with the equalization fee and, 
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as introduced, contained provisions de­
signed to make those operations fully effec­
tive; the latest bills contain important 
alternatives to full operation and in this 
sense make the equalization fee merely per­
missive. To the pioneer proponents of the 
plan who regarded the equalization fee as 
indispensable, the change would seem to 
mean that they have given up the carcass 
for the hide, or that at all events, in case 
the bill is signed, they must continue agita­
tion in furtherance of effective action. 

Under the final bill, as we have seen, no 
reference is made to price standards. No 
mention of the tariff yardstick is made. The 
President is no longer directed to issue a 
proclamation imposing an embargo on im­
ports of a commodity, whenever during 
operation in that commodity it appears that 
importations are increasing, or are likely to 
increase, losses borne by the equalization 
fund. The importance attributed to this 
provision is illustrated by the remark of 
Chairman Haugen of the House Committee 
on Agriculture at a hearing of the Commit­
tee on March 6, 1926: 1 " •••• unless the pro­
posed bill provides for a tariff adjustment 
we might as well put it in the wastebasket." 

Moreover, the Board cannot commence 
operations in any commodity promptly on 
its own initiative, upon finding that "there 
is or may be during the ensuing year a sur­
plus above domestic requirements" suffi­
cient to render the tariff inoperative in 
whole or in part. According to Senator Mc­
Nary's interpretation of his bill, the Board 
must previously find both that there is "an 
excess .... over domestic needs" and also 
"that there is a surplus above the require­
ments for orderly marketing,"2 though his 
bill as introduced reads "either .... or" 
instead of "both .... and .... " Even if 
there were "in the country a stifling and 
depressing surplus" of a commodity, the 
Board could undertake full operations only 
with the approval (1) of members of the 
Board representing land bank districts 
which produce over 50 per cent of the crop, 
(2) of the advisory council created for that 
commodity, and (3) of "a substantial num­
ber of co-operative associations or other 

1 Serial C, Part 5. p. 175. 
2 Congressional Record, February 4, 1927, p. 3038. 

organizations representing the producers" 
of the commodity. According to late amend­
ments, the Board must be satisfied that over 
50 per cent of producers desire full opera­
tions; and when less than 50 per cent of the 
producers of a commodity in a state are 
members of co-operative associations deal­
ing in it, state conventions of the producers 
must be called to secure their approval. At 
present there is no state in which 50 per 
cent of the wheat growers are members of 
wheat co-operatives. It would seem that 
these provisions would create difficulties 
and delays in entering upon full operations, 
and often lead the Board to choose an alter­
native course. 

Under the final bill at least four courses 
would be open to the Board if it found con­
ditions such as under the earlier bills would 
have justified commencing operations in a 
commodity: (1) it could do nothing; (2) 
to the growers and their organizations it 
could recommend procedures which it 
deemed appropriate; (3) it could seek the 
approval of the denominated bodies for be­
ginning full operations, and if successful, 
levy an equalization fee and proceed to 
assist co-operatives in disposing of sur­
pluses; or (4) it could make loans to these 
organizations out of the revolving fund, 
"for the purpose of assisting .... in con­
trolling the surplus .... in excess of the 
requirements for orderly marketing," with­
out undertaking full operations or levying 
an equalization fee. Moreover, the bill as it 
finally passed both houses offered a fifth 
option, namely a sort of price insurance 
under governmental guaranty supported by 
premiums collected on the crop. This pro­
vision was added in the face of arguments 
that such price insurance would be found, 
in practice, incompatible with the equaliza­
tion fee, and that its adoption would neces­
sitate amendment of the Federal Farm Loan 
Act. In effect, it would be an additional al­
ternative to the equalization fee procedure. 

From following the second course the 
Board could hope to accomplish little more 
than under the first. The third course is the 
one we have already discussed in detail. 
Concerning the fourth, however, a few 
words must be said, for it is a new de­
parture in the latest bills, though such a 
power was a prominent feature of the Fess-
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Tincher bill which was defeated in the pre­
ceding session of Congress. 

OPERATIONS TIIHOUGH LOANS TO 

CO-OPEHATIVES 

Senator McNary, speaking in the Senate 
on February 4, HJ27,' undertook to empha­
size the fact that the "bill makes the impo­
sition of the equalization fee permissive, to 
a great extent, and not compulsory" and 
to elaborate the provision "which author­
izes and empowers this board to loan 
money to co-operatives, to withhold the 
surplus, and promote orderly marketing by 
paying interest at 4 per cent per annum on 
the moneys advanced." He continued: 

Right here permit me to say that there are two 
ways of handling the surplus problem. One is by 
a withholding of the surplus, from which perhaps 
there would be a gain, the surplus being sold a 
little later, when the market was hungry. It 
might be held for a few weeks, or a few months, 
or for the period of a year. 

Let me illustrate to the Senator from Ohio: It 
might be that under the loan provisions of the 
bill the board could loan to some co-operative 
organization $10,000,000 to withhold a quantity 
of wheat that seemed to depress the market, and 
thereby, after it was withdrawn, permit the do­
mestic price to go to the point where it would 
go on account of economic pressure created by 
the removal of the surplus. 

This co-operative organization might hold that 
wheat for three months and sell it at a profit. 
There would be a gain there, a gain more than 
equal to the penalty imposed by the 4 per cent 
interest. Consequently, there would be no loss in 
that case. But of course if there is a loss, and that 
loss should be lamely incident to selling the sur­
plus [italics ours] in the market where world 
competition enters and fixes the price, there 
would be a loss, and of course it would tw neces­
sary to impose the equalization fee, a situation 
which the board would determine prior to the 
commencement of operations. 

Under the language of the bill, there is no 
limitation upon the amounts which may 
thus be loaned from the revolving fund and 
no provision regarding terms of repayment, 
as in the case of loans (limited to $25,000,-
000 and repayable in annual instalments 
within 20 years) made for the purchase or 
construction of storage or processing facili­
ties. In granting such loans the Board could 
make its own terms and conditions-if it 

J CUII{jressiullal Record, Fchl'uary 4, 1!)27,pp.;W;18-:W. 

chose, apparently, without consulting the 
advisory council, the growers, or their co­
operatives. The latitude accorded to the 
Board, in Section 12 (a) of the Senate bill, 
is really extraordinary; nor is this latitUde 
abridged in Section 13, which deals with 
the examination of accounts by the Comp­
troller-General. In view of the difllculty of 
initiating and carrying on full operations in 
wheat, with an equalization fee, the Board 
might he strongly tempted to operate, with 
the greater freedom open to it, under the 
loan provision described. 

It must be pointed out that the contem­
plated operations by co-operatives with the 
aid of such loans, if undertaken by private 
traders, would be properly designated as 
speCUlation in cash wheat. The essential 
nature of the transaction is in no way al­
tered by invoking such phrases as "orderly 
marketing" or "stabilization" by co-opera­
tive organizations. Any profits from such 
a speculation would accrue to the co-op­
erative undertaking it, after payment of 
4 per cent interest. 

With respect to possible losses, the bill 
as it finally passed seems open to two 
constructions. Interpreted in one way, the 
Board could loan to co-operatives without 
reference to coverage of possible losses 
arising out of transactions in a particular 
crop year, and without power later to im­
pose an equalization fee on the commodity 
to cover the losses; this would leave it to the 
co-operative association to cover losses as 
best it could and effect repayment of the 
loan from the revolving fund. Serious 
losses might bankrupt the co-operative, 
and thereby entail a partial dissipation of 
the revolving fund, or, short of this, might 
tie up a considerable part of it in frozen 
loans. According to the other interpreta­
tion, the Farm Board could exact from the 
co-operative association and the advisory 
board an agreement, as a condition of the 
loan, that in the event of losses these should 
be met from the equalization fund built up 
by the subsequent imposition of an equali­
zation fee. This of course would mean that 
the equalization fee would be imposed upon 
one crop to cover the losses on a previous 
crop, which might seem to be inequitable 
to producers, the more so if the co-operative 
in question represented only part of the 
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producers.1 But some inequity would exist 
in either case, be~ause if the co-operative 
association had to make up losses through 
direct dealing with members, this also 
would involve having losses on one crop 
covered by proceeds from a subsequent 
crop. The safeguarding of the capital of 
the Board would, however, he different 
under the two procedures. 

It must be remarked that, in the pre­
ceding session of Congress, advocates of 
the Haugen bill strongly opposed another 
bill which had as its central feature the 
control of the surplus through loans to co­
operatives, contending that nothing sub­
stantial could be achieved under such a 
measure, and that nothing unsubstantial 
would satisfy farmers' needs and demands. 
Latterly, apparently, the disposition of the 
sponsors of the latest bills is to magnify 
the option of operating by loans to co­
operatives, and to emphasize the view that 
the equalization fee, and full operations of 
the Board are permissive and not manda­
tory. The lapse of the equalization fee 
would mean also the lapse of the plan of 
raising the domestic price behind the tariff 
wall. So long as full operation with the 
equalization fee is foregone, operations 
would consist of government assistance to 
co-operative marketing with centralization 
of selling and some measure of stabilization 
of prices. 

But can one suspect that dropping the 
idea of embargo and the tariff yardstick 
implies a relinquishment of hopes for sub­
stantial enhancement of prices and the ac­
ceptance of more stable prices behind the 
present tariff wall as the maximum pos­
sible achievement? The equalization fee 
has owed its prominence largely to the un­
shakable conviction and unremitting per­
sistence of a group of advocates who have 
continuously contended that the segrega­
tion of the surplUS, the raising of domestic 
prices, and the equalization fee constitute 

• 1 It is interesting to observe that on the day follow­
lIlg the address of Senator McNary in the Senate 
quoted above, Congressman Dickinson made the state­
ment in the House of Representatives (Congressional 
Record, February 6, 1927, p. 3136) to the effect that 
the theory "that farmer co-operatives can and should 
st~bilize marltCts through control of surplus by means 
of loans" is "unsound, because it involves imposing 
upon a fraction of a group the cost of a service to the 
entire group." 

the very heart of any genuine movement 
for farm relief. These advocates have con­
tended that no noteworthy relief for agri­
culture could be attained except by raising 
the domestic price behind the tariff wall; 
that, given appropriate machinery, farmers 
insisted on paying the losses on exports of 
their products, disdaining any direct or in­
direct subsidy or bounty by the government, 
and proposed to make no other use of gov­
ernment money than as a temporary loan 
with interest. The equalization fcc was to 
them as steam to the locomotive. In the 
report of the bill when committed to the 
Committee of the Whole House on .J anu­
ary 18, 1927, Chairman Haugen stated 
(page 24): "The equalization fee, then, is 
an indispensable link in providing a system 
for the orderly flow of the current of 
interstate and foreign commerce in basic 
agricultural commodities." To make the 
equalization fee permissive and not manda­
tory is therefore equivalent, from the stand­
point of the leading advocates of the meas­
ure, to altering the plan in a fundamental 
particular. 

CONCLUSION 

As presented to the President for his con­
sideration, the bill has the appearance of a 
"shot-gun prescription," with three separate 
types of active operations: (1) segregation 
of exports with the use of the equalization 
fee; (2) loans to co-operatives to effect 
orderly marketing and stabilize prices; and 
(3) price insurance under governmental 
guaranty. One is led to wonder whether 
the inclusion of three diverse remedies 
within one bill was the result of conviction 
that three diverse kinds of agricultural dis­
tress called for three separate or alterna­
tive remedies, or represented merely an act 
of expediency in reconciling diverse po­
litical elements. One can hardly escape 
the conclusion that political considerations 
were effective in securing the passage of a 
bill bearing the name that has been con­
jured with, regardless of how it might work, 
and even at the expense of essential fea­
tures of the plan previously endorsed by 
farm organizations. 

The actual outcome of operations under 
the final bill cannot be predicted. If the 
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Board were, of its own initiative or under 
pressure from growers, to undertake to put 
into operation the original and funda­
mental features of the plan which have 
been persistently urged, and seek, with the 
aid of the equalization fee, to advance 
prices behind the present tariff wall or a 
higher one, it would face the problems, with 
respect to wheat, that we have discussed 
in detail; and the results, we are con­
strained to conclude, would be, eventually 
if not immediately, disappointing to wheat 
growers. If the Board were to limit its 
operations to loans to co-operatives, it 
would run considerable hazards for small 
gains, and the results would probably be 
equally disappointing to growers, pp,rhaps 

more so, in so far as direct influence on the 
average price of wheat is concerned. The 
plan of price insurance, which is very dif­
ferent from price valorization, is too new 
to permit of prompt appraisal. If the Board 
were directed to operate on one plan or on 
another, the responsibility for its success or 
failure would be divided between the 
Board, as administrator of the measure, 
and Congress, which passed it. With no 
clear policy imposed upon it by Congress, 
the Board, with the agricultural agencies 
whose approval it must obtain, would have 
the much heavier responsibility of de­
termining broad policies as well as exe­
cuting those policies; and the prospect of 
failure would be increased. 

... 
This study is the work of Alonzo E. Taylor and 
Joseph S. Davis, assisted by Elizabeth M. Brand 



APPENDIX 

TABLE I.-COMPARISON BETWEEN CLOSING FUTURES PRICES OF WHEAT AT WINNIPEG, PLUS 42 CENTS, 
AND CLOSING FUTURES PRICES AT MINNEAPOLIS* 

(Weekly averages of daily data, in cents per buslzel) 
- - - ---<=" • 

I 
Winnipeg Winnipeg 

Week ending 
Winnip('gi 

Week ending plus Mlnne· Margin Week ending plus Mlnne-- Margin plus Mlnne-- Margin 
42 cents apoJ!s 42 cents apoJ!s 42 ('ents apolis 

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

1923 1924 1925 
July 7. " 153.9 106.9 47.0 July 5 ... 164.9 12.3.1 41.8 july 4 ... 199.4 144.8 .54.6 
July 14 ... 150.2 104.6 45.6 July 12. " 165.3 121.4 43.9 July 11 ... 200.8 149.1 51.7 
July 21. .. 148.8 102.0 46.8 July 19 ... 178.0 131.1 46.9 July 18 ... 208.6 160.1 48.5 
July 28 ... 149.6 105.5 44.1 July 26 ... 185.3 132.1 53.2 July 25 ... 203.9 1.56.1 47.8 
Aug. 4 ... 141.4 106.7 34.7 Aug. 2 ... 187.8 134.8 53.0 Aug. 1 ... 199.4 154.8 44.6 
Aug. 11. .. 138.6 108.4 30.2 Aug. 9 ... 179.8 131.9 47.9 Aug. 8 ... 189.2 1.59.0 30.2 
Aug. 18 ... 140.7 113.3 27.4 Aug. 16 ... 179.6 130.5 49.1 Aug. 15 ... 186.9 158.7 28.2 
Aug. 25 ... 143.8 114.5 29.3 Aug. 23 ... 176.2 130.1 46.1 Aug. 22 ... 186.7 157.8 28.9 
Sept. 1 ... 143.2 115.2 28.0 Aug. 30 ... 170.6 124.9 4.5.7 Aug. 29 ... 183.6 155.0 28.6 
Sept. 8 ... 141.7 115.4 26.3 Sept. 6 ... 171.2 124.0 47.2 Sept. 5 ... 176.3 1.51.6 24.7 
Sept. 15 ... 137.6 113.0 24.6 Sept. 13 ... 174.7 125.2 49.5 Sept. 12 ... 176.6 150.6 26.0 
Sept. 22 ... 137.7 112.4 25.3 Sept. 20 ... 178.3 128.1 50.2 Sept. 19 ... 17.5.3 149.3 26.0 
Sept. 29 ... 138.6 113.7 24.9 Sept. 27 ... 183.2 131.0 52.2 Sept. 26 ... 170.0 143.8 26.2 
Oct. 6 ... 139.6 117.2 22.4 Oct. 4 ... 195.8 140.7 55.1 Oct. 3 ... 162.9 136.8 26.1 
Oct. 13 ... 140.5 118.1 22.4 Oct. 11 ... 203.8 146.0 57.8 Oct. 10 ... 165.8 139.6 26.2 
Oct. 20 ... 138.4 115.0 23.4 Oct. 18 ... 203.6 146.7 56.9 Oct. 17 ... 167.8 142.5 25.3 
Oct. 27 ... 138.6 114.2 24.4 Oct. 25 ... 198.0 141.0 57.0 Oct. 24 ... 169.9 142.6 27.3 
Nov. 3 ... 139.8 112.8 27.0 Nov. 1 ... 193.3 139.2 54.1 Oct. 31 ... 175.4 145.1 30.3 
Nov. 10 ... 139.5 111.0 28.5 Nov. 8 ... 197.6 143.7 53.9 Nov. 7 ... 176.9 146.5 30.4 
Nov. 17 ... 139.3 109.2 30.1 Nov. 15 ... 206.7 150.9 55.8 Nov. 14 ... 178.2 147.0 31.2 
Nov. 24 ... 139.5 109.2 30.3 Nov. 22 ... 205.6 149.6 56.0 Nov. 21 ... 183.4 151.5 31.9 
Dec. 1 ... 137.1 108.1 29.0 Nov. 29 ... 205.5 152.3 53.2 Nov. 28 ... 192.8 1054.9 37.9 
Dec. 8 ... 135.3 110.3 25.0 Dec. 6 ... 201.2 1.52.9 48.3 Dec. 5 ... 198.9 165.8 33.1 
Dec. 15 ... 134.3 109.0 25.3 Dec. 13 ... 206.6 159.3 47.3 Dec. 12 ... 198.3 166.2 32.1 
Dec. 22 ... 134.1 107.2 26.9 Dec. 20 ... 214.9 166.1 48.8 Dec. 19 ... 193.6 164 . .5 29.1 
Dec. 29 ... 134.4 107.1 27.3 Dec. 27 ... 222.1 169.3 52.8 Dec. 26 ... 191.5 164.6 26.9 

1924 1925 1926 
Jan. 5 ... 140.9 112.4 28.5 Jan. 3 ... 225.7 171.2 54.5 Jan. 2 ... 202.2 176.9 25.3 
Jan. 12 ... 144.0 113.4 30.6 Jan. 10 ... 229.3 174.7 054.6 Jan. 9 ... 204.1 171.0 33.1 
Jan. 19 ... 143.7 113.3 30.4 Jan. 17 ... 235.2 179.5 55.7 Jan. 16 ... 200.1 167.5 32.6 
. Jan. 26 ... 143.4 113.3 30.1 Jan. 24 ... 240.5 185.1 55.4 Jan. 23 ... 199.5 166.5 33.0 
Feb. 2 ... 144.6 115.0 29.6 Jan. 31 ... 255.8 195.7 60.1 Jan. 30 ... 199.4 166.5 32.9 
Feb. 9 ... 146.1 116.0 30.1 Feb. 7 ... 245.0 186.8 58.2 Feb. 6 ... 202.8 167.4 35.4 
Feb. 16 ... 145.2 114.8 30.4 Feb. 14 ... 236.0 176.5 59.5 Feb. 13 .. 197.9 161.0 36.9 
Feb. 23 ... 145.5 115.5 30.0 Feb. 21 ... 238.1 177.6 60.5 Feb. 20 ... 196.7 159.9 36.8 
Mar. 1. .. 145.1 115.0 30.1 Feb. 28 ... 243.5 184.9 58.6 Feb. 27 ... 194.3 158.9 35.4 
Mar. 8 ... 144.9 116.6 28.3 Mar. 7 ... 241.6 181.8 59.8 Mar. 6 ... 187.6 152.9 34.7 
Mar. 15 ... 142.4 113.3 29.1 Mar. 14 ... 227.6 171.1 56.5 Mar. 13 ... 189.5 155.0 34.5 
Mar. 22 ... 142.2 113.3 28.9 Mar. 21 ... 208.0 154.8 53.2 Mar. 20 ... 191.4 155.3 36.1 
Mar. 29 ... 139.8 110.3 29.5 Mar. 28 ... 208.6 154.6 54.0 Mar. 27 ... 189.6 150.9 38.7 
Apr. 5 ... 140.1 111.3 28.8 Apr. 4 ... 187.8 136.7 51.1 Apr. 3 ... 190.3 151.2 39.1 
Apr. 12 ... 140.7 110.6 30.1 Apr. 11 ... 196.3 144.2 52.1 Apr. 10 ... 192.0 153.0 39.0 
Apr. 19 ... 141.5 110.4 31.1 Apr. 18 ... 198.5 143.9 54.6 Apr. 17 ... 196.7 157.8 38.9 
Apr. 26 ... 141.5 111.2 30.3 Apr. 25 ... 200.1 142.7 57.4 Apr. 24 ... 20Q.4 158.2 42.2 
May 3 ... 143.0 110.7 32.3 May 2 ... 203.5 144.4 59.1 May 1. .. 198.2 157.4 40.8 
May 10 ... 144.5 112.3 32.2 May 9 ... 218.4 154.8 63.6 May 8 ... 194.5 154.8 39.7 
May 17 ... 144.8 112.4 32.4 May 16 ... 220.0 156.4 63.6 May 15 ... 194.7 155.7 39.0 
May 24 ... 147.1 112.6 34.5 May 23 ... 229.6 161.1 68.5 May 22 ... 193.6 155.4 38.2 
May 31 ... 148.7 113.7 35.0 May 30 ... 235.3 165.4 69.9 May 29 ... 195.1 157.2 37.9 
June 7 ... 148.7 111.0 37.7 June 6 ... 220.3 163.1 57.2 June 5 .. 190.8 147.0 43.8 
June 14 ... 152.7 115.8 36.9 June 13. " 218.6 162.4 56.2 June 12 ... 193.7 153.6 40.1 
June 21 ... 159.6 120.2 39.4 June 20 ... 207.4 154.9 52.5 June 19 ... 193.6 151.9 41.7 
June 28 ... 161.2 121.3 39.9 June 27 ... 206.7 153.8 52.9 June 26 ... 191.2 148.4 42.8 

Average ... 143.0 112.2 30.8 Average ... 206.3 152.0 54.3 Average ... 190.2 155.2 35.0 

• ~ascd upon dduiled duta puhlislH'd in "'HEAT STUDIES, N ovcmber 1926, III, 36-75. Figures in parentheses ( ) represent 
llegatIve margins, i.e., indicllte that Winnipeg prices plus 12 cents were below Minneapolis prices. 
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260 THE McNARY-HAUGEN PLAN AS APPLIED TO WHEAT 

TABLE n.-COMPARISON BETWEEN CASH CLOSING PHICES OF No.1 MANITOBA NOHTHEHN AT WINNIPEG, 
PLUS 42 CENTS, AND HIGH CASH CLOSING PHICES OF No.1 DAHK NOHTI-lEIIN SPHING AT MINNEAPOLIS* 

(Weeki" avera(Jes of dail" data, In cents per busllel) 

Winnipeg I I Week ending 
Winnipeg 

Werk ending 
Winnipeg 

We('k ending plus Mlnne· Margin plus Mlnne-j Margin plus Mlnne- Margin 
42 cents npoll,,-, 42 cents apolls 42 ccnts apolls 

--I ------
1923 1924 1925 
July 7 ... 153.9 ]33.9 20.0 July 5 .. . Hi4.9 150.6 14.3 July 4 ... 200.9 175.0 25.9 
July 14 ... 150.2 Vl2.l 18.1 .July 12 ... 165.2 148.9 16.3 July 11 ... 202.9 179.1 23.8 
July 21 ... 148.8 129.0 19.8 July 19 ... ]78.0 156.2 21.8 July 18 ... 208.8 190.4 18.4 
July 28 ... 149.6 132.1 17.5 July 26 ... 186.4 156.4 30.0 July 25 ... 203.9 187.3 16.6 
Aug. 4 ... 148.9 133.2 15.7 Aug. 2 ... 192.8 157.1 35.7 Aug. 1 ... 202.9 184.3 ]8.1i 
Aug. 11 ... 150.0 129.4 20.6 Aug. 9 ... ]90.5 154.9 35.1i Aug. 8 ... 213.2 191.0 22.2 
Aug. 18 ... 153.5 129.1 24.4 Aug. 16 ... 188.7 153.3 35.4 Aug. 15 ... 210.8 184.8 21i.O 
Aug. 25 ... 1liO.5 128.5 32.0 Aug. 23 ... 182.0 150.1 31.9 Aug. 22 ... 212.7 176.1 31i.1i 
Sept. 1 ... 159.5 129.4 30.1 Aug. 30 ... 178.1i 142.4 36.2 Aug. 29 ... 205.2 173.0 32.2 
Sept. 8 ... 158.3 131.0 27.3 Sept. 6 ... 178.1 139.0 39.1 Sept. 5 ... 194.2 172.8 2].4 
Sept. 15 ... 151.3 127.8 23.5 Sept. 13 ... 180.7 140.7 40.0 Sept. 12 ... 187.2 169.6 17.6 
Sept. 22 ... 143.1 125.1 18.0 Sept. 20 ... 184.8 146.7 38.1 Sept. 19 ... 177.6 170.1 7.5 
Sept. 29 ... 139.9 126.2 13.7 Sept. 27 ... 188.6 151.2 37.4 Sept. 26 ... 170.4 166.4 4.0 
Oct. 6 ... 140.9 127.2 13.7 Oct. 4 ... 198.6 161.4 37.2 Oct. 3 ... 16.3.0 161.9 J.] 
Oct. 13 ... 141.1 129.1 12.0 Oct. 11. .. 206.2 166.0 40.2 Oct. 10 ... 166.0 168.1 (2.1 ) 
Oct. 20 ... 138.5 127.0 11.5 Oct. 18 ... 205.3 167.0 38.3 Oct. 17 ... ]68.2 173.1 (4.9) 
Oct. 27 ... 138.7 127.6 11.1 Oct. 25 ... 198.9 161.2 37.7 Oct. 24. " 170.2 172.1 (1.9) 
Nov. 3 ... 139.8 126.6 13.2 Nov. 1 ... 195.0 160.0 35.0 Oct. 31 ... 175.4 175.1 .3 
Nov. 10 ... 139.5 121.5 18.0 Nov. 8 ... 201.7 163.8 37.9 Nov. 7 ... 178.1 175.3 2.8 
Nov. 17 ... 139.5 119.8 19.7 Nov. 15 ... 210.4 172.9 37.5 Nov. 14 ... 179.0 174.6 4.4 
Nov. 24 ... 139.8 120.7 19.1 Nov. 22 ... 208.3 171.6 36.7 Nov. 21 ... 183.9 177.5 6.4 
Dec. 1 ... 137.6 121.1 16.5 Nov. 29 ... 207.4 174.3 33.1 Nov. 28 ... 193.3 178.9 14.4 
Dec. 8 ... 137.7 124.3 13.4 Dec. 6 ... 204.3 176.1 28.2 Dec. 5 ... 203.5 188.3 15.2 
Dec. 15 ... 134.4 122.8 11.6 Dec. 13 ... 209.9 184.1 25.8 Dec. 12 ... 201.4 186.9 14.5 
Dec. 22 ... 134.1 120.4 13.7 Dec. 20 ... 217.0 201.6 15.4 Dec. 19 ... 194.1 182.5 11.6 
Dec. 29 ... 134.3 120.0 14.3 Dec. 27 ... 224.3 205.4 18.9 Dec. 26 ... 191.6 181.5 10.1 

1924 1925 1926 
Jan. 5 ... 136.2 123.5 12.7 Jan. 3 ... 226.0 211.8 14.2 Jan. 2 ... 201.9 193.6 8.3 
Jan. 12 ... 138.6 125.9 12.7 Jan. 10 ... 228.7 216.7 12.0 Jan. 9 ... 200.7 192.0 8.7 
Jan. 19 ... 138.9 127.3 11.6 Jan. 17 ... 235.0 221.4 13.6 Jan. 16 ... 197.2 186.5 10.7 
Jan. 26 ... 138.8 127.3 11.5 Jan. 24 ... 239.4 223.2 16.2 Jan. 23 ... 197.4 184.1 13.3 
Feb. 2 ... 140.3 129.7 10.6 Jan. 31 ... 253.5 232.0 21.5 Jan. 30 ... 198.6 185.4 13.2 
Feb. 9 ... 141.9 130.4 11.5 Feb. 7 ... 242.6 223.5 19.1 Feb. 6 ... 201.9 186.2 15.7 
Feb. 16 ... 141.4 128.8 12.6 Feb. 14 ... 233.9 216.5 17.4 Feb. 13 ... 196.7 179.0 17.7 
Feb. 23 ... 142.0 130.1 11.9 Feb. 21 ... 236.1 217.7 18.4 Feb. 20 ... 195.3 177.9 17.4 
Mar. 1 ... 141.9 130.0 11.9 Feb. 28 ... 241.2 226.1 15.1 Feb. 27 ... 192.9 177.9 15.0 
Mar. 8 ... 142.0 132.4 9.6 Mar. 7 ... 239.6 222.1 17.5 Mar. 6 ... 186.2 171.2 15.0 
Mar. 15 ... 139.9 129.3 10.6 Mar. 14 ... 226.4 208.8 17.6 Mar. 13 ... 189.5 175.7 13.8 
Mar. 22 ... 140.1 129.9 10.2 Mar. 21 ... 207.7 193.4 14.3 Mar. 20 ... 192.6 174.6 18.0 
Mar. 29 ... 138.1 126.5 11.6 Mar. 28 ... 208.7 196.4 12.3 Mar. 27 ... 191.6 167.1 24.5 
Apr. 5 ... 138.7 127.3 11.4 Apr. 4 ... 187.6 180.7 6.9 Apr. 3 ... 193.2 165.6 27.~ 
Apr. 12 ... 139.7 127.4 12.3 Apr. 11 ... 198.5 188.2 10.3 Apr. 10 ... 195.2 166.0 29.2 
Apr. 19 ... 140.9 128.4 12.5 Apr. 18 ... 201.0 187.9 13.1 Apr. 17 ... 199.4 171.7 27.7 
Apr. 26 ... 141.0 130.7 10.3 Apr. 25 ... 200.9 186.5 14.4 Apr. 24 ... 202.9 171.1 31.8 
May 3 ... 14.3.0 130.5 12.5 May 2 ... 203.9 184.9 19.0 May 1 ... 200.6 169.4 31.2 
May 10 ... 144.8 132.3 12.5 May 9 ... 218.4 193.6 24.8 May 8 ... ]96.2 165.7 30.5 
May 17 ... 145.0 132.5 12.5 May 16 ... 220.0 194.1 25.9 May 15 ... 196.0 165.0 31.0 
May 24 ... 147.7 133.4 14.3 May 23 ... 229.6 198.2 31.4 May 22 ... 194.9 164.1 30.8 
May 31 ... 148.9 134.4 14.5 May 30 ... 234.7 195.1 39.6 May 29 ... 195.7 164.5 31.2 
June 7 ... 148.9 131.3 17.6 June 6 ... 222.8 192.1 30.7 June 5 ... 193.0 164.2 28.8 
June 14 ... 152.5 138.2 14.3 June 13 ... 219.2 192.1 27.1 June 12 ... 196.7 174.6 22.1 
June 21 ... 159.5 146.7 12.8 June 20 ... 207.9 181.9 26.0 June 19 ... 196.8 171.7 25.1 
June 28 ... 161.1 149.3 11.8 June 27 ... 207.5 184.1 23.4 June 26 ... 194.2 164.9 29.3 

Average ... 144.1 129.0 15.1 Average ... 208.0 182.3 25.7 Average ... 193.4 175.9 17.5 

-
'. See footnote to Appendix Tahle 1. 



APPENDIX 261 

TABLE IlL-COMPARISON BETWEEN Low CASH SALES PRICES OF No.3 MANITOBA NORTHERN AT WINNI­
l'EG, PLUS 42 CENTS, AND WEIGHTED A VERAGE OF CASH SALES PRICES OF No. 1 

DARK NORTHERN SPRING AT MINNEAPOLIS* 

(Weel<ly average.~ of daily data, in cent .• per bushel) 
= 

WInnIpeg I WInnIpeg 
Week endIng Wlnnlpegl Week endIng plus Mlnne- MargIn Week endIng plua Mlnne-I MargIn plllR Mlnne· MargIn 

42 cents spolia 42 cents spoIls 42 centa spolia 
---- --------

1923 1924 I 1925 I 
July 7 ... 147.9 119.0 28.9 July 5 ... 156.4 145.0 I 11.4 July 4 ... 190.8 157.6 33.2 
.Tuly 14 ... 143.8 118.3 25.5 July 12 ... 156.3 142.2 14.1 July 11. .. 191.6 159.8 31.8 
.July 21 ... 140.8 115.0 25.8 . July 19 ... 167.4 148.7 18.7 July 18 ... 198.9 172.0 26.9 
July 28 ... 142.0 120.0 22.0 July 26 ... 175.0 150.2 24.8 July 25 ... 19.5.5 170.i'l 2.5.2 
Aug. 4 ... 141.1 120,4 20.7 Aug. 2 ... 183.3 151.8 31.5 Aug. 1. .. 19i'l.8 169.8 24.0 
Aug. 11 ... 142.7 120.6 22.1 Aug. 9 ... 180.6 150.2 30.4 Aug. 8 ... 204.4 175.7 28.7 
Aug. 18 ... 145.9 123.3 22.6 Aug. 16 ... 177.7 141.5 36.2 Aug. 15 ... 203.6 169.2 34.4 
Aug. 25 ... 151.0 122.3 28.7 Aug. 23 ... 174.7 138.7 36.0 Aug. 22 ... 202.8 168.7 34.1 
Sept. 1. .. 149.3 125.3 24.0 Aug. 30 ... 169.3 134.3 35.0 Aug. 29 ... 195.9 166.2 29.7 
Sept. 8 ... 148.6 129.4 19.2 Sept. 6 ... 168.9 132.2 36.7 Sept. 5 ... 187.7 163.0 24.7 
Sept. 15 ... 140.7 

I 
127.2 13.5 Sept. 13 ... 173.2 132.7 40.5 Sept. 12 ... 179.7 159.6 20.1 

Sept. 22 ... 137.3 123.8 13.5 Sept. 20 ... 178.9 137.5 41.4 Sept. 19 ... 171.5 160.2 11.3 
Sept. 29 ... 133.6 124.5 9.1 Sept. 27 ... 182.7 139.5 43.2 Sept, 26 ... 164.4 156.2 8.2 
Oct. 6 ... 134.7 124.8 9.9 Oct. 4 ... 188.9 148.5 40.4 Oct. 3 ... 157.5 151.5 6.0 
Oct. 13 ... 134.7 127.0 7.7 Oct. 11. .. 195.4 153.7 41.7 Oct. 10 ... 159.3 155.5 3.8 
Oct. 20 ... 130.9 125.3 5.6 Oct. 18 ... 193.7 155.0 38.7 Oct. 17 ... 160.3 159.5 .8 
Oct. 27 ... 130,4 126.2 4.2 Oct. 25 ... 189.2 1.50.2 39.0 Oct. 24 ... 161.4 160.5 .9 
Nov. 3 ... 131.3 123.8 7.5 Nov. I ... 185.0 146.3 38.7 Oct. 31 ... 166.0 162.7 3.3 
Nov. 10 ... 131.2 118.7 12.5 Nov. 8 ... 186.2 148.0 38.2 Nov. 7 ... 170.1 163.7 6.4 
Nov. 17 ... 130.9 117.0 13.9 Nov. 15 ... 197.2 160.0 37.2 Nov. 14 ... 171.8 163.8 8.0 
Nov. 24 ... 131.1 118.2 12.9 . Nov. 22 ... 196.4 118.2 48.2 Nov. 21 ... 17.5.3 167.3 8.0 
Dec. 1 ... 128.8 118.6 10.2 Nov. 29 ... 196.9 160.2 36.7 Nov. 28 ... 184.8 171.0 13.8 
Dec. 8 ... 128.7 121.5 7.2 Dec. 6 ... 192.1 162.5 29.6 Dec. 5 ... 194.8 178.8 16.0 
Dec. 15 ... 126.3 120.8 5.5 Dec. 13 ... 198.2 167.7 30.5 Dec. 12 ... 191.4 177.8 13.6 
Dec. 22 ... 126.0 117.3 8.7 Dec. 20 ... 205.4 176.5 28.9 Dec. 19 ... 184.4 173.5 10.9 
Dec. 29 ... 125.7 116.0 9.7 Dec. 27 ... 213.0 179.6 33.4 Dec. 26 ... 180.8 173.5 7.3 

1924 1925 1926 
Jan. 5 ... 127.7 121.2 6.5 Jan. 3 ... 214.4 186.6 27.8 Jan. 2 ... 192.0 184.8 7.2 
Jan. 12 ... 130.2 123.5 6.7 Jan. 10 ... 215.9 188.5 27.4 Jan. 9 ... 190.1 183.3 6.8 
.Tan. 19 ... 131.0 124.2 6.8 Jan. 17 ... 221.7 192.0 29.7 Jan. 16 ... 186.0 177.0 9.0 
.Tan. 26 ... 131.0 123.8 7.2 Jan. 24 ... 227.3 196.0 31.3 Jan. 23 ... 186.3 176.0 10.3 
Feb. 2 ... 132.6 126.0 6.6 Jan. 31 ... 240.3 207.0 33.3 Jan. 30 ... 186.6 177.0 9.6 
Feb. 9 ... 134.6 127.3 7.3 Feb. 7 ... 231.4 196.5 34.9 Feb. 6 ... 190.6 180.2 10.4 
Feb. 16 ... 134.2 126.0 8.2 Feb. 14 ... 223.6 188.4 35.2 Feb. 13 ... 185.7 170.8 14.9 
Feb. 23 ... 134.4 127.4 7.0 Feb. 21 ... 226.8 189.3 37.5 Feb. 20 ... 184.3 171.0 13.3 
Mar. 1 ... 134.1 126.0 8.1 Feb. 28 ... 231.2 196.8 34.4 Feb. 27 ... 183.1 173.6 9.5 
Mar. 8 ... 134.3 127.7 6.6 Mar. 7 ... 230,4 198.5 31.9 Mar. 6 ... 175.6 166.7 8.9 
Mar. 15 ... 132.5 127.0 5.5 Mar. 14 ... 216.2 184.8 31.4 Mar. 13 ... 178.1 170.3 7.8 
Mar. 22 ... 132.8 126.7 6.1 Mar. 21 ... 197.6 165.7 31.9 Mar. 20 ... 181.2 169.5 11.7 
Mar. 29 ... 130.7 123.7 7.0 Mar. 28 ... 198.3 167.5 30.8 Mar. 27 ... 179.1 161.5 17.6 
Apr. 5 ... 131.1 124.7 6.4 Apr. 4 ... 176.5 152.8 23.7 Apr. 3 ... 180.9 162.8 18.1 
Apr. 12 ... 132.3 124.5 7.8 Apr. 11. .. 185.9 161.2 24.7 Apr. 10 ... 182.0 163.5 18.5 
Apr. 19 ... 133.4 124.6 8.8 Apr. 18 ... 188.6 166.3 22.3 Apr. 17 ... 187.2 169.7 17.5 
Apr. 26 ... 133.6 128.2 5.4 Apr. 25 ... 190.3 160.8 29.5 Apr. 24 ... 191.3 169.7 21.6 
May 3 ... 135.5 126.5 9.0 May 2 ... 193.6 161.2 32.4 May 1 ... 189.2 167.0 22.2 
May 10 ... 138.0 130.0 8.0 May 9 ... 208.4 170.2 38.2 May 8 ... 185.7 165.0 20.7 
May 17 ... 137.8 129.2 8.6 May 16 ... 209.4 170.0 39.4 May 15 ... 186.0 I 164.8 21.2 
May 24 ... 140.5 130.8 9.7 May 23 ... 220.3 

I 
177.2 43.1 May 22 ... 185.0 I 163.7 21.3 

May 31 ... 142.1 131.2 10.9 May 30 ... 223.7 177.8 45.9 May 29 ... 186.1 

I 

163.7 

I 
22.4 

June 7 ... 141.6 128.5 13.1 June 6 ... 211.0 176.0 35.0 June 5 . .. 182.9 163.4 19.5 
June 14 ... 144.6 133.7 10.9 June 13 ... 210.0 • 175.2 I 34.8 June 12 ... 186.8 173.8 13.0 

I 
I June 21 ... 151.5 143.5 8.0 June 20 ... 198.2 166.7 j 31.5 June19 ... 187.2 171.5 I 15.7 

June 28 ... 152.6 143.8 8.8 June 27 ... 197.7 166.7 i 31.0 June 26 ... 184.6 162.7 I 21.9 
I I Average ... 136.4 124.9 11.5 Average ... 197.5 164.2 I 33.3 Average ... 183.7 I 167.9 15.8 

, I I I 
• See footnote to Appendix Table I. 



2(;2 TilE !t1cNA/lY-IlA17GEN PLAN AS APPLIED TO WIlEAT 

TABLE IV.--COMI'AIUSON BETWEEN HIGH CASH SALES PmCES OJ" No.3 MANITOBA NOIl'l'HElIN AT WINNI­
PEG, PLUS 42 CENTS, ANn HIGH CASH SALES PllIGES OF No.1 DAlIK NOIlTlIElIN 

SI'IlING AT MI NNEAl'OLlS* 
(Wee/'I" a/l('l'l1lle. of dallll data. ill cent. per bu.ylwl) 

.. _--" ~~----- --,,--- -= -"---'=-='=,""~_'_--~ -;c' 
---~---

,_=-_-=...0 _" __ ---- ---"- _c_ •• -,--,,~-. ____ ·-- __ 0=---=_ _ ____ ------""_ --- -

Willllipl'g Winnipl'g' 
W(Je], ending 

WinJllpl'g 
W,','k I'ndln/.( pi 11K Mhm(~- Murgin We1'1, 1'llIlIng T.iuH Mlnnn- Murgin plUA MiIlIl()' Murgin 

42 ""I1tA "POIlA 42 "~niH upollA 42 c'!Ilta UPOliA 
------ ----_.- --------- ------ ----- ---- -------- ---- ._-----------
1923 1924 1925 
July 7 ... 149.1 1:m.2 15.!J .July 5 ... 158.4 151.4 7.0 July 4 ... 192.0 177.1 14.!J 
.July 14 ... 145.7 li12.9 12.8 .July 12 ... 158.8 149.2 9.G .Jllly 11 ... 194'.2 179.0 15.2 
July 21 ... 142.7 127.8 14.9 .July 19 ... 170.7 155.7 15.0 July 18 .. , 201.7 19fi.5 5.2 
.July 28. " 14:3.5 1:\2.2 1Ul .Tuly 2(j ... 17!J.1 157.1 22.0 . July 25 ... 197.4 185.7 11.7 
Aug. 4 ... 14:W 1:~:t5 !J.r; Aug. 2 ... 18G.0 155.8 30.2 Aug. 1 ... l!JG.O 187.6 8.4 
Aug. 11. .. 14:1.G 128.!J 14.7 Aug. \) ... 183.1 15H.0 27.1 Aug. 8 ... 207.1 18!J.7 17.4 
Aug. 18 ... 147.2 18U 15.G Aug. Hi. .. 180.0 150.2 29.8 Aug. 15 ... 205.5 182.5 23.0 
Aug. 25 ... 15:l.2 127.5 25.7 Aug. 23 ... 177.3 151.0 2G.3 Aug. 22 ... 205.6 184.6 21.0 
Sept. 1 ... 151.0 1:~0.0 21.0 Aug. 30 ... 171.8 144.1 27.7 Aug. 29 ... 199.4 182.8 16.6 
Sept. 8 ... 1.51.0 132.3 18.7 Sept. 6 ... 171.6 140.3 31.3 Sept. 5 ... 191.0 179.8 11.2 
Sept. 15 ... 141.2 1:l0.3 13.!J Sept. 13 ... 174.G 141.5 38.1 Sept. 12 ... 182.5 176.0 6.5 
Sept. 22 ... 141).:3 127.0 13.3 Sept. 20 ... 180.6 147.0 33.6 Sept. 19 ... 173.5 177.2 (3.7) 
Sept. 2H ... 135.5 127.7 7.8 Sept. 27 ... 184.2 151.5 32.7 Sept. 26 ... 167.3 174.0 ((;'7) 
Oct. 6 ... 1:lfi.G 128.2 8.4 Oct. 4 ... 1!J2.G 162.1 30.5 Oct. 3 ... 160.0 170.7 (10.7) 
Oct. la ... 1'3fi.G 130.(; fi.1) Oct. 11 ... 201.8 168.0 33.3 Oct. 10 ... 161.7 173.9 (12.2) 
Oct. 20 ... 1:32.3 128.5 3.8 Oct. 18 ... l!J7.3 1G!J.4 27.9 Oct. 17 ... 162.3 179.1 (16.8) 
Oct. 27 ... m.8 128.7 3.1 Oct. 25 ... 1H2.0 168.9 23.1 Oct. 24 ... 163.2 178.4 (15.2) 
Nov. a ... 1:12.7 127.8 5.4 Nov. 1. .. 187.4 163.9 23.5 Oct. 31 ... 168.9 181.5 (12.6) 
Nov.l0 ... 132.6 123.3 9.3 Nov. 8 ... l!Jo.a 169.2 21.1 Nov. 7 ... 172.4 181.9 (9.5) 
Nov. 17 ... 132.3 120.7 11.6 Nov. 15 ... 200.7 177.2 23.5 Nov. 14 ... 17i3.2 182.7 (9.5) 
Nov. 24 .. , 1:{2.8 121.7 11.1 Nov. 22 ... 19!J.2 174.3 24.9 Nov. 21 ... 177.7 183.3 (5.6) 
Dec. 1 ... 130.7 122.8 7.9 Nov. 29 ... 1H9.7 177.1 22.6 Nov. 28 ... 188.9 186.2 2.7 
Dec. 8 ... 130.13 124.9 5.4 Dec. 6 ... 1!J4.9 178.2 16.7 Dec. 5 ... 199.0 193.2 5.8 
Dec. 15 ... 128.1 123.6 4.5 Dec. 1 a ... 201.2 189.1 12.1 Dec. 12 ... 197.5 195.0 2.5 
Dec. 22 ... 127.3 121.3 6.0 Dec. 20 ... 207.6 202.8 4.8 Dec. 19 ... 187.4 189.4 (2.0) 
Dec. 29 ... 12G.9 119.7 7.2 Dec. 27 ... 215.3 203.5 11.8 Dec. 26 ... 184.8 188.8 (4.0) 

1924 1925 1926 
. Jan. 5 ... 12!).0 124.3 ~ 'J I).,) ,Jan. 3 ... 216.8 213.9 2.9 ,Jan . 2 ... 195.1 199.1 (4.0) 
• Jan. 12 ... 1'31.7 12f).8 4.H Jan. 10 ... 218.4 212.0 6.4 Jan. 9 ... 192.0 194.9 (2.9) 
. Jan. 1 II ... 132.8 127.8 5.0 .Jan. 17 ... 224.2 223.0 1.2 . Jan . 16 ... 187.2 189.5 (2.3) 
. Jan. 20 ... 1'32.1 127.5 4.fi .Tan. 24 ... 228.9 227.7 1.2 . Tan . 23 ... 187.2 187.2 0.0 
Feb. 2 ... 134.0 12!J.7 4.3 Jan. 31 ... 243.6 240.6 3.0 Jan. ao ... 188.2 187.1 1.1 
Feb. !) ... 13fi.4 131.2 5.2 Feb. 7 ... 233.8 229.H 3.9 Feb. (j ... 1H1.8 189.2 2.6 
Feb. 16 ... 13fi.0 130.3 5.7 Feb. 14 ... 227.2 221.3 5.9 Feb. la ... 187.0 182.3 4.7 
Feb. 23 ... 13.5.9 131.8 4.1 Feb. 21 ... 228.6 219.8 8.8 Feb. 20 ... 185.5 181.3 4.2 
Mar. 1 ... 135.5 130.1 5.4 Feb. 28 ... 233.5 224.3 H.2 Feb. 27 ... 184.2 183.9 .3 
Mar. 8 ... 134.9 132.9 2.1) Mar. 7 ... 234.6 228.6 6.0 Mar. 6 ... 177.5 176.8 .7 
Mar. 15 ... 1:\4.0 130.7 3.3 Mar. 14 ... 217.5 217.6 ( .1) Mar. 13 ... 179.6 178.8 .8 
Mar. 22 ... 133.9 130.3 3.G Mar. 21 ... 200.4 195.2 5.2 Mar. 20 ... 182.2 176.2 6.0 
Mar. 2lJ ... 132.0 128.0 4.0 Mar. 28 ... 201.7 191.7 10.0 Mar. 27 ... 181.0 169.6 11.4 
Apr. 5 ... 132.0 127.8 4.2 Apr. 4 ... 181.3 17f).1 5.2 Apr. 3 ... 181.9 167.9 14.0 
Apr. 12 ... 13:J.1) 12fl.II 6.1 Apr. 11 ... 189.1 IH2.6 (3.5) Apr. 10 ... 183.7 167.8 15.!J 
Apr. 111 ... 134.7 129.4 5.3 Apr. 18 ... 1!)4.8 187.1 7.7 Apr. 17 ... 188.7 173.8 14.9 
Apr. 26 ... 135.fi 131.1 4.5 Apr. 25 ... 1!J3.2 188.5 4.7 Apr. 24 ... 193.6 173.7 19.9 
May a ... 13G.!) 130.2 f).7 May 2 ... 1H6.2 188.3 7.9 May 1 ... 19D.6 172.7 17.9 
May 10 ... 139.4 133.5 5.9 May lJ ... 2W.0 195.0 18.0 May 8 ... 187.1 169.2 17.9 
May 17 ... 13!J.0 1:~a.3 5.7 May HL .. 212.3 l!J4.1) 18.3 May 15 ... 187.6 167.9 19.7 
May 24 ... 142.2 1:34.1 8.1 May 2:i ... 223.f) 194.7 28.9 May 22 ... 186.1 167.3 18.8 
May al ... 143.7 135.2 8.5 May BO ... 229.!) 195.3 34.6 May 2lJ ... 188.0 168.4 19.G 
June 7 ... 143.8 132.9 10.4 . June n ... 213.fi 198.9 14.7 June 5 ... 184.7 168.8 15.9 
• Tune 14 ... 146.5 138.f) 7.9 June 13 ... 211.1 195.7 15.4 June 12 ... 188.6 178.4 10.2 
.June 21 ... 153.7 147.5 fi.2 .Tune 20 ... 200.3 190.2 10.1 JunellJ ... 188.2 176.4 11.8 
June 28 ... 154.1 149.6 4.5 June 27 ... 200.2 187.5 12.7 June 26 ... 185.7 170.2 15.5 

Average ... 137.9 12H.7 8.2 Average ... 200.4 184.3 16.1 Average ... 185.8 180.3 5.5 

• See footnote to Appendix 'ruble I. 



APPENDIX 263 

TAnI.E V.-COMPAnISON BETWEEN CASH CLOSING PnrCES OF No.3 MANITOBA NORTHEIIN AT WINNIPEG, 
PLUS 42 CENTS, AN[) Hwu CASH CLOSING PnICES OF No.1 DAIIK NOHTHEIIN SPRING AT MINNEAPOLIS'" 

(Weekly avera(fe.9 of daily data. in cents per bu.yhel) 

WInnIpeg WInnIpeg Wlnnlp"g 
Week ending plus Mlnne· MargIn Week endIng plus Mlnn", MargIn Wel'k endIng plus MlnIlc, MargIn 

42 cents upolfs 42 centH UpolfB 42 cents apolls 
- --- ------ ------

1923 1924 UJ25 
.July 7 ... 148.4 133.9 14.5 . July 5 ... 157.2 150.6 6.6 .July 4 ... 1 ~J1.4 ]7!).0 lHA 
.July 14 ... 143.9 132.1 11.8 . July 12 ... 157.3 148.9 8.4 .Iuly 11 ... 1 !l2.~) 17!J.l I:JJi 
.July 21 ... 141.H 129.0 12.6 .July 19 ... 170.0 156.2 13.8 .JuJy 18 ... 200.7 19M 10.3 
.July 28 ... 142.4 132.1 10.3 . July 26 ... 178.0 15M 21.6 .July 25 ... 19G.1 187.3 8.8 
Aug. 4 ... 141.7 133.2 8.5 Aug. 2 ... 183.9 157.1 26.8 Aug. 1. .. 194.9 ]84.3 . 10.H 
Aug. 11 ... 143.1 129.4 13.7 Aug. 9 ... 181.1 154.9 2G.2 Aug. 8 ... 20M 191.0 15.4 
Aug. 18 ... 146.4 129.1 17.3 Aug. 16 ... 178.7 153.3 25.4 Aug. 15 ... 204.!) 184.8 20.1 
Aug. 25 ... 152.2 128.5 23.7 Aug. 23 ... 174.8 150.1 24.7 Aug. 22 ... 204.3 17G.1 28.2 
Sept. 1 ... 149.5 129.4 20.1 Aug. 30 ... 170.3 142.4 27.9 Aug. 29 ... WG.7 InO 23.7 
Sept. 8 ... 148.9 131.0 17.9 Sept. (j ... 1G9.G 139.0 30.6 Sept. 5 ... 188.!; 172.8 15.8 
Sept. 15 ... 141.1 127.8 13.3 Sept. 13 ... 174.1 140.7 :33.4 Sept. 12 ... 180.4 Hi9.f; 10.8 
Sept. 22 ... 137.8 125.1 12.7 Sept. 20 ... 17!J.2 14G.7 32.5 Sept. 19 ... 172.2 170.1 2.1 
Sept. 29 ... 134.1 126.2 7.9 Sept. 27 ... 183.5 151.2 32.3 Sept. 26 ... 11;5.2 !G6.4 (1.2) 
Oct. 6 ... 135.5 127.2 8.3 Oct. 4 ... 190.9 161.4 29.5 Oct. 3 ... 158.1 lGl.9 (3.8) 
Oct. 13 ... 135.0 129.1 5.9 Oct. 11. .. 196.3 166.0 30.3 Oct. 10 ... 160.9 168.1 (7.2) 
Oct. 20 ... 131.0 127.0 4.0 Oct. 18 ... 195.6 167.0 28.6 Oct. 17 ... 161.0 173.1 (12.1) 
Oct. 27 ... 130.7 127.6 3.1 Oct. 25 ... 190.0 161.2 28.8 Oct. 24 ... 162.0 172.1 (10.1) 
Nov. 3 ... 131.8 126.6 5.2 Nov. 1 ... 185.3 160.0 25.3 Oct. 31 ... 167.3 175.1 (7.8) 
Nov. 10 ... 131.5 121.5 10.0 Nov. 8 ... 189.7 163.8 25.9 Nov. 7 ... 171.4 175.3 (a.!)) 
Nov. 17 ... 131.3 119.8 11.5 Nov. 15 ... 198.7 172.9 25.8 Nov. 14 ... 172.5 174.G (2.1) 
Nov. 24 ... 131.5 120.7 10.8 Nov. 22 ... 197.G 171.6 26.0 Nov. 21 ... 176.7 177.5 ( .8) 
Dec. 1 ... 129.1 121.1 8.0 Nov. 29 ... 197.3 174.3 23.0 Nov. 28 ... 18G.8 178.!) 7.9 
Dec. 8 ... 129.0 124.3 4.7 Dcc. (j ... 193.3 17".1 17.2 Dec. 5 ... 197.2 188.3 8.9 
Dec. 15. " 126 .. 5 122.8 3.7 Dcc. 13 ... 199.0 184.1 14.9 Dec. 12 ... 192.G 186.9 5.7 
Dec. 22 ... 12".1 120.4 5.7 Dec. 20 ... 207.0 201.6 5.4 Dec. 19 ... 185.8 182.5 a.3 
Dec. 29 ... 12M 120.0 6.4 Dec. 27 ... 214.1 205.4 8.7 Dec. 26 ... H;:).5 181.5 2.0 

1924 1925 192" 
.Jan. 5 ... 128.2 123.5 4.7 .Jan. 3 ... 215.1 211.8 3.3 .Jan . 2 ... 193 . .5 193.(; ( .1) 
. Jan. 12 ... 1aO.7 12.5.9 4.8 .Jan. 10 ... 21G.8 216.7 .1 .Jan . 9 ... 191.0 192.0 (1.0) 
.Jan. 19 ... 131.3 127.3 4.0 .Jan. 17 ... 223.a 221.4 1.9 .Ian. Hi. .. 18(;.7 186.5 .2 
.Jan. 26 ... 131.2 127.3 3.9 .Jan. 24 ... 227.9 223.2 4.7 .Jan. 23 .. , 186.9 184.1 2.8 
Feb. 2 ... 138.1 129.7 3.4 .Jan. 31 ... 242.1 2:32.0 10.1 . Jan. 30 ... 187.5 185.4 2.1 
Feb. 9 ... 135.0 130.4 4.6 Feb. 7 ... 231.5 223.5 8.0 Feb. (i. .. Ill0.9 18(;.2 4.7 
Feb. 16 ... 134.5 128.8 5.7 Ft'b. 14 ... 224.1 216.5 7.6 Feb. la ... 18fi.1 17!l.0 7.1 
Feb. 23 ... 134.7 180.1 4.6 Feb. 21 ... 227.4 217.7 9.7 Feb. 20 ... 185.3 177.9 7.4 
Mar. 1 ... 1:34.8 130.0 4.3 Feb. 28 ... 232.9 226.1 (;.8 Feb. 27 ... 18U 177.9 fi.2 
Mal'. 8 ... 134.5 132.4 2.1 Mar. 7 ... 230.9 222.1 8.8 Mar. 6 ... 176.6 171.2 5.4 
Mar. 15 ... 132.8 129.3 3.5 Mar. 14 ... 217.0 208.8 8.2 Mar. 13 ... 179.:l 175.7 :t6 
Mar. 22 ... 133.2 129.9 3.3 Mar. 21 ... 197.8 19.3.4 4.4 Mar. ZO ... 181.5 174." 1i.9 
Mal'. 29 ... 180.9 126.5 4.4 Mal'. 28 ... 199.0 19(j.4 2.6 Mal'. 27 ... 180.1 1(j7.1 1:3.0 
Apr. 5 ... 131.5 127 . .3 4.2 Apr. 4 ... 178.6 180.7 (2.1) ApI'. 3 ... 181.2 Hi5.1i 15.G 
Apr. 12 ... 132.4 127.4 5.0 Apr. 11. .. 188.5 188.2 . .3 Apr. 10 ... 18:3.3 1"".0 17.:{ 
Apr. 19 ... 188.7 128.4 5.3 Apr. 18 ... 1!)0.9 I87.!J 3.0 Apr. 17 ... 188.2 171.7 1G.5 
Apr. 26 .. '. 188.8 130.7 .3.1 Apr. 25 ... 192.2 186.5 5.7 Apr. 24 ... 192.0 171.1 20.9 
May 3 ... 186.2 130.5 5.7 May 2 ... 195.4 184.9 10.5 May 1 ... 190.n 1"9.4 20.li 
May 10 ... 138.2 132.3 5.9 May 9 ... 210.4 193.6 16.8 May 8 ... 18(;.5 IG5.7 20.8 
May 17 ... 1.38.3 132.5 5.8 May 16 ... 212.0 194.1 17.9 May Hi ... 18(i.7 165.0 21.7 
May 24 ... 141.1 133.4 7.7 May 28 ... 221." 198.2 2:3.4 May 22 ... 185.(; 164.1 21.5 
May at ... 142.3 134.4 7.9 May 30 ... 225.9 195.1 30.8 May 29 ... 187.1 164.5 22.G 
.June 7 ... 142.2 131.3 10.9 .June 6 ... 212.5 192.1 20.4 .Junl' 5 .. . 18.3.9 1G4.2 19.7 
.Julle14 ... 145.5 138.2 7.3 .June 13 ... 210.7 192.1 18.6 .Julle 12 ... 187.7 174.6 13.1 
.1 line 21 ... 152.5 146.7 5.8 .Julle 20 ... 198.9 181.9 17.0 .June 19 ... 187.6 171.7 15.9 
June 28 ... 153.5 149.3 4.2 June 27 ... 198.8 184.1 14.2 .June 26 ... 184.9 Hi--UJ 20.0 

Average. " 136.8 129.0 7.8 Avcragt' ... 198.7 182.3 16.4 Average ... 184.7 175.9 8.8 
-

• S(·(· J'ootnotr to App('Il(lIx Tnhlr I. 



264 THE McNARY-HAUGEN PLAN AS APPLIED TO WHEAT 

TABLE VI.-COMPAHISON BETWEEN HIGH CASH SALES PmCES OF No.3 MANITOBA NOHTHEHN AT WINNI­
PEG, PLUS 42 CENTS, AND I-IrGH QUOTATIONS (ON BASIS OF FUTUHES) OF No.1 

DAHK NOHTHEHN SPHING AT MINNEAPOLIS* 
(Weekly averages of daily data, in cents per busllCI) 

I 
~" 

Mlnnfl-I" Margin 

= 

Winnipeg 
Week ending 

Winnipeg Winnipeg 
Week en (ling pillA Mlnne· Mnrgln plll~ Week ending pIllS Mlnne· Margin 

42 e(>nt~ "poliH 42 ccnt~ apoliH 4l!J cents apolls 
---------------- -_._.- -_. --- --------

1923 1924 1925 
July 7 ... 149.1 132.1 17.1 July 5 . .. 158.4 151.1 7.3 July 4 ... ]!)2.0 172.8 19.2 
.July 14 ... 145.7 134.2 11.5 July 12 ... 158.8 149.4 9.4 .July 11. .. 194.2 177.1 17.1 
July 21 ... 142.7 130.3 12.4 July 19 ... 170.7 156.7 14.0 .July 18 ... 201.7 188.8 12.9 
July 28 ... 143.5 133.6 9.9 .July 26 ... 179.1 156.7 22.4 July 25 ... 197.4 185.2 12.2 
Aug. 4 ... 143.0 134.6 8.4 Aug. 2 ... 186.0 156.9 29.1 Aug. 1 ... 196.0 184.8 11.2 
Aug. 11 ... 143.6 129.3 14.3 Aug. 9 ... 183.1 154.7 28.4 Aug. 8 ... 207.1 190.3 16.8 
Aug. 18 ... 147.2 129.6 17.6 Aug. 16 ... 180.0 151.7 28.3 Aug. 15 ... 205.5 182.8 22.7 
Aug. 25 ... 15:3,2 128.7 24.5 Aug. 23 ... 177.3 148.0 29.3 Aug. 22 ... 20M 177.8 27.8 
Sept. 1. .. 151.0 129.2 21.8 Aug. 30 ... 171.8 144.9 26.9 Aug. 29 ... 199.4 173.0 2M 
Sept. 8 ... 151.0 131.4 19.6 Sept. 6 ... 171.6 140.8 30.8 Sept. 5 ... 191.0 168.6 22.4 
Sept. 15 ... 144.2 128.1 16.1 Sept. 13 ... 174.6 140.5 34.1 Sept. 12 ... 182.5 166.6 15.9 
Sept. 22 ... 140.3 125.5 14.8 Sept. 20 ... 180.6 146.2 34.4 Sept. 19 ... 173.5 1(i6.6 6.9 
Sept. 29 ... 135.5 126.8 8.7 Sept. 27 ... 184.2 148.2 36.0 Sept. 26 ... 167.3 162.9 4.4 
Oct. 6 ... 136.6 128.2 8.4 Oct. 4 ... 192.6 159.9 32.7 Oct. 3 ... 160.0 159.5 .5 
Oct. 13 ... 136.6 129.4 7.2 Oct. 11. .. 201.3 167.2 34.1 Oct. 10 ... 161.7 164.3 (2.fj) 
Oct. 20. " 132.3 127.3 5.0 Oct. 18 ... 197.3 168.7 28.6 Oct. 17 ... 162.3 167.8 (5.5) 
Oct. 27 ... 131.8 128.1 3.7 Oct. 25 ... 192.0 162.5 29.5 Oct. 24 ... 163.2 167.6 (4.4) 
Nov. 3 ... 132.7 126.8 5.9 Nov. 1. .. 187.4 159.7 27.7 Oct. 31 ... 168.9 171.6 (2.7) 
Nov. 10 ... 132.6 122.0 10.6 Nov. 8 ... 190.3 163.7 26.6 Nov. 7 ... 172.4 171.5 .9 
Nov. 17 ... 132.3 119.8 12.5 Nov. 15 ... 200.7 172.9 27.8 Nov. 14 ... 173.2 171.8 1.4 
Nov. 24 ... 132.8 122.0 10.8 Nov. 22 ... 199.2 172.3 26.9 Nov. 21 ... 177.7 173.6 4.1 
Dec. 1 ... 130.7 122.1 8.6 Nov. 29 ... 199.7 175.5 24.2 Nov. 28 ... 188.9 175.1 13.8 
Dec. 8 ... 130.:3 124.3 6.0 Dec. 6 ... 194.9 178.3 16.6 Dec. 5 ... 199.0 183.4 15.f; 
Dec. 15 ... 128.1 123.0 5.1 Dec. 13 ... 201.2 193.5 7.7 Dec. 12 ... 197.5 182.1 15.4 
Dec. 22 ... 127.3 120.6 6.7 Dec. 20 ... 207.6 205.8 1.8 Dec. 19 ... 187.4 177.7 9.7 
Dec. 29 ... 126.9 120.0 6.9 Dec. 27 ... 215.3 212.1 3.2 Dec. 26 ... 184.8 179.5 5.3 

1924 1925 1926 
Jan. 5 ... 129.0 123.7 5.3 Jan. " 3 ... 21G.8 214.8 2.0 Jan. 2 ... 195.1 190.8 4.3 
Jan. 12 ... 131.7 126.6 5.1 .Jan. 10 ... 218.4 216.7 1.7 .Jan. 9 ... 192.0 189.5 2.5 
Jan. 19 ... 1:32.8 127.3 5.5 Jan. 17 ... 224.2 221.5 2.7 .Jan. 16 ... 187.2 184.5 2.7 
Jan. 26 ... 132.1 127.7 4.4 Jan. 24 ... 228.9 226.2 2.7 Jan. 23 ... 187.2 181.1 6.1 
Feb. 2 ... 134.0 130.2 3.8 Jan. 31 ... 243.6 234.2 9.4 Jan. 30 ... 188.2 183.4 4.8 
Feb. 9 ... 136.4 130.5 5.9 Feb. 7 ... 233.8 225.8 8.0 Feb. 6 ... 191.8 185.2 6.6 
Feb. 16 ... 136.0 128.8 7.2 Feb. 14 ... 227.2 216.5 10.7 Feb. 13 ... 187.0 177.0 10.0 
Feb. 23 ... 135.9 130.8 5.1 Feb. 21 ... 228.6 218.1 10.5 Feb. 20 ... 185..5 175.6 9.9 
Mar. 1 ... 135.5 130.0 5.5 Feb. 28 ... 233.5 227.1 6.4 Feb. 27 ... 184.2 175.7 8.5 
Mar. 8 ... 134.9 133.1 1.8 Mar. 7 ... 234.6 223.8 10.8 Mar. 6 ... 177.5 170.0 7.5 
Mar. 15 ... 134.0 130.3 3.7 Mar. 14 ... 217.5 211.5 6.0 Mar. 13 ... 179.6 173.5 6.1 
Mar. 22 ... 133.9 BO.1 3.8 Mar. 21 ... 200.4 196.1 4.3 Mar. 20 ... 182.2 171.6 10.6 
Mar. 29 ... 132.0 126.3 5.7 Mar. 28 ... 201.7 200.1 1.6 Mar. 27 ... 181.0 164.4 16.6 
Apr. 5 ... 132.0 127.6 4.4 Apr. 4 ... 181.3 183.2 (1.9) Apr. 3". 181.9 163.0 18.9 
Apr. 12 ... 133.0 127.8 5.2 Apr. 11 ... 189.1 192.0 (2.9) Apr. 10 ... 183.7 164.1 19.6 
Apr. 19 ... 134.7 128.6 6.1 Apr. 18 ... 194.8 191.9 2.9 Apr. 17 ... 188.7 170.2 18.5 
Apr. 26 ... 135.6 131.0 4.6 Apr. 25 ... 193.2 190.4 2.8 Apr. 24 ... 193.6 17M 23.6 
May 3". 136.9 130.7 6.2 May 2 ... 196.2 186.9 9.3 May 1 ... 190.6 167.6 23.0 
May 10 ... 139.4 133.3 6.1 May 9". 213.0 195.3 17.7 May 8". 187.1 165.7 21.4 
May 17 ... 139.0 133.4 5.6 May 16 ... 212.3 197.6 14.7 May 15 ... 187.6 164.5 23.1 
May 24 ... 142.2 133.8 8.4 May 23 ... 223.6 202.7 20.9 May 22 ... 186.1 162.8 23J 
May 31 ... 143.7 134.9 8.8 May 30 ... 229.9 193.9 36.0 May 29. " 188.0 162.9 25.1 
June 7. " 14:3.:3 132.il 11.0 June 6. " 213.6 190.4 23.2 June 5. " 184.7 163.2 21.5 
June 14 ... 146.5 138.9 7.6 June 13 ... 211.1 190.1 21.0 .June 12 ... 188.6 173.3 15.3 
June 21 ... 153.7 147.5 6.2 June 20 ... 200.3 180.0 20.3 June 19 ... 188.2 171.0 17.2 
.June 28 ... 154.1 149.8 

I 

4.3 June 27 ... 200.2 180.8 19.4 June 26 ... 185.7 162.9 22.8 

Average ... 138.0 129.5 8.5 Average ... 200.5 183.6 16.9 Average ... 185.8 173.6 12.2 

• See footnote to AppendIx Tuble I. 
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MISCELLANEOUS PUBLICATIONS 

No. 1. STALE BREAD LOSS AS A PROBLEM OF THE BAKING INDUSTRY 
By J. S. DAVIS and WILFRED ELDRED 

Discusses an important source of financial loss and economic waste, and methods of reducing them. 
Published February 1923. 70 pp., 8vo. Paper, 50 cents 

No.2. THE AMERICAN BAKING INDUSTRY 1849-1925 
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European Wheat Prodllction as Affecting Import Requirements. June 1925. 50c 
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A National Wheat-Growers' Co-operative: Its Problems, Opportunities, and Limitations . . Janu-
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Price Spreads and Shipment Costs in the Wheat Export Trade of Canada. March 1926. $1.00 
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August 1926. $1.00 
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