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SURVEY OF THE WHEAT SITUATION
DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCH 1931

NTERNATIONAL wheat prices declined sharply in Decem-

ber 1930, but remained strikingly stable at an extremely
low level in January-March 1931. The decline in December
was occasioned largely by a shrinkage in European demand
following a heavy accumulation of stocks. Although available
wheat supplies in the exporting countries continued extraor-
dinarily large in January-March and European demand re-
mained inactive, the international market was not subjected
to severe selling pressure. Ex-European countries imported
relatively large quantities; exports from Russia fell off
sharply; sales were not pressed from the Southern Hemi-
sphere and Canada; the price of wheat was pegged (under a
valorizing rather than a stabilizing operation) by the Grain
Stabilization Corporation in the United States, so that exports
from the United States were strikingly small.

The outlook for developments in April-July 1931 is full
of uncertainties. Under ordinary weather conditions—which,
of course, may not prevail—the Northern Hemisphere and
world wheat crops of 1931 seem likely to fall below those of
1930. If so, international wheat prices may reasonably be
expected to rise, the more so because European demand may
become more active, while selling pressure on the interna-
tional market may be no heavier than it was in January-
March. The volume of international trade in April-July may
exceed that of December—March; and world net exports in
1930-31 may approximate 805 million bushels. Year-end
stocks in the four major exporting countries, in Europe ex-
Russia, and afloat to Europe seem likely in the aggregate to
exceed the heavy stocks of August 1, 1930, but to fall below
those of 1929, Relatively the heaviest stocks may be held in
the United States, Canada, and Australia; relatively the light-
est, in the European importing countries as a group.

STANFORD UNIVERSITY, CALIFORNIA
May 1931
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SURVEY OF THE WHEAT SITUATION

DECEMBER 1930

In comparison with most carlier years,
the volume of international trade in wheat
and flour in December-March 1930-31 was
rather small, though not so small as in
1929-30. A heavy accumulation of import
wheat stocks prior to December cnabled
[iuropean importers to restrain their pur-
chases later; as a result, and also because
Russian and North American shipments de-
clined at about the same time, the course of
trade showed a decline much larger than
usual between November

TO MARCH 1931

on farms in the United States and Canada,
and possibly in Argentina; and in the
United States a large fraction of the total
stocks was owned by the Grain Stabiliza-
tion Corporation, which may he described
as a firm holder.

After a break in December when shrink-
age in European demand was an important
factor, international wheat prices remained
strikingly stable at a very low level through-
out January-March. The slower pace of the

export movement from

and December, and re-

Russia, the rather active

mained at a relatively
low though a rising level
in January-March. The
ex-European countries in
the aggregate took quan-
titiesnotably large in con-

CONTENTS

demand from the Orient,
less of a disposition to
press export sales from

trast with their takings in
August-November 1930 or
December ~March 1929-
30, and indeed in contrast
with average takings in

Some Aspects of the Outlook 327
Appendix Tables .......... 338

1‘;1.16.211"”1;”"’1 l:l‘mde.l. ()th - 296 the Southern Hemisphere
i, Surpties and Oiher | angCanada than might
Wheat Price Movements.... 312 have beenh exPe,Cte(fl, l:o
Activities of the Federal appear on the ba_SISO the
Farm Board ............ 318 large supplies in those

areas, and in the United
States the price-pegging
operations of the Grain

December-March. Avail-
able supplies considered,
Australia was perhaps relatively the most
active of the major exporting countries,
though it is impossible to ascertain whether
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in proportion to the supplies available for-

export. Exports from the United States
were strikingly small on account of the
manner in which domestic priccs were held
above international prices by the opera-
tions of the Grain Stabilization Corporation.

As of the end of March, wheat stocks in
Europe ex-Russia, afloat to Europe, and in
the four major exporting countries appear
in the aggregate to have stood at the highest
level of post-war years except 1929. The
aggregate stocks in the importing countries
and afloat to Europe appear to have been
small rather than large. The exporting
tountries (aside from Russia, about which
mferences cannot be well founded) held
the notably large stocks, and among these
g‘clatlvely the heaviest accumulations were
in the United States, Canada, and Australia.

good deal of wheat, however, was held

Witear Stupies, Vol. VII, No. 6, May 1930

Stabilization  Corpora-
tion, combined to prevent
scvere selling pressure on the international
market even in the face of inactive demand
from Europe. These developments in turn
were affected by weather conditions, the
course of marketing from farms, and other
factors considered in some detail in subse-
quent pages.

In the United States, the operations of
the Grain Stabilization Corporation, which
are to be described as valorization rather
than as stabilization, kept the price of the
Chicago old-crop futures far above the cor-
responding Liverpool {futures, reducing
United States exports to a minimum. It
now appears that the compelling motive in
this valorization was support of public psy-
chology in the downward phase of the trade
cycle, and support of banking institutions—
not support of the wheat price alone. It was
credit support rather than price support.
In retrospect the motives that instigated the
action may assume importance, for price-
pegging as a credit measure presumably
provokes but limited appeal as a precedent;

[295]
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in the light of the compelling motive, the
announced intention not to support prices
of the crop of 1931 follows more logically
than otherwise it would do. The pegging
of the price reacted unfavorably upon such
cash grain merchants as lean heavily upon
hedging accounts, and also upon the milling
industry. The pegged old-crop wheat price
and the unpegged new-crop price have
rendered the conduet of milling uneco-
nomical and hazardous, depriving millers
of customary hedging during the remainder
of the crop year and exposing them to a
potentially precipitous price decline in
transition to the new crop year. This need
not have occurred, and does not seem to lie
within the intent of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act. It is publicly known that some
steps have been taken to relieve the em-
barrassment of the milling industry, but
thus far such steps seem to have accom-
plished little other than to facilitate flour
exports, mostly from the Pacific Coast.

As usual, the outlook for significant de-
velopments in the world wheat situation
during the closing four months of the crop
year is full of uncertainties. Briefly, cur-
rent available information and analysis of
developments in earlier years, together
with certain assumptions and predications
as to developments in the trade cycle and
the feed grain situation, lead us to suppose

THE WHEAT SITUATION, DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCH 1931

that with ordinary weather conditions, the
Northern Hemisphere and world wheat
crops of 1931 are somewhat more likely 1o
fall below than to equal or to exceed those
of 1930. If so, international wheat prices
may reasonably be expected to rise, ihe
more so because European demand may
become more active, while selling pressurc
on the international market may be no
heavier than it was in January-March,
when prices remained stable. The volume
of international {rade in April-July seems
likely to exceed that of December-March;
for the crop year as a whole, it now secms
probable that world net exports may ap-
proximate 805 million bushels. Year-end
stocks in the four major exporting coun-
tries, in Europe ex-Russia, and afloat to
Europe seem likely in the aggregate to ex-
ceed the heavy stocks of August 1, 1930, but
to fall below those of 1929. Relatively the
heaviest stocks—indeed, stocks of record
post-war size—may be held in the United
States, Canada, and Australia; relatively
the lightest, in the European importing
countries as a group. Needless to say, these
conclusions rest upon necessary assump-
tions, particularly as to weather conditions,
that may well prove to be unsound, and
upon current information that, as usual, is
in many respects incomplete and in some
respects of uncertain reliability.

I. INTERNATIONAL TRADE

VoLuME AND COURSE OF TRADE

As measured by Broomhall’s shipments
of wheat and flour, the volume of interna-
tional trade during December-March was
some 50 million bushels larger than during
the corresponding period last year; never-
theless, this volume appears small in com-
parison with shipments in several recent
years, as may be seen in Table 1. For the
first two-thirds of the present crop year,
however, total shipments (almost 105 mil-
lion bushels higher than during the same
months of 1929-30) do not appear notably
small.

These facts suggest that the course of
trade during August-March deviated from
the usual course, a situation clearly por-
trayed by Chart 1, which shows the relation-

ship between the monthly shipments of
1930-31, 1929-30, and average shipments by
months for the period 1921-22 to 1929-30,
in total, to Europe, and to ex-Europe. As is
apparent in the chart, total shipments of
December-March 1930-31 were decidedly
smaller than the shipments of the preceding
August-November, whereas under ordinary
circumstances the reverse relationship qb-
tains. During the past decade such a dis-
turbance of the normal seasonal movement
occurred only once before, in 1929-30. De-
spite the fact that the monthly movement
of trade in the present season has deviated
less markedly from the average monthly
movement than it did last year, several
strikingly unusual features characterize the
curve for 1930-31. Aside from the generally
higher level of trade during August-No-
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TapLE 1—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT
anD Frour Tto Europre AND 10 EX-EUROPE, AuU-
cusT-MARCH AND DEcEMBER-MAnrcH, 1920-21 To
1930-31*

(Million bushels)

Docember -March (17 weeks)! August-March (34 weeks)
Year To T'o ex- To To ex-
1 Total | Furope| Europe| Total | Europe | Kurope
1920-21..] 181.4 | 164.9 | 16.5 | 355.6 | 326.9 | 28.7
1921-22..1 223.6 | 180.8 | 42.8 | 441.0 { 365.4 | 75.6
1992-23. .| 225.9 | 196.0 | 29.9 | 444.7 | 385.2 | 59.5
1993-24..) 270.1 | 203.0 { 67.1 | 492.6 | 380.5 | 111.5
1924-25..1 272.0 | 242.1 | 29.9 | 527.0 | 470.5 | 56.5
1995-26. .1 234.7 | 175.6 | 59.1 | 442.2 | 342.3 | 99.9
1926-27..] 299.1 | 252.8 | 46.3 | 531.9 | 449.1 | 82.8
1097-98..1 272.7 | 222.9 | 49.8 | 524.6 | 443.8 | 80.8
1928-29..1 346.1 | 245.3 | 100.8 | 631.2 | 477.3 | 153.9
1999-30..! 188.4 | 140.0 | 48.4 | 407.6 | 312.0 | 95.6
1980-31.. 241.6 | 169.6 | 72.0 | 512.0 } 397.6 | 114.4
Average
1909—151.. 189.9 | 161.9 | 28.0 | 406.5 | 363.0 | 53.5
1925-30..| 268.2 | 207.3 | 60.9 | 507.5 | 404.9 | 102.6

* Data {from Broomhall’s Corn Trade News.
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vember as compared with December-
March, the large decline in shipments from
November to December was striking (dur-
ing the prcceding nine years the change
between those two months had been larger
only in 1922-23 and 1924-25) ; and while the
increase from December 1930 to January
1931 was smaller than average, shipments
increased between January and February
1931, whereas in previous years they have
usually declined.

Since shipments to ex-Europcan coun-
tries in Decemher-March were larger than
in the corresponding period of any post-
war year other than 1928-29, and since
unusually large supplies were available for
export in the major exporting countries, it
is evident that the moderate volume of in-
ternational trade during the period is to be
ascribed mainly to relatively inactive im-
port demand for wheat in Europe. To Eu-
rope also must one look, in the main, for

Cuanr 1.—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLoUR IN ToraL, To EUROPE, AND TO EX-EUROPE,
BY MoNTHS, August 1929-Marcu 1931, oS COMPARED WITH AVERAGE SHIPMENTS
1921-22 10 1929-30*

(Million bushels)

80 80 80 80
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piled from Broomhall’s weekly shipments published in the Corn Trade News. Sce Appendix Table IX for weekly



298

an explanation of the reversal of the
ordinary relationship between August-
November and December-March ship-
ments. On the other hand, the special
peculiarities of the monthly movement of
wheat during December-March are prob-
ably to be attributed chiefly to the weather
factors and the wheat supply factors* oper-
ating to cause a sudden decline in Russian
shipments, and to the retardation of the
movement of the new Southern Hemisphere
crops (especially the Argentine crop)
caused by heavy rains in December and
January.

A number of circumstances probably
combined to restrict the import demand of
European countries during December-
March. Of these circumstances presumably
none was more important than the large
wheat shipments to Europe during August-
November. As a result of these shipments
the stocks of foreign wheat on Decem-
ber 1 were unusually large in the United
Kingdom, Holland, Belgium, Italy, and a
number of smaller importing countries;
hence during December-March importers
and millers were in a position to draw upon
local stocks of imported wheat, if they
wished, rather than to continue to import
as heavily as before. December-March
shipments (see Chart 1) indicate that in
many countries the choice was to reduce
stocks. In practically all of these countries
the choice was probably influenced by a
general anticipation that selling pressure
from the Southern Hemisphere would de-
velop sometime during February—April,
and by considerable uncertainty felt abroad
regarding the future selling policy of the
United States Farm Board..In Germany,
France, and several minor importing coun-
tries which had quota laws and high tariffs
in force throughout August-March, net im-
ports of wheat during August-November
were not heavy; hence on December 1
stocks of foreign wheat presumably were
not large enough to warrant much reduc-
tion during the ensuing four months. Since,
however, the quota laws and high tariffs
continued in effect during December-
March, net imports of wheat and flour (ex-

1 These factors are not as yet entirely clear. More
evidence in regard to the wheat supply position of

Russia will be available later in the scason after Rus-
sian shipments for April-July are recorded.

THE WHEAT SITUATION, DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCH 1931

cept in France) remained small by contrast
with most post-war years; native wheat
supplies were presumably being used up
more rapidly than in past years when ng
such quota laws existed, or than they would
have been this year in the absence of quota
laws.

It is theoretically possible that European
imports have been restricted during the
past four months not only by the factors
mentioned above, but also because of a
decline in the per capita consumption of
wheat. Data of total supplies available for
the entire period August-March suggest
that available supplies this year have not
been strikingly smaller than normal, trend
considered; but such data do not throw
much, if any, light upon the actual utiliza-
tion of wheat, since no consumption index,
or other reliable index of the size of Eu-
ropean stocks, exists.

Among the more important factors to
be considered are the European rye and
feed grain positions. In so far as one may
safely generalize about a situation as com-
plex as the European cereal position, one
may perhaps say that in most countries
during most of the present season, the
price spreads between wheat on the one
hand, and rye and each of the feed grains
on the other hand, have not been so nar-
row as in 1927-28, nor quite so wide as in
1929-30; however, in percentage terms,
which are probably more important, the
relationships prevailing this year between
wheat prices and the prices of other cereals
have resembled more closely the relation-
ships prevailing in 1929-30 than those pre-
vailing in 1927-28; thus there appears to
have been little price incentive to feed
wheat this year. However, during Febru-
ary — March (mainly March) the gencral
feed grain position became considerably
tighter, and price relationships in thesc
months may have encouraged some feeding
of wheat. Moreover, in France, Germany,
England, and the Netherlands at least, the
wheat crops of 1930 were of poor quality.
Other things being equal, this would have
induced considerable feeding of wheat, but
the milling regulations in France and G'er-
many presumably kept wheat from being
fed in those countries as extensively as
otherwise it would have been.
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Other factors not generally present, or
else not present to so marked a degree in
~ previous post-war years, may have affected
the per capita utilization of wheat during
the past eight months. Business and trade
were depressed. Increased unemployment
reduced the purchasing power of the aver-
age European workman. High tariffs on
wheat kept wheat prices at a high level in
many importing countries, despite the low
prices prevailing in exporting, and in free-
trade importing, countries. Various govern-
mental milling regulations presumably led
to the production of bread of lower quality,
not so pleasing to the average consumer.
Finally, the winter of 1930-31 in Europe
was, on the whole, unusually mild; and per
capita food requirements, therefore, were
probably slightly smaller than usual. These
factors may have combined to reduce the
per capita human consumption of wheat;
several of them may have encouraged the
substitution of other cereals for wheat,
especially of rye in Germany and other
northern European countries, and of corn
in Italy. But while per capita consumption
of wheat in Europe may have been some-
what smaller than normal during the past
eight months, such historical evidence as is
available suggests that the decrease was
probably slight, if, indeed, there was a de-
crease. Most competent observers appear
to believe that year-to-year changes in the
per capita consumption of wheat are gen-
erally exceedingly small, that the demand
for wheat for human consumption is quite
inelastic, and that the demand for wheat
for animal feed depends mainly upon the
relationship between wheat prices and the
prices of feed grains, and upon the size
of the supplies of the lower grades of wheat.
Consequently, in attempting to account for
the small European imports of December-
March it appears unreasonable to attach
much significance to a possible decline in
per capita consumption.

DISTRIBUTION OF IMPORTS

As is apparent in Chart 1 (p- 297), ship-
ments of wheat and flour to ex-European
countries were strikingly large during De-
tember-March, while shipments to Euro-
Pean destinations, though larger than in
1920-21 or 1929-30, were relatively small.
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In earlier post-war years, ex-European
shipments for the corresponding weeks
were larger only in 1928-29.

Table 2 (p. 300) shows the specific desti-
nations of ex-European shipments in De-
cember-March, and in August-March, 1926
27 to 1930-31, the only years for which such
a distribution of the shipments is available.
It is notable that shipments to the group
of countries designated as Central America
were larger in December-March 1930-31
than in any of the preceding four years;
and that shipments to China and Japan
were larger than in any of the years except
1928-29. For the period August-March also,
shipments to both of these groups were
unusually heavy in 1930-31, though they
had been still heavier in 1928-29. Since in-
formation is not available in regard to the
distribution of shipments among the vari-
ous countries included within the group
designated as Central America, any attempt
to explain why shipments to that group
were large during December-March 1930-
31 must rest upon uncertain grounds. At
present it seems reasonable, however, to
hazard the guess that shipments to the
Dutch East Indies, and to other countries
of the “Central American” group likely to
draw wheat from Australia, may have been
unusually heavy because large quantities
of Australian wheat were available for ex-
port at low prices after December 1930.
This guess appears reasonable mainly be-
cause December-March shipments to Cen-
tral America have been heavy, since 1926,
only in years when the Australian crop has
been fairly large. .

Shipments to “Central America” would
perhaps have been even larger during De-
cember-March 1930-31 if wheat and flour
tariffs had not been increased in Bolivia
and Colombia.2

The large shipments to China and Japan
represent, in the main, unusually large

1 See Table 1, p. 297.

2 Bolivia, which had previously permitted flour-
mills to import wheat free of duty, imposed a wheat
tariff of approximately 20 cents per bushel, and in-
creased the duty on flour from $2.82 to $5.19 per
barrel, in December 1930. In February, Colombia
raised the duty on wheat from 27 to 53 cents per
bushel and increased the duty on flour from $3.46 to
$4.90 per barrel. In Uruguay a law was passed
prohibiting the importation of wheat in case the price
of domestic wheat goes below 95 cents per bushel.
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Chinese imports. In view of the large Chi-
nese wheat and rice crops of 1930, and of
the depreciation in Chinese exchange, it
appears especially notable that China
should have taken such large quantities of
wheat and flour during the present season.
The cxplanation probably lies mainly in
the strikingly low world wheat prices. In

THE WHEAT SITUATION, DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCI 1931

import statistics as well as Broomhall’s es-
timates of shipments are available, at least
through February 1931. Table 3 shows ship-
ments of wheat and flour to specified Euro-
pean countries during December — March
and August-March 1925-26 to 1930-31; and
Table 4 (p. 302) shows the net wheat and
flour imports of a number of European

TABLE 2.—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR BY EX-EUROPEAN DESTINATIONS, DECEMBER-
MARCH AND AUGUST-MaRCH, 1926-27 1o 1930-31*

(Million bushels)

Deceinber-March (17 weoks) August-March (34 weeks)
Destination |

1926-27 | 1927-28 | 1028-29 | 1020-30 | 1580-31 | 1926-27 | 1920-28 | 1652829 | 1920-30 | 1030-31
Central America® .......... 23.29 | 19.26 | 23.38 | 16.46 | 25.60 | 35.71 | 30.44 | 44.01] 36.40 | 39.10
China and Japan........... 9.24 | 14.60 | 38.73 | 14.69 | 24.18 { 21.14 | 21.20: | 50.01 | 26.56 | 40.21
Brazil .................... 6.54 9.45 9.39 9.33 9.50 | 13.95 | 17.97 | 19.04 | 19.53 | 17.14
Egypt ... ... i 3.36 2.53 7.82 2.73 4.22 6.25 5.39 | 12.69| 4.98 7.14
North and South Africa..... 2.62 2.20 3.44 .81 1.94 4.34 3.75 5.63| 1.67 2.86
Chile ..........c oo .07 .01 .03 S .14 .06 .03
India ..................... 1.08 1.45 | 17.59 3.65 5.62 ] 1.08 1.51 | 21.33| 5.25 7.26
Syria ... ..o i .07 .10 15 44
Peru ..........cc.vnn. 27 1 .40 .47 .38 24| 1.11 47
Palestine ................. .27 .40

New Zealand .............. .02 .09 . .02 e
Total ................... 46.27 | 49.77 [100.78 | 48.07 | 71.69 | 82.80 | 80.85 |153.84 | 95.50 | 114.18

* Data from Broomhall’s Corn Trade News.

2 Includes Venezuela, West Indies, Dutch East Indies, etc.

spite of the depreciation in Chinese ex-
change, wheat prices were probably lower
in terms of Chinese money during October—
February 1930-31 than during the same
period of any year since 1926 with the ex-
ception of 1928-29. Moreover, the prices of
other commodities have presumably been
somewhat higher during the present season
than they were in 1928-29; though probably
not so much higher as to make wheat ap-
pear relatively cheaper in the present
season.!

December-March shipments to the vari-
ous other specified ex-European destina-
tions tended to be moderately large. Egypt?
and India® took larger quantities of wheat
and flour than in any recent year except
1928-29; and shipments to Brazil were
about as large as in any of the preceding
four years. For the period August-March,
only African shipments, and shipments to
several of the minor importers (Chile,*
Syria, Palestine, and New Zealand) were
notably small.

For many European countries official

countries during December-February and
August-February 1926-27 to 1930-31.

A study of these tables reveals what at
first appear to be striking discrepancies.
Judged by Broomhall’s shipments, the tak-
ings of the United Kingdom and Holland
were notably small during both December-
March and August-March; whereas the net

tFor indexes of wholesale commodity prices in
North China and of foreign exchange rates in Tientsin
and Shanghai, see the Nankai Weekly Statistical Serv-
ice, published by the Nankai University Commitiee
on Social and Economic Research, Tientsin, China.

2 In Egypt duties on wheat and flour were increased
twice during December—March. As of December 14 the
wheat duty was raised from 20 to 40 cents per bushel
and the flour duty was increased from $1.32 to $2.11
per barrel. On February 9 sliding-scale tariffs on
wheat and flour became effective: with wheat and
flour prices at prevailing low levels the new duties
represent increases.

3 According to the latest available reports, Briti_sh
India has been collecting (provisionally, pending legis-
lative enactment of a bill now before the Legislature)
a wheat duty of about 39 cents per bushel.

4 A sliding-scale duty on wheat was introduced in
Chile on January 1 to replace the former duty of 9.9
cents per bushel. The duty on flour was increased
from $1.61 to $4.84 per barrel on February 11, 1931.
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imports of the United Kingdom were strik-
ingly large during the same two periods,
and the net imports of Holland were of
record size during August- February, al-
though only of moderate size during De-
cember — February.! These apparent dis-
crepancies may be accounted for mainly
on three grounds. In the first place, ship-
ments to orders, which are always large,
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ments to, and net imports into, a given
country naturally do not coincide in point
of time. The net imports of the United
Kingdom were strikingly large during De-
cember 1930, for example, mainly because
shipments to the United Kingdom (and
shipments to orders, later diverted to the
United Kingdom) were strikingly large dur-
ing the latter part of November. In the

TABLE 3.—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR BY DESTINATIONS IN EUROPE,
DEcEMBER-MARCH AND AucusT-MARrcH, 1925-26 T0 1930-31*

(Million bushels)

1t December-Mareh (17 weeks) August-March (34 weeks)

Destination 192526 | 1926-27 | 1927-28 | 1928-29 | 192430 | 1950-31 1.’/25—26i 1926-27 | 1927-28 1923—291 1926-30 | 1930-31

o t
Orders «vveeevenennenne 49.41 65.5| 60.6| 68.8| 41.0| 63.9 71-7; 90.4 ] 91.3 ! 94.8¢ 89.6)138.2
United Kingdom . ...... 54.2| 57.1| 49.6| 49.6| 82.0| 82.1|104.1 111.3]109.7 | 107.4| 84.1| 77.8
France ........vvvv... 5.3 19.0 7.5 14.8 6.2 15.1) 16.9, 37.6 19.5 29.4| 134} 31.1
Belgium .............. 12.8| 17.4{ 18.4 20.1| 12.5| 13.0( 30.5! 34.4| 43.0. 38.3| 27.1| 27.6
Holland ............... 9.2 21.1| 23.1| 19.4| 10.4 7.1 24.8} 44.3| 53.5| 48.9 | 21.7| 25.4
Germany® ............. 11.3| 18.11 22.7( 19.7 9.3 7.2 26.0 39.4] 47.3] 46.9| 23.0| 22.4
Italy ..o it 17.8 | 36.1{ 24.6 23.1 9.7 16.7| 35.0| 54.3] 44.9 50.9] 14.8| 41.9
Greece® ... 5.5 6.3 4.8 6.6 4.3 3.2 11.6) 11.6| 9.8 14.6| 10.4 9.5
Scandinavia ........... 3.9 6.2 6.6 10.9 5.1 4.0 10.7 | 13.0] 13.8 18.7 11.2| 10.0
Austria® .............. 4.8 4.2 4.4 6.8 8.0 5.8 9.11 10.0 9.3, 11.8) 14.7| 12.0
Spain® ... ... ... ..., 1.4 1.8 .6 5.5 2.3 1.5 1.9 2.8 1.7} 15.6 2.9 1.9
Total ............... 175.6 1 252.8 | 222.9 1 245.3 | 140.8 | 169.6 | 342.3 | 449.1 | 443.8 | 477.3 | 312.9 | 397.8

* Data from Broomhall’s Corn Trade News.

¢ Includes Poland and Czecho-Slovakia.
b Includes Turkey.

cannot for past years be distributed ac-
cording to final destination.? During Au-
gust-March 1930-31 shipments to orders
were larger than in any of the preceding
five years; as a result, the United Kingdom,
and certain other countries, presumably
had a larger part of their takings reported
as orders shipments this year than is usu-
ally the case. In the second place, ship-

1 Net imports into Holland during August-Febru-
ary were larger than the August-March net imports

of any of the preceding years with the exception of
1927-28.

2Brpomhall now distributes the orders shipments
according to final destination, but since such distribu-
tions are not available for earlier years, precise com-
parisons are not feasible.

¢In February 1931 the Parliament of the Nether-
lands passed a law which provided that the govern-
I‘nent might require the use of between 10 and 25 per
cent native wheat in all milling mixtures, and like-
Wise, the use of the same proportion of domestic flour

with ‘imported tlour. This law has not yet become
effective,

*The small shipments to Belgium probably reflect

lo some extent small German purchases.

¢ Includes Malta.
4 Includes Spanish Colonies and Portugal.

third place, much of the wheat shipped to
Holland and Belgium is actually destined
to Germany or Switzerland, and therefore
does not figure as a net import in Holland
or Belgium. Since Germany has imported
notably small quantities of wheat this year,
it is not surprising to find that shipments
to Holland as well as to Germany direct
have been small as compared with other
years, despite the record size of net imports
into Holland during August-February.
During the past four months Germany,
Belgium, and Italy have taken but rela-
tively small quantities of wheat and flour,
as is apparent both from the shipments and
the net import statistics. Italy and Belgium
were able to restrict their purchases of for-
eign wheat during December-March partly,
at least, because they had taken large quan-
tities of wheat during August-November.*
German net imports, on the other hand,
were small during the entire period Au-
gust-February, a situation probably result-
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ing mainly from the high tariff and the
strict milling regulations in force in that
country.?

Shipments figures suggest that France
was the only European country to take
notably large quantities of wheat during
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sumably would have imported considerably
more foreign wheat during the present sea-
son if high wheat and flour tariffs and re-
strictive milling regulations had not heen
in operation.? Czecho-Slovakia and Swit-
zerland both imported fairly large quanti-

TABLE 4 —WuEAT AND FLour NET IMmrorts oF EunoreaN CouNTRIES, DECEMBER-FEBRUARY AND
AvcusT-FEBRUARY, 1926-27 TO 1930-31*

(Milllon bushels)

December-Kebruary August-Tebruary

Country 192027 192725 1172529 10920-30 | 1930-31 1026-27 | 1927-28 | 1928-20 | 1629-30 1030-31
United Kingdom* .......... 76.11 | 74.53 | 76.98 | 60.53 | 77.83 |150.06|156.07142.96 | 154.80 |164.70
Italy ... .. i 24.32 | 20.63 | 20.00 | 5.86 | 16.69 41.39| 85.41| 45.53| 10.79 | 44.23
GEermany ........ciiiion. 14.69 | 22.01 | 11.15 | 22.04 4.60 46.64 53.63| 37.67| 34.57 | 17.28
France” .................. 19.50 7.56 | 12.09 41 | 11.13 38.23| 28.08] 33.02| 14.62 | 27.46
Belgium .................. 9.18 9.58 9.44 | 9.44 8.80 20.64| 24.481 24.29] 24.67 | 24.98
Holland ................... 6.08 7.28 7.03 | 5.56 6.71 16.60| 19.16| 17.87| 16.78 | 20.88
Switzerland ............... 3.22 5.67 3.45 | 3.41 4.27 10.14| 12.14| 8.44( 9.51 | 11.80
Czechoslovakia ............ 4.37 5.49 3.54 | 3.4 4.21 11.07] 12.99| 11.24| 8.40 | 13.26
Poland ................... 75 .94 .56 | (.16)°) (1.04)° A1) 2.151 1.96| (.02)° (2.90)°
Austria ................... 2.73 3.38 3.28 1 3.90 | 3.86 10.77| 10.15| 8.35| 10.09 7.50
Scandinavia .............. 4.11 6.55 7.64 | 4.84 5.38 10.42| 15.39| 18.59| 13.98 | 14.95
Bailtic States .............. 1.67 | 2.16 | 2.41 | 2.27 .95 4.777 5.02] 5.67| 5.99 5.25

* Data from official sources, mostly as reported by the International Institute of Agriculture. For each country or group
of countries the figures are summations of net imports of individual months, and in some instances (Germany, Poland, and

France) minus net exports in individual months.

o Includes Irish Free State. Data for December-March
and August-March, with imports of Irish Free State in
February and March 1931 estimated.

December-March and August-March: net
import figures, on the other hand, indicate
French takings were of moderate rather
than of large size. In any case, France pre-

1 The German tariffs on wheat and flour and the
German bread law remained unchanged during De-
cember-March. During December and January, Ger-
man millers were required to use 80 per cent native
wheat in their flour, and during February and March,
75 per cent; the percentage was reduced to 50 for
April.

2 The wheat tariff and the quota provisions re-
mained unchanged in France during December—March.
Recent unofficial advices state that admixture of 15,
later 20, and later 25 per cent of imported wheat was
authorized before the end of April, in contrast with 10
per cent previously permitted.

3In Czecho-Slovakia supplementary duties of 20
cents per bushel on wheat and $1.97 per barrel on
flour were added to the duties already in force for
most-favored nations. Hungary was removed from
the list of nations most favored by Czecho-Slovakia,
and her wheat and flour therefore hecame subject to
the general rates of 68 cents per bushel of wheat and
$5.13 per barrel of flour. The quota law of Czecho-
Slovakia remained unchanged, requiring admixture of
75 per cent native wheat.

« The law provided that millers and flour importers
should buy domestic wheat in a quantity equal to 10
per cent of the amount of their wheat and flour im-
ports.

b “Commerce général” net imports, except in February
1931.
¢ Net exports.

ties of wheat during August-February; but
their net imports were only of moder-
ate size during December-February. In
Czecho-Slovakia, December net imports of
4 million bushels were the largest, and
January net imports of .13 million bushels
were the smallest, monthly net imports on
record since 1924-25; these trade conditions
reflected anticipation of the tariff increases
which became effective on December 15.°

The remaining European countries for
which either shipment or import data are
available, Scandinavia, Austria, Spain and
Portugal, Greece, the Baltic states, all ap-
pear to have taken moderate or small
amounts of wheat during December—-March
and August-March. Shipments to Greece
during December — March were probably
somewhat curtailed as a result of the quo_ta
law imposed late in November or early in
December.* Changes in governmental reg-
ulations presumably likewise affected the
wheat and flour trade of the group of Bal-
tic states, and the group of Scandinavian
countries, although the large wheat crops



INTERNATIONAL TRADE

harvested by these countries in 1930 also
tended to keep imports from being large.’

Sounrces or EXpPorTs

As compared with earlier post-war years,
December-March shipments from each of
the chief exporting countries, with the ex-
ception of Australia and Russia, were
strikingly small in 1930-31. From the six
major exporting countries combined, ship-
ments during December-March of the pres-
ent season represented a smaller proportion
of the total supplies available for export
than did shipments for the corresponding
weeks in any other post-war year. Table 5
shows the shipments and net exports from
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couniries combined may be attributed
mainly to a restricted import demand fol-
lowing an earlier accumulation of stocks,
one must look to factors operating within
the individual exporting countries to ex-
plain why shipments from each country
were of the size they were. Given a small
import demand, shipments from cach ex-
porting country might have been relatively
small, if the disposition to hold wheat at
the prevailing prices had been about the
same in each of the countries; or shipments
from one or more of the countries might
have been relatively large and shipments
from the remaining countries exceedingly
small, if exporters in the former country or

TABLE 5. —INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS AND NET Exrorts oF Wurar AND FLoUR FroM PriNciPAL
Exronrt AREAS, DECEMBER-MARCH, 1922-23 T0 1930-31*

(Million bushels)

International shipments (Broomhall) Net exports from
Dee.~Mar,

North Argen- Aus- Ijnlt/»tl [ ‘ Argen- Aus.

Total | America tina trulla Russia | Bakans | India | Others? | States | Cansda tina tralla

1922-23........ 226.0 | 139.6 | 52.8 24.8 2.0° 6.8 49.0 8.3 | 56.6 25.1
1923-24........ 270.0 | 159.2 | 56.0 33.2 10.4 10.4° .8 34.6 | 117. 65.2 38.9
1924-25........ 272.0 ] 116.8 | 66.0 60.4 14.0° | 14.8 63.4 61.9 | 65.0 60.0
1925-26........ 234.8 | 128.8 | 33.6 40.8 4.8 12.0 Lt 1408 218 1 116.4 | 35.5 42.2
1926-27........ 301.6 | 159.2 | 60.8 49.6 20.4 16.4 .4 .8 42.3 | 100.6 | 69.5 51.3
1927-28........ 272.8 | 149.6 | 82.4 27.6 -8 10.0 .4 2.0 32.1 | 113.2 | 93.9 27.1
1928-29........ 346.4 | 176.0 | 93.6 60.4 .. 14.4 2.0 32.8 | 124.7 | 95.2 59.8
1929-30........ 188.4 90.8 | 45.6 28.0 o.Wf| 1887 e 5.2 37.1 49.1 | 4.4 27.2
1930-31........ 241.6 92.0 | 45.6 64.4 26.0 106.0 3.6 15.1 63.9 | 47.0* | 64.0¢

* Shipments flgures are Broomhall’s cumulative totals for seventeen weeks from the Corn Trade News. These totals
for the Balkans, Russia, North Africa, and Chile do not agree with the weekly data given in Appendix Table VI. Net

exports are official data.

“ ixcept as noted, North Africa and Chile.

"Includes some shipments from Manchuria.

¢ Includes some shipments from Mesopotamia,

4 Shipments from India reported with “Others.”

° German shipments of 141.4 million bushels included.

principal countries and areas over the per-
lod under review, and for December-March
of earlier post-war years. Chart 2 (p. 304)
provides comparisons of monthly shipments
data from the principal sources of exports.

While the small volume of shipments
from all, or from the six major, exporting

I n Latvia, millers were required to use 50 per
Klelnf‘dome.shc wheat in their mills during December--
g!t\l!;th. F]tnland raised the duty on wheat flour from
vempo 2 $4.70 per barrel around the middle of No-

em 'er. Millers in Sweden weré required to use 75
Per cent native wheat during December, 80 per cent

;\11‘:11:}];,' January and February, and 85 per cent during

Russia and Australia have no grain exchanges.

f Russian shipments included in “Balkans.”
¢ Includes shipments of something over 2.5 million bushels

from Russia.

A Includes shipments from India.
t March exports are Broomhall’s shipments.

countries continuously had undercut the
offer-prices of exporters in the latter coun-
tries. Thus, it hardly suffices to explain the
small exports of any particular country
wholly on the basis of a small total import
demand: that country presumably would
have been able to supply a larger fraction
of the import demand if its exporters had
chosen to accept lower prices.

Australia and Russia were the only major
exporting countries which shipped large
quantities of wheat during the past four
months;? both had shipments of record size
in comparison with corresponding ship-
ments in the years 1922-23 to 1930-31. Yet
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it is notable that the Russian exports do not
appear large in comparison with shipments
for the corresponding months of pre-war
years; and that the large Australian ship-
ments represent a smaller proportion of the
supplies available for export and carry-

THE WHEAT SITUATION, DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCH 1931

Shipments from Russia look more strik-
ingly large as compared with earlier years
if one considers the August-March ship-
ments of 88 million bushels rather than the
December-March shipments of only 26 mil-
lion bushels; for the Russian export move-

CranT 2.—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLounr rromM NorrHa AMERICA, ARGENTINA, AUSTRA-
LIA, AND Ormer CoUNTRIES, BY MONTHS, Aucust 1929-Manrcr 1931, As CoMPARED
WITH AVERAGE SHIPMENTS 1921-22 1o 1929-30%*

(Million bushels)

50 50 50 50
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40 /';-/ \\ 40 40 40
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193031 1921-22 TO*
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30 E 30 30 s 30
\ L7 A \/ S
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ot KEall Sy o --‘\\ o~
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0
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0
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* Compiled from Broomhall’s weekly shipments published in Corn Trade News. See Appendix Table I1X for weekly

shipments during December—-March 1930-31.

over' than did Australian shipments for
the same months in four other post-war
years, 1924-25 to 1926-27, and 1928-29.

1 “Available supplies” were roughly calculated to
include the crop plus estimated carryover December 1,
minus requirements for food and seed. For estimates
of carryovers and domestic consumption see Appendix
Table XIII.

2 See WHEAT Srtupies, January 1931, VII, 198-99.

ment was relatively heavier during August-
November than during December-March.
As noted in our survey of the wheat situa-
tion for August-November,? the large Rus-
sian exports this year may be ascribed to
the harvesting of a bumper crop, to a suc
cessful “collection” campaign (which was
successful partly because it did not end as
previously announced on December 15
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1930)," and to restriction of domestic con-
sumption® for the purpose of promoting
exports. Australian shipments were large
partly because the carryover from the old
crop was large (thus large quantities of
wheat could be shipped out in December),
hut primarily because the crop of 1930 was
of record size.? Marked depreciation in
Australian exchange during the period
(especially during January) probably like-
wise facilitated exports;* hut the impor-
tance of this factor is more difficult to
evaluate. Finally, one may note that Aus-
tralian exports would probably have been
smaller had not the Oriental demand for
wheat, encouraged by low prices and large
quantities of the lower grades of Australian
wheat, been unusually heavy. Perhaps one
should ask why, under circumstances so
favorable to large exports, Australian ship-
ments during December-March were not
even larger than they were—why they did
not represent as large a portion of the esti-
mated supplies as in 1925-26 and 1928-29.
To some extent shipments were perhaps re-
stricted this year by rains at harvest time;
and by some holding of wheat by farmers
who expected the Federal goverment to
establish a higher guaranteed price for
wheat,> Moreover, in comparing 1930-31

1 According to Foreign Crops and Markets, the col-
lection plan of cereals had been executed by 89 per
cent as of December 25. This percentage was raised to
95 as of March 20.

2 Bread continued to be rationed in Russia during
the period under review; but rations to certain groups
of workers were reported to be raised.

31t is significant to note that even if the official
estimate of the crop (205 million bushels) is some
15 million bushels too high, as some competent ob-
servers believe, the crop is still of record size.

4The course of Australian (telegraphic transfer)
excl}ange rates on London (based on £100-London)
during December—-March were as follows :¥

Dee. G..1081%4 Jan. 3..108% Feb. 7..130 Mar. 7..130
Dee.13.,10814  Jan. 10..115%  Feb. 14..130 Mar. 14..130
Dee, 20. J108%  Jan. 17..118 Feb. 21..130  Mar. 21..130
Dec. 27..1081,  Jan. 24..125 Feb. 28..130 Mar, 28..130

Jan. 31..130

* Dates specified are dates of publication of the rates in
the London Economist.

" The effect of discussions regarding a guaranteed

brice is commented upon in the Monthly Review of
the ‘.‘Vl}cat Situation, January 1931, published by the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics, Canada.
n % “Available supplies” refers to the quantities re-
la“”“t_{ (as of December 1) after deducting estimated
“omestic consumption (food, feed, and seed) for the
s?ar and net exports for August-November from the
rop plus carryover. See Appendix Table XIII.

~

with 1925-26 and 1928-29 as regards the
proportion of available supplies shipped
during the four midwinter months, it is
worthy of note that available supplies were

“considerably smaller in the two earlier

years; and that it is obviously much casier,
other things equal, to ship a large propor-
tion of small supplies than to ship the same
proportion of larger supplies in a given
interval of time. When these various cir-
cumstances are considered, the actual size
of Australian shipments appears to be ex-
plicable.

Argentina and the North American ex-
porting countries all exported notably
small quantities of wheat during the period
under review. This can more readily be
understood as regards the United States
than as regards Canada and Argentina; for
presumably the price-pegging operations
of the Grain Stabilization Corporation were
the major influence responsible for keeping
the prices of United States wheat far out
of line with the prices of internationally
competitive wheats. Thus, it seems reason-
able to attribute the small size of United
States net exports (some 10 million bushels
smaller than the smallest ones recorded
over the past 9 years) mainly to the market
activities of the subsidiaries of the Farm
Board. .

‘What wheat prices would have prevailed
in the United States, whether wheat would
or would not have flowed freely to export
in the absence of price support by the Sta-
bilization Corporation, are questions for
conjecture. It seems reasonable to guess
that if the government agency had made no
attempt to support wheat prices, United
States wheat would have competed some-
what more freely in the international mar-
kets, and hence net exports would have
been somewhat larger. But in view of the
low level of prices, it also seems probable
that speculative interest in the United
States would have been sufficient to keep
prices in this country high relative to prices
at Liverpool. Under such circumstances
net exports, though larger, presumably
would not have been strikingly large in
comparison with the December-March ex-
ports of other post-war years; and the pro-
portion of available supplies® exported
would still have been relatively low, though
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not, as it actually was, only slightly over
half of the lowest proportion on record for
the preceding eight years.

The restriction of the Canadian export
movement appears somewhat more diffi-
cult to explain. Canadian net exports of
64 million bushels for the period were
smaller than in any year since 1922-23 with
the exception of 1924-25 and 1929-30; and
in relation to supplies available on De-
cember 1, almost as small as in 1929-30, and
hence much smaller than in any of the pre-
ceding years. Perhaps most of the restric-
tion may be attributed to the fact that at
the prevailing low level of wheat prices
owners of high quality Canadian wheat
probably preferred to hold the wheat on
the chance that prices would rise, rather
than to force it into export channels by ac-
cepting still lower prices. Moreover, United
States traders, driven from United States
markets by the stabilization operations of
the Farm Board, were attracted by the ex-
ceedingly low prices of the Winnipeg wheat
futures and apparently made fairly large
speculative purchases in that market.* Spec-
ulative holding of Canadian wheat was en-
couraged in January and February by re-
ports of continued dry weather in large
portions of the United States winter-wheat
belt, and by reports of subnormal precipi-
tation in the western provinces of Canada
during December-February.? It seems rea-
sonable to believe that if Canadian wheat
prices had not advanced relative to British
prices during those months, the export
movement from Canada would have heen
somewhat larger.

Shipments from Argentina amounted to
46 million bushels during December-March,
a figure approximately the same as that

1]t is interesting to observe that the average daily
volume of futures trading in United States markets
during December—-March was the smallest since rec-
ords have heen kept, beginning with January 1921.

2 The importance of December-February precipi-
tation in Canada as regards the outlook for the new
spring-wheat crop is open to question. The United
States Department of Agriculture is apparently of the
opinion that it is of little significance; while many
traders and trade journals (including a number of
Canadian ones) appear to believe that winter precipi-
tation is important in building up sub-soil moisture
reserves. This latter view probably was responsible
for some market support during the period under
review,

3 See Broomhall’s Corn Trade News, March 25, 1931.
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for the corresponding period of 1929-3¢
when wheat supplies were strikingly small,
and somewhat larger than that for 1925-2¢
when the Argentine crop was smaller in
size and notably of poor quality. In rela-
tion to the total supplies available for ex-
port and carryover, shipments during the
past four months were probably smaller
than in any year except 1925-26. Several
important factors combined to keep Argen-
tine exports small. Rains during December
and January delayed the harvesting of the
crop; and further rains during the latter
part of January and early February slowed
down the movement of wheat from the
farms. Another factor of probable impor-
tance was the strikingly large corn ship-
ments of January—March; in the past when
wheat shipments have been notably large
during January-March, corn shipments
have been small. The low wheat prices of
December-March presumably also played
a part in restricting exports of wheat from
Argentina. This factor was no doubt espe-
cially important as regards the sale of low
quality wheat, since such wheat could be
moved to foreign markets at but slightly
lower cost per bushel than wheat of good
quality, yet could he sold only at an appre-
ciable discount under the prices prevailing
for the standard grades. During March,
prices of feed grains rose so rapidly in lead-
ing European markets that on occasions
wheat sold as low per pound as did corn
and barley.® Such price relationships nat-
urally encouraged Argentine exporters to
devote themselves and their shipping facili-
ties to the exportation of corn rather than
of wheat. Finally, the quota laws combined
with high tariffs in European importing
countries probably tended to restrict Ar-
gentine and Australian shipments to a
greater degree than Canadian shipments.
Since only small quantities of foreign
wheat could be imported, and since the im-
port duty represented such a large portion
of the cost of importation, millers, desirous
of maintaining the quality of their flour,
probably looked upon the high-proten
Canadian wheats with more favor than in
past years when governmental regulations
were less strict.

Shipments from the Danube basin were
small in comparison with the size of avail-
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able supplies. Low wheat prices and per-
haps an anticipation of governmental ac-
tion which might increase the returns from
wheat sales tended 1o restrict exports. The
governments of all of the Danubian coun-
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tries have taken measures to raise grain
prices to growers, and to facilitate the ex-
portation of grain; but up to the present
time none of these measures seems to have
proved notably effective.!

I1. VISIBLE SUPPLIES AND OTHER STOCKS

During most of the period under review
total visible supplies were maintained at a
new high level slightly above the level of
last year. In the main, this was a reflection
of the unusual January-March increase in
United States visibles, an increase resulting
from heavy marketings and restricted ex-
ports. In each of the four major exporting
countries with the exception of Argentina,
total stocks available at the end of March
1931 were of record size; and in Argentina
stocks were large in comparison with most
post-war years, though smaller than in
1929. Less information is available about
the stocks position in other exporting coun-
tries; but it appears that stocks were small
in only one exporting group, the countries
of northern Africa. Wheat supplies in the
Danube basin were sizeable, though prob-
ahly smaller than the record stocks of 1929,
In Russia and India stocks were no doubt
considerably above average in size; but
one cannot accurately judge how far above
average. Thus, in all exporting countries
combined wheat stocks must have been of
record post-war size at the end of March
1931; and in the exporting countries out-

1 Bulgaria and Jugo-Slavia both have government-
owned and government-controlled organizations to
handle grain surpluses, while Roumania has seriously
considered establishing such an agency. In Hungary
the “grain ticket system” is still in force. Three inter-
national grain conferences were held in February and
March to consider the problem of disposing of the
grain surpluses of eastern and central European coun-
ll‘xes.' Two of the conferences, those held in Paris,
starting February 23 and February 26 respectively,
were under the auspices of the League of Nations;
whereas the third, held in Rome March 26-30, was
EfflllC('] by the International Institute of Agriculture.
I'he first two conferences were attended by representa-
Lives from 24 European countries (Russia was not in-
Vited) who centered their attention upon the Euro-
Pean grain situation. At the Rome conference 46
nations were represented (including the United States,
Vlv!ilch was represented only unofficially); and the
:vt t:lgatcs concerned themselves with the problems of
de(]”’]d train surpluses. We reserve discussion of the
su&{e}x‘atlon.s until a later date. At the moment, it
m“?? to mdlc_ate that strong differences developed
ad'w“n Importing and exporting countries and that

dournments oceurred when impasse was reached.

side of Russia and India, aggregate stocks
were probably larger than those of any
other year, but only a little, if any, larger
than in March 1929. In the importing coun-
tries of Europe, on the other hand, wheat
supplies must have been fairly low at the
end of March 1931.

VISIBLE SUPPLIES

Total wvisible supplies in the United
States, Canada, ports of the United King-
dom, and afloat to Europe have been main-
tained throughout most of 1930-31 at ap-
proximately the same level as in 1929-30,
a level unprecedentedly high as compared
with earlier years. Since mid-January,
moreover, total visible supplies have been
larger this year than. last. The weekly
courses of total visibles and of visibles in
the three major positions are shown in
Chart 3 (p. 308) for the years 1928-29 to
1930-31. It appears notable, as compared
with 1928-29 and 1929-30, that total visibles
increased in February 1931 after declining
from a peak in late November. As com-
pared with years prior to 1928-29, however,
such an increase does not appear strikingly
unusual, for since 1923 February increases
in total visibles have occurred in four years
—1923, 1924, 1925, and 1928. Nevertheless,
the February increase of 1931 was unusual
in that it resulted partly from an increase
in the visible supplies of the United States.
Only in one other year (1923) of the past
nine years have United States visibles in-
creased during February; and in no other
year has there been a March increase.

In the United States visible supplies were
maintained at an unprecedentedly high
level during December-March by large
marketings and by small exports. The
movement of wheat to primary markets in
the United States proceeded at an exceed-
ingly slow pace during October-December
(December receipts being the smallest for
that month during the post-war years) ; but
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it was greatly accelerated in January-—
March. This year January receipts were
larger than in any post-war year except
1923, February receipts were the largest
within a decade, and March receipts were
likewise the largest in a decade. The
heavy marketings may perhaps be attri-
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partly with a view to using large quantities
for animal feed, perhaps partly in anticipa-
tion of marketing the wheat at higher
prices. At any rate, the mild winter and the
change in the relationship between corn
prices and wheat prices from early Decem-
ber to March must have tended to discour-

Cnant 3.—VisipLe Worar SuprLies IN THE UN1TED StAaTES, IN CANADA, AND IN UN1TED KiNGDOM Ports
AND ArLoatr 1o Eurore, WEEKLY, AugusT 1928-Mancu 1931*
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* Data for December-Marceh 1930-31 presented in Appendix Table VI,

buted partly to the pegged wheat prices
of December-March and to the surmise
that the Farm Board might discontinue
price support after May 31. Other factors
were probably important. Farm stocks
were undoubtedly strikingly large at the
beginning of the calendar year 1931; and
large marketings were therefore to be ex-
pected. Wheat was held back from mar-
ket during October-December, perhaps

age the feeding of wheat; and the favor-
able development of the new winter-wheat
crop helped to induce farmers to market
their wheat at the prevailing price-level
In this connection it appears especially sig-
nificant that in spite of the huge market
receipts of January-March farm stocks on
March 1 were larger in 1931 than they have
been in any year since 1921.

Part of the increase in total visibles be-
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tween January and February is attributable
to the increase in total stocks in ports of
the United Kingdom and afloat for Europe.
From a peak in late November, aggregate
stocks in those positions decreased until
the middle of January, then rose rapidly to
a new and higher peak in late February.
Such a movement appears unusual in com-
parison with the movement of 1929-30, but
not especially so when compared with
carlier years, the year of greatest simi-
larity being 1923-24. The decline during
December and early January 1930-31 was
due wholly to a decline in stocks afloat
(port stocks increased during those weeks)
which reflected primarily a reduction in
shipments to Europe from North America
and Russia; since Russia has not been ex-
porting heavily in recent years, it is un-
usual for shipments from both of these
sources to decline at the same time, though
shipments from North America usually do
so after November. The rapid rise in total
port stocks and stocks afloat, from mid-
January to the end of February, reflected
partly an increase in total shipments to
Europe and partly an increase in the pro-
portion of the total contributed by coun-
tries of the Southern Hemisphere (an in-
crease especially large as compared with
that of 1929-30).

Visible supplies in Canada were main-
tained at a lower level in December—March
1930-31 than in the corresponding months
of 1928-29 and 1929-30. The general course
of Canadian visibles during the period un-
der review showed no unusual seasonal
characteristics. Both marketings and ex-
ports were relatively small in December,
January, and March (although large in
comparison with 1929-30), and both were
moderately large in February; hence vis-
ibles neither increased nor decreased at
an unusually rapid rate.

WHEAT SToCKS IN EXPORTING COUNTRIES,
MarcH 31

In the United States, total wheat stocks
3 well as that portion represented by the
Visible supplies appear to have been of
record post-war size at the end of March
19311 Official estimates of stocks on farms
and in country mills and elevators March 1,
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combined with Bradstreet’s estimate of vis-
ible supplies, yield a figure about 56 million
bushels larger than the highest correspond-
ing figure for preceding post-war ycars—
451 million hushels in 1931 as compared
with 395 million bushels last year. But de-
spite the high total, stocks in country mills
and elevators were smaller than average;
and stocks on farms, though the largest of
recent years, were smaller than in either
1920 or 1921.

Census data of stocks held by city mills
on March 31 are not yet available; but on
the hasis of stocks data as of December 31
and of the relationship between the May
and July wheat futures, 1t seems reasonable
to believe that at the end of March stocks
held in city mills and in transit to city mills
were somewhat smaller than in any of the
past five years except 1926.2 Stocks in these
positions on December 31 were relatively
large, though they had been exceeded in
two (1929 and 1930) of the preceding five
years. Since stabilization operations kept
the May future out of line with the July
future, however, millers presumably felt
impelled to reduce their stocks by consid-
crably more than the usual amount be-
tween December 31 and March 31. But the
reduction, though probably larger than any
reduction of the past five years, was pre-
sumably not large enough to cause stocks
to be quite so low at the end of March in
1931 as in 1926. We consider it reasonable
to suggest a probable minimum of 65 mil-
lion bushels for stocks in city mills and in
transit on March 31, 1931. If 65 million
bushels be accepted as a minimum figure,
one may conclude that on March 31 stocks
in the major positions—on the farms, in
country mills and elevators, in city mills
and in transit to mills, and in terminals—
were at least 35 million bushels larger in
1931 than in 1930. Supplies of wheat and
flour in the hands of bakers and retailers
and in individual households throughout
the country can never be estimated with
any degree of certainty. Suffice it to say that
this year the course of prices has not been

1 See Appendix Table XII.

2 City mill stocks in private and public terminals
and in country elevators are not considered in the
above discussion because of duplication with the
stocks data furnished by Bradstreet and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.
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such as to encourage large holdings in these
positions, and that in the aggregate they
are probably somewhat smaller than usu-
al. But in spite of this, it appears prob-
able that stocks in all positions in the
United States were considerably larger on
March 31 this year than in any other post-
war year.

Although the visible supplies of Canada
were smaller during August-March 1930-31
than during the same period of 1929-30,
total Canadian wheat stocks were of rec-
ord size on March 31, 1931, being about 30
million bushels larger than the largest end-
March stocks previously recorded—those
of 1929.* This yeat, stocks in all positions
except in transit, and in United States lake
and Atlantic ports, were strikingly large;
but the one outstanding feature of the stocks
position was the size of farm stocks. Stocks
on farms on March 31 amounted to almost
89 million bushels, a figure some 28 million
bushels higher than the corresponding fig-
ure for 1929, and 18 million higher than
the one for 1924 (the largest on record for
former post-war years). The large farm
stocks probably reflected the unwillingness
of farmers to sell wheat at the prevailing
low prices.

Australian stocks were doubtless also of
record post-war size on March 31. At 84
million bushels, visible supplies in Aus-
tralia on April 1 were about 20 million
bushels larger than the largest April vis-
ibles of any of the preceding ten years.*
Moreover, when estimates of domestic con-
sumption and of shipments from Australia
during January-March are subtracted from
the official estimate of the 1930 crop, the
resulting figure is strikingly high in com-
parison with corresponding figures for
earlier years.

In Argentina stocks were relatively large
this year at the end of March; but they

1 In each of the years 1928-31 total Canadian stocks
(in Canada and in the United States) were larger than
in any of the years prior to 1928. The following stocks
figures for those four years were derived by adding to
the official Canadian estimates of stocks within Can-
ada (see Appendix Table XII) the figures for stocks
in United States lake and Atlantic ports:

1928 ... 240.8
1929 ......... 268.1
2 See Appendix Table VII.

3 See J. A. Goldschmidt and Company, grain letter
of March 18, 1931.
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probably had been equaled in 1928 an(
exceeded by something like 60 million
bushels in 1929. As compared with the
small stocks on hand at the end of March
1930, the quantity of wheat available thig
year was perhaps about 40 million bushels
larger.

Information in regard to stocks in other
major exporting countries—Russia, {he
Danube basin, India, and northern Africa—
is meager and difficult to evaluate. De-
velopments in the wheat situation during
April-July will probably be greatly affected
by the quantities of wheat on hand, and
available for export, in Russia. Since esti-
mates of the Russian crop of 1930 still range
from around 955 million bushels? to 1,097
millions, and since probably no one outside
of Russia knows even approximately how
much wheat has been used for domestic
consumption during the past nine months,
it seems impossible to say more about the
Russian stocks position as of March 31 than
that wheat stocks must have been larger
on that date in 1931 than in any of the pre-
ceding 10 years. In the Danube basin the
crop of 1930 was, according to official esti-
mates, the second largest of post-war years,
being exceeded only in 1928. Moreover, the
carryover of old-crop wheat into 1930-31
was probably considerably larger than the
carryover into 1928-29; hence, at the he-
ginning of August 1930 wheat supplies must
have been almost the same size as those of
August 1928, the largest on record. During
August-March 1930-31 net exports from the
Danube basin were fairly heavy, heavier
than in 1928-29, but not large in relation to
the available supplies. Even if it be as-
sumed that wheat consumption has steadily
increased in the Danubian countries, one
may infer that stocks were abundant at the
end of March 1931, probably more abun-
dant than in any post-war year other than
1929, though perhaps not much more S0
than in 1930.

In spite of the fact that the Indian wheat
crop of 1930 was officially estimated at 387
million bushels (the largest in at least 40
years), and that net exports have been of
negligible size, one cannot with any assul-
ance conclude that at the end of March 1931
wheat stocks were of record size. In the
first place, some observers still incline t0
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the belief that the crop was overestimated.
And in the second place, there is no good
hasis for judging how much of the crop has
heen consumed and how much stored. In
India there is possibly a fairly elastic de-
mand for wheat for human consumption:
when world prices are low Indian con-
sumption may tend to be higher than when
prices are high. On the other hand, there
also appears to be a tendency for large
stocks of wheat to accumulate in India dur-
ing years of large crops and low wheat
prices, especially when the weather is rela-
tively unfavorable for the development of
the growing crop.? Such conditions have
prevailed during the present season. More-
over, the government has taken steps to en-
courage the consumption of native grain
supplies. It has twice induced reductions in
railroad rates on wheat and has recently
introduced a tariff on wheat imported into
India, measures which probably reflect the
opinion that stocks of Indian wheat are
large. On the whole, we incline to the no-
tion that wheat supplies in India were
larger than average at the end of March
1930.

In the countries of northern Africa the
stocks position on April 1 apparently dif-
fered markedly from the position in other
exporting countries. Since the combined
wheat crop of Algeria, Tunis, and Morocco
was relatively small in 1930, and the net
exports of August-March were relatively
large, wheat stocks were presumably below
average in size at the end of March 1931.

The above survey suggests that, taken as
a group, the wheat-exporting countries of
the world held wheat stocks of record size
on March 31, 1931. But, it must be noted
that the large supplies of 1931 do not carry
the same implications for future trade and
future prices as would have been carried
by equal supplies similarly distributed in
former post-war years, on account of the

1 lll,see Corn Trade News, January 28, 1931. Broom-
t]}i1 5 correspondent in northern India has expressed
o ¢ belief that the amount of the last harvest was
verestimated by about 37 to 56 million bushels.
*See Whpar Stupms, July 1927, 111, 353-71.
¥Sce below, p. 330,
lio;1 !‘l‘e crop figures used as the basis of our calcula-
18 are presented in Appendix Table II.
b See p. 299,
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quantity owned by the Grain Stabilization
Corporation in the United Stales.”

Stocks IN IMPoRTING COUNTRIES

The outlook for international trade and
the course of wheat prices during April-
July depends in no small measure upon the
stocks position in European importing
countries, a position necessarily difficult to
evaluate in the absence of tangible evi-
dence. In 1930 European countries, aside
from Russia and the Danube basin, har-
vested a wheat crop of about normal size,
trend considered. The carryover into
1930-31 was somewhat larger than average;
but shipments to Europe during August-
March were moderately light as compared
with other recent years. Thus, if wheat was
consumed at a normal rate during August-
March 1930-31, and if the estimates used
accurately reflect in the aggregate year-to-
year changes in production,* wheat stocks
in European importing countries must have
been below normal in size at the end of
March 1931. Morcover, as noted above,’
even if wheat consumption was somewhat
curtailed during August-March, it was
probably not so greatly restricted as to
warrant any marked change in our evalua-
tion of the European (excluding Russia and
the Danube countries) stocks position as of
March 31. In any case it seems clear that
stocks of wheat in European importing
countries were smaller at the end of March
in 1931 than in either of the preceding two
years.

A study of the European stocks position
by individual countries leads to the conclu-
sion that at the beginning of April 1931
supplies of wheat were strikingly low in
France and Austria, and moderately low
in Germany and Italy; while the United
Kingdom, Belgium, Holland, Spain, Switz-
erland, Czecho-Slovakia, Scandinavia, and
the group of Baltic states each held stocks
probably about of normal size, trend con-
sidered, or in some instances moderately
larger. Poland, usually a net importing
country, has ranked as a net exporting
country during August-March 1930-31, and,
according to our calculations, Polish stocks
at the end of March 1931 were probably
large enough to warrant further small ex-
ports during April-July. These judgments
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rest mainly upon production and trade
data: obviously, therefore, if certain of the
crop eslimates arc inaccurate, some of our
judgments regarding wheat stocks are in-
validated. In general, however, this cvalua-
tion of the stocks positions of these coun-
triecs does not differ markedly from the
opinions expressed in leading trade jour-
nals. In this connection, it is perhaps
worthy of note that a number of observers
seem inclined to characterize German
stocks as strikingly low, whercas we find
some ground to describe them as moder-
ately low. If attention be directed only to
the period 1928-31, German stocks at the
cnd of March 1931 may well he classified
as extremely low; but if a longer period,
say eight years, is taken into consideration,
March stocks appear large in 1928 and 1929,
of about normal size in 1930, and moder-
ately low in 1931. The German crop of
1930 was almost as large as the bumper
crop of 1928, but it differed markedly from
that crop in quality: the crop of 1928 was
of high quality, while that of 1930 was
poor-—a factor which, other things cqual,
would lead to the use of more wheat in
1930-31 for the manufacture of a given
amount of flour. Moreover, other things
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were not equal in 1930-31. Governmental
regulations, especially the quota law, dis-
couraged imports and encouraged a more
rapid utilization of domestic wheat. It is
therefore not surprising that this year Ger-
man farm stocks were reported to be lower
on March 15 than in any of the three pre-
ceding years.! Data on farm stocks arc
not available for earlier years, but it ap-
pears warrantable to infer that farm stocks
as of March 15 may have been lower in sey-
cral of the ycars 1923-27 than they were
in 1931. With the quota law in force in
Germany this year and rising prices in
prospect, it is probable that stocks of do-
mestic wheat in the hands of German mill-
ers were larger than normal at the end of
March 1931.

English farm stocks appear to have heen
only of moderate size on April 1, despite
the fact that during August-March DBritish
farm marketings amounted to only about
19 per cent of the small 1930 crop; whereas
in previous post-war years the lowest cor-
responding percentage was 28. These facts
suggest that fairly large quantities of wheat
were fed to animals in August-March, per-
haps mainly because of the low quality of
the crop.

II1. WHEAT PRICE MOVEMENTS

Tue Course oF Furures PRICES

The course of wheat futures prices in
leading world markets during August-April
is shown in Chart 4. After declining dras-
tically from August to the middle of No-
vember, futures prices recovered slightly
during the latter part of November, re-
mained fairly stationary during the first
ten days of December, then again moved
abruptly downward, reaching new Jow
points for the season on December 29 in
Chicago and Buenos Aires, on December 31
in Winnipeg, and on January 2 in Liver-
pool. In United States markets the old-crop
futures (December, March, and May) were
pegged after the mid-November hreak; and
thereafter did not follow the same course
as did futures prices in other markets, or
as did the new-crop futures in Chicago. No
spectacular price movement occurred in
any of the leading futures markets during
January - March; prices fluctuated within

exceedingly narrow limits as compared
with other post-war years, though in both
Liverpool and Buenos Aires new record
lows were established around the middle
of January. Of greatest interest during
these months was the narrowing of the
price spread between Liverpool and Win-
nipeg: the narrowing was brought about
by relative steadiness of Winnipeg prices
throughout the second and third wecks of
January, when Liverpool prices were sag-
ging, and by a relalively greater rise in
wheat prices at Winnipeg than at Liver-
pool during the last of January and the first
week of February. Likewise of interest was

1 Since 1928 wheat stocks on German farms on
March 15 are reported to have represented the fol-
lowing percentages of the total year’s crop:

Winter wheat Spring wheat

1928 .......... 28.9 1928 .......... 49.7
1929 .......... 21.2 1929 .......... 30.6
1980 .......... 25.6 1930 .......... 32.4
1931 .......... 13.2 pi1% 3 O 30.3
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the decline of the Chicago July future rela-
tive to Liverpool futures in the latter part
of February.

The December decline in wheat prices
may probably be attributed mainly to a
falling off in European import demand,
and to consequent intensification of compe-
{ition among exporting countries. Several
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ation, European importers and millers
chose to withdraw from the importing
market in December 1930, as they had a
year earlier,’ and to use up some of the
large stocks which had been accumulated.
Exporters and traders in Canada, Argen-
tina, and Australia, disturbed by the falling
off of export demand, seem to have offered

CHART 4.—COURSE OF WHEAT Fururges Prices 1IN Four LEapiNGg MARKETS, DaILy,
AvaeusT-MarcH 1930-31*
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factors contributed to the sudden decline
in import demand. European millers and
importers had suffered heavy losses on
their August-October purchases, and after
the November price-break hesitated to en-
gage in further buying until the future
course of wheat prices should become more
clea_rly defined. Moreover, they were in a
Position to draw upon large stocks of Rus-
slan and North American wheat which
were piled up in ports of the United King-
dom and on the Continent as a result of the
heavy wheat shipments of August-Novem-
ber. Finally, with a large Southern Hemi-
sphere crop in prospect, there seemed to
¢ ¢every reason for Europeans to antici-
Pate that considerable pressure might de-
Yelop on the international market some-
ime during January-March. In this situ-

wheat to importers at progressively lower
prices. In this competition, Argentine ex-
porters, observing an improvement in the
outlook for the Argentine crop, and being
favored by a rapid depreciation of the
Argentine exchange, appear to have led
the way to lower prices.? The entire weak-
ness of wheat prices in December cannot
be attributed, however, to the wheat situ-
ation alone. Business conditions remained
depressed; the prices of industrial stocks
(the Dow-Jones average) declined mark-
cdly during the first three weeks of the

1 See WHEeaT Stupies, January 1931, VII, p. 138.

21t is interesting to note that practically all of the
December decline in Liverpool prices occurred during
the period from 2: 15 p.m. to the close of the market,
a period during which Buenos Aires news is likely to
be of primary importance.
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month; and optimism in regard to the fu-
turc coursc of corn prices tended to fade.
These factors all may have contributed to
the general pessimism of wheat traders,
notably in North America.

During January-March the news which
came into the wheat markets was in the
main neither strikingly bullish nor bearish;
it would seem, however, that the bearish
items outnumbered the bullish ones. Import
demand remained restricted; winter-wheat
crops progressed unusually well with win-
terkilling considerably below average; the
United States visible supplies increased
during the mid-winter months for the first
time in post-war years, thus suggesting that
wheat was not being fed in as large quanti-
ties as had earlier been anticipated (a sug-
gestion borne out by estimates of farm
stocks on March 1) ;* and finally, the Stabil-
ization Corporation announced in Febru-
ary that it might sell for export as much
as 35 million bushels of wheat before July
1. Other things equal, one might expect
such factors to bring about a further price
decline. But despite the bearish features
of the situation, prices ruled relatively
stable during January-March; the markets
(especially Winnipeg) showed readiness to
respond to any bullish news and to resist
the depressing effect of bearish news. Even
during the period of greatest weakness,
mid-January, when prices in Liverpool and
Buenos Aires sagged (prices in Liverpool
reaching the lowest point since 18942
probably largely as a result of depreciation
in Argentine and Australian exchange®
and the pressure of Argentine wheat on
the international market, prices at Winni-

1 In November reports to the Department of Agri-
culture indicated that around 236 million bushels of
wheat might be fed to animals during 1930-31. Dur-
ing December-January, however, the relationship be-
tween corn and wheat prices changed in such a man-
ner as to discourage the feeding of wheat, After the
Government report on farm stocks as of March 1
became available, it was generally conceded that the
figure of 236 million bushels appearcd far too high.

2 It has heen stated that English wheat prices were
lower in January than they had been for several cen-
turies. As regards undeflated prices, this is true only
if the low daily prices of January are compared with
average annual prices for preceding years, a compari-
son which is not strictly justified; deflated prices, on
the other hand, are too unsatisfactory to be used for
such a purpose.

3 In January the Argentine peso declined to the
lowest point in a decade.
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peg remained firm, supported partly by the
speculation of Chicago houses.

The exceedingly low prices of mid-
January could not fail to attract specu-
lators; and the prices of the Winnipeg
futures appeared especially attractive, at
least to North Americans. Consequently, in
the latter part of January when reporis of
threatened drought in the winter-wheat
belt of the United States became more and
more serious, and securities prices turned
upward, wheat prices bulged in all markets,
the advance at Winnipeg being of greatcer
magnitude than the advance elsewhere,
Heavy rains at the end of the first week of
February supplied adequate moisture for
the top soil, and allayed the worst fears of
drought; but wheat prices were tempora-
rily maintained by other bullish factors—
by rumors of a Russian revolution, hy a
strengthening of the Argentine exchange,
by a reduction of the Argentine crop esti-
mate, by a further advance in the stock
markets, and by reports that further rains
were needed to replenish the subsoil mois-
ture in most of the winter-wheat belt. Dur-
ing the last week of February bearish news
again dominated the wheat markets and
prices moved downward. Probably the
most important single factor was the ru-
mor, and finally the confirmation on Feb-
ruary 26, of export sales made by the Sta-
bilization Corporation. The single fact that
the Farm Board might sell as much as 35
million bushéls of wheat before July 1
probably was not in and of itself respon-
sible for much bearish sentiment; but the
uncertainty created by this change in the
Board’s export policy was undoubtedly of
major significance in bringing about a price
recession. Other factors, however, likewisc
coniributed to the declinec: among these
apparently the most important were ben-
eficial rains in the Southwest, and prelim-
inary estimates of farm stocks in the United
States.

Since the first of March wheat prices
have fluctuated within extremely narrow
limits. The only feature of great interest
was the tendency of prices to sag during
the latter half of March, a tendency cspe-
cially noticeable in Buenos Aires where the
price decline of February was less marked
than in the other markets. Relatively inac-
tive European demand, sizeable shipments
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from the Southern Hemisphere, the pres-
sure of large stocks, and the announcement
that the Farm Board would not support
wheat prices after June 1931, were factors
which contributed to market weakness dur-
ing the latter part of March.

All told, the months of January-March
were notable for relatively long-continued
stability of international wheat prices. The
stocks position was such that prices might
well have continued to sag somewhat as
they did intermittently in August-Decem-
her. But the extremely low level of prices
reached early in January seems to have
tended to induce farmers to hold wheat in
some exporting countries, Russian exports
declined sharply, and ex-European demand
hecame relatively active; potential selling
pressure on the international market was
not exerted in full force, partly because of
these developments, and partly because of
weather conditions that retarded the mar-
keting of wheat in the Southern Hemi-
sphere and because of the pegging of prices
in the United States.

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG FUTURES PRICES AND
BETWEEN CasH Prices aND FUuTURES PRICES

The most striking feature of the relation-
ships among futures prices in the various
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at Liverpool, Winnipeg, and Buenos Aires.
Price spreads between specified Liverpool
futures and specified futures in Winnipeg,
Chicago, and Buenos Aires are shown in
Chart 5. With the Chicago old-crop futures
pegged, the December decline in wheat fu-
tures prices in the other leading markets
naturally resulted in increasing the price-
spreads hetween Chicago and those mar-
kets: from mid-December to mid-April the
May future at Chicago stood at a premium
of approximately 20 cents over the May
future at Liverpool.

The price of the July future at Chicago,
not supported by the Farm Board, fol-
lowed the same general course as did fu-
tures prices at Liverpool, Winnipeg, and
Buenos Aires. It is notable, however, that
at no time did the Chicago July future rule
at a normal discount under the Liverpool
July future, and that during January and
February it ruled one to five cents above
the Liverpool future—a price situation at
least partly due to speculative buying on
reports of lack of moisture in the United
States winter-wheat helt and the Prairie
Provinces of Canada, and to speculative
buying induced by the sole fact that the
price of the July future at Chicago was
extremely low in comparison with prices in

CuaART 5.—PRICE SPREADS BETWEEN NEAR FUuTURES AT LIvERPooL ANp NEAR Futures at Cuicaco, WINNI-
PEG, AND BUENOS AIres, AugusT-Marcy 1930-31*
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world markets during December-March
Was the increase in the spread between the
old-crop futures at Chicago and the futures

* Spreads caleulated from closing prices published in the Daily Trade Bullefin. October, December, and May futures at
¢ Dool used as base; spreads in terms of October, December, and May futures at Winnipeg; September, December, and
4y futures at Chicago; and September, October, February, March, and May futures at Buenos Aires. The Chicago July

other years. The decline of the Chicago
July future relative to the Liverpool July,
from mid-February to the end of March, is
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probably attributable mainly to three fac-
tors: to improved prospects for the new
winter-wheat crop of the United States, to
increased estimates of the stocks of old-
crop wheat, and to confirmation of the
more-or-less general belief that the Farm
Board would not support wheat prices after
June 1931. The position of the Chicago July
future may reasonably be interpreted as
additional evidence that resistance to low
prices tends generally to be stronger in the
United States than in the other major ex-
porting countries.

Approximately the same market influ-
ences were operative at Winnipeg, and
presumably were responsible for the nar-
rowing of the price-spread between the
Winnipeg and Liverpool futures from mid-
December to mid-February, and for the
widening of that spread during the last two
wecks of February. The relatively greater
advance of the Winnipeg as compared with
the Chicago July future may be ascribed to
the fact that the July future at Winnipeg
was selling below the July future at Chi-
cago (a rather unusual relationship) and
hence appeared to be a better speculative
buy than the Chicago July.

During the period under review, rela-
tionships among prices of near and distant
futures in the leading markets were notably
unusual only in Chicago where the Sta-
bilization Corporation pegged the prices of
the old-crop futures, but not of the new-
crop futures. Thus, while the more dis-
tant futures ruled consistently above the
nearer futures in Liverpool, Winnipeg, and
Buenos Aires, they ruled far below the
nearer futures in Chicago. Likewise note-
worthy is the fact that the price of the
September future in Chicago has been
about on a level with or slightly below the
price of the July future. This relationship,
which appears unusual in view of the enor-
mous visible supplies, may perhaps also be
attributed indirectly to Farm Board policy.
While the actual supplies of old-crop wheat
will probably be of record size in July, the
supplies in private hands will probably be
small. Moreover, since the Farm Board has
not yet announced what its selling policy
will be in July, millers and traders cannot
be at all sure that available supplies of old-
crop wheat will be selling on a competitive
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price-basis with the new-crop wheat; thus
as the new winter wheat becomes available
in July, it may be actively demanded in al]
parts of the United States. If such condi-
tions as these have been visualized by trad-
ers, one could more or less explain why the
July future should have been maintained
at a higher price than the September fu-
ture; but it is impossible to know whether
or not the actual relationship between the
July and September futures at Chicago has
been based upon some such reasoning.

Cash wheat, which was sold at a consid-
erable premium over the near wheat future
during October-December, failed to com-
mand a premium during most of January-
March.

CAsH PRricEs

During the period under review wheat
prices on the international market and in
the leading exporting countries of the world
(except in the United States) reached new
low levels, the lowest levels of the present
century. Chart 6 shows quarterly average

CHART 6.—AvERAGE WHEAT PRICES IN THREE Ma-
JoR ExrortiNG COUNTRIES, AS COMPARED WITH
Bririsu PaARceLs Prices, BY QUARTERS AUGUST
1922-JuLy 1929, AND BY MoNTHS AucusT 1929-
Marcu 1931*
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wheat prices during 1922-23 to 1928-29 and
monthly average prices since August 1929
on the international market (British par-
cels prices) and in three of the princgpﬂI _
exporting countries. The factors mainly

responsible for the low prices of December-
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March 1930-31 have been discussed else-
where;* and we shall not deal further with
them here. On the international market
Argentine wheat has, as usual, been selling
helow Auslralian and No. 3 Manitoba
wheat;? but not so far below either of these
wheats as clearly to indicate that, quality
considered, Argentine wheat was to be pre-
ferred at prevailing prices. In fact, the
oulstanding fcature of the price situation
on the British import market during
December-March was the unusually nar-
row price-spreads between the various
imported wheats—a striking contrast to
the situation in 1928-29 and 1929-30 when
Canadian wheat commanded notably high
premiums. No. 2 Hard Winter wheat was
not quoted in Liverpool after October 1930.

Prices of domestic wheat in the leading
Continental importing countries, France,
Germany, and Italy, showed considerably
more strength during December-March
than did prices on the British import mar-
ket. This is apparent in Chart 7, which
shows average prices of British wheat par-
cels, and of domestic wheat in France, Ger-
many, and Italy, by quarters from 1922-23
to 1928-29, and by months from August
1930. Italian wheat prices were notably
weak in December 1930; indeed, hetween
November and December they declined
even more than did British parcels prices.
But during January and February, the
monthly average price of Italian wheat ad-
vanced about eight cents, while the price
of British parcels rose less than two. In
France and Germany wheat prices in-
creased markedly during December-March,
probably mainly as a result of the contin-
ued maintenance of high quota laws and
reduced supplies and offerings of native
wheat. In each of these countries the aver-
age February price appeared moderately
high in comparison with prices in other
Post-war years, a situation quite different
irom that in any of the exporting countries
orin any of the importing countries which

ad neither quota laws nor exceedingly
high tariffs in force. Even in Italy, where a
wheat tariff of 87 cents per bushel was in
effect, the February wheat price was low in

' See above, pp. 312-15, and W STUDIE -
vary 1931, V11, 287_10' , an HEAT STUDIES, Jan

?See Appendix Table X.
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comparison with the prices of the preced-
ing six years.

In the United States, operations of the
Stabilization Corporation kept fluctuations
in cash wheat prices within fairly narrow
limits: offers of wheat on the cash markets

CHAnT 7.—AVERAGE Prices or DoMEsTIc WHEAT IN
THREE MAJOR EUROPEAN IMPORTING COUNTRIES,
As CoMrarep witH BritisH ParceLrs Prices,
BY QuUarTERs Aucust 1922-Juny 1929, aAND BY
MonTHS Aucust 1929-Mancu 1931%

(U.S. dollurs per bushel)

220 2.20
2.10 > 2.t0
200 4 2.00
. A
1.90 4 ',/\ X f,",;:“ 1.90
1.80 ¥ f \5 1.80
1.70 Lt 170
1.60 Y L 7oA 1.60
1.50f— [ASHMT; 1.50
P4 HILA 4
1 a0} s A i 1.40
W L'h""
130 SR .30
British \

r20 Parcels \.\ .20
rLio \‘ 110
1.00 \ 1.00
90 20
.80 \ 80
70 55523 62504 180425 9226 192531 192728 12629 W29 19303 O

* Series explained and data for August 1928-February
1931 given in Appendix Table XI. For British parcels prices
see Appendix Table X.

were so large, and the export and milling
demands for wheat so small, that the Sta-
bilization Corporation was forced (largely
in the Southwest) to buy fairly large quan-
tities of cash wheat in order to keep cash
prices in line with futures prices. During
the period under review there was quite a
marked decrease in the price-spread be-
tween No. 2 Red Winter wheat at St. Louis
and No. 2 Hard Winter wheat at Kansas
City; and a slight decrease in the spread
between No. 2 Red at St. Louis and No. 1
Northern at Minneapolis. At Chicago,
where No. 2 Red had stood at a high prem-
ium over other grades of wheat during
September-December, there was such a de-
cline in the price of No. 2 Red relative to
other grades during December-January
that the premium on that wheat disap-
peared. Receipts both of hard winter and
of hard spring wheat continued to average
high in protein content; and protein prem-
iums, accordingly, ran consistently small.
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IV. ACTIVITIES OF THE

The developments during December-
March have brought into prominence a
number of important and practical ques-
tions bearing on the interpretation of the
policy of the Farm Board and of the con-
current operations of the Farmers’ National
Grain Corporation and the Grain Stabiliza-
tion Corporation, which have acted under
control of the Board. These questions,
which relate to future as well as to current
operations, may be submitted to a tenta-
tive but not a definitive examination, on
the basis of occurrences in the period under
review.,

THE NATURE oF THE Act UNDERTAKEN IN THE
PEGGING OF THE WHEAT PRICE

The pegging of the wheat price for the
1930 crop is generally spoken of as a “sta-
bilization.” This term is used by the mem-
bers of the Farm Board, officials of the
Board, and officials of the subsidiary agen-
cies, by opponents in the grain trade and in
the husiness world, and by commentators
in economic circles, in technical journals,
and in the public press. Nevertheless, we
feel constrained to suggest that the pegging
of the wheat price was not a price stabili-
zation in the sense in which the term has
been employed in the discussions on farm
relief culminating in the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act. We gather from a reading of
the Congressional Record that such a peg-
ping of the price as has occurred was not
contemplated by the Congress. We regard
the act to have been a valorization rather
than a stabilization. This is not to say that
the undertaking when defined as valoriza-
tion was more or less meritorious than
price stabilization according to current
agricultural parlance; but we hold it im-
portant that the distinction be drawn. It
is not a question of quantitative formula-
tion but rests on a realistic appraisal of
objectives. The distinction in objectives is
not obliterated by the circumstance that in
valorization and stabilization alike a sub-
sidy is in effect granted to producers.

The connotation of the term “stabiliza-
tion” includes elements of cost of produc-
tion, control of distribution, mechanism of

THE WHEAT SITUATION, DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCH 1931

FEDERAL FARM BOARD

marketing, and influence over supply
through restraint or acceleration of dispo-
sition of a crop seasonally produced but
continuously consumed. The compelling
incentives lie in circumstances within the
commodity, so to speak; that is, stabiliza-

‘tion of the price is urged on commercial

grounds related to the crop and for the
benefit of growers. To stabilize the price
of one crop might incidentally support the
prices of the other crops; but the controll-
ing incentives would lie in the crop under
consideration.

Price “stabilization,” according to current
usage, includes for wheat three main ob-
jectives: (1) retardation of the rate of farm
marketing after the harvest; (2) a planned
program of merchandising to millers and
exporters through the year; and (3) on oc-
casions the carrying of surplus from one
crop year to another, or commercial di-
version of wheat into non-food uses. In-
cluding these objectives, stabilizing the
price of wheat would usually be an inter-
seasonal operation, but might be an intra-
seasonal operation.

The pegging of the wheat price in No-
vember 1930 and thereafter by the Grain
Stabilization Corporation can hardly be
said to have been an operation specifically
designed in fulfillment of these objectives.
It was not designed to retard farm mar-
keting of wheat after the harvest, since
it came too late. It was not designed to set
up or effectuate a plan of merchandising
wheat to millers and exporters; instead, it
has almost suspended export of wheat and
flour and disorganized the operations of
millers. It was not designed as a plan to
carry wheat into the next crop year; though
this result will eventuate, it was not an
objective but an incidental misfortune
which the Farm Board hoped to avoid
through the feeding of wheat to animals al
home and through possible crop failure
at home or abroad. It strikes us as im-
possible to describe this pegging of the
wheat price as a stabilization operation,
according to definitions in line with the
discussion of the subject in the first an-
nual report of the Federal Farm Board
(pages 24-36). In fact in order to call such
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a pegging of the price a price stabilization,
once must enunciate what might be called
hedonistic stabilization—namely, price ele-
valion. Tt was a valorization.

It has gradually become clear that the
compelling motive for the pegging of the
wheat price in November lay outside of the
direct farm interests of wheat growers.
Chairman Stone of the Farm Board, in an
address at Hutchinson, Kansas, on March
25, 1931, revealed the particular circum-
stances which prompted the Board in No-
vember to peg the price of wheat. Had the
price continued to decline, loans would
have becen called, wheat would have been
thrown on the market in sheer liquidation,
grain dealers and banks would have faced
insolvency,” the decline in wheat prices
would have percipitated declines in all
grain prices, the demoralization would
have extended fo the stock exchanges, with
the possibility that the recession phase of
the business cycle might have become a
veritable panic. Under the artificial price
the co-operatives, the independent grain
dealers, and the banks were given time to
make the adjustments eventually neces-
sary with the inevitable decline of the
world price of wheat. It was an anti-panic
measure promulgated in an emergency;
why it was confined to wheat and not ex-
tended to cotton and other products has
not been explained. Perhaps the best ex-
pression is to say it was a credit measure
rather than a price measure.

The pegging of the wheat price provided
growers with an enlarged income, mini-
mized losses on production costs, enlarged
purchasing capacity, and protected co-op-
crative markeling associations against haz-
ardous overextension. The gains to wheat
growers were supporting considerations.
But_clearly these were not the compelling
motives. The support of public psychology
and banking institutions against panicky
demoralization was the compelling motive.
Whether the Farm Board hoped that the
Price decline of the business cycle could
be arrested or acted merely in the expecta-

'If the

Y grain houses and banks founded their op-
erations o y

fop s n the wheat price level employed as basis
‘2()1)'“0 support .hy the Farm Board in the fall of
cay .land the spring of 1930, they must have been
4Vlly overextended in November 1930.
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tion that the inevitable price decline would
be deferred, made gradual, and thus less
disastrous, is not of record. It is proper to
infer that the Board did not expect the
emergency which prompted the action to
continue; therefore the pegging of the
price for the 1930 crop did not imply a
corresponding action for the 1931 crop, ir-
respective of the price of wheat. This
inference has since been confirmed by the
announcement that the price of wheat will
not be pegged for the new crop. We take
it that the Farm Board in appraising the
emergency must have halanced against the
pegged price the possible losses to the re-
volving fund and also the difficulty of con-
vincing growers that a low wheat price
which constituted an emergency during
1930-31 would not represent an emergency
during 1931-32. The Farm Board hoped
for a reduction in carryover through in-
creased feeding of wheat, but of course
recognized that pegging the price would
also reducc exports. Therefore, the Board
must have recognized that if an increased
carryover of wheat eventuated, this might
have the effect during 1931-32 of depress-
ing the wheat price and perhaps retard re-
covery of business. In short, since these
circumstances must have been more or less
envisaged by the Farm Board, the pegging
of the wheat price is all the more clearly
revealed as an action directly based on
considerations largely outside of wheat
growing. Incidentally remarked, the more
emphasis henceforth placed on the price
pegging as an emergency measure in a
business depression, the less need will there
be to prove that in the end it will have
been remunerative to growers. Even wheat
growers would recognize that their indi-
rect gains might be so large as to counter-
balance ultimate direct losses.

The Agricultural Marketing Act is
broadly phrased and is permissive rather
than mandatory. We have no doubt that
the Farm Board had the power to peg the
price of wheat for any reason it found
compelling. At the same time, it is proper
to point out that the Congress did not in-
corporate in the wording of the Act any
express provision for such an emergency as
occurred. The Agricultural Marketing Act
does not define stabilization of price except
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in paragraph (4) of Section 1. According
to this subdivision of the Declaration of
Policy, the Federal Farm Board is to oper-
ate to promote the effective merchandising
of agricultural commodities in interstate
and forcign commerce “by aiding in pre-
venting and controlling surpluses in any
agricultural commodity, through orderly
production and distribution, so as to main-
tain advantageous domestic markets and
prevent such surpluses from causing undue
and excessive fluctuations or depressions in
prices for the commodity.” The broad per-
missive powers in the execution of this
objective are contained in paragraph (c¢)
of Section 1.

Under the term “surplus” is considered
for the purposes of the Act only the com-
modity produced in the United States in
excess of domestic requirements or in
excess of the requirements of orderly dis-
tribution. Wheat in excess of domestic re-
quirements is raised annually. Whether the
expression “in excess of the requirements
for the orderly distribution” includes or
implies relations of supply, demand, and
price on the world market, is a matter of
interpretation. Under paragraph (c) of
Section 1 it might be decided, in the judg-
ment of the Board, that when the Ameri-
can surplus of wheat could be exported at
prices regarded by the Board as remuner-
ative or relatively satisfactory to wheat
growers, then the surplus would not be “in
excess of the requirements for the orderly
distribution.” Contrariwise, it might be de-
cided, in the judgment of the Board, that
when the exportable surplus could not be
sold on the world market at prices re-
garded by the Board as remuneralive, or
relatively satisfactory, to wheat growers,
and in consequence accumulated within
the country, then the surplus would be “in
excess of the requirements for the orderly
distribution.” The degrees of realism and
hypothesis involved in such a decision need
not detain us here, since a discussion would
involve statistical and legal casuistry to an
unprofitable extent.

It is hardly possible, under a forthright
interpretation of the Agricultural Market-
ing Act, to interpret the pegging of the
wheat price from November to the end of
the crop year as an operation to meet “the
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requirements for the orderly distribution”
of the surplus of wheat. The low price of
wheat, which in November provoked the
pegging of the price by the Grain Stabili-
zation Corporation, was a complex product
of extraordinary domestic and interna-
tional factors. The wheat price in August-
November 1930 was unsatisfactory to
American producers. But that the move-
ment of wheat was not an “orderly distri-
bution” under the circumstances, raises a
totally diffcrent question. It is euphemistic
to imply that a distribution is not “orderly”
whenever it is unsatisfactory to producers,
In effect, the Farm Board felt that a higher
price than the prospective world price
would be a good thing for wheat growers
and for the business interests of the coun-
try, and therefore it authorized or accepted
the pegging of the wheat price by the Grain
Stabilization Corporation. Under the Act
the Board is the judge of its own powers
to “aid to the fullest practicable extent in
carrying out the policy” of the Act. It may
be technically permissive under the Act to
subsidize wheat growers during a depres-
sion phase of a business cycle. But it may
fairly be questioned whether the Congress
contemplated pegging the price of a farm
product under circumstances of low price
which seemed to many to lie in a business
cycle and largely outside of the domestic
agricultural relations of the product in
question.

It strikes us that press comments, out-
side of the rural press, in general tend to
support this interpretation. Those who de-
nounce the pegging of the price of wheat
do so largely on considerations drawn from
the wheat market. Those who support it
tend to do so largely on general grounds.
It seems to us to have secured as a credit
measure whatever degree of public justifi-
cation it has obtained. What would have
been rejected on commodity grounds Is
condoned or approved on credit grounds.
If the pegging of the wheat price is ¢
garded primarily as a credit measure, it
will provoke but limited appeal as a prece-
dent; if it were to be regarded as a com-
modity price measure, a very different type
of precedent would have been established.
We take it that many business interests
which oppose price fixing, howsoever de-
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vised and especially with the use of gov-
ernmental funds, and which would oppose
a slabilization of the wheat price, through
price pegging, in accordance with the con-
ventional use of the term, would either
condone or approve a valorization as an
anti-panic measure. This circumstance only
emphasizes the distinction between stabili-
zation and valorization and makes the
recognition of the distinclion the more de-
sirable.

Ture Efrect or THE PEGGED PRICE ON
CasH TrADING

To peg the price of wheat futures de-
prived the cash grain dealer of the cus-
tomary basis of his transactions. The
merchant buys wheat and hedges it; cleans,
conditions, and mixes the grain; sells it on
sample by grade to millers and exporters;
and handles his hedging account to the best
net advantage of his transactions. Thus he
employs his elevator, his capital, and his
enterprise. With futures prices pegged, the
hazards are muliiplied. As soon as the pro-
gram of price pegging was established, the
cash grain merchants proceeded to cantract
their operations with wheat, reducing their
stocks and trading from hand to mouth.
Simultaneously the mills were reducing
stocks. In consequence of these contrac-
tions, among other factors, the price of cash
wheat tended to sag below the pegged price
of futures. Thereupon, cash prices of wheat
were sustained by purchases by the sub-
sidiary agencies of the Farm Board, espe-
cially in the hard winter-wheat region.

Gradually, the subsidiaries of the Farm
Board are coming into possession of the
stocks of cash wheat. By the end of March,
the accumulations under the Farm Board
and the divestments of the private trade
were not pronounced enough to warrant
the statement that the Farm Board con-
@1‘01.led a monopoly of wheat. A monopoly
18 Inevitable with the close of the May
conlracts, and apparently it is already well
under way since, beginning with April 1,
the Grain Stabilization Corporation has
announced that the cash price will be
raised one-half a cent each ten days. We
take it that the Farmers’ National Grain
(:"Fporation and the Grain Stabilization
-orporation follow a common policy in the
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merchandising of cash wheat. It seems to
be inferred that the program being fol-
lowed will result in the net profits of cash
wheat operations being transferred to the
Farmers’ National Grain Corporation,
while the resultant stocks are transferred
to the Grain Stabilization Corporation.

Over the period under review, therefore,
a practical monopoly of wheat has been
in course of development. We are ac-
guainted with no estimates of the trade or
announcements of the subsidiaries of the
Farm Board from which one might conjec-
ture what proportion of the wheat of the
country outside of farms and mills was on
April 1 in the hands of the private trade
and of the subsidiaries of the Farm Board
respectively. Nationwide co-operative mar-
keting implies monopoly, and this was
recognized in the Capper-Volstead Act.
Commenting on “pertinent language” in
the first annual report of the Farm Board
bearing on regional and national organiza-
tions for a unified program of marketing,
John D. Black’ has made the following ob-
servation:

These expressions all suggest monopolistic in-
tent. Exerting monopoly influence over the sup-
ply is different from and probably less important
than exercising effective control over the market-
ing of a considerable portion of it, but both rep-
resent monopolistic intent. Mere unification of

opcrations in itself may not be monopolistic; but
if it is pointed at influencing prices, it surely is.

What makes the co-operatives’ monopoly
incffective is the large exportable surplus
of wheat.

TuE ErrecT oF PRICE PEGGING ON
EXPORT oF WHEAT

When the price of wheat was pegged in
November at the equivalent of more than
80 cents for May futures, this automatically
suspended export of wheat on a competi-
tive price basis. The fixed price was not
only far above export parity, but it was also
above the Liverpool price,> and has re-
mained so to a variable extent, sometimes
not far from 25 cents a bushel. Small

t “Social Implications of the Restriction of Agricul-
tural Output,” American Economic Review, March
1931, Supplement, XXI, 120.

2 Cf. “Speculation, Short Selling, and the Price of
Wheat,” Wuear Stupies, February 1931, IV, No. 4.
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amounts of wheat have been exported
during December-March (rather less than 5
million bushels of domestic wheat), partly
as an cxpression of carlier commiiments,
partly representing distressed wheat or
exceptional circumstances of quality and
type. Iindeavoring to continue exports,
American exporters have sought, for par-
ticular transactions, to sccure wheat from
the subsidiaries of the Farm Board for
export on a competitive basis, but with-
out result until the end of February.

On February 26, 1931, announcements of
a new export policy were issued by the
Grain Stabilization Corporation in Chicago
and the Farm Board in Washington. It
was announced that not to exceed 35 mil-
lion bushels of wheat would be made avail-
able, and-offered for export from Atlantic,
Gulf, and Pacific ports. The reasons given
were both general and particular. It was
indicated that much of this wheat lay in
positions more favorable for export than
for domeslic milling, drought relief, or
feeding purposes. It was admitted that the
evacuation of this amount of wheat was
desired in order to clecar port facilities for
the new crop. It is to be inferred that the
storage situalion at internal points also in-
fluenced the decision. It was specifically
stated that the wheat would not he offered
(and presumably would not bhe sold) at
lower prices than from other principal ex-
porting countries, taking into account cus-
tomary differentials for grades and quality.
The limitation to 35 million bushels was
made conditional on unforeseen crop or
market developments, which might cause
the world price to develop above the do-
mestic level.

It is intimated in trade circles that the
subsidiaries of the Farm Board have been
dealing directly with importers abroad.
Without doubt, however, if an American
exporter were to secure a sale in con-
formity with the program of the Stahiliza-
tion Corporation, he would be supplied
with wheat to complete the transaction.
In the two months which have elapsed
since this announcement, some signifi-
cant sales of wheat have been made, but
the results appear to have been disappoint-
ing to those who held high expectations of
the outcome.
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There is little reason to expect that large
export sales could be made during April-
June at world prices as of grade, type, and
quality, with continuation of circumstances
in the world wheat market as they existed
during March. At the existing and pros-
pective price of silver and rate of Aus-
tralian exchange, exports to the Orient
from the United States can hardly become
significant. In Europe hard winter wheat
enjoys this season a peculiar desirability,
It has been found that American hard win-
ter wheat blends advantageously with Rus-
sian wheat. Nevertheless, it has been heldd
at prices relatively too high to encourage
importation into Europe. Under the cir-
cumstances, we doubt if 35 million bushels
of American wheat can he exported before
the first of July without price cutting. Price
cutting the Grain Stabilization Corporation
must avoid, in order to escape the charge
of dumping. In the most careful hands and
in the best circles, the word dumping is not
rigidly defined. In the circles of European
agrarian politicians, the term dumping is
very flexible. If one defines dumping as
selling for use abroad at lower price than
for use at home, then export sales made in
accordance with the announcement of Feb-
ruary 26 constitute dumping. If selling for
use abroad at less than the average cost of
production is dumping, then also the Grain
Stabilization Corporation will be charged
with dumping. But it may be urged on be-
half of the proposed procedures that these
criteria do not apply and that so long as the
American wheat is sold for export at going
world prices (into the making of which the
American exportable surplus has possibly
had no part since October) the dumping
of wheat is not contemplated or effected.
From our personal experience with Euro-
pean tariff expositions we feel sure that
if the program of export succeeds, it will
be called dumping and may provoke re-
prisals. If the program of export does not
succeed, il will be of little practical avail
that it is not called dumping.

Trae Errecr or PricE PEGGING ON
ExprorT oF FLOUR
‘When the Grain Stabilization Corpora-

tion pegged the domestic price of wheat
substantially above the world level, profit
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able export of American flour ground from
domestic wheat was made practically im-
possible.‘ Millin_g cfticiency, mcrchandisipg
ingenuity, established brands, and good will
in foreign markets have cnabled a small
export trade to be maintained. The export
of flour during December-March was 3.3
million barrels. If we subtract from this
sum 1.4 million barrels (which we sur-
mise will approximately correspond with
the figure for export of flour milled in bond
"~ from Canadian wheat when the report be-
comes available) this leaves 1.9 million
harrels representing the export of flour
ground from domestic wheat during the
period under review. This is an artificially
low and disappointing export of flour, and
represents an unexpected loss of business
to American millers. Despite multifarious
negotiations with the Grain Stabilization
Corporation, looking toward the facilita-
tion of grinding of domestic wheat for ex-
port of flour, during December-March the
release of millers long established in the
export trade from the undeserved and arti-
ficial suspension of a normal business has
not heen satisfactorily accomplished.

In February the Grain Stabilization Cor-
poration entered into an arrangement to
facilitate the export of flour by selling
wheat specifically to be ground for export
of flour on the basis of the world price of
wheat. In effect, the arrangement consisted
in furnishing to mills the wheat at the mar-
ket price and the mills sold the flour into
export; thereupon the mills purchased
July or September futures to cover their
replacement with new-crop wheat. This
arrangement has had some effect in enlarg-
ing the export of flour, especially from the
Pacific Coast. More recently the Grain Sta-
bilization Corporation has offered a special
arrangement to Pacific Coast millers, de-
signed to equalize the price of wheat for
¢xport of flour on the basis of Canadian
wheat at Vancouver; but since the arrange-
Mment does not contemplate meeting the
Price of Australian wheat and flour in Asia,
the effect on export of flour to the Orient
femains conjectural.
¢ We take it that the Grain Stabilization
‘Orporation has been alive to the injury

ICf,

Trade, “The United States Wheat Flour Export

" Wrear Stupies, November 1930, VII, No. 1.
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and inequity involved in the situation: we
gather that fear of the charge of dumping
has restrained their action. If wheat had
bheen sold to millers at such prices as to
have enabled them to maintain throughout
the world the customary export of flour
at a time when the domestic price of wheat
itself stood far above export parity, this
would have provoked the charge of dump-
ing and invited reprisal. The millers of
Europe are likely to invoke reprisals
against dumping on even less putative
grounds than would provoke the growers
in those countries to do so. Whether, in
connection with the program to export 35
million bushels of wheat at world prices,
the Grain Stabilization Corporation will
make such arrangements with millers as
will enable them to resume such export of
flour as ought to occur whenever wheat is
freely exported, remains to be seen.

Tre ErrFect oF Price PEGGING ON
THE MILLING INDUSTRY

Three main reasons are given in support
of the fixed price of wheat: the income of
growers has been increased for the 1930-
31 crop; the credit strain has been relieved
on grain dealers and banks and disastrous
insolvencies averted; and the supported
wheat price has tended to avert panicky
demoralization in a critical period of the
business depression. Against the fixed price
will be advanced, among others, several
present and future criticisms: the loss to
the revolving fund of the Farm Board; the
precedent of governmental subsidy; the
prospective loss to growers on the 1931-32
crop; the retardation of business recovery
in consequence of an artificially low wheat
price during 1931-32, contingent on the
artificially high domestic carryover out of
the crop year 1930-31; and the injury to
the milling industry. The last circumstance
descrves a special examination.

In addition to the suspension of normal
and customary flour exports, the pegged
wheat price has rendered the conduct of
milling uneconomical and hazardous. In
our view, this consequence was not inherent
in, or a mnecessary concomitant of, the
pegging of the price of wheat; it was a con-
sequence of the particular application of
the policy of price fixing adopted by the
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Grain Stabilization Corporation. Everyone
conversant with the administration of mill-
ing during the war knows that with a fixed
price of wheat it is possible to conserve the
normal interests of flour millers. Since the
pegged price of wheat introduced hazards
for flour millers by depriving them of
hedging during the remainder of the crop
year 1930-31, and exposed them to a pre-
cipitous price decline in transition to the
crop year 1931-32, any risk directly con-
tingent on these hazards should have been
carricd by the Grain Stabilization Corpora-
tion. Instead, during December-March the
flour millers have heen left almost unaided
to cope with the artificial hazards and to
carry such losses as may result from the
possible mishandling, or even correct
handling, of their affairs under the abh-
normal circumstances imposed upon then.

It seems to us that the only way of avoid-
ing this interpretation of the relationship
between the Grain Stabilization Corpora-
tion and the milling industry is to assume
that it lay in the intent of the Congress to
impose, or condone, burdens upon millers
as direct consequence of the administration
of the Agricultural Marketing Act.

The intent of the Act in respect to separa-
tion of the functions of marketing wheat
and manufacturing flour is therefore im-
portant. Nothing in the declaration of
policy suggests that wheat growers should
enter into the manufacture of flour. Under
Section 7, in paragraph (a) (2) loans are
authorized to assist in “the construction or
acquisition by purchase or lease of physical
marketing facilities for preparing, han-
dling, storing, processing, or merchandising
agricultural commodities or their food
products.” Under an extremely technical in-
terpretation of the word “processing,” the
manufacture of flour might be conceivably
included. The question is—did the Con-
gress intend it to be included? The milling
of grain is a special act of processing, to be
sure; but the processing of grain in the
course of marketing does not include the
act of milling. The processing of wheat in
the course of marketing operations includes
cleaning, conditioning, and mixing. Wheat
growers have long contended that grain
dealers made large profits through clean-
ing, conditioning, and mixing wheats, and
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one of the objectives of co-operative mar-
keting of wheat has been to secure these
profits for growers. A perusal of the hear-
ings bhefore the agricultural committees of
the Senate and of the House of Representa.
tives and of the debates in the Congres-
sional Record preceding the passage of the
Agricultural Marketing Act make it clear
that the subsection quoted above is not to
be interpreted as including the taking over
of flour mills by wheat producers. This
interpretation has been recently enunciateq
by the Farmers’ National Grain Corpora-
tion in its release of March 30, 1931 (Vol. 2,
No. 14), by an explicit reference to “the
principle of co-operative marketing of farm
products from producer to—in the case of
wheat—umiller or to a foreign buyer.” Since
it did not lie in the intent of the Act to take
over the milling of wheat in the manufac-
ture of flour, it could not lie in the intent of
the Act to make the manufacture of flour
uneconomical, inefficient, or hazardous. In
short, while it was the intent of Congress in
the Act to have co-operatives take over the
marketing of wheat to the mill door, it was
not in the intent of the Act to embarrass
the operations of the milling industry.

The pegging of the wheat price deprived
American millers, for the most part, of the
customary insurance of hedging, provoked
some repudiation of purchases by flour
buyers, enforced reduction of wheat stocks,
converted into losses some of the premiums
paid for quality wheats, and compelled
the mills to shift to a hand-to-mouth opera-
tion in preparation for the closing of the
May contracts and the transition to the un-
pegged price of the new crop year. One
particularly unfortunate market effect was
to drive the miller from a neutral position
in which he had no interest in the price
level, to a defensive position in which he
was forced to become interested in a lower
price level. The widespread restriction of
profits from the storing and handling of
wheat, the reduced prospect of profit from
the milling of wheat, and the loss of profit
on the export of flour must have made it
difficult for some millers to cover interest
on bonds and dividends on stocks.

During the period under review the tech-
nical and financial operations of the flour
mills have been seriously embarrassed by
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the fact that the price of wheat was pegged
for the crop year after the mills had pur-
chased at least a considerable proportion
of their forward supplies at premiums for
quality. Prevision has compelled the mills
to look forward to the new crop year.
Finding themselves compelled to curtail
stocks to avoid losses on wheat, and because
flour buyers purchase from hand to mouth,
the mills must still maintain the customary
flow of flour of the customary quality and
uniformity. The mills realized fully in
March that they must procure stocks suffi-
cient to afford a free flow of flour during
May, June, and July without protection of
hedging. Practically speaking, if the con-
ditions prevalent during the period under
review prevail during the remainder of the
crop year, most mills will be operating dur-
ing two or three months practically without
their customary protection against risk,
and heavy inventory losses since November
seem probable. American flour mills have
long sought to avoid speculation, but the
pegged price of wheat has rendered their
husiness unavoidably speculative.

The subsidiaries of the Farm Board are
acquiring a monopoly of cash wheat, and
with the close of the May contracts will own
practically all of the supply outside of
farms. It is assumed, but not guaranteed,
that no “squeeze” will be applied on mill-
ers’ hedges at the end of May for such
millers as have not liquidated their posi-
tions. Beginning with April, the cash price
of wheat is to be advanced by a half cent a
bushel every ten days. Many of the mills
will have to buy currently most of their
wheat for daily grindings during June and
July. During December — March the mills
have been preparing for their May liquida-
tion of stocks. The wheat growers of the
country having been already advised that
the price of new-crop wheat is not to be
begged, the millers have now the right to
¢xpect to be advised by the subsidiaries of
the Ijarm Board how the mills are to be
Provided with wheat during the transition
Into tl%e new crop year.

_During April-June, with continuation of
dwide spread between old-crop futures and
lew-crop futures, everyone dealing in flour
\(n_’l‘IHCI‘S, Vyllolesalers, bakers, and retailers)
Vill be building down their stocks, in order
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to have on hand as small a reserve as pos-
sible when flour becomes available from
the new crop of wheat, at a lower price if
the present level of world prices persists.
This implies that the mills will be crowded
with rush orders for flour as soon as they
obtain new wheat at the lower price. For
the first time since the war, the overcapacity
of the milling industry will be utilized. The
outcome for milling accounts depends to a
considerable extent upon the advance flour
sales made during April-June for delivery
after July 1 and the extent to which hedges
against such flour sales placed in the new-
crop futures cover the prices to be paid by
the mills for the quality wheats required
to maintain their standards.

During the war it became a truism in the
operations of price control that when a
government fixes the price it finds itself
obligated to supply the commodity in ques-
tion to processors without loss entailed
through the governmental operation. From
this standpoint, it would seem to be the
ethical duty and the commercial obligation
of the Grain Stabilization Corporation to
provide the mills with the wheat necessary
for their operations and to protect them
against losses incidental to the govern-
mental program. That the Grain Stabiliza-
tion Corporation has, in effect, not been
able to do this during December-March,
only increases the obligation to do so dur-
ing April-July. The Corporation has de-
clined to loan for grinding (for domestic
use) old-crop wheat to be replaced with
new-crop wheat. There is no intimation
that the Grain Stabilization Corporation
offers to provide wheat on an accounting

.basis, at an agreed factor of conversion,

with final adjustment on the basis of prices
of wheatfeed and flour. If this lies outside
the legal powers of the Corporation, it does
lie within the legal powers of the Corpora-
tion to furnish wheat to mills at such prices
as shall protect them from undeserved
losses. If the unprotected situation of the
mills is permitted to drift into the free mar-
ket of the new crop year, it will be difficult
to arrive at any other interpretation than
the inference that the Grain Stabilization
Corporation, facing heavy losses to the re-
volving fund of the Farm Board, has de-
clined to safeguard the milling industry.
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INFLUENCE OF THE PEGGED PRICE oN FuTure
MERCHANDISING OF WHEAT

In the hope that the crop year 1931-32
might present a price high enough to trans-
form the pegging of the domestic price into
an advantageous operation, the Grain Sta-
bilization Corporation must have envisaged
the occurrence of one or more of several
developments. The list of desired contin-
gencies included the feeding of a large
amount of wheat to animals in the United
States, a reduction of wheat acreage in the
United States, a reduction of wheat acreage
in other countries, a significant increase
in use of wheat with low wheat price, the
occurrence of crop shortage somewhere else
in the world, the subsidence for this crop
year and the non-repetition for the next
crop year of Russian exports, and the up-
turn of the business cycle during the sum-
mer of 1931.

The announcement on March 22, 1931,
that the wheat price of the new crop year
would not he “stabilized”—that the market
for the new crop would be free in its rela-
tion to exchange trading and to the world
price—may have been due to convictions on
these points as much as to prospective
losses to the revolving fund. Until the first
of July the subsidiaries of the Farm Board
will be engaged in accepting and storing
the wheat which will come to them as the
final consequence of their “stabilization.”
Present estimates of the carryover vary
from 275 to 350 million bushels. Most of
the outbhound carryover, outside of farms,
will belong to the Farmers’ National Grain
Corporation and the Grain Stabilization
Corporation, mostly to the latter. The

amount of wheat to be ground during -

April-June may be approximately com-
puted. Unless provisions are taken to the
contrary, some new-crop wheat from Texas
and Oklahoma may be delivered to the
Grain Stabilization Corporation at the old-
crop price. The subsidiaries of the Farm
Board have not merely to plan to supply
the mills during the transition into the new
crop year, but have also to consider the
ultimate disposition of their accumulated
stocks. So far as has been announced, the
progressive raising of the price of cash
wheat every ten days, the program of ex-
port discussed above, the described plan to
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facilitate export of flour, and the limited
offer to mills to exchange old for new
wheat represent the only publicly known
steps taken by the subsidiaries of the Farm
Board to facilitate the disposition of wheat,

Wheat growers will find it difficult {o
understand why a low new-crop wheat
price is not to be supported. The explana-
tion of the emergency in the down swing
of the trade cycle in November will hardly
be accepted as satisfying to growers. If the
cash price of wheat with the opening of the
new crop year is anywhere near as low as
the July future price at the end of March,
growers will tend to lose their sense of ap-
preciation of their gain through the pegging
of the price during 1930-31. We take it
that the prospect of loss to the revolving
fund will not be accepted as a sufficient ex-
planation for the unexpected change of
policy. Coming down to practical ques-
tions, wheat growers will expect the Grain
Stabilization Corporation to keep the old-
crop wheat off the market until growers
have had opportunity to sell their 1931 crop
wheat—until, let us say, March 1932. In-
deed, one already hears it proposed in the
wheat regions that the carryover on June
30, 1931, should be impounded until a short
crop occurs, for years if necessary. Against
this, it is hardly to be doubted that the
Farm Board will determine its holding
policy in part by the acreage planted to
wheat in the fall of 1931—continuing lo
carry the stocks in approval of contraction
of acreage or proceeding to merchandise
them in disapproval of the refusal of wheat
growers to contract acreage. To some ex-
tent, the time and method of disposition of
the wheat stocks of the Grain Stabilization
Corporation may be modified by develop-
ments in the trade cycle; if recovery 18
rapid after the spring of 1932, these stocks
might be absorbed on the world’s market
without significant price depression; if re-
covery is not pronounced, to have these
stocks thrown on the world market might
substantially retard recovery.

During the concluding months of the
present crop year the Farm Board and its
agencies will need simultaneously to estab-
lish policies in the liquidation of the con-
sequences of the pegged wheat price of the
1930-31 crop, and in arrangement for the
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merchandising of the 1931 crop of wheat in
accordance with the intent of the Agricul-
tural Marketing Act. The dual problem
will be difficult to solve. Possibly since the
{wo phases are incompatible in some re-
speets, solution of the dual problem may
turn out to be impossible; the Farm Board
may need to choose between the future and
the past. The bumper crop of wheat in
1915 was the “break” which many observers
helieve contributed (with the enfrance of
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the United States) to the decisive issue of
the war. A short wheat crop in the world
would be the “break” which would tend
more certainly than other possible develop-
ments to save the farm boards, or corre-
sponding agencies, in many countrics. With
continuation of large supplies and low
prices, it becomes more difficult to discern
how the farm relief legislation in many
countries is to seccure justification with
wheat growers.

V. SOME ASPECTS OF THE OUTLOOK

As usual, the outlook for significant de-
velopments in the world wheat situation
during the closing four months of the crop
year is full of uncertainties. Will the wheat
crop of 1931 progress favorably or unfavor-
ably? Will Russia again flood the inter-
national market with wheat, more or less as
she did in September—December 19307 Will
Argentina, Canada, Australia, or the Grain
Stabilization Corporation in the United
States choose at one time or another, simul-
taneously or separately, to press export
sales? Is the stocks position in Europe such
that imports must be significantly heavier
in April-July than they were in December-
March? Will trade with the Orient continue
at the rather high level characteristic of
the winter months? Will firmness in the
feed grain position that became prominent
in March continue into the ensuing months?
What is to be anticipated with regard to
the course of the trade cycle, including the
index numbers of wholesale prices? These
are pertinent questions, and seem to require
rather specific answers if the outlook for
frade and prices in April-July, and for
year-end stocks, is to be phrased in terms of
probabilities rather than in terms of pos-
sibilities. Yet it must be said that on most
of these matters the array of factual knowl-
edge upon which sound answers may be
based is neither complete nor convincing,
though more so for some questions than for
others. In the following pages, for what it
Mmay be worth, we set forth as specific an
¢valuation of the outlook (including a state-
ment of assumptions that apparently need
10 be made) as we are able to compass in
brief space.

Without detailed discussion, we assume

that in the months of April-July the de-
pression phase of the trade cycle, including
wholesale prices of basic commodities in
particular, will cease to be its prominent
feature, and that there may be a tendency,
though not a striking one, toward improve-
ment. This view is widely held among stu-
dents of trade cycles. We further assume
without discussion that something of the
firmness apparent in the international feed
grain position in March may continue in
April-July, even though Argentina now ap-
pears to be harvesting the largest corn crop
in her history.

ProsrecTs For 1931 WHeaT Crop

At the date of writing (April 30), the
available information on wheat areas sown
and to be sown, winter-wheat areas aban-
doned, spring condition of the winter-wheat
plant, and the status of soil moisture in the
spring-wheat areas is hardly adequate to
provide a reliable basis for adjudging the
probable size of the 1931 wheat crops in the
important producing areas. Weather con-
ditions in the growing season will be of
dominant importance.

In general, reductions in areas sown or to
be sown in some countries appear likely to
exceed increases in other countries. Official
statistics point to reductions in the acreage
of winter wheat sown and to be harvested
in 1930-31 as compared with 1929-30 in
Canada, Roumania, and Algeria; unofficial
reports suggest reductions in France, the
United Kingdom, and Belgium, and (for
the crops which at this time are not vet
completely sown) in Argentina and Austra-
lia. Increases in the winter - wheat areas
sown are officially reported in Germany,
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Finland, Lithuania, Italy, and Russia.
Farmers in the United States have ex-
pressed their intentions to reduce the arca
sown to spring wheat rather sharply; well-
informed observers anticipate a reduction
of 10 per cent or more in the spring-wheat
acrcage in Canada; on the other hand, a
large increase in the area sown to spring
wheat in Russia is planned and forecast by
Soviet officials.

The winter was mild in the United States,
and abandonment of winter-wheat acre-
age is officially reported as exceptionally
small, only about 4 per cent of the area
sown as against a ten-ycar average of 12.1
per cent. In Europe, the wheat plant ap-
pears to have suffered relatively little dam-
age except in France and Belgium, where
excessive moisture seems to have resulted
in a rather thin stand. On the basis of in-
formation available at the date of writing,
the appecarance of the Northern Hemi-
sphere winter-wheat crops seems to war-
rant little more than the statement that
yields per acre about of average size are
in prospect except in France and Belgium,
where the outlook is not favorable, and in
the United States, where the outlook is ex-
ceptionally favorable. The condition of the
soil in the North American spring-wheat
belt and in Russia appears not to point
either to unusually good or to unusually
poor yields of spring wheat; and much the
same may be said of winter wheat in Argen-
tina. In Australia, the soil presumably con-
tains a more ample supply of moisture than
usual, a circumstance which in itself favors
yield per acre above the average.

If the outlook for wheat production in
1931 as it now assumes nebulous form is to
be formulated in quantitative terms, one
must fall back upon assumptions. The
tabulation below represents an attempt to
evaluate such meager information as is now
current. It shows, in million bushels, the
1930 wheat crops as officially estimated for
the principal producing regions or coun-
tries, in contrast with wheat crops that may
be harvested in 1931 if the assumptions
upon which the calculations are based
prove to be valid.

These assumptions—a rather extensive
list—may be stated categorically as fol-
lows: The first official forecast of 347 mil-
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lion bushels may be accepted for the In-
dian wheat crop of 1931. For the wintcr-
wheat crop of the United States the official
forecast of 644 million bushels as based
upon areas sown and abandoned, and on
condition as of April 1, is to be accepted.
Wheat acreages for 1931 may be assumed
to be reduced, as compared with acreages
in 1930, by 5 per cent in the Danube basin,
10 per cent in Canada, 5 per cent in Argen-
tina, and 20 per cent in Australia; in the
Uniled States, the harvested area of spring
wheat may be assumed to prove to be the
area which, according to official calcula-
tions, would be sown if farmers carried out
their expressed intentions (as of March 1)
to plant to the extent that, on the average,
they have carried out similarly expressed
intentions in earlier years; in the European
importing countries, the wheal areas har-
vested may be assumed to equal those har-
vested in 1930; in Russia, the total wheat
area may be assumed to be increased 10
per cent. The condition of winter wheat,
and soil conditions in the spring-wheat area
of North America and Russia and in Argen-
tina and Australia, we assume to be such
as to suggest at this time nothing more defi-
nite than average post-war yields per acre
so far as concerns spring wheat in North
America, and all wheat in Europe including
Russia, in northern Africa, and in Argen-
tina, but a yield above average in Australia,
where reserves of moisture already ac-
cumulated seem to be sufficient, other
things equal, to warrant the assumption of
a yield per acre more than 5 per cent above
the post-war average.

We regard these assumptions and pred-
ications as about as reasonable in their
broad oullines as any that can be formu-
lated at the moment from the information
available, though presumably no two ob-
servers would agree on most of them. It
might well be urged, for example, that
Canadian acreage will not be reduced by 10
per cent, or Australian by 20 per cent, or
Russian acrcage increased by 10 per cent;
it might likewise be urged that the present
condition of winter wheat in Europe, says
points to yield per acre either above OF
below the post-war average. The accom-
panying tabulation is not presented as 3
forecast of outturns, but merely as a stale-
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ment of outturns as they would be if the
stated assumptions are correct and if or-
dinary weather conditions, resulting in
posl-war average yields per acre in most
countries, should prevail during the grow-
ing and harvesting periods. The expericnce
of past years, of course, by no means sug-
gests that ordinary weather will prevail
in all countries or in any; but the status of
Jong-range weather forecasting seems not to
warrant at this time any other assumption
than that, of all possible fulure wcather
conditions, ordinary or normal ones (how-
ever vaguely defined) are more likely to
prevail than notably favorable or notably
unfavorable conditions.

Million bushels

Region 1930 1931

INAia oo oo 387 347
Lower Danube* .................. 340 290
European importing countries”. ... 1,012 1,040
United States winter wheat.. ... ... 604 644
United States spring wheat. . ... ... 247 225
Canada v v e 398 385
Argentina ......... ... ... ... ., 239 250
Australia .......... ... ... ... .. ... 2056 190
Soviet Russia ...... ..., 1,097 1,010
Others® ... .o i 220 210
Total ... 4,749 4,591

« Hungary, Jugo-Slavia, Bulgaria, and Roumania.

PAIL Buropean countries ¢xeept the Danube countries,
Russia, and Albania,

* ligypt, Algeria, Morocco, Tunis, the Union of South
Africa, Uruguay, Chile, Peru, New Zealand, Japan, Chosen,
and Mexico.

On the basis of these calculations, which
will certainly need to be modified as evi-
dence accumulates regarding areas sown,
abandonment, and crop developments, the
momentary reasonable expectation seems
to us to suggest a world wheat crop in 1931
(excluding China and Asia Minor) some-
what smaller than the crop of 1930. Recent
advices suggest that the presence of insects
may tend to make the figure for the United
b}atcs winter-wheat crop appear somewhat
!\lgh. Deficient moisture in the North Amer-
lcan spring - wheat belt, which has been
mentioned with increasing frequency as the
days passed in April, suggests that the
feasonable expectation may be for yields
ber acre not of post-war average size, but
S()mgwher@ below. On the other hand, it is
bossible that favorable conditions in Aus-
f-mlla might lead to a reduction of less than

0 per cent in the area sown.
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Prices

The outlook for international wheat
prices in May-July (as judged by average
prices of wheat parcels sold in the United
Kingdom or by Liverpool futures prices)
secems to depend heavily on the one hand
upon the manner in which the wheat crops
of 1931 progress in the interval, and on the
other upon the manner in which buying or
sclling pressure involving wheat from the
1930 crop may develop on the international
market.

So far as concerns new-crop prospects,
it secems impossible to formulate at the
moment a more reasonable expectation
than that, with ordinary weather, the har-
vest will bring a Northern Hemisphere crop
somewhat smaller than that of 1930, and
somewhat below the approximate line of
post-war trend. Ordinarily a change in this
direction in the size of the Northern Hemi-
sphere crop has, on the statistical record,
resulted in an upward movement of wheat
prices from spring to fall.* If it is reason-
able to expect at the moment that the
Northern Hemisphere crop of 1931 will
prove to be somewhat smaller than that of
1930, and also will fall somewhat below the
line of trend, then it appears reasonable
at the moment to anticipate firm or rising
prices in May—July on these grounds alone,
but not sharply rising prices because one
has no adequate reason at the moment to
expect a large reduction in the crop of 1931
as compared with the crop of 1930. Un-
usually favorable or unfavorable progress
of the new crops would, of course, alter
fundamentally this aspect of the outlook
for prices as it now appears.

So far as concerns the matter of prospec-
tive buying or selling pressure on the inter-
national market, the features of outstanding
significance appear to be on the one hand
the present low level of wheat stocks in
the importing countries of continental Eu-
rope, and on the other hand the strikingly
heavy stocks potentially available for ex-
port in the major exporting countries.

We take it that European demand for
import wheat is likely to prove more ac-

1See V. P. Timoshenko, Whea! Prices and the
World Wheat Market (Cornell University Agricultural
Experiment Station Memoir 118), December 1928.
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tive in April-July than it was in January-
March. The accumulation of stocks of im-
port wheat in Europe that resulted largely
from heavy Russian exports has been re-
duced greatly; much less import wheat is
now available in Europe to cover milling
requirements in April-July than was avail-
able to cover requirements in December-
March. Stocks of domestic wheat seem to
stand at rather low levels in Germany and
France by contrast with earlier years, and
as the prices of domestic wheat and of
bread have tended to rise in those coun-
tries, increasing pressure has been put upon
governments to relax milling regulations
and to lower tariffs. This situation seems
likely to become increasingly acute, pro-
voking pressure to relax curtailment of ex-
ports. The supply of wheat afloat to Eu-
rope, only 48.0 million bushels as of April
1, as compared with a ten-year average of
62.2 million bushels, was not large enough
to permit importers to draw as heavily
upon this supply as they have done on the
average during April-July. Other things
equal, European demand may prove more
active in April-July than in January-March
if, as we assume, the firmness of feed grain
prices apparent in March continues in
April-July, encouraging the utilization of
import wheat as feed; and if, as we assume,
the months of April-July are to witness the
trade cycle in its trough or beginning a
gradual upward movement rather than
continuing in its downward phase. De-
mand from ex-Europe, on the other hand,
seems somewhat less likely than European
demand to prove more active in April-
July than in January - March. It seems
necessary to reckon with a diminution in
Indian demand for Australian wheat on
account of the advent of a new crop and
the imposition of a wheat import duty, and
possibly with a diminution of Chinese de-
mand as river transport in the spring per-
mits a freer flow of domestic wheat than
could occur in the winter. On the other
hand, stable or rising prices of silver, which
are postulated in our assumption of gradual
improvement in the trade cycle, would tend
to stimulate demand from the Orient, and
it may be that the generally low level of
wheat prices has inaugurated in China a
tendency to import heavily that will con-

THE WHEAT SITUATION, DECEMBER 1930 TO MARCH 1931

tinue for some months, aided by the cessa-
tion of internal warfare and by relative
firmness in the price of rice.

Import demand for wheat, then, may
well prove to be more active in April-July
than it was in January-March. Nor does it
appear probable, on the whole, that severe
selling pressure will arise in the course of
the next few months. It is true that stocks
are known to be distinctly large in the
United States, Canada, Argentina, and
Australia. Extremely severe selling pres-
sure could be put upon the international
market if holders of wheat in all of these
countries should choose to attempt to re-
duce their stocks to average or low levels
at the end of the crop year. But the events
of December-March suggest that no ap-
preciable pressure is likely to originate
either in India or in the Danube basin; ap-
parently, heavy exports would come from
these countries only under the stimulus of
a significantly higher level of international
prices. The peak of the wheat export
movement from Argentina has presumably
passed. Although Argentine stocks are now
large enough to permit exports in April-
July to run notably larger in relation to
January-March shipments than is usually
the case, such an outcome seems improb-
able in the face of a huge crop of corn and
(we assume) of corn prices high in relation
to wheat prices; moreover, the relatively
poor quality of a fraction of the remaining
exportable surplus presumably tends to en-
courage domestic retention, especially at
the low level of prices. So far as concerns
the United States, it may be taken for
granted that notable selling pressure, pri-
vate or governmental, will not be exerted
prior to the advent of the new crop in July.
The Stabilization Corporation, owning or
about to own most of the old-crop wheat,
is apparently firm in its intention not to
unload its holdings by underselling other
exporters on the international markets, and
could hardly do so in view of the interna-
tional and domestic complications inherent
in such a procedure.

Present indications, moreover, seem not
to point to notably heavy exports from
Russia in the coming months. Three full
weeks have passed in April, and Broom-
hall’s shipments from Russia have averaged
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less than half a million bushels a week, an
amount smaller than average weekly ex-
ports in January-March; this has occurred
despite the fact that the spring peak of
Russian exports in pre-war years occurred
in April, following the opening of naviga-
tion. Although information is not acces-
sible as to the stocks held ready for export
by the Soviet government, and although the
need to export in order to pay for imports
is probably no less than it was in the fall,
t{he small shipments of recent weeks go far
to suggest that no spring peak of wheat
exports is to occur this year, that weekly
average exports are more likely to remain
small than large in the remaining months
of the crop year, and that pressure of Rus-
sian wheat on the international market is
unlikely to be witnessed in the current crop
year.t

If selling pressure on the international
market arises in April-July, it therefore
seems more likely to originate in Australia
or Canada than elsewhere. The Australian
crop moved somewhat slowly to export in
January-March; the condition of the soil
seems to augur a good crop in 1931; the
stocks remaining in the country on April
1 were unusually heavy; the general neces-
sity to export is uncommonly acute if inter-
national obligations are to be met; and
there is no alternative cereal crop for ex-
port, as there is in Argentina. One may
thus reasonably expect Australian exports
in April-July to run exceptionally heavy
in relation to January-March exports. But
Australian exports of as much as 50 million
bushels would be a large quantity, yet a
quantity that would hardly constitute a
fifth of probable total shipments in April-
Tuly. Potentially, an outpouring of exports
from Canada (whose April-July net ex-
ports have not fallen as low as 50 million
bushels in the past eight years and have
In two of these years exceeded 100 million)
could_create considerably greater pressure
than is possible from Australian exports;
and total stocks in Canada were heavier on

gu ltBefOI‘e the war and in 1930, it was not until Au-
st that Russian exports became seasonally large.

fu{ull‘{ecdless to say, prices of cash wheat, of old-crop

the UeS: and possibly even of the new-crop futures in

main nited States cpuld under the circumstances re-

inter n July at their present levels or decline even if
national prices should rise.
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March 31, 1931, than ever before. It may
be doubted, however, if Canadian holders,
co-operative or private, will choose to press
their wheat for sale, at least until the out-
come of the new crop becomes clearer late
in June or in July. The official estimates of
stocks on March 31 suggest that farmers are
tending somewhat to hold their grain, and
the relatively small spreads between
Winnipeg and Liverpool futures prices
that have persisted for some months may
reasonably be interpreted as evidence that
merchants and speculators are tending to
hold stocks of Canadian wheat rather
firmly.

Thus the information now available sug-
gests (under the assumptions of ordinary
weather and with regard to acreages) that
the May-July period may witness more
active import demand for wheat than was
apparent in January-March, and at the
same time no particularly severe selling
pressure on the part of exporters. On the
whole, the international market seems less
likely to have the characteristics of a buy-
ers’ market than was the case in the first
eight months of the crop year; forced sales
of old-crop wheat may prove to be less in
evidence. International wheat prices may
therefore tend to show firmness or to rise
from their January-April level, the more
so bhecause that level was so low. At the
moment the available information suggests
not only a smaller Northern Hemisphere
wheat crop in 1931 than in 1930, but also
fairly active import demand coupled with
absence of notable selling pressure on the
international market in May-July; conse-
quently the outlook at the moment may
reasonably be said to favor rising interna-
tional wheat prices in May-July,? though
it seems improbable that under these cir-
cumstances (which do not include as prob-
able the appearance of a crop scare) an
advance in prices could go far in the pres-
ence of the heavy stocks in the major ex-
porting countries. A week or a month from
this date (April 30), changing weather con-
ditions or the accumulation of more au-
thentic data of many sorts bearing on the
wheat situation may have altered the pres-
ent outlook substantially.

Considerable interest may attach to an
examination of price movements in pre-
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vious years in which conditions were simi-
lar in important respeets to exisling con-
ditions. A substantial difficulty arises in
determining what conditions, if any, ascer-
tainable in advance, have an important
bearing on price movements. In the course
of an extended study of characteristics of
wheat price movements, we have come
upon certain classifications which, after
rigorous testing, appear to throw some real
light upon probable subsequent price move-
ments. Chart 8 shows the course of the

Cuanrt 8.—Counrse or CHICAGO SEPTEMBER WHEAT
Furure, MARCH-SEPTEMBER, IN
SELECTED YEARS*

(U.S. dollars per bushel at 1913 price level; logarithmic
vertical scale)
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* Friday closing prices from Chicago Dually Trade Bul-
letin, divided by calendar year averages of Bureau of Labor
Statistics index number of wholesale prices (Joseph L.
Snider’s index number for 1888) on 1913 bhase. The years
for which data are shown, including 1931, are selected on
the basis of characteristics, described in accompanying
text, which have been found signiflcantly related to the ac-
companying and subsequent price movements. Differences
in March-September crop developments especially lead to
much diversity of movement among the different years;
four out of six showed a marked price rise at some time
prior to the end of July and only one of the six failed to
show some rise within that period.

Chicago September wheat future, during
and slightly beyond the last months of
those crop years which, on this classifica-
tion, showed conditions most closely re-
sembling those in 1930-31.

The general criteria by which the yecars
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are chosen are: (1) the average (deflated)
price during the previous three seasons fel]
within an intermediate range; (2) no crop
scarc suflicient to cause a large and sharp
price rise occurred during the previous 192
months; and (3) the world wheat crop har-
vested during the previous 12 months was
above the estimated line of trend. The evi-
dence on which these criteria have been
selected as significant has been very briefly
discussed in a recent paper;" at this point
it is possible only to state that the criteria
have been chosen upon the hasis of their
general usefulness in establishing relation-
ships among major wheat price movements
throughout the period since 1887, omitting
only the war and immediate post- war
years.? Study of probable explanalions of -
the similarity of price movements in years
grouped according to such classifications
as the above has served to emphasize the
importance of analyses such as that under-
taken elsewhere in this section. We believe
that, in the absence of similar analyses for
many previous years, the criteria above de-
scribed provide a useful basis for selecting
years which, if subjected to such an analy-
sis, would show a significant degree of simi-
larity. If so, the price records shown in
Chart 8 are useful in suggesting concretely,
if somewhat roughly, the range of possibili-
ties for price movement during the months
May-September 1931.

On the score of average price for the pre-
vious three years, lack of crop scare during
the previous 12 months, and size of pre-
vious world crop, prices for one other year,
1910, might have been included in Chart 8.
In other respects, however, conditions in
1910 were so unlike those in 1931 that in-
clusion of that year would tend to be mis-
leading. In terms of the definitely known

1 Holbrook Working, “Materials for a Theory of
Wheat Prices,” Proceedings of the Inlernational Con-
ference of Agricultural Economisis, 11, 713-23. Fuller
publication is planned for an early number of WHEAT
STUDIES.

2 It may be worth noling that in August 1929, when
some were emphasizing the striking parallelism be-
tween the price movements of June-August 1929 and
June-August 1924, a significant factor leading us to
gquestion the suggestion that that parallelism might
be continued was the fact that 1929 and 1924 diffe{'c‘]
sharply as regards the average level of prices during
the previous three ycars; according to that appal‘ently
important criterion, the two years could not he ex
pected to show long-continued similarity of price
movement.
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conditions that appear to be most signifi-
cant, 1931 most closely resembles 1895
and 1924. Although world stocks of wheat
in the spring and summer of both 1895 and
1924 were probably above average, they
were almost certainly not as large, even for
the time, as world stocks in 1931, a factor
that should tend to moderate any rise in
prices that may develop in the spring or
summer of 1931.

SHIPMENTS AND Exprorrs IN Apri—-JuLy 1931
AND Avcusi—JuLy 1930-31

Broomhall’s total shipments of wheat and
flour in April-July in each of the nine crop
years preceding 1930-31 except 1922-23 and
1929-30 have fallen below shipments in
December-March of the same crop years.!
Shipments in April-July 1931, however,
may reasonably be expected to equal
or exceed shipments in December-March
1930-31, in view of the relatively small
stocks of wheat in Europe and afloat to
Europe and of the abundant stocks in ex-
porting countries. Shipments in December—
March 1930-31 totaled about 245 million
bushels; perhaps it is reasonable to expect
that about 260 million bushels will be
shipped in April-July if the weather leads
to ordinary development of the new crops.
In the past five years, Broomhall’s ship-
ments in April-July on the average have
exceeded total net exports in the same
months by about 8 million bushels, though
in some years the discrepancies, so far as
they can be measured, appear to have been
larger and in other years smaller. Perhaps
net exports in April-July may reasonably
be expected to approximate 255 million
bushels,

For reasons set forth in preceding para-
graphs, and on the basis of the seasonal
course of net exports in the past decade, a
rough allocation of net exports to the ex-
borling areas, in rounded figures, might be
as follows, in million bushels:

United States ............ 25
Canada ................. 95
Argentina ............... 60
Australia ................ 50
Russia .................. 10
Others® ................. 15

Total ................ 255

St * Indla, Algeria, Morocco, Tunis, Poland, Hungary, Jugo-

MHvia, Roumania, Bulgaria, Chile.
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Such an allocation implies that Australia
may export more heavily in April-July
than in these months of any of the past
nine years, and a quantity larger in relation
to January-March exports than is usually
witnessed. Argentine April-July exports
would be large in relation to January-
March exports, a little above the average
April-July exports of post-war years. Ex-
ports from the United States would be ap-
preciably smaller than average post-war
April-July net exports, but no smaller than
those of 1924 and 1928; they would be
strikingly small in relation to the stocks
existing in the country in March, but strik-
ingly large in relation to the net exports
of January-March. Exports from Canada
would be larger than post-war average
April-July net exports, but smaller than
those of April-July 1924 and 1928; they
would be small in rclation to Canadian
stocks on March 31, 1931, but not as small
as April-July net exports in 1930 were in
relation to stocks on March 31, 1930; and
they would he strikingly large in relation
to net exports in January-March 1931.
Broomhall’s shipments in August-March
1930-31, official statistics of net exports in
these months so far as the data are avail-
able, the outlook for trade in April-July as
it has been set forth above, provide a basis
for revision of our estimates, published in
January 1931,2 of probable net exports
from the several sources and in total for the
crop year 1930-31. Table 6 (p. 334) shows
Broomhall’s estimates of probable ship-
ments as they stood on January 7 and April
1, 1930, in contrast with our own estimates
as of about January 10 and April 25. It
should be noted that shipments, from North
America and the Danube basin particu-
larly, always tend to fall below official
statistics of net exports from the countries
in these areas;® total shipments have fallen
below total net exports by around 25 mil-

1 The statements in this section have reference to
Broomhall’s shipments statistics as calculated by
months rather than by weeks; see WuEAT STUDIES,
March 1931, Vol. VII, No. 5. Figures tfor periods like
December—March differ a little when based wupon
monthly data from figures based upon weekly data,
as in Tables 1 and 5, pp. 297, 303.

2 8ee WHEAT StuDpIES, January 1931, VII, 211-13.

3 See “Official and Unofficial Statistics of Interna-
tional Trade in Wheat and Flour,” WHEAT. STUDIES,
Mareh 1931, VII, No, 5.
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lion bushels on the average in the past five
crop years. With allowance for this dis-
crepancy, our present estimate of total net
exports for 1930-31 coincides closely with
Broomhall’s standing estimate. The events
of the past four months have led Broomhall

TABLE 6.—PRroOBABLE S11ipMENTS AND NET EXronrrs
N 1930-31*

(Million bushels)

Broomhall’s F.R.I. estimates

estimates of probable
Oountry of shipments pet exports

Jan. 7 [ April16 | Jan, 10| April 30
United States ....... 144 112 110 100
CGanada ............. 232 256 280 280
Argentina .......... 104 112 140 120
Australia ........... 104 128 135 135
Russia ............. 88 116 90 100
Danube ............ 40 40 45 45
India .............. 8 8 10 5

Others ............. 164 12¢ 15* 20°

Total ............. 736 784 825 805

* Broomhall’s data [rom the Corn Trade News, January 7
and April 20, 1931. Our own January estimates of probable
net exports appeared in Wugat Stupiks, January 1931, VI,
211-13.,

« North Africa and Chile.

b Algeria, Morocco, Tunis, Chile, Poland.

appreciably to increase his earlier estimate
of total shipments,whereas we interpret de-
velopments as indicating a moderate reduc-
tion in our earlier estimate of total net ex-
ports. It now seems probable that Russia
and “other countries” will have exported
by the end of the year rather more than
seemed probable early last January; the
United States and India may export net a
little less, and Argentina considerably less
(largely because the official estimate of the
crop now stands over 30 million bushels
below the estimate current in January).

Year-Enp SToCcKS

If aggregate stocks of wheat in March
were so large in the four major exporting
countries, afloat to Europe, in the Danube
basin, in India, and in Russia as to warrant
the inference that world stocks stood, de-
spite a rather low level in the European
importing countries, at the second highest
March level of post-war years, it follows
that stocks at the end of the crop year are
indicated to stand at nearly the highest
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level of post-war years. There is no good
reason to suppose that utilization of olg-
crop wheat (for food, feed, and seed) is
likely to prove to be of such extraordinary
magnitude in April-July that a level of
world stocks in March' exceptionally high
in relation to the levels of past years (ex-
cept probably 1929) should be transformed
by August into a level that will not be ex-
traordinarily high in relation to the Augusi
levels of earlier years. Trend considered,
the utilization of wheat for seed can hardly
prove to be large; one can see no reason to
anticipate notably heavy consumption of
wheat for food, at least outside of the Ori-
ent; it is only the use of wheat for feed that
may be supposed to prove rather heavy,
and enlargement of this avenue of utiliza-
tion presumably could not be of major
significance in the coming months. For
some months to come the general level of
stocks may well act as a potential or actual
hindrance to an upward movement of
wheat prices, as it seems to have done since
the huge crop of 1928 was harvested. The
distribution of these stocks geographically
and by ownership, however, at the moment
appears to make them rather less of a
threat to the level of international prices
than they were in April 1929 or 1930.
India, having harvested a bumper crop
in 1930 and having exported but little
wheat in 1930-31, presumably will hold ex-
ceptionally heavy stocks of old-crop wheat,
and possibly of old- and new-crop wheat
combined, at the end of the crop year.
Numerical evaluation of Indian stocks
seems not to be feasible in the absence of
definite knowledge regarding fluctuations
in actual consumption. Any inference as to
the probable size of Russian year-end
stocks seems to rest of necessity on the fact
that her crop minus her prospective net
exports in 1930-31 would seem to have left
within the country at least 140 million
bushels more wheat than was available 1n
any other post-war year. In most countries
such figures would suggest rather definitely
an outlook for a distinctly heavy carryover,
but it seems impossible 1o ascertain whether
this large total supply in Russia will have
passed predominatingly into consumption
or will have been employed in some part
to build up stocks. Tentatively it seems
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reasonable to suppose that something of an
accumulation of stocks may have occurred;
hut the inference, without being supple-
mented by information regarding the posi-
tion and ownership, carries little signi-
ficance.

In the Danube basin, if net exports for
the year approximate 45 million bushels
and the crop of 1930 reached 340 million,
domestic utilization in 1930-31 will have
fallen close to its approximate line of post-
war frend, and one may suppose that year-
end stocks will about approximate those
of 1930—moderately large, but by no means
as large as the heavy supplies that appear
{o have been carried out of 1928-29, a year
characterized by a huge crop and exports
only of moderate size. So far as concerns
the importing countries of Europe, year-
end stocks in the aggregate may well prove
to be relatively small, even if imports are
fairly heavy in the closing months of the
crop year; France and Germany in particu-
lar presumably will retain notably small
amounts of wheat,

Year-end stocks of Canadian wheat in
the United States, of United States wheat in
Canada, stocks afloat to Europe, and stocks
in ports of the United Kingdom do not vary
from year to year as strikingly as stocks in
the major exporting countries, and we have
discovered no particularly useful method
of anticipating possible changes. If wheat
moves in relatively large volume toward
the end of the crop year, however, it seems
probable that year-end stocks of wheat
afloat to Europe may prove to be above
average in size, larger than the year before.

Available statistics warrant more de-
tailed analysis of the outlook for year-end
stocks in Argentina, Australia, Canada, and
the United States, though little can be said
of Argentina and Australia. In Argentina,
stocks on August 1, 1930, seem to have ap-
Proximated 70 million bushels; the stand-
Ing official estimate of the crop of 1930 is
239 million; total available supplies for the
rop year were 309 million bushels if these
two estimates are correct. Exports during
the year may reach 120 million bushels (on
the l).asis of reasoning set forth above); do-
Mestic utilization for food and seed may be
¢Slimated at about 88 million bushels; with
allowance of around 6 million bushels for
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feed and waste, total domestic utilization
would be 214 million bushels, and year-end
stocks about 95 million.* Stocks of this size
would considerably exceed those of August
1930, slightly exceed those of 1928, but
would fall 40 million bushels below the
huge stocks of 1929,

A similar calculation for Australia,?
based upon the standing official crop esti-
mate and our own estimates of initial
stocks, probable net exports, and seed,
food, and feed requirements, suggests that
Australian year-end stocks may attain the
highest level of post-war years, some 50
million bushels. Stocks of this size would
be nearly double the post-war average, and
15 million bushels in excess of the stocks of
August 1, 1930. If one were to employ 190
million bushels rather than 205 million to
indicate the size of the crop of 1930, our
calculations suggest that year-end stocks
might approximate 35 rather than 50 mil-
lion bushels.

As of March 31, 1931, stocks of wheat in
Canada were officially estimated as 275
million bushels, by far the largest quantity
on record. Reductions in total Canadian
stocks between March 31 and July 31 have
ranged from 95 to 157 million bushels in
the past seven years for which records are
available, the varying volume of exports in
April-July being the principal cause of the
wide variation in the amount by which
stocks have been reduced. These reduc-
tions have very closely approximated in all
years except 1924 the sum of April-July net
exports and of the estimated quantities of
wheat used for seed.* If approximately the
same relationship holds in 1931, and if net
exports in April-July and seed use in the
sowing period are properly to be estimated
at about 95 and 43 million bushels respec-

1 See Appendix Table XIII for a tabulation of the
items in Argentine wheat supplies and disposition.

2 See Appendix Table XIII.

8 See Foreign Crops and Markets, March 23, 1931,
p. 342, :

4In terms of seven-year averages, the reduction in
stocks is 127 million bushels, while the April-July net
exports plus the quantities of wheat used for sced
average 125 million. This close correspondence is diffi-
cult to explain, for one would suppose that the stocks
of wheat in Canada on March 31 must be drawn upon
in April-July to provide for domestic food and feed
as well as for export and seed, and that reduction for
these purposes might well amount to more than 3
million bushels in four months.
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tively, one could expect the stocks on March
31 to be reduced by something more than
the 137 million bushels in the course of four
months. If so, year-end stocks would ap-
proximate 130 million bushels; this would
be the largest carryover on record, exceed-
ing that of 1930 by some 18 million hushels.
However, the carryover presumably could
be considerably less than 135 million
bushels (even on the same calculations as
to April-July net exports and seed require-
ments) if Canadian farmers should in
April-July feed to animals a great deal
more wheat than usual*

As of March 1, 1931, stocks of wheat in
the United States on farms, in country mills
and elevators, and in the commercial
visible supply apparently reached the huge
total of 451 million bushels. Over the past
nine years, reductions in these stocks he-
tween March 1 and July 1 have averaged
187 million bushels, ranging from 158 to
211 million. In some respects the present
outlook seems not to favor as heavy a re-
duction as usual in March-June 1931. In
general, stocks in these positions have to be
drawn down through utilization of wheat
for spring-wheat sowings, for milling for
domestic consumption, for domestic feed-
ing, and for export. On the basis of reason-
ing set forth above, the prospective use of
wheat for seed and for export is relatively
small, though small disappearance in these
channels may not prove to be of major
significance. A more important process

1 The Dominion Bureau of Statistics has attempted
to ascertain the quantity of wheat that farmers in
Canada intended to feed to farm animals and poultry
in 1930-31. The inquiry revealed intentions to feed
10.8 per cent of the crop of 1930, some 42.9 million
bushels. At the moment, however, this tentative evalu-
ation of the quantity to be fed cannot be taken at its
face value. As the Dominion Bureau has pointed out
in a press release of April 10, 1931, the available data
on stocks, crop, exports, seed, and consumption may
be interpreted at present to mean either that wheat in
fact has been and will be fed as farmers have indi-
cated, and that the January crop estimate is too low;
or, on the other hand, that the crop estimate is correct,
and that wheat has not been fed to the extent that
farmers have indicated.

2 This general situation has a bearing on the out-
look for exports and prices in July. It is probable
that mill demand for new-crop wheat will be extraor-
dinarily heavy when the new crop begins to move;
and exceptionally heavy mill demand would tend to
restrain exports that otherwise might occur, and also
to hinder domestic new-crop futures from dropping
to a shipping differential below Liverpool futures.
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which will presumably occur is reduction
of the wheat and flour stocks held on March
1 by city mills and of flour stocks held by
bakers. With the price of wheat and flour
in effect pegged at least until the end of
June, and so long as the price of the new-
crop futures stands far below the current
pegged price, millers have no incentive to
carry stocks beyond minimum operative
requirements or to sell flour in forward
positions, and bakers have no commercial
incentive to buy other than from hand to
mouth, awaiting the advent of a new-crop
flour price that may be lower than the old-
crop price.? If millers and bakers tend to
draw down their own stocks more than
usual, the effect must be to draw down
stocks in antecedent positions less than
usual. On the other hand, it is possible that
disappearance of wheat for feeding may
prove to be significantly heavier than usual
in March-June 1931. On this subject little
tangible and convincing evidence is avail-
able. The question, however, is not so much
as to the fact of and prospect for relatively
heavy feeding, but as to how large the
amount fed, even if relatively heavy, may
prove to be. We take it that many sorts
of evidence warrant the inference that feed-
ing of wheat has been and will be of larger
volume than usual, but that the volume is
unlikely to reach much, if any, more than
half of the 236 million bushels which farm-
ers stated in November that they intended
to feed. On the suppositions that in March-
June drafts upon March 1 stocks on farms,
in country mills and elevators, and in the
visible will be relatively large as induced
by feed use of wheat and relatively small
as induced by utilization by mills and
bakers, it would be more or less reasonable
to suppose that these stocks would decline
somewhat less than they have done on the
average, say by about 175 million bushels.
A reduction of this size would leave stocks
on farms, in country mills and elevators,
and in the visible at 270 million bushels on
July 1, 1931, over 60 million bushels larger
than the year before. Except for stocks on
farms, most of this would be owned by the
Grain Stabilization Corporation. The out-
ward carryover of wheat in city mills and
in transit to mills, however, would presum-
ably stand at an exceptionally low level—
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probably no higher than 30 million bushels
as compared with 61 million on July 1, 1930.
Total stocks of wheat in the United States,
so far as they are measurable, might there-
fore approximate 300 million hushels, the
largest quantity on record and about 25
million bushels larger than stocks at the
end of 1929-30.

Table 7 brings together in summary form
the outlook for year-end stocks as it has
been set forth in the preceding pages. Total
year-end stocks in the major exporting
countries, afloat to Europe, and in Europe
ex-Russia now seem likely to exceed the
stocks existing at the end of 1929-30, but
to fall below those existing at the end of
1928-29. Increases seem more or less rea-
sonably 1o be in prospect outside of Europe
ex-Russia. The crop year appears likely to
have witnessed a small upbuilding in these
positions, a development that could hardly
have occurred in the absence of heavy ex-
ports from Russia. The general stocks posi-
tion at the end of the year appears likely
to continue unfavorable for an advance of
prices, particularly if one takes account of
stocks that may exist in Russia and India.
Yet it may be that less wheat will be in po-
sitions to press upon the international
market than in the earlier two years.
Larger supplies may remain on farms;
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more wheat will be held by the Grain Sta-
bilization Corporation; and it is at least
possible that downward revisions of crop

TABLE 7.—APPROXIMATE STOCKS IN THE Four Ma-
Jor ExrortiNng COUNTRIES, AFLOAT 170 EURoPE,
AND IN Eunore Ex-Russia, Aucust 1, 1929 anD
1930, witHa A TENTATIVE ESsTIMATE ror 1931%

(Million bushels)

Position 1929 | 1930 | 1961

United States .................... 247 1 275 | 300
Canada ............... ... . ..... 104 | 112 1 130
Canadian in United States......... 23| 16| 15
United States in Canada........... 21 4 2
Argentina ........ ... ... ... .. ... 135 70| 95
Australia ....................... 261 35| 50
Afloat to Europe................. 38| 391 45
United Kingdom ports............ 6 7 7
Danube basin ................... 63] 281 28
European importing countries..... 1391112 | 70
Total ............. it 783 | 698 | 742

* Data for 1929 and 1930 based so far as possible upon
stocks estimated either officially or unofficially; for details
see WHEAT Stupies, December, 1930, VII, Table XXVII on
p. 178. Figures for 1931 based upon calculations set forth
in the accompanying text. United States stocks as of July 1;
others as of August 1 or nearest dates possible.

estimates in Australia and the Danube
basin will necessitate lower figures for pros-
pective year-end stocks in these countries.

This study is the work of M. K. Bennelt, Helen C.
Farnsworth, and Alonzo E. Taylor, with the aid
of P. S. King, Robert F. Lundy, and Katharine
Merriam, and the advice of Holbrook Working
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TaBLE L.—WnEAT PropucTioN 1IN PriNciraL Propucing CounTies, 1920-30%
(Million bushels)

United Aus- Argen- Hun Jugo- Rou- Soviet
Year States | Canada| India tralia tina Chile \Uruguay| gary | Bulgaria| Slavia | mania | Russla | Mexleo
1920 ........ 833.0 | 263.2 | 377.9 | 145.9 | 156.1 | 23.2 7.8 | 37.9 29.9 43.0 61.3 1 ..... 15.0
1921 ........ 814.9 | 300.9 | 250.4 | 129.1 | 191.0 | 23.6 | 10.0 | 52.7 29.2 51.8 78.6 | ..... 5.1
1922 ........ 867.6 | 399.8 | 367.0 | 109.5 | 195.8 | 25.9 5.2 | 54.7 32.6 44.5 92.0 ..... 13.6
1923 ........ 797.4 | 474.2 | 372.4 | 125.0 | 247.8 | 28.1 | 13.3 | 67.7 29.1 61.1 | 102.1 | 419.1] 18.7
1924 ........ 864.4 | 262.1 | 360.6 | 164.6 | 191.1 | 24.5 9.9 | 51.6 24.7 57.8 70.4 | 472.2] 10.4
1925 ........ 676.8 | 395.5 | 331.0 | 114.5 | 191.1 { 26.7 | 10.0 | 71.7 41.4 78.6 | 104.7 | 782.3| 9.2
1926 ........ 831.4 | 407.1 | 324.7 | 160.8 | 230.1 | 23.3 | 10.2 | 74.9 36.5 71.4 | 110.9 | 913.8| 10.3
1927 ........ 878.4 | 479.7 | 335.0 | 118.2 | 282.3 | 30.6 | 15.4 | 76.9 42.1 56.6 96.7 1 785.0) 11.9
1928 ........ 914.9 | 566.7 | 290.9 | 159.7 | 349.1 | 29.7 | 15.2 | 99.2 49.2 (103.3 | 115.5 | 795.2 | 11.0
1929 ........ 809.2 | 304.5 | 320.7 | 126.5 { 162.6 | 37.1 | 13.2 | 75.0 33.2 95.0 99.8 | 702.9| 11.3
1930 ........ 851.0 | 397.9 | 386.5 | 205.0 | 238.8 | 23.9 | .... | 73.3 55.1 80.3 | 130.8 |1,097.0 | 11.4
Average
1909-13 ..... 690.1 1 197.1 | 351.8 | 90.5 | 147.1 | 20.1 6.5+ 71.5 37.8 62.0 | 158.7%| 758.3% 11.5¢
1925-29 ..... 821.5 | 430.7 | 320.5 | 135.9 | 243.0 | 29.5 | 12.8 | 79.5 40.5 81.0 | 105.5 | 795.8 | 10.7
British Ger- ‘ Nether- | Den-
Year Morocco| Algeria [ Tunis | Egypt Isles France | many Italy Belgium | lands mark | Norway | Sweden
1920 ........ 17.9 | 16.2 5.2 | 81.7 | 58.0 | 236.9 | 82.6 | 142.3 | 10.3 6.0 7.4 1.00 | 10.3
1921........ 23.2 | 28.5 9.0 | 37.0 | 77.1 | 323.5 | 107.8 | 194.1 | 14.5 8.6 11.1 97 1 12.3
1922 ........ 12.9 | 18.9 3.7 | 36.0 | 66.4 | 243.3 | 71.9 | 161.6 | 10.6 6.2 9.2 .64 9.5
1923 ........ 20.0 | 36.2 9.9 | 40.7 | 60.6 | 275.6 | 106.4 | 224.8 | 13.4 6.2 8.9 .59 | 11.0
1924 ........ 28.8 | 17.3 51 | 34.2 | 53.9 | 281.2 | 89.2}170.1| 13.0 4.6 5.9 .49 6.8
1925 ........ 23.9 | 32.7 | 11.8 | 36.2 | 53.7 | 330.3 | 118.2 | 240.8 | 14.5 5.7 9.7 49 | 13.4
1926 ........ 16.2 | 23.6 | 13.0 | 37.2 | 52.2 | 231.8 | 95.4 | 220.6 | 12.8 5.5 8.8 .59 | 12.2
1927 ........ 23.5 | 28.3 8.3 | 44.3 | 57.2 | 276.1 | 120.5 | 195.8 | 16.3 6.2 9.4 .60 | 15.3
1928 ........ 28.1 | 30.3 | 12.1 | 37.3 | 50.9 | 281.3 | 141.6 | 228.6 | 17.2 7.3 12.2 .80 | 19.2
1929 ........ 31.8 | 33.2 | 12.3 | 45-2 | 50.9 { 319.9 | 123.1 | 260.1 | 13.2 5.5 11.8 75 | 19.0
1930 ........ 18.4 | 30.6 9.7 | 41.1 | 43.0°| 231.1 | 139.2 | 210.8 | 13.5 5.0 10.5 .78 | 21.8
Average
1909-13 ..... 17.0 | 35.2 6.2 | 33.7 | 59.6 | 325.6 | 131.3 [ 184.4 | 15.2 5.0 6.3 .31 8.1
1925-29 ..... 24.7 | 29.6 | 11.5 | 40.0 | 53.0 | 287.9 | 119.8 | 229.3 | 14.8 6.0 10.4 .65 | 15.8
Portu- | Bwitzer l Czecho- | Estonia, Japan, { South New
Year Spain gal land | Austria ‘Slovukia" Poland | Pinland | Latvia |Lithuania| Greece | Chosen | Africa [Zealand
1920........ 138.6 | 10.4 3.6 5.4 | 26.4 | 22.7 27 .39 2.58 | 11.2 | 39.4 7.6 6.9
1921........ 145.1 9.3 3.8 6.5 | 38.7 | 40.5 .58 .78 3.34 | 10.3 | 38.0 8.7 | 10.6
1922 ........ 125.5 | 10.0 | 2.5 7.4 | 33.6 | 46.8 .71 .96 4.17 9.0 | 38.1 6.3 8.4
1923 ..., 157.1 | 13.2 3.8 8.9 | 36.2 | 54.9 .69 | 1.64 3.70 8.8 | 33.6 6.0 4.2
1924 ........ 121.8 | 10.6 3.1 8.5 | 32.2 | 375 79 | 1.58 3.86 7.7 | 385.7 7.1 5.4
1925........ 162.6 | 12.5 3.5 10.7 | 39.3 | 63.9 .93 | 2.16 6.08 | 11.2 | 40.0 9.2 4.6
1926 ........ 146.6 8.6 4.2 9.4 | 34.1 | 52.5 .92 | 1.86 5.02 | 12.4 | 38.7 8.3 8.0
1927 ........ 144.8 | '11.4 4.1 12.0 | 47.2 | 61.1 | 1.06 | 2.64 6.35 | 13.0 | 38.3 6.0 9.5
1928 ........ 119.9 7.5 4.3 12.9 | 51.5 | 59.2 | 1.00 | 2.50 7.36 | 13.1 | 39.4 6.7 858
1929 ........ 154.2 | 10.8 5.8 11.6 | 52.9 | 65.9 | 1.10 | 2.34 10.59 8.5 | 38.8 | 11.1 7.2
19A3(} ........ 146.0 | 13.1 5.3 | 11.4 | 53.1 | 79.7 | 1.19 | 4.06 12.23 | 10.6 | 38.5 | 10.2 6.5
verage
1909-13 ..... 130.4 | 11.8° | 3.3 12.8 | 37.9 | 63.7 .14 | 1.48 3.63 | 16.3° | 32.0 6.3¢| 6.9
1925-29 ..... 145.6 | 10.1 4.4 11.3 | 45.0 | 60.5 | 1.00 | 2.30 7.08 | 11.6 | 39.0¢ 8.3 7.6

——

* Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and International Institute of Agriculture. For 1909-13, including U.S. Dcpﬂ}'t‘
ment of Agriculture estimates for area within post-war boundaries. Dots (...) indicate that data are not available. See
Appendix Table II for our adjustments of certain official estimates of the four major exporting countries.

¢ Irish Free State estimated.

« Four-year average.

b Regarded as too low by some Soviet officials, whose esti-
mate is 908 million bushels,

[338]

4 Includes spelt and meslin.

° One year only.
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TaBLE II.—WHEAT PropUCTION IN PrincipaL PropuciNG Argas, 1920-30%*

Other North- Other
North- North- ern South- | South- | World
year - | United | Canada| Soviet | Lower | Other [C India ern Hemi- Argen- | Aus- orn ern exX-
States Russla | Danube¢| Europe | Africat Hemi- sphere tina tralia Hemi- | Hemi- | Russtad
gphere” | ex-Russlad sphere® : spheres
MILLION BUSHELS

1920..... 833 263 vee 172 776 39 378 86 2,550 156 146 48 350 | 2,900
1921..... 815 301 ves 212 1,009 61 250 80 2,730 191 129 56 375 | 3,105
1922..... 868 400 cee 224 820 35 367 88 2,800 196 109 49 355 | 3,155
1993.....] 797 474 419 260 996 66 372 88 3,055 248 125 55 425 | 3,480
1924..... 864 275 472 204 853 51 361 80 2,690 191 165 50 405 | 3,095
1925..... 700 430 782 296 1,100 68 331 85 3,010 191 115 54 360 | 3,370
1926..... 850 M5 914 | 294 915 53 325 86 2,940 230 161 52 445 | 3,385
1927..... 878 480 785 272 1,001 60 335 94 3,120 290 118 65 175 | 3,595
1928..... 915 567 795 367 1,038 70 291 88 3,335 350 160 64 575 | 8,910
1929..... 825 305 703 303 1,158 77 321 95 3,085 175 126 72 375 | 8,460
1930..... 851 398 | 1,097 | 3406 |{ 1,012 59 387 91 3,140 239 205 55 500 | 3,640
o015 690 | 197 | 7s8 | 330 | 1017 | 58 | 32 | 77 | 2,725 | 147 | 90 | 42 | 280 |3.005
1925-29..| 834 439 796 306 1,042 66 321 90 3,100 247 136 61 45 | 3,545

PERCENTAGE

1920..... 28.7 9.1 5.9 | 26.8 1.4 | 13.1 3.0 87.9 5.4 5.0 1.7 | 12.1 | 100.0
1921..... 26.2 9.7 6.8 | 32.5 | 2.0 8.1 2.6 87.9 6.1 4.2 1.8 | 12.1 | 100.0
1922..... 27-5 | 12.7 7.1 1 260 | 1.1 | 11.6 | 2.8 83.8 6.2 3.4 1.6 | 11.2 | 100.0
1923..... 22.9 | 13.6 7.5 | 28.6 1.9 | 10.7 | 2.6 87.8 7.1 3.6 1.6 | 12.2 | 100.0
1924..... 27.9 8.9 6.6 | 27.6 1.6 | 11.7 | 2.6 86.9 6.2 5.3 1.6 | 13.1 | 100.0
1925..... 20.8 | 12.8 8.8 | 32.6 | 2.0 9.8 | 2.5 89.3 5.7 3.4 1.6 | 10.7 | 100.0
1926..... 25.1 | 12.3 8.7 | 27.0 1.6 9.6 | 2.5 86.9 6.8 4.8 1.5 | 13.1 | 100.0
1927..... 24.4 | 13.4 7.6 | 27.8 1.7 9.3 | 2.6 86.8 8.1 3.3 1.8 | 13.2 | 100.0
1928..... 23.4 | 14.5 9.4 | 26.5 1.8 7.4 | 2.3 85.3 9.0 4.1 1.6 | 14.7 | 100.0
1929..... 23.9 8.8 8.8 | 33.5 2.2 9.3 | 2.7 89.2 5.1 3.6 2.1 | 10.8 | 100.0
19A30 ..... 23.4 | 10.9 9.4 | 27.8 1.6 | 10.7 2.5 86-3 6.6 5.6 1.5 | 13.7 | 100.0
verage .
1909-13..| 23.0 6.6 11.0 | 33.9 1.9 | 11.7 | 2.8 90.7 4.9 3.0 1.4 9.3 | 100.0
1925-29..1 23.5 | 12.4 8.6 | 29.4 1.9 9.1 2.5 87.4 7.0 3.9 1.7 | 12.6 | 100.0

*Data summarized from Appendix Table I. The italicized figures represent inclusion of our adjustments of official estimates
that seem not to accord with disposition statistics (see Appendix Table XIII). The French crop of 1929 is carried at 350 million
bushels rather than at the official estimate of 320 million.

" Hungary, Bulgaria, Roumania, and Jugo-Slavia. 4 Rounded figures.

b Algeria, Morocco, and Tunis. ¢ Peru, Chile, Uruguay, Union of South Africa, and New Zea-

¢ Egypt, Mexico, Japan, and Chosen. land.
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TasLE III.—PropucrioN oF Rye, CorN, BARLEY, AND OATS IN IMPORTANT
PropuciNG ARreas, 1920-30*
(Million bnshels)

Rye Corn Barley Oats
Year Furope Europe | United Furope United Turope United
Ex-Russia | Otherse | Ex-Russfa. | States | Others? | Iox-Russla | Russta | States | Otherse | Ix-Russia | Russla | States | Othorge
1920...... 532 73 520 3,209 263 551 189 67 1,478 ... 11,496| 578
1921 ...... 765 85 393 3,069 | 224 566 155° 66 1,509 307 1,078 | 457
1922...... 720 139 423 2,906 | 247 599 176 | 182 80 1,544 409|1,216| 547
1923 ...... 831 90 468 3,054 | 317 649 196 | 198 89 1,720 40511,306 | 675
1924 ...... 654 81 590 2,309 273 565 180 | 182 96 1,569 603 1,503 | 484
1925...... 946 60 626 2,917| 361 672 269 | 214 104 1,708 83811,488| 507
1926 ...... 752 58 654 2,692| 386 674 246 | 185 118 1,848 |1,071(1,247| 473
1927 ...... 813 80 485 2,763 | 380 659 207 | 266 111 1,747 917 (1,183 519
1928 ...... 900 67 384 2,818 298 744 252 | 357 153 1,884 [1,135(1,439| 546
1929 ...... 945 59 706 2,614 329 826 338 | 303 118 2,086 1,144 (1,228 369
152\30" ..... 915 7 579 2,081| 310 755 ... 326 149 1,716 .| 1,402| 499
verage
1919-13 ... 976 39 581 2,7112| 225 701 418 | 185 50 1,931 925(1,1431 428
1925-29 ..., 871 65 571 2,761 351 715 262 | 265 121 1,855 |1,021{1,317| 483

* Oflicial data as reported by U.S. Department of Agriculture.

¢ Canada, United States, Argentina.
b Argentina, Union of South Africa.

¢ Argentina, Canada.
d Preliminary, partially estimated.

TaBLE IV.—MoNTHLY WHEAT RECEIPTS AT PRIMARY MARKETS IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA™
(Million bushels)

Month United States primary markets Fort Willlam and Port Arthur Vancouver

o 1927-28 | 102829 | 1920-30 | 1930-31 1027-28 | 1623-29 | 1020-30 | 1080-31 1027-28 | 1928-29 | 192630 | 1080-31
Aug. ........... 81.6 | 84.21101.7 | 85.5 2.4 3.5 2.4 11.1 .09 1.07 74| 4.98
Sept. ........... 79.7 | 73.3| 47.0| 62.6 8.6 | 39.1{ 27.7| 49.0 .32 | 2.61| 4.83| 6.12
Oct. ...ooviivnn 73.3 | 84.4 36.3 | 28.9 51.4 | 81.4| 28.9, 29.7 6.17 | 12.69 | 7.32 | 6.94
Nov. ...cocvunn. 44.8 | 43.6 | 20.6 | 24.6 71.0 | 72.9] 17.0| 14.6 ) 10.78 | 14.62 | 6.19 | 10.18
Aug.~Nov. ...... 279.4 | 285.5 | 205.6 | 201.6 | 133.4 | 196.9 | 76.0 | 104.4 | 17.36 | 31.02 | 19.08 | 28.22
Dec. ........... 26.5 | 33.0 22.9) 21.5| 41.0 | 51.6 6.2 | 12.4 | 11.81 | 13.5883 | 4.73 | 7.76
Jan. ... 23.5 | 22.5| 17.5) 29.5 21.1 11.0 2.8 4.9 | 16.49 | 13.90 | 4.25 | 7.83
Feb., ........... 22.5 | 28.7 | 19.9| 30.7 9.5 2.9 1.8 4.5 | 12.54 | 9.25 | 6.23 | 8.36
Mar. ........... 26.3 | 27.2| 16.7| 30.8 3.3 5.2 1.6 5.1 10.50 {15.46 | 6.89 | 5.41
Dec-Mar., ...... 98.8 | 111.4 | 77.0 | 112.5 74.9 | 70.7 | 12.4| 26.9 | 51.34 | 52.14 | 22.10 | 29.36
Apr. ..., 18.0 | 17.5 | 13.4 .9 9.7 1.6 10.88 | 7.31 | 4.12
May ......covvnn 25.9 18.6 | 16.5 17.6 13.8 7.4 7.43 3.91| 3.08
June ........... 15.6 | 25.7 | 18.7 20.1 14.7 | 23.7 3.66 | 3.04| 3.60
July ........... 72.6 | 94.2 | 99.0 14.4 | 14.6 | 14.2 2.44 | 3.30 1 3.31
Apr~July ....... 132.1 | 156.0 | 147.6 53.0 | 52.8 | 46.9 24.41 1 17.56 | 14.11
Aug—~July ...... 510.3 | 552.9 | 430.2 261.3 | 320.4 | 135.3 93.11 {100.72 | 55-29

* United States data are unofficial figures compiled from Survey of Curren!{ Business; Canadian data are official figures
from Reporls on the Grain Trade of Canada and Canadlan Grain Slatisties. Vancouver figures include receipts at Prince

Rupert.
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TABLE V—WEEKLY WHEAT RECEIPTS AT PRIMARY MARKETS IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA¥

(Million Dushels)

Vancouversa

United States primary markets ¥ort Willlam and Port Arthur
Month 1027-28 | 1928-29 | 1029-30 | 1430-31 1927-2% | 192429 | 1929-30 | 16680-51
............ 8.90 [ 11.19 | 4.79 | 3.17 | 14.95 | 17.83 | 2.43 | 4.03
6.41 8.18 | 7.01 | 4.72 | 11.05 | 16.33 | 1.39 | 3.27
5.81 8.92 | 5.83 | 5.35 9.60 | 15.36 | 1.02 | 2.25
5.11 7.84 | 3.92 | 5.54 8.62 | 8.98 99 | 1.98
............ 4.74 5.41 1 4.03 | 5.53 5.91 7.57 .81 | 1.35
4.56 4.49 4.59 | 6.22 5.28 | 3.96 .66 1 1.46
4.96 4.511 4.21 | 6.51 6.20 | 2.91 .54 .65
6.18 4.26 | 3.22 | 6.81 4.95 | 2.10 .63 .96
5.96 571 | 3.39 | 7.19 3.55 | 1.77 53 | 1.49
........... 5.67 6.57 1 5.24 | 7.75 2.69 1.34 .56 | 1.42
5.67 6.50  4.73 | 7.70 2.97 -90 .40 .84
5.02 6.03 ] 4.19 | 7.78 2.52 .56 .49 | 1.01
5.08 6.28 | 6.24 | 7.44 1.64 .60 .35 | 1.26
........... 5.87 8.41 | 5.28 | 9.38 1.31 .69 27 | 1.12
6.55 6.68 | 4.07 | 7.90 95 .63 37 | 1.13
6.22 6.33 | 3.19 | 6.82 .86 | 1.11 -39 1 1.11
5.07 6.06 | 2.59 | 5.41 50 1.75 .45 1 1.08

162%-20 | 1929-30 | 1930-31
2.44 87 | 2.53
3.40 | 1.30 | 2.21
3.78 1 1.23 1 1.57
2.99 90 1 1.38
2.57 .87 | 1.10
3.32 90 1.72
2.48 72 1.93
2.84 .96 | 1.78
3.41 | 1.34 | 1.89
2.88 | 1.82 | 1.96
1.54 | 1.55 | 2.13
1.55 | 1.70 | 2.14
3.08 | 1.16 | 2.18
3.92 | 1.64 | 1.69
3.46 | 2.03 | 1.17
3.41 | 1.58 .85
3.32 | 1.27 | 1.37

* United States data are unofficial figures compiled from Daily Trade Bullelin; Fort William and Port

Arthur data

are official figures for net receipts furnished hy Canadian Board of Grain Commissioners; Vaucouver data are official

figures compiled from Canadian Grain Slatistics.

United States and Fort William and Port Arthur figures begin with

weeks ending Dec. 3, 1927, Dec. 1, 1928, Dee. 7, 1929, Dec. 6, 1930; Vancouver figures are for weeks ending one day earljer.
¢ Receipts at Prince Rupert included.

TABLE VI.—~WEEKXLY VISIBLE SUPPLIES OF WHEAT IN NortH AMERICA, UNITED KinepoM Porrs, AND

(Million bushels)

AFLOAT TO EUROPE, DECEMBER-MARCH 1930-31*

Afloat
Date United | Canada| U.X. to Total Date
States ports | Europe
Dec. 6....... 202.0 { 211.4 | 15.2 | 43.3 | 472.2 | Feb., 7.......
Dec.13 ....... 200.8 | 215.2 | 16.8 | 37.5 {470.2 | Feb. 14 ... ...
Dec.20....... 198.6 | 216.5 | 18.8 | 33.9 | 467.9 | Feb. 21 ..., ...
Dec.27 ....... 198.7 | 217.8 | 17.6 | 31.5 | 465.5 | Feb. 28 .......
Jan, 3....... 200.0 | 216.7 | 20.0 | 27.3 [ 465.7§ Mar. 7 .......
Jan, 10 .. .. .., 202.3 | 213.2 | 19.6 | 25.2 | 460.2 | Mar. 14 .......
Jan, 17 ..., .. 201.5 | 210.0 | 18.8 | 27.8 | 458.0 | Mar.21 .......
Jan.24 ., .. .., 202.2 1 205.7 | 17.2 | 30.8 | 456.0 | Mar.28 .......
Jan. 31 ....... 202.5 | 202.4 | 17.4 | 37.3 | 458.1

United
States

204.8
206.0
207.3
208.1

209.4
211.4

| Afloat
Canada' U.K to Total
‘; ports | Europe
198.9 f 15.9 | 42.2 | 461.8
194.0 | 14.8 | 51.4 | 466.2
191.6 | 13.6 | 57.0 | 469.5
190.1 | 13.0 | 57.9 | 469.2
189.9 ‘ 12.8 | 55.4 | 467.5
187.3 | 12.6 | 56.0 | 467.2
185.1 1 13.8 | 53.1 | 465.1
183.2 | 12.4 | 53.4 | 462.5
|
!

. '“U.nitcd States data are from Bradsireet’s; Canadian data from Canadian Grain Statistics; United Kingdom and Afloat
(;lm Irom Broomhall’s Corn Trade News and Milling. Canadian figures are for days preceding the dates indicated in the
Ubove table, and include stocks in some elevators for the preceding weeks, but are adjusted to bring stocks in western
tountry elevators to the correct week.
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TaBLE VII.—WorLp VisiBLE WHEAT SurrLIES, APRIL 1, 1920-30, AND MoNTHLY, 1930-31%*
(Million bushels)
Afloat Argen
Date United Canada | Argen- Aus- Unlted to North tina, U.K, and| Grand | Total ox-
Stales tina trallas | Kingdom| Europe | America | Australla nfloat total Australia

1920 Apr. 1.. 94.9 28.2 6.6 60.0 10.9 59.7 123.1 66.6 70.6 | 260.3 { 200.3
1921 Apr. 1.. 51.7 40.6 3.7 73.0 18.4 58.2 92.3 76.7 76.6 245.6 | 172.6
1922 Apr. 1.. 69.4 63.3 4.8 50.0 6.5 65.9 132.7 54.8 72.4 259.9 | 209.9
1923 Apr. 1.. 102.1 81.8 9.2 56.5 7.8 52.8 183.9 65.7 60.6 310.2 | 253.7
1924 Apr. 1.. 111.3 123.3 10.6 40.0 8.5 65.8 234.6 50.6 74.3 359.5 | 819.5
1925 Apr. 1.. 108.8 80.0 11.4 63.0 11.7 84.1 188.8 74.4 95.8 359.0 | 296.0
1926 Apr. 1.. 82.0 99.0 6.6 30.5 7.7 46.0 181.0 37.1 53.7 271.8 | 241.3
1927 Apr. 1.. 88.7 | 107.3 14.7 53.0 5.0 75.7 196.0 67.7 80.6 344.3 | 291.3
1928 Apr. 1.. 110.1 146.6°| 12.8 36.0 7.7 68.4 256.7 48.8 76.1 381.6 | 345.6
1929 Apr. 1., 173.1 177.1 14.7 53.0 8.0 71.0 350.2 67.7 79.0 496.9 | 443.9
1930 Apr. 1.. 212.0 | 192.4 10.3 56.0 |.13.0 34.2 404.5 66.3 47.2 518.0 | 462.0
1930 Aug. 1.. 221.9 | 103.5 7.0 33.5 | 6.5 39.2 325.5 40.5 45.7 411.6 | 378.1

Scpt. 1.. 294.2 87.4 6.6 27.0 6.0 47.7 381.6 33.6 53.8 468.9 | 441.9

Oct. 1.. 316.9 | 154.8 5.9 13.0 9.0 44.2 471.7 18.9 53.2 543.7 | 530.7

Nov. 1.. 289.2 | 174.1 4.8 7.8 10.0 42.2 463.3 12.5 52.2 528.1 | 520.3

Dee. 1.. 217.7 | 194.7 4.0 5.0 13.9 45.6 472.4 9.0 59.6 541.0 | 536.0
1931 Jan. 1.. 260.1 | 209.5 6.6 60.0 19.7 27.3 469.6 66.6 47.0 583.2 | 523.2

Feb. 1.. 253.6 | 199.2 6.6 87.5 17.4 37.3 452.8 9.1 54.6 601.5 | 514.0

Mar. 1.. 267.2 | 187.0 | 9.2 96.0 13.0 57.9 454.3 | 105.2 70.8 630.3 | 534.3

Apr. 1.. 367.7 | 178.4 9.2 84.2 12.6 48.0 546.1 93.4 60.6 600.1 | 515.8

Average, Apr. 1

1910-14 ... ... 84.0 37.6 4.3 14.8 12.4 53.2 121.6 19.1 65.6 206.3 | 191.5
1926-30 ...... 133.2 | 144.5 11.8 45.7 8.3 59.1 271.7 57.5 67.3 402.5 | 356.8

* A joint compilation by Broombhall, the Daily Muarket Record, Minneapolis, and the Duily

here summarized from Broomhall’s Corn Trade News and the Daily Trade Bulletin. Includes some flour stocks.

Trade Bulletin, Chicago;

TABLE VIII.—INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT AND FLOUR, MONTHLY, JULY-MARCH, 1930-31*

(Million bushels)
A.~—Ner ExrorTs

Month United Aus- | Argen-| Rou- | Hun- | Jugo- Algeria,

States | Canada India tralia tina | manta | gary | Slavia |Bulgaria|Poland| Tunls | Bgypt | Greeco
July ........ 15.04 | 22.81 | 2.48 4.33 | 2.62 .33 | .68 .40 .03 |(.09)¢1.44 L. (1780
Aug. ........ 23.06 | 20.45 | 1.71 5.91 |3.76 | 3.10 | 2.42 | 1.89 .71 04 [2.22 (.68)° (1.86)°
Sept. ....... 16.57 | 31.16 71 4.41 | 2.90 | 3.12 | 2.17 .78 .46 .54 |3.18 |(1.08)¢ (2.04)°
Oct, ........ 9.80 | 33.42 .14 7.00 | 4.97 | 2.28 | 2.28 .65 .12 .58 [1.78 (.56)°| (2.53)°
Nov......... 7.09 | 34.76 | (.32)°| 6.58 | 2.85 | 1.68 | 2.98 | 1.09 .13 .71 |1.13 (.97)¢ (1.31)°
Dec. ........ 5.58 | 24.93 | (.39)% 7.59 | 4.97 87 | 2.25 .30 07 .49 |3.59  [(1.08)¢ (1.66)°
Jan. ........ 4.25 | 11.35 | (.66)< 17.91 | 9.41 .88 .07 .02 .24 .01
Feb., ........ 2.71 | 12.14 | (2.25)% 17.67 {16.52 .74 .01 .02 31 1 (.06)% (1.69)°
Mar. ........ 2.62 | 15.49 | ....

B.—NgzT IMPORTS
Month Irish United Ger. Bel- Nether-| Seand!- | Switzer- | Aus- | Czecho- | Baltle

Free St. |Kingdom!| Franees | many gium | Italy | lands | navia land tria |Slovakla S‘tntesﬂm
July ........ 1.53 | 19.41 | (3.93)°| 3.29 |3.84 | 5.46 | 2.82 | 2.02 | 1.60 | 2.08 .88 .95 a1
Aug. ........ 86 | 17.15 | 1.78 | 3.23 | 4.54 | 4.50 | 2.96 | 2.01 | 1.56 | .41 | 1.59 | .87 | .42
Sept. ....... 1.64 | 22.69 | 5.15 4.42 | 4.27 | 6.06 | 4.565 | 2.45 | 1.90 | 1.08 | 1.90 .87 | (.08)
Oct, ........ 1.84 | 20.42 | 5.79 | 3.59 |3.70 | 8.45 , 3.41 | 2.75 | 2.20 | 1.07 | 1.84 | 1.42 .65
Nov. ....... 1.63 | 20.64 | 3.60 1.45 | 3.66 | 8.52|3.2¢| 2.35 | 1.87 | 1.09| 3.72 | 1.14| -8
Dec. ........ 1.88 | 27.56 | 3.31 1.01 | 4.03 | 5.85 | 2.18 | 2.20 1.34 | 1.56 | 4.00 24| 1.45
Jan. ........ 1.45 | 14.57 | 4.14 1.94 | 1.82 1 5.6214.34 | 1.87 | 1.74 | 1.15 .13 32| 2.21
Feb. ........ 10.57 | 3.68" | 1.65 |2.96 | 5.22 | .19 | 1.31 1.19 | 1.14 .08 38| 177
Mar, ........ 18.80 | ....

* Data from official sources and International Institute of Agriculture.
4 Finland, Estonia, Latvia.

« Net import.
¥ Tunis only.

9 Net imports in “commerce général.”

¢ Net export.
f “Commerce spécial.”
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TaBLE IX~—WEEKLY WHEAT AND FLOUR SHIPMENTS BY AREAS OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION,
DecEMBER-MARCH, 1930-31%*
(Million bushels)

Week ending North Argentina, Russia, Other To To
America Uruguay Australla Danubes Indle Countrles? Total Europe | Ex-Europe

Dec. 6...0vnn 8.79 .92 1.90 4.65 .59 16.85 13.39 3.46
13....... 5.26 .54 1.85 3.22 .04 .62 11.63 7.73 3.90
20....... 5.07 1.24 2.18 3.41 .38 12.28 8.65 3.63
27....... 4.96 .99 2.20 2.62 .18 10.94 6.88 4.06
Jan. 3....... 4.08 1.26 2.19 1.89 .16 9.58 5.90 3.68
10....... 5.47 W97 3.71 1.18 .02 A2 11.46 7.18 4.28
17....... 5.54 2.40 4.86 91 12 13.83 9.61 4.22
24....... 6.28 2.37 3.73 .88 .03 .10 13.38 9.20 4.18
31....... 6.99 © 3.53 5.42 1.02 .03 11 17.10 11.79 5.31
Feb., 7....... 4.50 3.60 4.52 2.08 .08 14.78 10.53 4.25
14....... 6.50 4.39 4.00 2.56 .05 17.50 13.51 3.99
21....... 5.04 4.29 4.61 2.46 .02 .05 16.47 12.29 4.18
28....... 4.72 4.23 4.78 1.01 .10 14.85 10.54 4.31
Mar. 7....... 5.08 4.30 3.02 1.35 .30 14.06 10.00 4.06
14....... 4.60 3.17 5.30 2.19 .09 15.35 10.96 4.39
21....... 4.73 3.35 5.26 2.74 .10 16.18 11.27 4.91
28....... 4.40 3.80 5.10 1.50 .10 14.90 10.04 4.86

* Here converted from data in Broombhall’s Corn Trade News. Broombhall’s weekly figures do not always check with
his cumulative totals, which presumably include later revisions. Shipments from “Other Countries” apparently include
a part of the shipments from the Danube and Russia in most weeks.

¢ Russia—Danube, and Black Sea. ¥ Northern Africa, Chile, Germany, Persia, ete.

TaBLE X.—WEEKLY CAsH Prices oF REPRESENTATIVE WHEATS IN LeapiNg ExprorTIiNG AND IMPORTING
MARKETS, DECEMBER-MARCH, 1930-31*

(U.S. dollars per bushel)

United Argen-
Kingdom United States Canada tina Liverpool
Week ending No. 2 No. 2 No. 1 No. 3
All Red Hard North- |Weighted, Mani- | 78 Kilos No. 1 No. 3 Argen-
British | elasses | Winter | Winter ern avernge toba | (Buenos|{ (Mani- | (Mani- tine Aus-
parcels and (St. (Kansas | (Minne- | (Winni- | (Winni- | Afres) toha) toba) Rosafe | tralian

e . gradess | Louls) City) apolis) peg) peg)

Dee. 6...... .77 73 .84 .71 .79 .53 .52 .56 .79 .76 .69 .84
13...... .75 .74 .85 .72 .79 .52 .50 .54 .80 L7 .72 .82
20...... .73 .73 .81 1 77 .49 .46 .51 .76 .14 .69 .82
27...... .72 .72 .82 .70 .75 .46 .45 .46 .11 n.q. .64 .19

Jan, 3...... .69 .71 .81 .69 | .76 .48 .46 .44 .72 n.q. .58 .75
10...... .11 .71 .78 .69 .76 .49 .47 .48 NE .1 .63 .74
17...... .68 .73 .79 .1 .78 .50 47 .46 .74 n.q. .63 70
24, ... .. .67 .72 .80 .69 a7 .50 .47 .45 .74 .70 .60 .70
31...... .65 it .76 .69 .75 .51 .48 .45 .74 70 .60 .67

Feb, 7...... .66 .71 .78 .69 .76 .54 .51 .45 .76 .68 .59 .64
14...... .68 71 .79 .69 .76 57 .55 47 .82 n.q. .64 .67
21......, .7 .71 .79 .69 .74 .56 .54 .49 .80 n.q. .64 .68
28...... .73 .71 -80 70 .74 .54 .52 -49 .81 .76° .64 .67

Mar, 7...... .70 .71 .78 70 75 .52 .50 A7 .76 LI ) .64
(14 ...... .67 .71 .79 .70 .75 .53 .51 .48 .80 720 .63 .65
200, .66 .1 .78 .70 .76 .52 .51 .45 77 .70° .61 .64
28....., .67 .72 .79 .1 .76 .51 .49 .44 .75 .68° .59 .62

LO':(IU"lte‘d !(ingdom prices are averages of sales of wheat parcels in British markets for weeks ending Saturday, tfrom
(‘ndino"]‘(l-mm' Seed and Oil Reporter. United States prices are weekly averages of daily weighted prices for weeks
fl'”m%} ‘“de, from Crops and Markets. Prices of No. 3 Manitoba at Winnipeg are averages for weeks ending Snturd'fxy,
Prices lll}lldlan Grain Statistics; for the Canadian weighted average see WreaT STupies, March 1929, Vol. V, No. 5. Argentine
weel are averages for weeks ending Saturday, from Revista Semanal. Liverpool prices are for Tuesday of the same

g ‘,”Diu'cels to Liverpool or London, and are from Broomhall’s Corn Trade News.

'l" Six l'nal'kets.
N II:}U' 3 Northern Manitoba (Vancouver), parcels in London.

0. 3 Northern Manitoba {Vancouver), parcels to Liverpool.
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TaprLE XI.—MonNTHLY PRrIicEs or DoMmeEsTic WHEAT IN EUROPE, FROM AuGuUST 1928%*
(U.S. dollars per bushel)

Month Great Britain France (Chartres) Italy (Milan), Germany (Berlin)
o 192829 | 1620-30 | 1930-31 || 1028-29 | 1629-30 | 1036-31 | 1928-29 | 1629-30 | 1930-31 | 1928-29 | 19620-30 1930—?

Aug. ........ 1.33 | 1.52 | 1.09 1.60 | 1.51 | 1.66 | 1.72 | 1.74 | 1.80 | 1.49 | 1.59 | 1.63
Sept. ....... 1.19 | 1.29 .95 1.58 | 1.48 | 1.69 1.8t | 1.75 | L.77 | 1.36 | 1.47 | 1.55
Oct. ........ 1.24 | 1.24 91 1.61 | 1.45 | 1.64 | 1.88 | 1.84 | 1.70 | 1.38 | 1.50 | 1.47
Nov......... 1.28 | 1.22 .87 | 1.60 | 1.43 | 1.6% | 1.87 | 1.85 | 1.63 | 1.37 | 1.51 | 1.0
Dec......... 1.25 | 1.24 80 | 1.56 | 1.41 | 1.67¢| 1.87 | 1.90 | 1.46 || 1.33 | 1.57 | 1.61
Jan. ........ 1.25 | 1.24 273 4 1.59 ¢ 1.40°* ) 1.72  1.92 | 1.94 | 1.49  1.35 | 1.60 | 1.68
Feb. ........ 1.27 | 1.16 .67 1.6¢4 | 1.31 | 1.82 1.96 | 1.89 | 1.54"} 1.40 | 1.52 | 1.77
Mar. ........ 1.27 | 1.08 67 | 1.68 | 1.37 | 1.84*) 1.95 | 1.8 | .... | 1.44 | 1.55 | ...,
Apr, ........ 1.28 | 1.13 1.60 | 1.36° ] .... 1.93 | 1.94 1.45 | 1.75

May ........ 1.29 | 1.14 1.65 | 1.31 1.89 | 1.96 1.41 | 1.87

June ....... 1.25 | 1.1 1.62 | 1.36 1.91 | 2.02 1.3% | 1.95

July ........ 1.35 | 1.08 1.62 | 1.66* 177 1 1.7 1.62 | 1.87

* Data for Great Britain are averages of weekly average Guzetle prices as given in the Lconomist; for France, averages
of Saturday prices furnished directly by Federal Reserve Board through November 1929; after which they are taken from
Bulletin des Halles; for Italy, averages of Friday prices (Saturday prices after August 23, 1930) of soft wheat as given in
International Crop Report and Agricultural Slalistics; for Germany, monthly average prices as given in Wirtschaft und
Statistik. All data are converted, for convenience, from the domestic currency in which they are quoted in the sources
above into U.S. money by monthly average exchange rates.

¢ Three-week average.

¥ Preliminary.

TaBLE XII.—WHEAT STOCKS IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA, MARCH 1919-31%
(Thousand bushels)

United States (March 1) Canada (March 31)
Year In country | Commercial
Total On farms | mills and visible Total On farms In In In
elevators | (Bradstreet’s) elevators transit flour mills
1919, c.00vivnnnns 362,947 | 128,703 | 107,037 127,207 118,543 | 32,315 69,983 | 10,855 5,390
1920...00ieviinnne 351,769 | 169,904 | 123,233 58,632 77,306 | 34,837 30,622 6,272 5,575
1921, .ciiviinnnnnn 336,057 | 217,037 | 87,075 31,945 95,477 | 48,919 35,802 7,120 3,636
19220000l 256,038 | 134,253 | 75,071 46,714 114,986 | 41,649 58,338 | 10,999 4,000
1923, ..00iiiiunns 313,557 | 156,087 | 102,908 54,562 139,788 | 54,771 69,620 8,397 7,000
1924, .cnivnenenn, 308,919 | 137,721 | 98,284 72,914 202,493 | 70,755 | 111,589 | 14,149 6,000
1925. .0 cviininnnn 256,205 | 112,095 | 67,673 76,437 121,084 | 39,225 68,555 8,304 5,000
1926. . .0cvvivinnens 224,575 | 100,137 | 76,333 48,105 161,376 | 50,878 95,691 8,307 6,500
1927.00cviiiina.. 277,473 | 130,274 | 85,928 61,271 175,978 | 51,366 | 103,372 | 14,740 6,500
1928, .. vnnnnn. 286,559 | 130,944 | 75,428 80,187 224,699 | 69,807 | 130,055 | 19,037 5,800
1929..c0ciiiiinn, 366,137 | 151,396 | 84,707 130,034 244,423 | 60,517 | 164,291 | 12,615 7,000
1930......... .0l L 395,277 | 129,754 | 100,340 165,174 228,837 | 45,524 1 169,955 4,358 9,000
1931 ciininiinnes 451,224 | 160,282 | 82,840 208,102 275,191 | 88,633 | 169,277 7,281 10,000

* Bradstreet’s visible, and official data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and Dominion Bureau of Statistics. Sce espe-
cially Agricullure Yearbooks, Canada Year Books, Northwestern Miller, and press releases.,



TABLE XIIL.—~ArrroXIMATE D1srosiTioN or WHEAT SUPPLIES IN THE PRINCIPAL EXPORTING

APPENDIX

CoUuNTRIES, BY Cror YEARS FroM 10921-22#

(Million bushels)
A.~—UN11EN STATES (July-June)

35

Ttem 1021-22 | 1992-28 | 1923-24 | 1924-05 | 1006-26 | Jo26-27 | 1027-28 | 1ies-20 | 1020-30 | 1080-81

Initial StOCKS « o vvevereirernnns 124 17 | 152 146 | 117 99+ 123 128 247 275
NEW CTOD e vvenvennnnnenens 815 | 868 | 797 864 | 677 831 | &8 915 809 851
Total SUPPHES + . ' oereenn... 939 | 985 5 949 | 1,010 | 794 | 930 | 1,001 | 1,043 | 1,056 | 1,126
Net eXports .....ovvvnvnunn 269 208 i 135 257 96 209 l 194 146 143 105
Seed requirements ... 93 88 . 76 81 79 84 90 84 83 78
Consumed for food............ 463 468 | 477 479 | 493 494 ’ 505 506 514 522
Stocksatend.................. ur o 152 1 146 nry9 123 | 128 247 275 300
Calculable disappearance....| 942 I 916 .’ 834 934 1 767 910 % 917 983 | 1,015 | 1,005

i ! ! !
Discrepancy ............... —3 i 469 | 4115 476 1 427 | 420 484! 460 441 | 4121
B.—CaNApA (August-July)

Item 1921-22 | 1922-23 | 1023-24 | 1024-25 | 1925-26 | 1996-27 | 192708 | 1928-20 | 1920-20 | 1030-31
[nitial stocks ............. ... 25 40 32 l 45 27 37 1 51 78 104 112
NeW CFOD + v veiiie i neannens 301 400 | 474 262 396 407 | 480 ;567 305 398
Total supplies .............. 326 440 | 506 1 307 ] 423 444 1‘ 531 ! 645 ’ 409 510
Net exports ... .. 184 279 | 346 | 192 324 293 4 333 ! 406 E 185 280
Sced requirements .. ... ........ 39 0 | 39 l 38 40 390 42 | 44 45 43
Milled for food................ 37 41 42 42 42 43 | 42 ' 44 44 44
Unmerchantable .............. 12 10 19 | 12 1 12§ 28 30 7 4
Lost in cleaning............... 9 ] 12 12| 10 6 19 7 13 9 8
Stocksatend.................. 40 32 6Bz 37 51, 178 104 112 130
Calculable disappearance ....| 321 1 414 | 503 | 321 | 460 | 457 | 530 | 641 | 402 | 509
DiSCIEPancy «.vvveeeennn... w5 Ly2e ! 430 —1al 37 i3t 40 e o4 1o

C.—ARGENTINA (August-July)

Item 192122 | 1922-28 | 1023-24 | 1924-25 | 1925-26 | 1926-27 | 1927-08 | 1528-20 | 1029-30 | 1930-81
Initial stocks ................. 40 53 | 64 66 57 51 ‘ 69 | 90 135 70
New crop .....oovvvnvinvnnnn. 191 196 ; 248 191 191 230 | 282 ’ 349 163 239
Total supplies .............. 231 249 } 312 257 248 281 l 351 i 439 | 298 ! 309
Net eXDOLES + ..\ venerennrnnnn. 18 | 139 | w2 | 128 | 94| 143 | 178 | 224 | 150 | 120
Seed requirements ............ 20 19 21 23 25 241 25, 23 24 23
Consumed for food............ 47 48 49 53 54 571 59 . 61 63 65
Stocksatend.................. 53 64 ’ 66 57 51 69 1 90 | 135 70 95
Calculable disappearance....| 238 270 | 308 256 224 293 5 352 J, 443 307 303
Discrepancy ............... 7l 44l 41 324 120 10 41 9| 46

D.—AvusTRALIA (August-July)

— Ttem 1921-22 | 1022-28 | 1923-24 | 1924-25 | 1025-26 | 1026-27 | 102728 | 192829 | 1920-30 | 1030-81
Initial stocks ................. 47 18| 26| 2 | 23 17 281 20| 2 | 35
CWCrop .....ovviivnennnnnn 129 116 | 125 165 115 161 | 118 | 160 126 205
Total supplies .............. 176 128 l 153 191 138 178 l 141 ’ 189 152 240
I,;Iet EXports ... .l 115 50 86 124 77 103 ; 71 109 63 135
~Ceed requirements ............ 10 10 10 11 11 12 14 14 17 14
gtOnsumed for food............ 27 28 28 29 29 30 ’ 30 31 31 32
Stocksatend.................. 18 28 26 23 17 23 2 26 35 50
Calculable disappearance....| 170 ! 116 | 150 187 134 168 " 144 | 180 146 231

. |

Discrepancy ............... +6 | 412 48 | 44| 44 | 4100 =3 | 49 | +6 | +9

o Based so far as possible upon official estimates. For explanation of the several items, see footnotes to Appendix Table

XXV, Wiear Stubies, Vol. VI, No. 2, pp. 184-85.



WHEAT STUDIES of the FOOD RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Special studies (exclusive of review and survey numbers) in Volumes IV-VII are listed below
with prices.

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
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VOLUME IV

. Slatistics of American Wheat lelmg and Flour Disposition since 1879. December 1927. $1.00
. Dlsposztlon of American Wheat since 1896. February 1928. $1.00
. Rye in Its Relation to Wheat. March 1928. $1.50

The Objectives of Wheat Breeding. Junc 1928. $0.50

. British Parcels Prices: A World Wheat Price Series. July 1928. $1.00
. Ex-European Trade in Wheat and Flour. August 1928. $1.50

VOLUME V

. IForecasting Wheat Yields from the Wealher. November 1928. $1.00

. The Place of Wheat in the Diet. February 1929. $1.00

. A Weighted Series of Cash Wheat Prices at Winnipeg. March 1929. $1.00
. Variations in Wheat Prices. June 1929, $1.50

. The Export Debenture Plan for Wheat. July 1929. $1.00

. Wheat under the Agricultural Marketing Act. August 1929. $1.50

VOLUME VI

1. The Post-Hurvest Depression of Wheat Prices. November 1929. $1.00
4, The Contractility of Wheat Acreage in the United Slates. February 1930. $1.00
. 5. The Danube Basin as a Producer and Exporter of Wheat. March 1930. $2.00
No. 7.
8
0

Growth of Wheat Consumption in Tropical Countries. June 1930. $.50

. Jupan as a Producer and Importer of Wheat. July 1930. $1.00
. The Changing World Wheat Situation: A Statistical Appraisal in Terms of Averages, Trends,

and Fluctualions. September 1930. $1.00

VOLUME VII

. The United States Wheat Flour Export Trade. November 1930. $2.00
. Speculation, Short Selling, and the Price of Wheat. February 1931. $1.00
5. Official and Unofficial Statistics of Internalional Trade in Wheat and Flour. March 1931, $1.00

RECENT CONTRIBUTIONS FROM THE FOOD RESEARCH INSTITUTE
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48.
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E 31,

. “Note on the Ter Meulen—Heslinga Methods for the Estimatio

(Reprints available free on request)

“The Application of the Theory of Error to the Interpretation of Trends,” Holbrook Working
and Harold Hotelling. Proceedings of the American Statistical Association, March 1929
“Some Recent Books on the Agricultural Situation,” J. S. Davis. Quarterly Journal of Econom-
ics, May 1929

. “The Literature of the Agricultural Situation Once More,” J. S. Davis. Quarterly Journal of

Economics, November 1929

. “Review of Interrelationships of Supply and Price” (by G. F. Warren and F. A. Pecarson),

Holbrook Working. Journal of the American Statistical Association, December 1929

. “Some Possibilities and Problems of the Federal Farm Board,” J. S. Davis. Journal of Farm

Economics, January 1930

. “Materials for a Theory of Wheat Prices,” Holbrook Working. Proceedings of the International

Conference of Agricultural Economics, 1930

. “The Effect of Whole Skeletal Muscle on Blood Sugar in Vitro,” Melville Sahyun and Carl L.

Alsberg. Journal of Biological Chemistry, July 1929

. “On Rabbit Liver Glycogen and Its Preparation,” Melville Sahyun and Carl L. Alsberg. Jour-

nal of Biological Chemistry, November 1930

. “A Mill for Small Samples,” W. H. Cook, E. P. Griffing, and €. L. Alsberg. Industrial and Engi-

of Nitrogen, Carbon and Hydro-
gen in Organic Material,” E, P. Griffing and C. L. Alsberg. Jodrnal of the American Chemical
Society, March 1931

“Preparation of Starch Solution for Use in Iodimetric” lltratlom” C. L. Alsberg and E. P.
Grifling. Journal of the American Chemical Society, April 1931

neering Chemistry, January 1931 \x

(More complete list on request)



FOOD RESEARCH INSTITUTE PUBLICATIONS

WHEAT STUDIES

Each volume contains a comprehensive review of the world wheaf situation during the preceding
crop year (price, $2.00), three surveys of current developments (price, $1.00 each), and six special

studies (variously priced, sce inside back cover).

Vol. I. December 1924-September 1925, 375 pages, bound in red buckram. Price $10.00
Vol. II. November 1925-September 1926. 367 pages, bound in red buckram. Price $10.00
Vol. III. November 1926-September 1927. 467 pages, bound in red buckram. Price $10.00
Vol. IV. November 1927-September 1928. 404 pages, bound in red buckram. Price $10.00
Vol. V. November 1928—September 1929. 481 pages, bound in red buckram. Price $10.00
Vol. VI. November 1929-September 1930. 476 pages, bound in red buckram. Price $10.00
Vol. VII. November 1930-September 1931. Ten issues. Subscription, including temporary binder,

$10.00

FATS AND OILS STUDIES

A series of studies in fats and oils of animal and vegetable origin, dealing primarily with economic
aspects—production, trade, prices, and utilization—but with due reference to technical knowledge.

No. 1. The Fats and Oils: A General View. By C. L. Alsberg and A. E. Taylor. February 1928.
103 pp., 8vo. Cloth, $1.50; paper, $1.00
No. 2. Copra and Coconut Qil, By Katharine Snodgrass. April 1928. 135 pp., 8vo. Cloth, $2.00;
paper, $1.50
Inedible Animal Fats in the United States. By L. B. Zapoleon. December 1929. 353 pp., 8vo.
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