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THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 1930-31 
A REVIEW OF THE CROP YEAR 

T HE world wheat crop of 1930 (ex-Russia) unexpectedly 
turned out to be larger than in any preceding year except 

1928. Because of a larger inward carryover, total supplies 
available for 1930-31, outside of Russia, were about as large 
as those of 1928-29. Russia had a bumper crop, and became 
a major exporter for the first time since the war. 

Realization of these developments, the flooding of Euro
pean markets with Russian wheat, and generally declining 
commodity prices and deepening world depression, brought 
about a sharp drop in world wheat prices in August-Decem
ber 1930. Except in a few countries with effective price
raising measures in force, wheat prices since January 1931 
have been lower than in any year since 1894. Throughout 
1931 wheat has been unprecedentedly cheap in terms of 
commodities in general. 

International trade in wheat and flour was of fairly large 
volume in 1930-31, though rather because of export pressure 
than because of insistent import demands. Ex-European 
importers bought heavily at the low prices. Increased re
strictions on imports held down European takings. 

World wheat consumption attained new high levels in 
1930-31. Consumption for food was heavy in Russia and 
India, consumption for feed in several exporting countries. 
Nevertheless the year closed with world stocks at record 
heights, especially in North America. Stocks in European 
importing countries, however, were not high. 

Stabilization operations in the United States kept domes
tic prices out of line with other markets and enhanced re
turns to wheat growers, but curtailed exports, enlarged vis
ible supplies at the expense of other stocks, reduced mill 
grindings, and in many other ways altered the usual course 
of commercial transactions in wheat and flour. 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY, CALIFORNIA 
December 1931 
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THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 1930-31 
A REVIEW OF THE CROP YEAR 

World wheat developments in 1930-31 
were even more extraordinary than in 
either of the two preceding years. 

In 1928-29, world wheat production (ex
cluding Russia) was of record size; prices 
naturally ruled low; international trade at
tained record volume; and strikingly heavy 
stocks were carried forward, both in ex
porting and in importing countries. These 
big stocks, left over from the huge world 
crop of 1928, were at 
first carried rather easily; 

of Russia, were about as large as those of 
1928-29. Australia and several minor ex
porting countries had the biggest crops in 
post-war years, if not in history. More im
portant, Russia too had a bumper crop, and 
became a major exporter for the first time 
since before the war. As these develop
ments came to be realized and as Russian 
wheat flooded European markets, amid 
general price declines and deepening world 

depression, world wheat 
prices fell heavily in Au

but they bore upon the 
market with increasing 
weight in the next two 
crop years. 
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July 1931, heavy pur
chases were made by 
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mainly responsible for a 
great shrinkage in the volume of trade, to 
lower levels than in any earlier post-war 
year. World visible supplies increased 
greatly as export surpluses, from carry
overs and 1929 crops, found only limited 
foreign outlets. Weakened by these fac
tors, amid general recessions in business 
activity and commodity prices, wheat prices 
declined, in January-July 1930, to the low
est level since the war. In the crop year as 
a whole, world wheat stocks were reduced 
by much less than was anticipated, and 
were concentrated more heavily in export
ing countries. Outward carryovers in North 
America were higher than ever before. 

In 1930-31, the world wheat crop, ex
Russia, unexpectedly turned out to be larger 
than in any preceding year except 1928; 
and because of a larger inward carryover, 
total supplies available for 1930-31, outside 
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though having a large 
apparent export surplus, 

was a small net importer. Europe's im
ports were larger than in 1929-30 because 
European carryovers (outside of France) 
and 1930 crops were not, as a whole, as 
large as in 1929; but increased restrictions 
on imports limited the expansion of ship
ments to Europe, and led to general reduc
tion of stocks in Continental importing 
countries as a group. 

World wheat consumption attained new 
high levels in 1930-31, mainly because of 
increased human consumption in Russia 
and India and of liberal use for feed in 
several exporting countries. In spite of 
this, world wheat stocks stood at record 
heights at the end of the crop year. Even 
more than at the beginning, these stocks 
were most heavily concentrated in export
ing countries, notably in the United States 
and Canada. 

[ 67 1 
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III Uniled Stales markels, Lhe (i<'cline in 
whenl prices was resisted during August -
Oe(obcr. Further dedines were decisively 
cheeked, ill mid-Novemher, hy stahiliy,ution 
operatiolls authoriy,ed hy the F'edernl Farm 
Board. Stahiliy,ation purchases held prices 
steady from Decemher unlil June. Price 
relationships hdwcen the United SLates 
nnd fo)"eign cOllntries, and betwecn old
CI'OP wheal and lIew-crop futures, were 
such thnl f1our-miUing operations and ex
po)"ts of wheat and flout' were curtailed. In 
spite of very extensive feed use of wheal: 
ill suhsl itu lion for corn, the ou lward carry
over rose to sUH higher levels. II was Ull

usually concclItraLed in visible positions, 
and the hulk of it was owned by the Grain 
SLahiliy,ation Corpora lion. 

In June-July 1D:n prices declincd sharply 
in thc United Statcs as purchascs in sup
port of thc market ccascd. World whcat 

priccs also sagged to fresh low lcvels as 
ahundant supplies prcssed upon a world 
market that was subjcct to slill morc scverc 
rcstrictions, and as financial crises in Eu
rope furthcr inlensified the prolonged eco
nomic dcprcssion. Prospccls for a shorl 
crop in Canada, uufavorablc conditions for 
spring whcat in Hussia, and subs tun tial 
reduclions in Auslralian and Argcntine 
wheat acreage afforded some resislancc to 
pricc declincs, particularly in Canada; bUl 
thcy wcrc inadequatc lo otl'sel thc COIll

hined forccs that deprcssed world wheal 
priccs to slill lower levels in the summer 
and carly autumn of 1931. 

Generally, except in a few countries wiLh 
effectivc pricc-raising meaSl~res in force, 
wheat prices have reccntly becn lower than 
in any ycar since 180·1. Throughout 1U:n 
wheat has becn unprccedentedly chcap ill 
tcrms of commoditics in gencral. 

I. WHEAT SUPPLIES IN 1930-31 

INITIAL STOCKS 

Slocks of old-crop wheat ill July 1\)30 
stood ut a level extraordinarily high. Only 
thosc of July 1D29 had hccn largcr, afler 
accumulation from thc bumper world (ex
Hussia and China) wheat crop of 1928. As 
shown hy the following tabulation of our 
cstimalcs,! for the world ex-Russia, slocks 
in .J uly 1929 and 19:30 were, in miJIion hush
els, abou t twicc as largc as they had bcen 
at lheir low posl-war levcl in July 1925: 

Yellr 

1 !J25 
192U 
1927 
1928 
192!) 
1930 

Totu1 

419 
482 
521 
590 
8M! 
80!! 

If we take normal stocks as 500 million 
hushels, the lcvel in July 19:30 was Hround 
300 million hushels ahove normal, lhat of 
July 1!)29 ahoul miO million ahove. Figures 
of this siy,c arc not far below 10 per cenl 
of an averagc world wheat crop cx-Hussia 
and China. They arc largcr than many 
changes in world crops from ycar lo ycar. 
Thcy reprcsenl around 40 per cClll of the 

1 Sec Appendix TuhJc XXXII lind below, in Sec
tion V. 

average total volumc of international trade 
in whcat and flour. 

Prior to July 1 U29, it was possiblc lo de
scribe thc world whcat supply position of' 
a givcn crop ycar fairly satisfactorily hy 
refcrcncc to thc crop of that ycar. But 
since July 1929, stocks of old-crop whcal 
havc bulked so largc as to playa promincnt 
part in thc supply position. Thc stocks ac
cumulated from the crop of 1928 wcrc in 
no small degrec rcsponsible for thc price 
decline of 192f)-:30, a dccline thnt occurred 
in the face of the rather short world wheat 
crop of 1~)2f). Similarly the stocks of old
crop wheat cxisling in July 19;30 wcrc in no 
smull degrce responsible for price dcclines 
in 19i30-:H. But whereas the ncw crop 
addcd to initial stocks was ralher small ill 
1929, it was largc in 1930. 

Tolal world whcat supplies (crop plus 
carryovcr) availahle for thc crop year Au
gust-July 19:W-:H werc of record volume. 
Both the world whcat crop and the inward 
carryovcr were larger in 19:W than in 1928. 
This much scems established, alLhough pre
cise comparisons cannot safely be made, 
since erop estimates are still subject to l'l'

vision and our estimatcs of world wheal 
stocks (which are not all-inclusivc) caBllol 
be regarded as accurate. It was a big Rus-
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siun crop, however, that largely accounted 
for the increase in world supplies in lU:30-
:11 as compared with 1928-29. Exclusive of 
Hussia's crop and exports, world wheat 
supplies (crop plus carryover) were prob
ably of about the same size in 19;30 and 
1928; with Russian exports included, how
ever, the supplies available to the world 
ex-Hussia were of record size in 1930--iH. 
In previous years it had heen fairly safe to 
treat Hussia's crop as a thing somewhat 
apart from the world wheat statistical po
sition, and there are still reasons for giving 
it separate consideration; hut Hussia's 
striking return to the ranks of major ex
porters necessitates taking her production 
into account more directly than heretofore. 

WonLD WlIEAT Cnol's SUMMAHlZEIJ 

The world wheat crop of 1930 was a big 
one. This is clearly shown by Chart 1, 

CHAlI'!' l,.--WOI\LD WHEAT PnoDucTION, 1900-1930* 
(l1i/II(m bushels; loyarilhlllic vertical scak) 
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in AYI'/clIl/llre l'ellrboo/(, l.'J:Il, lind in World Wheal Pros
}Jeds. Sepl<'lllbcL' 22, 1931. 

which rests on the latest available esti
mates. Exclusive of Hussia, as well as 
China and a few minor producers, the 1930 
crop was second only to the extraordinary 
crop of 1H28, and about midway hetweell 
t~le crop of 1927 Hnd the crop of 1928. Hus
SIn, however, had a bumper crop; this is 
probahly ·the fact, even though the figure 
we use may be significantly altered. In
clusive of Hussia, the world wheat crop of 
lH30 was the largest in history, exceeding 
the crop of 1928, when Hussia's harvest was 
of moderate size. 

So it appears in retrospect. Early ill the 
crop year so high a level of production was 
not anticipated. The Northern Hemisphere 
crop (ex-Hussia) now appears over 100 mil
lion bushels larger than was expected in 
August 1930. The general magnitude of the 
Hussian crop was not widely appreciated 
until late in the autumn, and not until May 
was an oillcial statement of ils size avail
able. Southern Hemisphere crops, particu
larly in Australia, proved larger than was 
anticipated in August 1930. The lalest esti
mates of the 1930 wheat crop of exporting 
countries exclusive of Hussia are 150-175 
million bushels larger than was indicated 
by evidence available in August 1930, and 
Hussian exports proved at least 60 million 
bushels larger than most observers then 
expected. 

Big acreage, rather than high yields, was 
broadly responsible for the large wheat 
crops of 1930 (see Chart 2, p. 70). The aver
age yield per acre outside of Hussia now ap
pears to have been 15 bushels, just about 
equal to the average for the ten years pre
ceding; whereas in 1928 the average yield 
was 16.4 bushels, a very high figure. In 
India, however, high yields were mainly 
responsihle for the record harvest; and in 
Hussia, if we may trust the evidence now 
at hand, high yields were obtained on a 
record acreage. 

Outside of Hussia, the world wheat acre
age harvested was about 7 million acres 
larger than in 1928, and about 10 million 
acres larger than in 1929; the increase in 
Russia may have been 12 and 3 million 
acres respectively.l In the world ex-Hussia, 
no such increase in wheat acreage between 
two successive years had occurred before 
in the decade since the war. The net in
crease in total world acreage between 1929 
and 1930 is largely accounted for on four 
grounds: (1) unusually light abandonment 
of fall-sown acreage in the United States 
and some other countries; (2) a strikin,r 
increase of over 3 million acres in Aus~ 
tralia, under the influence of widespread 
propaganda and the promise of an export 
bounty; (3) moderate increases in Euro
pean importing countries whose govern-

1 There is some doubt, however, about Hussian 
acreage statistics, especially for 1929. See Appendix 
Table XII. 
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ment policies were stimulating wheat pro
duction; and (4) a substantial increase in 
Russia, partly in consequence of vigorous 
governmental measures. 

CHART 2.-WORLD (Ex-RUSSIAN) POPULATION, AND 

WHEAT PRODUCTION, ACREAGE, AND YIELD 
PER ACRE, 1920-30* 

(Billion bushels; million persons; bushels per acre; 
million ucres; logarithm ic verlical scale) 
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• Population figures in part from official sources, in 
part from International Yearbooks of Agricultural Stati.5-
tics, adjusted for particular countries to give consistent 
trends; the principal regions omitted aside from Russia 
are China, Asia Minor, the East Indies and Malay regions, 
and most of Africa. Other data from Appendix Tahles I-IV. 

World wheat production since the war 
has been increasing at a more rapid rate 
than growth of population. This is sug
gested, for the world exclusive of Russia, 
China, and Asia Minor, by the upper sec
tion of Chart 2. PopUlation has apparently 
been growing about 1 per cent per annum. 
During 1920-30 the trend of world wheat 
production has been upward at a rate of 
something like 4 per cent per annum; how
ever, during 1922-30 (a period which ex-

cludes the years of immediate post-war ad
justments in agriculture) the trend has 
been less steep-about 2 per cent per an
num. Per capita production has therefore 
materially increased. The same has been 
true in Russia. 

In the first two or three years after the 
war, the increase in wheat production was 
due in considerable measure to recovery 
of agriculture, generally in Europe and in 
some other countries, from reductions dur
ing the war and its immediate aftermath. 
Later, three factors were mainly respon
sible: (1) several years of high prices fol
lowing the striking price advance of 1924; 
(2) notable cheapening of wheat produc
tion through the application of new ma
chinery and technique, particularly on 
sub-humid lands; and (3) public policies, 
notably in Russia and several wheat-im
porting countries of Europe. 

Most of the upward trend in world wheat 
production is accounted for by increases in 
wheat acreage, but the production trend is 
somewhat steeper, even on identical loga
rithmic vertical scales which permit direct 
comparison of rates of change. A trend 
line fitted to the yield data for 1920-30 
would also be upward, but the slope would 
be slight. This upward slope of yield per 
acre is largely due to a succession of un
usually low yields per acre in the early 
years after the war, which presumably re
flect in part agricultural disorganization 
and in part adverse climatic factors, and 
to notably high acre-yields in 1928, which 
were largely accidents of Nature. It is not 
safe to infer that the 1920-30 trends of 
world production, acreage, or yield per 
acre will continue in 1930-40; but special 
warning should be given against expecting 
a continuance of the apparent upward 
trend of yield per acre. 

Whether or not world wheat production 
in 1930 was above the general post-war 
trend is of considerable importance and 
interest. There may well be considerable 
difference of opinion as to the exact slope 
of the post-war production trend; never
theless, it seems probable that after a few 
more years have passed, the world (ex-Rus
sia) crop of 1930 will appear to have stood 
somewhat above rather than below the 
trend for the period after 1922, though not 
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as far above it as the big crops of 1923, 
1927, and 1928. However, since the produc
tion trend shows a steeper slope than the 
trend of population growth, the world (ex
Russia) crop of 1930 may have been larger 
relative to the demand for human con
sumption than either of the crops of 1923 
or 1927; but it was presumably smaller 
than that of 1928. 

Good crops were fairly general in 1930, 
not exceptional as in 1929. The distribution 
of the world wheat crop as well as the ag
gregate size is of considerable importance. 
Material for comparisons appears in Chart 
:l. In 1930, wheat production in Russia, 
Australia, and India broke all previous rec
ords. The aggregate wheat crop of the four 
Danubian exporting countries had been ex
ceeded only in 1928; both Roumania and 
Bulgaria harvested their biggest crops since 
the war. The crops of Canada, the United 
States, and Argentina were not strikingly 
large. The same was true of European im
porting countries, taken as a group. In 
France, however, the crop was very short; 
in the British Isles it was the smallest in 
many years; and in Italy it was moderately 
small. Poland, the Baltic States, and Por
tugal had crops of record size, and the 
crops of Czecho - Slovakia and Germany 
were of near-record size. Wheat produc
tion in the Southern Hemisphere repre
sented a larger portion of the world (ex
Russia) crop than usual, mainly because 
Australia's output bulked larger than ever 
before. Apart from Russia's large propor
tion, the distribution of the Northern Hemi
sphere crop was less exceptional than in 
several other post-war years, though the 
Danubian countries contributed an excep
tionally large percentage of the total and 
France an exceptionally small one. 

In all of the major producing areas, with 
the exception of the European importing 
countries, wheat production was notably 
larger in 1930 than it was in 1929. In per
centage terms the increases in production 
between these two years were generally 
larger than between any other two succes
sive years of the decade, except possibly 
1924 and 1925. This may be seen by refer
e~ce t.o Chart 4, which is plotted on a loga
r~thmlc vertical scale, in order to empha
SIze relative (rather than absolute) changes 

CHAHT 3.-WHEAT PnODUCTION IN PIIINCIPAL l'H"
DUCING ArmAS, 1920-30* 
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CHAHT 4.-WHEAT PIWDUCTION IN PHINCIPAL 
PRODUCING AREAS, 1920-30* 

(.lli/lion bushels; logarithmic vertical scale) 
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in wheat production in different areas dur
ing 1920-30. The companion Chart 5 simi
larly deals with world wheat acreage, and 
is plotted on the same logarithmic scale to 
facilitate comparisons of relative changes 
in acreage and production. The largest 

CHAHT 5.-WHEAT ACHEAGE IN PHINCIPAL 1'110-

DUCING AREAS, 1920-30* 
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percentage increases in production between 
1929 and 1930 occurred in Australia, Rus
sia, and Argentina-three of the four coun
tries having the largest absolute increases 
in output. Australia and Argentina also 
showed greater percentage increases in 
harvested wheat acreage than did any of 
the other principal wheat producers; the 
acreage expansion in these two countries 
was large enough to account for a consider
able part of their increased production. 

Over the past decade most of the impor
tant wheat-producing countries except the 
United States have expanded their wheat 
acreage. Notably large increases occurred 
in Argentina, Australia, Russia, and the 
Danube basin, while Canada and the group 
of European importing countries also in
creased their wheat areas, but by smaller 
percentages. Trends of production may be 
either steeper or less steep than trends of 
acreage. The most notable divergence is 
with regard to Australia, whose acreage has 
risen much more rapidly than has produc
tion, while the yield per acre declined 'for 
several years. In the Danube basin, Russia, 
and "other Europe," wheat production 
showed a somewhat steeper upward trend 
than did wheat acreage. This may be due 
in part to the chance occurrence of several 
years of relatively low yields per acre near 
the beginning of the period and a chance 
occurrence of several years of relatively 
high yields near the end; but in most of 
these producing areas the yield per acre has 
probably tended upward in consequence of 
post-war recovery and some basic improve
ments in methods of wheat cultivation. 

UNITED STATES CROP 

The United States crop of 1930 was one 
?f several fairly large post-war crops; but 
It was not nearly as large as the crops of 
1919 and 1928. As Chart 6 shows, the siz
able outturn of 1930 was due to a fairly 
large harvested acreage rather than to a 
high yield per acre. The acre-yield was 
a small fraction below the average for the 
preceding ten years. On the other hand, 
t~e area harvested ranked as the largest 
SInce 1922, with the single exception of 
19290 This, however, was due more to N a
ture than to farmers' intentions. The total 

area sown to wheat for the 1930 cropl was 
only of average size; but an unusually fa
vorable fall and winter led to small acre
age abandonment. Only in two years of the 
preceding decade, 1921 and 192B, did the 
abandoned area represent a smaller pro
portion of the area sown than it did in 
1930.2 

CHART 6.-UNITED STATES WHEAT PnODUCTION, 

YIELD PER ACRE, AND ACREAGE, 1920-30* 
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* Data from Appendix Tables I-III and XII; but plotted 
figures for 1930 do not accord with latest revisions. 

The winter - wheat crop of the United 
States, some 602 million bushels, was con
siderably larger than the average for the 
preceding five years; the outturn of spring 
wheat, 256 million bushels, fell appreciably 
below that average. Hard red winter wheat 
was relatively more abundant in 1930, as 
compared with other post-war years, than 
was any other class of wheat; in absolute 
terms the outturn of this class of wheat was 
the second largest in a decade (being ex
ceeded only in 1928), while in proportion 
to the total crop it was larger than in any 
preceding post-war year except 1926. In 

1 No official estimate of the total wheat area sown 
in the United States is published. In Chart 6 and in 
the following discussion we use the term "total sown 
area" to refer to a summation of the official figures of 
acreage planted to winter wheat and of acreage under 
spring wheat (presumably harvested acreage). 

2 See Appendix Table XII. 
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respect to the ahunuance of haru red win
ter wheat, anu, indeed, in the percentage 
distrihution by all classes, the crop of In:30 
markedly resemhleu the crop of 1H2H.l 

The acreage sown to winter wheat in the 
fall of 1!)2D was suhstantially smaller than 
the areas pIau Leu in most of the preceuing 
Len years, though it consiuerably exceeued 
the areas sown for the crops of 1H24, 1H2!i, 
and H)2G. Winter-killing, however, was un
usually light, chiefly because of an open 
winter, and ahandonment of acreage was 
so small that the winter-wheat area re
maining for harvest was relatively large. 

Early forecasts of winter-wheat produc
tion indicated the probability of a smaller 
ouLturn of winter wheat than that finally 
reporLed by the government. In the early 
spring, weather conditions were uistinclly 
unfavorahle for the development of the 
winter crop; drought prevaileu throughout 
most of the winter-wheat belt, especially in 
the Southwest, until after the middle of 
April, anu the resulting deterioration ap
parently was not offset by the improvement 
caused J)y generous rains later in the 
month. Successive official forecasts and es
timates of production during May-AugusL 
indicated a notable improvement in the 
prospects for the crop during the latter part 
of the growing period. 2 Rains in May anu 
early June, and warm, clear harvesting 
weather during late June and July, were 
major faclors responsihle for the change in 
outlook. The final result was a moderately 
high yield per acre. As of August 1, Ig:30, 
the ofTicial estimate of winter-wheat pro
duction was !ig7 million bushels. The most 
recent official estimate of 602 million bush
els is larger chiefly he cause of an increase 
of over a million acres in the estimate of 
harvested area; yield per acre was lowered. 

The spring-Wheat crop of the United 
States, sown somewhat earlier than usual, 
was favored hy fair growing conditions up 
to July 1. During July, however, weather 
factors were distinctly unfavorable, drought 

1 See Appendix Tablcs IX and XIII. 
2 Sec Appendix Table X. 
a It is difficult to say how far the high flour yield 

"cprcsentcd relatively high quality of wheat, how 
far long extraction to produce relatively large quan
tities of low-grade and self-rising flours. 

1 Sec below, p. 126. 

and excessive heat causing premature 
ripening and shrinkage of the wheat ker
nels. The hot, dry weather of early August 
resulted in further deterioration of late
sown wheat, but was favorahle for the har
vesting of the early-sown grain. In general, 
the outlook for the crop improved during 
August, and at the heginning of September 
spring-wheat production was ofIicially esti
mated at 240 million hushels. The standing 
revised estimate is H) million bushels 
higher; this increase reflects partly an up
ward revision in the estimate of spring
wheat acreage and partly an increase in the 
estimate of yield per acre. 

The quality of the United States crop was 
excellent. As a whole the crop was rated at 
nt . G per cent of high medium quality as 
compareu with a ten-year average of 88.4 
per cent; and the proportion of the crop 
meeting the requirements of the first two 
graues (Nos. 1 and 2) was relatively high 
in comparison with other post-war years. 
In weight per measured bushel the crop of 
19130, which averaged 58.9 pounds, was 
equal or superior to all the crops of the 
preceding decade with the exception of the 
crop of 1926. Flour yield was likewise 
high,3 though it had been higher in two of 
the preceding six years-1D25 and 1927. In 
protein content both the hard red winter
and hard red spring-wheat crops ranked 
high, representative tests indicating that 
the average protein content of spring wheat 
was 14.4 per cent, the highest in six years, 
and the protein content of winter wheat 
12.4 per cent, a figure exceeded during the 
preceding five years only in 1925 and 1926. 

CANADIAN CROP 

The Canadian crop of 1930 turned out to 
he about of moderate size or a little larger. 
Now estimated at 398 million bushels, il 
appears to have heen substantially ex
ceeded only by the crops of 1923, 1927, and 
1928. This would he true even if the crop 
is revised upward by roughly 20 million 
hushels, as seems probable in view of the 
fact that the Dominion Bureau of Statistics 
regards the standing estimate as 12-17 mil
lion bushels too low.4 Present estimates of 
production, acreage, and yield per acre for 
post-war years, some of which may be suh-
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jed to considerable revision, are shown in 
'CharL 7. The moderately good size of the 
crop of 1930 must be ascribed wholly to a 
hig acreage; for the area sown was rela
tively large, while the yield per (sown) acrc 
turned out to be low-though presumably 
not so low as in four earlier years, 1020, 
1 !J21, 1024, and H)29. Ahandonment of acrc
age appears to have heen heavier than 
usual in 1930 hut prohahly not as heavy as 
in 1 !J29. 

CHAnT 7.-CANADIAN WHEAT PRODUCTION, YIELD 
PER ACHE, AND ACnEAGE, 1920-30* 
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Seeding of spring wheat in the Prairie 
Provinces was reported to have been com
pleted earlier than usual in 1930. The crop 
made reasonably good progress in April 
and May, but during June and July suf
fered from high winds and drought in Sas
katchewan and Alberta. In addition, hail 
and cutworms caused considerable damage 
in scattered localities. The result was a 
crop of "spotty" character. Weather con
ditions in September were favorable for 
harvesting and threshing; but rain and 
snow accompanied by low temperatures 
hindered threshing operations around the 
middle of October and again early in No
vember. 

The unfavorable threshing weather is re
ported to have reduced the general grading 
of the crop by increasing the volume of 
tough and damp grain. But despite this, 
the percentage of inspected spring wheat 
which graded No.1 and No.2 Northern was 
the highest since 1923 with the exception 
of 1920; and the percentage rated as tough 
and damp was smaller than in three of the 
preceding seven years.1 These comparisons 
may somewhat overrate the quality of the 
1930 crop, since an unusually large quan
tity of wheat (presumably of the lower 
grades) was fed on farms in 1930-31. Not 
only upon the basis of grading, but also 
upon practically every other score, the mar
keted crop of 1930 was of high quality. The 
protein content, around 13.1 per cent on 
the average, was distinctly high, while the 
weight per measured bushel, 60.27 pounds, 
was the second highest in a decade. Finally, 
it appears significant that an average of 
only 4.47 bushels of wheat was used in the 
manufacture of a barrel of flour during 
1930-31; this is the lowest figure in six 
years. 

CROPS IN THE DANUBE BASIN 

In the lower Danuhe basin the wheat 
crop of 1930, now estimated at 351 million 
bushels, was Jarger than in any other post
war year except 1928. As may be seen in 
Chart 8 (p. 76), the large 1930 crop was the 
result of a strikingly high yield per acre on 
an acreage of record size. Of the four Danu
bian countries all except Roumania had 
larger areas under wheat in 1930 than in 
any preceding year; and two of the coun
tries, Roumania and Bulgaria, secured very 
high yields per acre. Hungary obtained a 
fairly high yield, but the yield per acre in 
Jugo-Slavia fell somewhat below average. 
As a result of these circumstances, Rou
mania and Bulgaria harvested record crops 
for the post-war period, Hungary harvested 
the second largest crop of post-war years, 
and Jugo-Slavia the third largest. The qual
ity of the Danubian crop appears to have 
been neither strikingly good nor strikingly 
poor; on the whole, it may have been about 
of average quality or slightly below. 

1 See Appendix Table XIV. The quantity of wheat 
grading No.1 Hard (the highest grade) was much the 
largest in severnl years. 
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CHAHT B.-DANUBIAN WHEAT PHODUCTION, YIELD 
PEH ACHE, AND ACHEAGE, 1920-30* 
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• Countries included are Hungary, Jugo-Slavia, Hou
mania, and Bulgaria. Data from Appendix Tables I-IV. 

RUSSIAN CROP 

The Russian wheat crop of 1930 was a 
huge one. The only official figure yet avail
able is one of 1,084 million bushels, pre
sented by Mr. Lubimoff, the official Russian 
delegate, to the London Wheat Conference 
held in May 1931. If we accept this figure, 
as Chart 9 shows, the crop was by far the 
largest harvested in the past eight years, 
exceeding the good crop of 1926 by about 
170 million bushels, and the crop of 1929 by 
some 380 million bushels. It was undoubt
edly the largest crop harvested since 1916. 
It may not have exceeded the crop of 1913, 
when the Russian Empire harvested what 
was probably its record crop, one of 1,028 
million bushels according to pre-war Rus
sian official estimates. Since many Russian 
statisticians believe that the pre-war official 
production estimates were too low by 
around 20 per cent, and since the post-war 
territory of Soviet Russia is smaller than 
the pre-war territory of the Russian Em
pire, it is not feasible to attempt other than 
rough comparison of the size of crops, 
within present boundaries, between pre-war 
and post-war years. Nevertheless, with al
lowance for loss of territory and for pos
sible underestimation of pre-war wheat 
crops, it seems probable that the only crop 
of the twentieth century that could have 

exceeded the crop of 1930 was the crop of 
1913. 

With similar allowances, it is possible to 
infer that the high sown acreage of 1930, 
some 83.8 million acres, was probably not 

CHAlIT 9.-RuSSIAN WHEAT PHODUCTION, YIELD 
PEH ACHE, AND ACHEAGE, 1923-30* 
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acreage figures for 1923 and 1924 are presumably somewhat 
too low for comparison with figures for later years, since 
data for state and collective farms were not included in the 
estimates prior to 1925. Acreage and yield per acre figures 
for 1929 as reported by U.S. Department of Agriculture; sec 
Appendix Tahle XII for different figures. The acreage sta
tistics are for areas sown. 

as high as the record acreage sown in 1913, 
but was nevertheless not far from, and per
haps in some instances in excess of, areas 
sown in 1910-16. The sharp post-war in
crease of wheat area sown, as shown in 
Chart 9, probably represents recovery to 



WHEAT SUPPLIES IN 19.30-.31 77 

about the actual pre-war level, but not ad
vance beyond that level. 

The large crop of 1930 as compared with 
earlier post-war crops was due to the large 
acreage sown, probably also to light winter
killing, and to a relatively high yield per 
acre. If we accept the computed figure of 
12.9 bushels per acre, the average yield 
was the highest in 8 years, though only 
about 4 per cent higher than the good yields 
of 1925 and 1926. The yield per acre in 
Russia seems seldom to have exceeded 12.5 
bushels in pre-war years-perhaps (for 
the period 1901-16) only in 1909 and 1913;1 
consequently a yield as high as 12.9 bush
els is to be regarded as a distinctly unusual 
occurrence. Detailed information is not 
now available to show in what regions of 
Russia the yield per acre was most or least 
strikingly high, to explain the high average 
yield by reference to weather conditions, or 
to ascertain whether spring or winter wheat 
was the more favored. 

In evaluating the world wheat supply 
position of 1930-31 it would be significant 
to consider the production of rye in Russia. 
As yet, however, no estimate is at hand for 
the rye crop of 1930. The area sown, re
ported as 72.2 million acres, was sI'ightly 
the largest in six years; but no information 
is available regarding the yield per acre or 
the extent of winter-killing, which in Rus
sia is more significant in rye than in wheat. 
It may be proper to assume that in 1930 the 
yield per acre of rye was fairly high, like 
that of wheat, for the statistical record of 
the present century yields no instance of a 
high wheat yield per acre that was accom
panied by a low or moderately low yield 
per acre of rye. Rye yields per acre were 
rather high in 1925, 1926, and 1927; and if 
the yield per acre in 1930 may reasonably 
be assumed to have approximated the 
yields in these good years, the rye crop of 
1930 must have been a large one. For pur
poses of discussing the export movement of 
Russian wheat in 1930-31, the probable 
level of domestic wheat consumption, and 

. 1 Direct comparisons of pre-war and post-war offi
Cial statistics of yield per acre are regarded as im
proper by many Russian statisticians; the pre-war 
figures are asserted to be too low, perhaps by 9 per 
cent. But even if the pre-war figures are raised by 
9 per cent, only in 1909 and 1913 would the yield 
have exceeded 12.5 bushels per acre. 

the wheat stocks position, we assume tenta
tively that the rye crop of 19:30 may have 
approximated 950 million bushels, ranking 
as one of the largest post-war crops. If so, 
Russia would have had in 1930-31 far 
larger supplies of the bread grains than in 
any other post-war year. Needless to say, 
our explanations of developments in the 
Russian wheat situation are subject to sub
stantial alteration if it should later appear 
that the Russian rye crop of HJ30 was not 
large, but small, or that it was 10 or 20 per 
cent larger than 950 million bushels. 

CROPS OF OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

In the group of European importing 
countries aggregate production was mod
erately large, the crop of 1930 having been 
exceeded only in 1925, 1928, and 1929. Post
war data of wheat production, acreage, and 
yield per acre for this group of countries 
are shown in Chart 10. In 1930 the area 

CHART 10.-OTHER EUROPEAN WHEAT PnODUCTION, 
YIELD PER ACRE, AND ACREAGE, 1920-30* 
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• Data from Appendix Tables I-IV. 

harvested was larger than in any other 
post-war year, while the average yield per 
acre was of moderate size as compared 
with earlier years. . 

Among the several countries, only the 
British Isles had a relatively small area de
voted to wheat in 1930; wheat acreage there 
has been persistently declining since 1921. 
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Most of the importing countries of Conti
nental Europe harvested unusually large 
wheat areas; in Germany, Belgium, Swe
den, Norway, Poland, Spain, and the Baltic 
States wheat areas were of record size, 
while in Portugal, Austria, and Czecho-Slo
vakia larger areas had been harvested in 
only one or two other post-war years. The 
acreage under wheat in Italy and Switzer
land was also fairly large; but in Holland, 
France, and Greece areas of only moderate 
size were harvested. 

High acre-yields in northern and central 
European countries tended to offset the 
relatively low yields per acre secured in 
western Europe; the result was a fair aver
age yield per acre for the entire group. In 
northern and central Europe the wheat 
crops developed under unusually favorable 
conditions. Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, and 
Poland secured record yields per acre, 
while Finland, the Scandinavian countries, 
Germany, Czecho - Slovakia, and Austria 
obtained notably high though not record 
yields. In western Europe, on the other 
hand, the wheat crop suffered from exces
sive precipitation during a considerable 
part of the growing period, and again in 
the harvesting period; consequently, com
plaints of excessive weed growth, rust, and 
lodging were common. France, Belgium, 
Switzerland, and the British Isles had poor 
yields, Holland and Italy fair ones. In the 
south, Spain, Portugal, and Greece had dis
tinctly good yields. 

Acreage and production of the most im
portant variable importers of Europe are 
shown in Chart 11. The French crop was 
distinctly short, like that of 1926. The de
crease in the wheat production of France 
between 1929 and 1930 was the largest 
change in production between any two suc
cessive post-war years, though a decrease 
almost as large had occurred between 1925 
and 1926. Italy had a moderately small 
crop, trend considered. Germany, the third 
country in this group, harvested in 1930 the 
largest crop of the decade with the excep
tion of that of 1928. The large outturn of 
Germany did not offset the small crop in 
Italy and the short crop in France; hence 
the aggregate wheat crop of the group of 
variable importers was distinctly small. 
Had the size of the crop been the sole factor 

determining their imports, the aggregate 
net imports of these countries (consequently 
the net imports of Europe) would have 
been unusually large during 1930-31. Other 
factors, notably a big carryover in France 
and stringent milling regulations in Ger
many and France, prevented such an out
come. 
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CHART 11.-FRENCH, GERMAN, AND ITALIAN 

WHEAT PRODUCTION AND ACREAGE, 
1920-30* 
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The occasional importers of Europe, 
Spain and Poland, produced in 1930 fair 
and record high crops, respectively. Their 
production was such as to suggest that Po
land would be a net exporter, as she was, 
and that Spain would not be a net importer 
in 1930-31. 

Of the remaining European countries, 
which constitute a group whose aggregate 
imports are relatively constant from year 
to year, only the United Kingdom secured 
a notably small crop in 1930-the smallest, 
indeed, in post-war years. In contrast, 
Sweden, Norway, the Baltic States, and 
Portugal harvested record crops, and Den
mark, Austria, Czecho-Slovakia, and Greece 
strikingly large ones. In Belgium, Holland, 
and Switzerland only moderate-sized out
turns were obtained. 

The quality of a large portion of the 
European wheat crop was decidedly low 
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in 1930 as a result of excessive rain during 
the harvest period. The average weight per 
measured bushel of the French crop, 55.9 
pounds, was the lowest in a decade; at 61 
pounds per bushel the British crop was 
relatively but little better in comparison 
with past years; while in Germany only 37 
per cent of the outturn weighed over 59 
pounds a bushel, as contrasted with 57 per 
cent in 1928, and 61 per cent in 1929. Trade 
comments suggest that the crops of Hol
land, Belgium, Czecho-Slovakia, and per
haps Italy were also relatively light in 
weight and high in moisture content. In 
the absence of data for other countries, we 
assume that most of the northern and east
ern European countries did not suffer as 
marked a deterioration in the quality of 
their wheat crops as occurred in the west
ern countries. 

OTHER NORTHERN HEMISPHERE CROPS 

Of the remaining wheat-producing coun
tries of the Northern Hemisphere, India 
alone produced a crop of record size in 
1930-now officially reported as 391 mil
lion bushels. In general, the large size of 
the crop is to be attributed mainly, as may 
be seen in Chart 12, to an unusually high 

CHART 12.-INDIAN WHEAT PRODUCTION, YIELD 
PER ACRE, AND ACREAGE, 1920-30* 

(Million bushels; bushels per acre; million acres) 
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yield per acre, although the acreage har
vested was somewhat larger than the har
vested areas of six of the ten preceding 
years. 

In northern Africa, the three French de
pendencies produced an aggregate crop of 
64 million bushels, an outturn which ap
pears only of moderate size in comparison 
with the crops of other recent post-war 
years. Tunis and Morocco harvested aver
age and small crops of wheat, respectively, 
mainly as a result of unfavorable growing 
conditions; Algeria secured a fairly large 
crop from the largest acreage harvested 
since the war. In Egypt, as in Algeria, the 
wheat crop of 1930 turned out to be com
paratively large primarily because an ex
ceptionally large acreage was devoted to 
wheat; the yield per acre was only mod
erately high. 

Mexico, on the other hand, obtained her 
highest acre-yield of the decade in 1930, 
harvesting a crop of fair size from a very 
small wheat area-the smallest of any post
war year except 1925.1 

Japan and Chosen, whose aggregate 
wheat crop has varied little in recent years, 
produced a crop of about the usual size 
in 1930, with neither acreage nor yield per 
acre notably above or below normal. No 
official or accredited private estimate of 
the Chinese crop exists; but trade reports 
and advices of the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture indicate that the Chi
nese crop of 1930 was appreciably larger 
than the outturn of 1929, and presumably 
of good size in comparison with the crops 
of other post-war years. 

SOUTHERN HEMISPHERE CROPS 

In the Southern Hemisphere, the aggre
gate crop of the chief wheat-producing 
countries, now estimated at 500 million 
bushels, was the second largest in history, 
exceeded only by the record crop of 1928, 
which was 70 million bushels larger. At 
213 bushels, the Australian wheat crop ap
pears to have broken all previous produc
tion records. The Argentine outturn, esti
mated at 236 million bushels, while not as 
large as the crops of 1923 or 1927, and far 
below the bumper crop of 1928, was still of 
fairly good size. Calculations of disposition 
suggest that the crops actually harvested 

1 The trustworthiness, and more particularly the 
comparability over the post-war decade, of the Mex
ico figures given in Appendix Tables I-III are open to 
question. 
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Illay not have reached these figures, hut the 
overeslimation, if any, was probably not 
large. As may readily be seen from Charls 
1;\ and 11, the large crops of holh of lhese 
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countries were primarily the result of large 
acreage rather than of exceptional yields 
per acre. 

In Australia, although subsoil moisture 
reserves were low, and planting conditions 
therefore not especially favorable, an acre
age of reeord size was sown to wheat. There 
were hopes of an export bounty, and ofIi
daIs urged increase of acreage. 

The latest estimate of the area harvested 
for wheat grain in 1\)30-31 is 18.2 million 
acres, the highest on record by over :3 mil
lion acres. In general, the Australian crop 
developed under moderately favorable COll

ditions. The deliciency in moisture became 
somewhat disturbing at limes during May
June and again in September, hut rainfall 
in July, August, and October was sufIieient 
for satisfactory development of' the crop. 
Presumably some deterioration resulted 
from these dry spells, and also from frost 
in August and from rust in October; how
ever, the damage caused by excessive rains 
in December was much more striking. The 
rains, coming as they did at harvest-time, 
delayed the harvest, greatly lowered the 
general quality of the crop, and probably 
reduced the total' yield. The weight per 

Imperial hushel of wheat of fair average 
quality of the 19~\O crop of Victoria was set 
at 58% pounds, apparently the lowest 
weight in 35 years. In New South Wales 
the quality of the wheat was so varied that 
the o1licials established two grades of mill
able wheat for the first time in the slate's 
history, the weight of the F. A. Q. standard 
being established at 5911z pounds (the low
est since 1920-21), and the weight of the 
second milling grade at 5611z pounds.! 

The average yield per acre of wheat for 
the entire commonwealth in 1930, 11.7 
bushels, was somewhat below the post-war 
average, and about in line with the appar
ent downward trend of wheat yields since 
1920. This apparent post-war trend, how
ever, probably has little significance as to 
probable future yields, since the yields per 
acre of 1920 and 1924 were the two highest 
of the present century and the yield in 1926 
was the fourth highest. These high yields 
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appear to have heen mainly due to the 
chance occurrence of favorable seasons, 
and the lower yields of 1927-iW to a suc
cession of less favorahle seasons. The av
erage yield per acre in 19BO would probably 
have heen lower than it actually turned 

! Wheat and Gmin lieview (Melbourne), Murch (j, 
tnal, p. !l, !Inti Official rear Book of New Soutll Walt's, 
1928-29. . 
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out to he, if Lhe percentage increase in acre
age had not been considerahly greater in 
New South Wales and Victoria (the states 
having the highest average yields and also 
the highest yields in 1930) than in the other 
two major wheat-producing states of the 
commonwealth. 

In Argentina the area sown to wheat in 
1 !);~O was about 1.5 million acres smaller 
Lhun the area sown in 1928; otherwise it 
was the largest on record. Abandonment 
was heavy enough to make the harvested 
acreage smaller' than those not only of 1928, 
but also of 1927 and (slightly) 1926. But 
while the 1927 and 1928 crops developed 
under exceptionally good weather condi
tions, the crop of 1930 was not so favored; 
as a result, the yield per acre was strikingly 
lower in 1930. Seeding and early growing 
conditions were unusually favorable in Ar
gentina in the spring of 1930, with rainfall 
above average during April-June. From 
.July to mid-September, however, precipi
tation was deficient; and drought appar
ently caused appreciable damage to wheat 
in certain sections of the country. In Sep
tember, frosts appear to have taken some 
small t.oll of the crop; but rains during 
the latter part of the month considerably 
improved the general outlook. The dete
rioration suffered by the crop during J uly
September appears inconsiderable in com
parison with that which occurred after 
the middle of October. As a result first of 
rust infection (mainly yellow-stripe rust), 
and later of excessive rains at harvest-time, 
the total yield was su,bstantially reduced, 
and the quality appreciably lowered. While 
much of the grain turned out to be of light 
weight and of only fair milling quality, the 
crop of 1930 was apparently somewhat 
better in general than the crop of 1929 and 
definitely superior to that of 1925. 

CHOPS OF OTHER CEimALS AND POTATOES 

In the major producing countries of the 
world aggregate crops of rye, barley, corn, 
oa,Ls, and potatoes were strikingly large in 
Hl30-31 as compared with earlier post-war 
years. Relative to the increasing require
ments for food and feed, however, they ap
pear. to have been only moderately large, 
and III one or two instances perhaps rela-

lively small. Outstanding features of the 
distrihution of the crops of HmO include a 
record corn crop in Argentina (by far the 
principal exporting country) harvested in 
March-April 19:n, and a notahly small crop 
of corn in the United States--the smallest 
since 1901. In Europe, rye, potato, and feed 
grain crops were considerably smaller in 
1930 than in 1929, but generally larger thall 
in H)28 (oats excepted). 

For students of the wheat situation, spe
cial interest attaches to the rye, potato, and 
feed grain situation in Europe; for it is 
generally believed that under suitahle con
ditions of supply and price a more or less 
extensive substitution may occur in some 
countries of Europe hetween these prod
ucts on the one hand, and wheat on the 
other. Chart 1;) shows the domestic supply 
positions of the various cereals and pota
toes in Europe (ex-Russia) during 1 D20-;30. 
Although the 1930 crops were notably large 
in absolute quantities, they appear to have 
been only moderately large when judged 
on the basis of their own (approximate) 
production trends. For the feed grains, 
these trends appear somewhat steeper than 
the trends of animal population in Europe, 
excluding Russia; but in any event there 
seems to be 110 reason to doubt that feed 
grain supplies in Europe were less abun
dant relative to requirements in 1930 than 
in 1929, and probably also than in 1925. A 
similar situation seems to have obtained in 
respect to rye and potatoes. 

Rye production in Europe1 (ex-Russia) 
was large in 1930, though smaller than in 
1925 or 1929. The major producing coun
tries, Poland, Germany, and Czecho-Slo
vakia, had all harvested larger rye crops in 
1929, and the latter two countries also had 
larger crops in 1928. At the beginning of 
1930-31, therefore, a burdensome carryover 
of rye remained in Germany at least. In 
Scandinavia, where rye production has 
tended downward since the war, the crop 
of 1930 was larger than any of the three 
preceding, though smaller than the crops 
of most of the earlier post-war years. 

The crops of Russia, the United States, 
and Canada also have some bearing upon 
European rye prices. Up to the present 

1 See Appendix TalJIcs V and VII. 



82 THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 1930-.31 
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time no estimate of the important Russian 
crop has appeared; but, as noted above, 
there seems to be good reason to assume 
that that crop was notably large, perhaps 
ahout the largest of the decade. In the 
United States and Canada rye production 
was also large (considering the downward 
trend), being about 16 million bushels 
larger than in 1929. 

The 1930 barley crop of Europe (ex-Rus
sia) was the second largest of post-war 
years, being exceeded only in 1929. Of the 
major producers, Spain alone harvested a 
crop of record size; the Danubian and 
Scandinavian countries had produced 

1 See Appendix Table V. 
2 Broomhall's shipments data, which probably un

derstate the total exports, show 46,4 million bushels 
shipped from South Hussian porls in August-July 
HJBO-31. 

3 See Appendix Tables V and VI. 

larger crops in 1929, and Germany, Poland, 
and Czecho-Slovakia had produced larger 
ones in each of the two preceding years. 
Outside of this area, the barley crops of 
Russia, the United States, Canada, and Ar
gentina l are presumably most important in 
influencing international prices of barley. 
No estimate of Russian production in 1UaO 
is yet available, but one may infer that the 
crop was large, for very substantial ship
ments of barley were made from Russia." 
Vnited States and Canada both harvested 
notably large crops-the largest of post
war years with the exception of 1928-and 
Canada's carryover of barley was also 
heavy. Argentina, whose barley production 
is less important, had a crop of only mod
erate size. In total, the barley production 
figures of 1930 suggest relatively abundant 
supplies for the international market, if 
perhaps less abundant than in 1929. 

The corn crop of Europe (ex-Russia) was 
moderately large in 1930; but in relation to 
requirements it was probably smaller than 
in 1924 to 1926, or 1929. The Danubian crop, 
which constitutes the major portion of the 
European outturn, was almost 125 million 
hushels smaller in 1930 than in the preced
ing year, while the Italian crop, though 
larger than in 1929, showed an increase of 
only 20 million bushels.a 

In the important producing countries out
side of Europe corn production was also 
lower in 1930 than in 1929; indeed, in the 
aggregate it was smaller than in any of the 
preceding five years. Especially noteworthy 
arc the 19BO crops of the United States and 
Argentina; these crops are shown in com
parison with other post-war crops in Chart 
16, which is drawn on a logarithmic verti
cal scale to permit comparisons of relative 
changes in production. As a result of sum
mer drought, the United States secured a 
very short crop, now estimated at only 
2,060 million bushels-the smallest outturn 
sinee 1901. In Argentina, on the other hand, 
growing conditions were almost ideal, and 
a crop of record size, B71 million bushels, 
was harvested in March-April 1931. From 
the standpoint of the international corn 
position the size of the Argentine crop is 
regularly more important than the size of 
the United States crop. Consequently, al
though the increase in the Argentine crop 
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was much less than the reduction in the 
United States crop, the net effect of the two 
crops was on the whole to ease, rather than 
to tighten, the international position. 

CTlAnT 16.-CORN PnODUCTION IN THE UNITED 
STATES AND IN AnGENTINA, 1920-30* 
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As regards oats and potatoes,! crops har
vested outside of Europe presumably have 
less influence upon European prices than 
in the case of barley and corn. Oats pro
duction in Europe (ex-Russia) was smaller 
in absolute quantity than any of the crops 
of the preceding four years, and relative to 
feed requirements was perhaps also smaller 
than in 1923 and 1925. The European po
tato crop was relatively much larger; it had 
been exceeded in absolute terms only in 
1929, though relative to current require
ments the crops of 1922 and 1925 may also 
have been larger. In Germany, the potato 
output was of record size, being some 258 
million bushels above the relatively large 
crop of 1929; but in other European coun
tries potato crops were considerably 
smaller in 1930 than in preceding years. 

Although we find no satisfactory basis 
for e~aluating what may be called roughly 
the mternational statistical position of 
wheat substitutes, it seems possible at least 
to draw contrasts as between the past three 
crop .years. With the animal population 
growmg, 1928-29 is to be described as the 
year when supplies of wheat substitutes 
were least ample in relation to require-

1 See Appendix Tables V and VI. 

men is, 1929-30 as the year of greatest 
abundance, and 1930-31 as standing in an 
intermediate position. Of these years 1928-
29 was the one of somewhat the greatest 
abundance of wheat supplies, and 1929-30 
of the least, with 1930-31 ranking fairly 
close to 1928-29. The incentives to use 
wheat as feed (or not to use wheat substi
tutes as food) under these circumstances 

CHAnT 17.-PHICE RATIOS OF H YE, COliN, AND 
BAH LEY TO WHEAT IN IMPOHTAN'l' MARKETS, 
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must have been strongest in 1928-29 and 
weakest in 1929-30, with 1930-31 again 
occupying an intermediate position; this 
may be said of Europe (ex-Russia) as a 
whole, though not of particular countries. 

Price relationships confirm this analysis, 
at least so far as concerns the cereal mar
kets of Europe where changes in tariffs and 
milling regulations have not served to in
validate comparisons over the three-year 
period. Chart 17 (p.83) shows ratios of rye, 
barley, and corn prices to wheat prices in 
some of the principal European markets, 
and the corn-wheat price ratio in the United 
States. In general these price ratios appear 
highest in 1928-29 and lowest in 1929-30; 
the ratios for 1930-31 are intermediate, 
though perhaps generally closer to those 
of 1929-30. The relationships shown in the 
chart are not necessarily typical of the 
price relationships in other countries, for 

milling, tariff, and price regulations dif
fered in the various countries. Of the Coun
tries for which price ratios appear in Chart 
17, Germany, Sweden, and the United States 
enforced measures in 1930-31 which tended 
to keep the price of wheat at a higher level 
than would otherwise have prevailed; the 
rye and feed grain ratios were presumably 
somewhat higher in 1930-31 in countries 
where restrictions were less severe. In a 
significant degree, milling and tariff regu
lations in 1930-31 seem to have led, notably 
in Germany, to more extensive use of wheat 
substitutes (and smaller use of wheat) than 
would otherwise have occurred. The oc
currence of distinctly heavy utilization of 
wheat for feed in North America in 1930-31 
is hardly to be taken as a reflection of the 
international statistical position of wheat 
substitutes, but rather as the result of a 
domestic situation. 

II. WHEAT PRICE MOVEMENTS AND LEVELS 

The crop year 1930-31 was noteworthy 
for an unexpected and catastrophic decline 
of world wheat prices, from low levels at 
the beginning to levels almost unprece
dentedly low at the end, and for unusually 
wide diversities in wheat price movements 
and levels in different countries. It there
fore seems worth while to set forth signifi
cant price data with greater fullness and 
larger perspective than usual, and to sug
gest reasoned though necessarily incom
plete explanations of the striking facts pre
sented. 

MAJOR MOVEMENTS IN 1930-31 

The broad movements of world wheat 
prices in 1930-31, as reflected in markets 
reasonably free from the influence of gov
ernmental policies, are easily summarized: 
(1) from low levels in July 1930, there was 
a severe decline in August-January; (2) in 
January-June 1931, on this extremely low 
level, prices fluctuated within a compara
tively narrow range; (3) in June-July 1931 
a fresh decline occurred which was to carry 
prices to new bottoms in later months. 

These broad movements are plainly re
vealed by Chart 18, in the curves which 
show weekly average prices of British par-

cels of imported wheats, Canadian wheats 
in Winnipeg, Argentine 78-kilo wheat at 
Buenos Aires, and Australian F.A.Q. wheat 
at Melbourne. Though the broad move
ments are made up of more numerous 
lesser ones (some of which are discussed 
below), and the several curves do not move 
exactly parallel, the major movements 
stand out clearly in these four curves. 

Australian prices weakened earliest and 
declined most until mid-October. Liberal 
stocks of wheat remained in Australia in 
the middle of 1930.1 A greatly increased 
acreage had been planted, and in conse
quence a large crop could be expected to be 
available in December-January. Financial 
pressure, in all its aspects, was peculiarly 
acute in Australia. This provided a special 
stimulus to exports because, although ex
change rates were nominally controlled, 
only limited amounts of exchange could be 
obtained from the banks for making pay
ments abroad. 

After export sales of old wheat had been 
largely completed (though not all shipped 
out), prices of Australian wheat held more 
firmly for several weeks, the longer because 
of two factors: unusually wet weather in-

1 See Chart 55, p. 141. 
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CHART lS.-WHEAT PnICE MOVEMENTS IN 1930-31 
AS SHOWN BY REPRESENTATIVE WEEKLY 
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terfered with harvesting, and farmers sold 
slowly until it became clear that the guar
anteed price, which was above the market, 
would be inoperative for lack of financing.1 

The especially severe decline in Australian 

1 Near the close of its session early in December 
1930, the Commonwealth Parliament passed a Wheat 
Advances Act, which called for guaranteeing farmers 
a price based upon three shillings a bushel (about 
73 cents) f.o.b. ports. Since current prices were al
ready below this level, farmers had no inducement to 
sell. For four or five weeks export and domestic busi
ness were at a standstill, pending arrangements for 
making this law effective. On January 19, however, 
it became clear that neither the Commonwealth Bank 
nor the government could see its way clear to bear the 
burden of the guarantee; and open marketing was 
resumed. 

2,In January-February 1931 the premium on Aus
tralian wheats over Argentine declined from 12-14 
cents to practically nil. Presumably because of ex
t~eme ease in ocean shipping, there occurred no sig
IlIficant advance in ocean freight rates, such as might 
have increased the Liverpool-Australian spread. See 
Appendix Table XXX. 

3 See further below, p. 93. 
4 See also Chicago futures prices shown in Charts 

2U, 2], and 22 (pp. 92 and 94). 

prices from late December to early Febru
ary represented in part a normal seasonal 
adjustment, but the decline was unusually 
abrupt, not alone for the reasons just men
tioned. The new price level was rendered 
specially low by the size of the crop, its de
terioration to a low average quality, and 
financial conditions that made holding im
possible and heavy exports imperative. As 
exports rose to high figures (see Chart 35, 
p. 112), the premium on Australian wheat 
at Liverpool declined substantially, and the 
full Liverpool decline was naturally re
flected in Australia. 2 

The persistent decline in Canada began 
later than in Australia, largely because of 
temporarily bullish news of the 1930 Cana
dian crop. In October-December, however, 
the decline was greatest in Winnipeg, not 
only because new wheat came earlier to 
market from a crop larger than expected 
and as Russian competition reached its 
peak, but because almost all events con
spired to depress prices in Winnipeg.3 The 
January-February recovery in Winnipeg 
was in part a reaction from this extreme 
decline, but it was supported by bullish 
speculation and eventually aided by pros
pects for a very short Canadian crop in 
1931. 

Buenos Aires prices on the whole fol
lowed a course intermediate between Aus
tralian and Canadian prices, being almost 
equally subject to the common influences 
but less subject to the influences peculiar 
to the others, except in so far as the Argen
tine crop year is most nearly like the 
Australian. 

British parcels prices declined, on the 
whole, more slowly in August-December 
but continued to decline through January. 
In the main, their course fairly reflects 
their composite nature, the elements in the 
composition changing. 

United States wheat prices followed a 
strikingly different course. The contrast is 
clearly shown by the curve for the 6-market 
weighted average price of all classes and 
grades on Chart 18.4 In July 1930, wheat 
prices were lower in various United States 
markets than in other exporting countries; 
this was natural in view of the heavy carry
over and the seasonal pressure from new
crop winter wheat. In subsequent months, 
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after the sharp rise early in August, prices 
here declined much less than prices abroad. 
Resistance to the general market pressure 
was clearly in evidence here from August 
through October. 

Effective support to United States wheat 
markets was contributed mainly by three 
factors. First, the impending disaster to 
the corn crop (eventually realized) raised 
corn prices sharply beginning late in July; 
and accumulating evidence of extensive 
feeding of wheat helped to strengthen the 
speculative influence of the corn market 
on the wheat markeU In the second place, 
it is now known that considerable pur
chases of wheat were made, under author
ity of the Federal Farm Board, apparently 
under the influence of serious interpreta
tions of the prospective corn shortage. Be
tween August 15 and November 1 the Grain 
Stabilization Corporation quietly accumu
lated something like 40 million bushels of 
wheat, including 28.3 million bushels of 
futures, and apparently the Drought-relief 
Department of the Farmers' National Grain 
Corporation purchased some additional 
quantities.2 In the third place, past experi
ence has shown that, as a general rule, 
market resistance to a downward drift of 
wheat prices under pressure of accumu
lated supplies tends to be strongest in the 
United States; presumably in this instance, 
as notably in 1928-29, American farmers, 
traders, and many speculators tended to be 
strong holders.3 

In spite of these supporting forces the 
price decline early in November was es
pecially precipitous in United States mar
kets. This was definitely checked here in 
mid-November by the inauguration of ex-

1 See Chart 17, p. 83. 
2 Second Annual Report of the Federal Farm Board, 

pp. 38-39, 45. This information appears not to have 
been publicly available prior to the recent release of 
this report. 

3 See WHEAT STUDIES, September 1930, Vol. VI, espe
cially p. 455; also the Farm Board's Report, p. 44. 
The Chief of the Grain Futures Administration sig
nificantly observes in his latest report (p. 5) that "the 
larger, or professional speculative traders .... op
erated primarily on the short side of the market," 
while the smaller traders were predominantly on the 
long side. 

4 See further below, p. 101. 
5 The parcels series does not include full cargoes; 

hence at least the weighting of prices is different in 
the parcels series. 

tensive purchasing operations by the Grain 
Stabilization Corporation, as formally ac
knowledged on November 16 by the Fed
eral Farm Board. The Corporation took up 
the burden of stabilizing prices for prac
tically the remainder of the crop year; and 
it carried out this program, despite heavy 
financial strain, on a level that proved to be 
above British import prices. 

The Federal Farm Board announced on 
March 23, 1931, that stabilization purchases 
would not be made in the 1931 crop. Pur
chases of old-crop wheat, in certain mar
kets at least, were continued into June, but 
were discontinued after new winter wheat 
began to move in volume. Since world 
wheat prices remained at low levels, cash 
wheat prices in the United States therefore 
declined sharply, in June and early July, 
from the high supported leve1.4 Even at 
low levels registered late in July, however, 
United States wheats did not sell on a basis 
low enough to permit liberal commercial 
exports, as they usually do at that season 
of the year. 

In the principal importing countries of 
continental Europe, and indeed in many 
other countries, wheat price movements in 
1930-31 differed considerably from those 
in the markets mentioned above, mainly 
because of the varied influence of tariff 
duties and other governmental measures 
affecting the price of wheat. Seldom if 
ever, even in recent years, have wheat 
price movements in different countries 
been so complex and divergent. This is 
suggested, and in part revealed, by Table 1. 

The average price of British imports de
clined by 39 cents between July 1930 and 
January 1931, by 8 cents between January 
and July 1931, and by 47 cents between July 
1930 and July 1931. No such large declines 
as in July-January or July-July 1930-31 
have occurred before in a half year or a 
full year, except in 1920-21. Declines in 
British parcels prices were somewhat less, 
because of differences in the timing of price 
registration and the somewhat different 
composition of wheats entering into the 
two series. 5 

Prices of Canadian, Australian, and Ar
gentine wheats in Liverpool declined by 
38 to 42 cents between July and January, 
by 4 to 7 cents between January and July, 
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TABLE i.-DECLINES IN WHEAT PRICES JULY 1930-
JANUARY 1931-.JULY 1931* 

(Cents per bU.Yltel) 

Series 
! I Net change 

.July .Jan .. July I July- .Jan·-I<I"ly
_--------- .Jan .. July IJan. 

United Kingdom imports: ---,----1--
Total ............... 113 74 6GI -39

1 
- 8: -47 

British parcels ...... 103 68
1

, G2:,' -35, - 6'1-41 
Liverpool: 

No.1 Manitoba. . . .. 112 7i

l

! 70: -38 - 41-42 
No.3 Manitoba. . . .. 108 70 G3i -38 - 7 -45 
Australian ........ 111 70 64: -41 - 6' -47 
Argentine Rosafi! .. 103 611 7: -42 - 4j -46 

Canada, Australia, Ar- Iii 
gentina: I' I.' 

Winnipeg, weighted av- I, ! 

erage ..... . . . . . . .. 93 491 .54'1-44, + 5'1 -39 
Winnipeg, No.3 Mani-

toba . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 91 47 501 -441 + 31-41 
Melbourne, F.A.Q ... " 92 4Gi 42, -45, - 41 -50 
Buenos Aires, 78-kilo. U1 4G,i 43

1

, -451- 3!, -48 
United States: 

Six markets, weighted I i I ! 
average. . . . . . . . . .. 83! 71 1 47' -12' -24: -36 

No.2 Hard Winter, I I I I ~ 
Kansas City ...... , 80, G9i 441 -111 -25: -3G 

No.1 Northern Spring, I ill j 

Minneapolis .. . . . .. 921

1 

76

1 

GIll -16
,1
-15[, -31 

No. 2 Amber Durum, 
Minneapolis. . . . . .. 87 72' GIl, -15' -11 1

, -26 
No. 2 Red Winter, St. I 1 I I I 

Louis . . . . . . . . . . . .. 8.5 78
1

' 48: - 7: -301-37 
No.1 Western White, ': i 

Seattle .......... .. 91 GGI 571 _25' - 9' -34 
Farm price, weighted I II! 

average .. . . . . . . . . . 70 59! 3G; -11

1

-23: -34 
Ellropean domestic Iii 

wheats: I' I 

United Kingdom 108 731 821-351 + 91' -2G 
Belgium (Antwerp) .. 115 G31 80 -521 +17 -35 
France (Paris) . . . . . .. 171 179 1 1861 + 8

1 

+ 71 +15 
Germany (Berlin) .... 187 1G8 156

1

' 
-19 -13] -32 

Italy (Milan) ........ 177 149 131 -281 -181-4G 
Austria (Vienna) . . . .. 114 84 114 -301 +301 0 
Czecho-Slovakia I' 

(Prague) ......... 134 110! 118
1
-24

1 

+ 81-1G 
Poland ............. 153 7GI 87

1 
-77, +111 -6G 

Hungary (Budapest) .. 92

1

' 6GI 541-2GI-12, -38 
Roumania (Constanza) 78 51! 49

1 
-27

1 
- 2: -29 

. • Data in part from Appendix Tables XXXVl II , XXXIX, 
XL; other United States data from Crops and Markets and 
Foreign Crops and Markets; other European data from BIlI
lefill mellsllel of the lnstitut International de Statistique, 
converted to United States currency at monthly average ex
change rates. 

In a few cases the usual rounding of figures has been 
modified to give the net change correct to the nearest cent. 

and by 42 to 47 cents between July 1930 and 
!uly 1931, the greatest declines occurring 
In the Southern Hemisphere wheats. Win-

nipeg prices of Canadian wheats dropped 
nearly as much as Melbourne and Buenos 
Aires prices in July-January, but rose 
slightly in January-July while Melbourne 
and Buenos Aires prices declined slightly. 
Notably heavy declines in prices of Austra
lian wheats are attributable chiefly to the 
bumper crop of 1930, its low average 
quality, and lower premiums that Austra
lian wheats could command in import mar
kets when available in large quantities. l 

Melbourne prices declined by 50 cents be
tween July 1930 and July 1931; in July 1931, 
some seven months after the Australian 
harvest, they averaged only 42 cents a 
bushel. 

By contrast, United States cash prices 
dropped far less in July-January, partly 
because the Julv 1930 level was season
ally low and pa~tly because, by January, 
the Grain Stabilization Corporation had 
pegged prices. 2 The more severe drop in 
January-July actually took place almost 
wholly in June and early July, after stabili
zation purchasing ended. The net decline 
over the year, however, was smaller in 
United States markets than in other ex
porting countries and Great Britain. This 
was due mainly to restrictions upon sales 
of stabilization supplies and restrained 
marketings by farmers in June-JUly 1931,3 
though speculative forces may also have 
lent additional support. The net decline 
in J uly-J anuary was largest for spring 
wheats, because July 1930 preceded the 
spring-wheat harvest; but in January-July 
and July-July the decline was by far the 
smallest in spring wheats, chiefly in conse
quence of prospects for an exceedingly 
short crop in 1931. 

Table 1 brings into bold relief the strik-

1 If China had not absorbed large amounts of Aus
tralian wheat, it would presumably have gone to a 
discount in Europe. 

2 Even in the absence of stabilization operations, 
the .July-January decline would have presumably 
been less in the United States markets than in com
peting export countries and in Liverpool, not only 
because, as is not the case in Canada, Australia, and 
Argentina, cash prices tend to be seasonally higher 
in January than in July (see \VHEAT STUDIES, Novem
ber 1931, VIII, 7), but also because of the holding 
tendency mentioned above, p. 86. 

a See Appendix Table XIX. In view of the fact that 
the winter-wheat crop was of record size, receipts at 
primary markets in July were not notably heavy. See 
also preceding note. 
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ing divergence, in respect to levels and net 
movements of domestic prices of wheat, 
among various European countries and of 
these compared with the major exporting 
countries, Russia excepted. Some discus
sion of this intricate subject is given below 
(pp. 103-7). 

THE Low LEVEL OF JULY 1930 IN PEHSPECTIVE 

The price movements of 1930-31 are 
shown against the background of the post
war price movement in Chart 19, by 

1923-24. A striking advance occurred be
tween May 1924 and January 1925, in re
sponse to a short world crop, short crops 
of most cereals in Europe, and improved 
European purchasing power. From the 
high level reached early in 1925, wheat 
prices moved irregularly downward, year 
after year, as world production expanded 
and stocks rose even while consumption 
increased. In 1928-29, prices fluctuated on 
a level almost as low as that of 1923-24. 

In retrospect at least, it is surprising that, 
following the record world crop of 1928, 

CHART 19.-POST-WAR MOVEMENTS OF WHEAT PRICES, 1920-31, AS INDICATED BY REPRESENTATIVE 
MONTHLY SERIES* 

(Cenis per bushel; logarithmic vel'tical scale) 
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• See Appendix Tables XXXIX and XL for sources and de scription of these series. 

monthly series representing British import 
prices and prices in the United States and 
Canada. Various charts and Appendix 
Tables in this issue illustrate many of the 
points mentioned below. 

The big post-war decline, accompanying 
general deflation in commodity prices, 
ended late in 1921. As production ex
panded faster than consumption demand, 
wheat prices sagged further in 1922-23 and 

wheat prices fell no lower in 1928-29. The 
reasons were chiefly three. Because wheal 
was generally abundant and cheap and 
feed grains not abundant, wheat was con
sumed more liberally than usual. The crop 
of 1928 had been so exceptional that the 
next crop was generally expected to be 
smaller, making prices higher; hence farm
ers, dealers, and millers, the world over, 
were willing to carry big stocks into the 
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next crop year. Finally, business was good, 
prices in general were fairly stable, confi
dence was widespread, and speculators 
were willing and able to accumulate wheat 
futures (as well as corporation shares) on 
a liberal scale. An unorganized, unrealized, 
but effective co-operati'on of all wheat in
terests achieved a remarkable stabilization 
of wheat prices, much as it had in 1923-24. 
In consequence, when the crop year ended, 
world wheat stocks were unprecedentedly 
huge. In fact, the magnitude of these stocks 
was not fully realized. The unorganized 
price stabilization of 1 !l28-29 rested partly 
on the belief that outward carryovers were 
much smaller than they proved to be. 

The world wheat crop of 1929 turned out 
to be notably smaller than that of 1928. 
The reduction now appears to have been 
about 500 million bushels, though early in 
the season a still greater reduction was 
expected. For a time it appeared that the 
expectations of holders of wheat and wheat 
futures would be fully justified, as those of 
some undoubtedly were. Wheat prices ad
vanced sharply in the summer of 1929, par
ticularly in the United States and Canada. 
The advance, however, was soon checked; 
prices weakened as European markets 
failed readily to absorb heavy shipments 
from Argentina and the Danube countries 
plus restricted amounts from other coun
tries. Yet even the crisis precipitated by 
the stock market crash in the autumn did 
not bring sustained declines in the wheat 
market, among other reasons because of 
reluctant selling by Canadian holders and 
the loan policy established by the Federal 
Farm Board here. In the first half of 1930, 
however, prices slumped badly, until by 
.JUly 1930 almost every series of cash and 
futures prices had broken through the pre
vious post-war low records,! and world 
wheat prices were close to or below the 
lowest levels of the post-war period or, in
deed, since July 1914. 

The reasons for this severe decline to low 
levels in July 1930 are now fairly clear. As 
mentioned above, world wheat stocks car
ried into 1929-30 were not only large, but 

1 In Canada, wheat prices had been a little lower 
hetween October 1923 and April 1924. 

2 See Chart 28, p. 104, and Appendix A. 
" See Chart 53, p. 139. 

much larger than had been realized. Ex
port supplies in Argentina and the lower 
Danube basin, and stocks of domestic and 
imported wheat in importing countries of 
Europe, proved far larger than had been 
realized. European importing countries 
harvested unusually good crops in 1929. In 
Europe ex-Russia as a whole, the crops of 
wheat, corn, barley, oats, and potatoes were 
the largest since the war and rye the second 
largest. France, instead of importing wheat 
as usual, had a surplus for export; Ger
many's rye supplies were very burdensome. 
In the face of this situation, several wheat
importing countries of Continental Europe 
took steps to protect their own wheat 
growers, raising their tariffs and otherwise 
restricting the use of imported wheaf.2 Ger
many sought to increase the domestic use 
of rye at the expense of wheat, and France 
gave a bounty on wheat exports. In conse
quence, European countries imported in 
1929-30 about 150 million bushels less than 
in any of the three years preceding, and 
ex-European countries imported only mod
erate quantities. 

As the large export surpluses of North 
America moved abroad only in restricted 
volume, the visible supply increased much 
faster than usual, to a high record peak on 
January 1, 1930.3 It was astounding that, 
after a short crop in 1929, world wheat 
visibles every month established new high 
monthly records. In July 1930, world wheat 
stocks remained abnormally high, not 
much below the record levels of the year 
preceding; carryovers in exporting coun
tries as a whole were higher than they were 
in July 1929; European import restrictions 
persisted; and a larger harvest was in pros
pect for 1930. Finally, the economic crisis 
had been followed by depression, com
modity prices in general had fallen, and 
speculative confidence had given way to 
pessimism, so that ability and willingness 
to hold wheat or wheat futures for better 
prices was materially weakened. 

Chiefly for these reasons, world wheat 
prices in July 1930 were at practically the 
lowest levels since the war. It was from 
such low levels, with these market factors 
already taken into account, that the un
expected and severe decline of August
January 1930-31 occurred. 
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THE DECLINE OF AUGUST-JANUARY 1930-31 

In terms of cash prices in Great Britain 
(import wheats), Can~da,. Argentina, ~nd 
Australia, the net declme m wheat prIces 
from July to the bottom in late December, 
January, or early February, was 40 to 50 
cents a bushel-equivalent in some cases to 
50 per cent or even more. From the Au
gust peak to the trough in lat~ December 
the decline in December closmg futures 
was 57 cents in Liverpool and 54 cents in 
Winnipeg; and Liverpool March and May 
futures fell a little lower in January than 
in December. 

So radical a decline in wheat prices be
tween July and January following has few 
precedents. In the United States the on~y 
comparable decline occurred in 1920-21; m 
a period of much more extreme defla~lOn 
in commodity prices in general. Declmes 
greater in absolute amount have occurred 
before, from levels temporarily high, as in 
1925; but these declines have been smaller 
relatively, and the larger ones have not 
occurred in the second half of the calendar 
year. . 

It is now possible to summarIze the fac
tors that were responsible for this extreme 
decline from levels already very low, 
which ~as quite unexpected in the summer 
of 1930. 

In the first place, the world wheat cr.op 
of 1930, and more particularly the supphes 
available for export, were not only unusu
ally large; in reality they were signifi.cafl: tly 
larger than was realized at the begmnmg 
of the crop year, e.g., in July or early Au
gust, before the decline began. 

In January 1931, the wheat crops of ex
porting countries outside of Russia, in the 
aggregate, appeared at least 75 and prob
ably over 100 million bushels larger than 
they had six months earlier, and subse
quent revisions of estimates have been, on 
the whole, upward. 1 This increase.was only 
partially offset by pro.spects fo~ mcreased 
use of wheat for feed III the Umted States, 
in view of the short corn crop here. The 

1 Complete detailed comparisons are hardly feas
ible but this statement appears amply warranted by 
refe'rence to crop summaries in 'World Wheat Pros
pects and our own WHEAT STUDIES. 

2 See Appendix Table XVI, and corresponding tables 
in our earlier crop year reviews. 

Russian crop, for which no satisfactory evi
dence was available in July 1930, turned 
out to be very much larger than competent 
wheat students or traders expected. Broom
hall's first estimate of Russia's export sur
plus, published on SeJ?tember 3, was f)6 
million bushels, of whIch he expecte~ 48 
million to be shipped out. At the hme, 
these estimates were regarded as surpris
ingly liberal; yet Russia's exports, in J uly
June 1930-31, are officially given as 111 
million bushels, and the figure for August
July would presumably be still larger. In 
July 1930 export carryovers and new cr?ps 
had appeared abundantly ample to prOVI?e 
for import requirements of around 800 mIl
lion bushels and to leave liberal carryovers 
at the end of the crop year. Under such 
circumstances, the addition of some 100 to 
150 million bushels to export surpluses was 
of far greater weight than the relation of 
this figure to the total world crop would 
suggest. The actual pressure of Russian 
exports on world markets, by reason both 
of volume and method of shipment and 
sale, contributed notably to the price de
cline. 

Broomhall's summarized estimates of 
exporters' surpluses and importers' re
quirements, as first published on Se1(t~m
ber 3, 1930, yielded an excess of 39~ mIllIon 
bushels.2 This figure was consIderably 
larger than in any earlier post-war year 
except for a few weeks m J anuary-Febru
ary 1929, when the correspondi?~ figure 
was 400 million bushels. RevIsIOns of 
North American surpluses on September 17 
brought the figure up to 440 milli.on bu~hels. 
On November 12, Broomhall raIsed hIS es
timate of Russia's export surplus from 56 
to 112 million bushels. At the same time, 
however he reduced his figures for Argen
tina on a'ccount of lower expectations of the 
crop, and from India and the United States 
for other reasons. These brought the cal
culated surplus over import requirements 
down to 408 million bushels. It was only 
after heavy shipments to ex-European 
destinations, in consequence of extremely 
low prices, that upward revisions in these 
figures, on February 4 and March 25, 
caused the excess to drop to 376 and 364 
million bushels, which were only a little 
higher than the corresponding figures of 
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February-July 1929. Broomhall's estimates 
of export surplus ran over 100 million 
hushels higher in 1930-31 than in 192:3-24. 

As it turned out, early forecasts of Eu
ropean import requirements, which had 
been materially too high in 1929-30, were 
not put too low early in 1930-31. Wheat 
crops in European importing countries are 
noW estimated at almost precisely the fig
ure that we employed in August 1930. 
Broomhall left unchanged throughout the 
year his September 3 forecast of European 
import purchases. Our own early forecasts 
were too high, not too low. Moreover, 
higher tariffs and milling regulations, 
adopted in several European importing 
countries, tended to reduce somewhat the 
proportions of the year's purchases that 
were bought in the first half of the crop 
year, thus weakening somewhat the cur
rent market demand when the pressure of 
Russian wheats was most extreme. 

Ex-European import purchases indeed 
eventually ran materially in excess of fore
casts early in the crop year; but it was only 
as wheat prices sank to extremely low 
levels that the Orient and some other ex
European purchasers absorbed much larger 
quantities of wheat and flour than had been 
anticipated in the summer of 1930. Had 
world wheat prices remained at or above 
the level of July 1930, it is probable that 
no such increase in ex-European takings 
would have taken place. 

The very declines jn wheat prices under 
the influence of these factors led, in turn, 
to further declines. This was because the 
Canadian Wheat Pool and other holders 
found it financially impossible to continue 
holding, and were forced either to sell cash 
wl:eat freely or to hedge unhedged sup
plIes. Increasingly severe restrictions on 
!mports into Germany were imposed late 
I~ October, and a few countries put up spe
cIal barriers against Russian wheats. More
over, speculative support through the 
futures markets was severely reduced 
under the influence of the Russian out
pouring and the financial weakness of other 
holders. 
. No~ all ~f the weakness in wheat prices 
III tIns perIod of great decline is to be at
tributed to factors of wheat supply and 
demand as such. Undoubtedly the factors, 

numerous and complex as they are, that 
brought about continued sharp recessions 
in prices of almost all raw materials, agri
cultural and industrial, exerted a depress
ing influence on wheat prices as on other 
prices. It is remarkable that corn prices 
here, in spite of the very short domestic 
crop and an effective tariff of 2;5 cents a 
bushel, were lower in 1930-31, on the whole, 
than in any recent year except 1921-22.1 
Moreover, the pessimism that accompanied 
and in part intensified renewed declines 
in business activity and in security prices, 
in the last six months of 1930, was a supple
mentary factor tending to reduce specula
tive purchases of wheat. Holders of com
modity stocks were everywhere bearish. 
The persistence of these forces through the 
first half of 1931 and their fresh intensifica
tion in the summer of 1931 contributed 
heavily to the continuance of extremely low 
wheat prices. 

Great complaints were made against 
"bears" in the wheat market, when it 
seemed that short selling, or bearish talk 
influencing buyers of actual wheat, was 
causing price declines that were unwar
ranted by the real facts of supply and de
mand. Unquestionably instances of this 
occurred, as often before. Apparently also, 
the larger, professional speculators oper
ated mainly on the short side of the mar
ket. 2 Short sales made on Russian account 
in Chicago, in September 1930, led the 
Board of Trade to resolve "that the selling 
of futures upon our exchanges by any for
eign government is a new development of 
commerce of seriously objectionable char
acter and it must be brought to an end." 
Our own analysis, however, points to the 
probability that these particular Russian 
sales were hedging transactions rather than 
sinister moves to force wheat prices lower;3 
and on the evidence of the year as a whole 
it appears that it was the "bears" who were 
broadly correct in their appraisal of the 
wheat situation as it developed. 

1 Agriculture Yearbook, 1931, pp. 625-26. The 1921 
crop was large, and followed a still larger crop; 
whereas the HJ30 crop was very short, and followed 
one of moderate size. 

2 See Report of the Chief of the Grain Futures Ad
ministration, September 1, 1931, pp. 5-7. 

3 See WHEAT STUDIES, February 1931, VII, 262-65. 
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SHORT-TIME MOVEMENTS DURING THE 

DECLINE 

Daily prices of December futures in 
.Tune-December 1930, shown in Chart 20, 
reveal details of the great decline more 
clearly than the weekly and monthly series 
shown in the two preceding charts, For 
comparison here, the Dow-Jones index of 
daily closing prices of 30 industrial stocks 
in Ncw York is also plotted on this chart. 
A few points deserve commenU 

CHAnT 20,-PmCES OF DECEMBER WHEAT FUTUHES 
IN FOUH LEADING MARKETS, JUNE-DECEMBER 

1930, AND PmCES OF INDUSTmAL STOCKS* 

(Cents per busllel; dollars per sllare) 
130 ,---...----r----,--,-----,---,--~130 

• Daily closing prices from Dail/l Trade Bulletin, Chi
C?go. For Buenos Aires, .July, September, Octoher, and 
j. e~)ruary. futures are used. Dow-Jones index of closing 
~rlces oj thirty industrial stocks, from Bradstreel'.~ and 
1l1e Chicago Journal of Commerce. 

The sharp drop in wheat prices in June 
1930 is not easily explained by bearish news 
a:pplying peculiarly to wheat. It was sig
mficantly preceded and/or accompanied by 
an even more severe decline in the stock 
market, acute weakness in the silver mar
ket, and declines in prices of many raw 
materials, agricultural and industrial. Mod
erate firmness in the stock market in July 
:vas accomp~nied by comparative stability 
m wheat prIces, extending until near the 
end of the month, In August, wheat prices 
and prices of industrial stocks moved 
broadly in opposite directions; but from 

1 See also WHEAT STUDIES, August 1930, VI, 387-90, 
.January 1931, VII, 202-05. 

September to December the parallelism 
shown in June, and in lesser degree in July, 
reappeared, For a short time in November 
as . stabilization purchases supported th~ 
Ch.lca~o whcat market while Liverpool and 
W~nmpeg broke with special severity, stock 
prIces more nearly paralleled the Chicago 
movemcnt; but thereafter the correspond
ence was closer between Winnipeg wheal 
and industrial stocks, 

The break ~n w~ea~ prices late in july 
w.as sharpest m Wmmpeg and slightest in 
LIVerpool. It was associated with bearish 
private forecas~s of the Canadian crop, 
rumors of pressmg offers of Russian wheat 
heavy marketings of American win tc; 
wheat, a sharp increase in the United States 
visible, and official confirmation of a rcc
ord carryover in the United States, 

The sharp upturn of August 4-6, which 
was greatest in North American markets, 
w~s partly a technical reaction, supported 
c~I.efly by two ·factors: concentrated recog
mtIOn of the really disastrous effects of the 
drought on the corn crop of the United 
States, which was causing sharp advances 
in corn prices and giving rise to expecta
tions of heavy demands for wheat for feed 
use; and reports of damage to the Canadian 
crop, especially because of black rust in 
parts of the Northwest. 
. Th~ re,action of August 9-13 was greatest 
m Wmmpeg, It was associated with some 
i?Iprove~ent in weather conditions, par
tIcularly m Canada; bearish constructions 
of ~fficial crop reports, especially the Ca
nadIan; rumors that the Canadian Wheat 
Pool was encountering difficulties in getting 
?an,k c,redit for finan~ing the 1930 crop; 
md.Icahons that RUSSIan shipments, for 
WhICh heavy chartering had been reported, 
were getting under way; and renewed 
weakness in the stock market, which had 
not shared in the preceding advance in 
wheat. 
T~e dominan,t factor in the prolongcd 

declIne of ensumg weeks was unquestion
ably the Russian shipments, which were 
pressed upon the world markets in increas
ing volume, to an extent and in a manner 
that no one appears publicly to have cor
rectly forecast. Important additional de
pressing factors from early in September, 
at least, were weakness in commodity and 
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security markets generally, declines in 
business activity and industrial output, and 
increasing pessimism concerning the date 
of sustained upturns. The temporary re
sistance in October was associated with a 
fairly even balance of bullish and bearish 
crop news, and was presumably furnished 
in part by unannounced supporting pur
chases under Farm Board authority. 

Chart 20 shows how Winnipeg futures 
broke through the relatively firmer Chicago 
futures late in August, and how in Septem
ber and October Chicago prices resisted the 
decline abroad, so that the spread between 
Chicago and Winnipeg gradually widened 
and that between Liverpool and Chicago 
gradually narrowed. In late October and 
early November, however, Chicago prices 
hroke farthest. If major stabilization op
erations had not been undertaken, Chicago 
futures might soon have settled, at least 
for a time, at a lower level in relation to 
Liverpool and Winnipeg futures. This 
tendency was quickly reversed, as support 
in Chicago was accompanied by extreme 
weakness in Liverpool and Winnipeg. Late 
in December, Chicago December futures 
sold around 77 cents, while Liverpool De
cember was about 18 cents lower and 
Winnipeg December, representing a more 
valuable milling wheat {No. 1 Manitoba 
Northern), some 25 cents ower. 

Extreme weakness in world wheat prices 
in the first half of November was associated 
with several factors: extreme pressure of 
Russian shipments (then reaching their 
peak for the season) upon a restricted Eu
ropean market; an upward revision of the 
Canadian crop estimate, and persistent ru
mors that the Canadian Pool would be 
forced to liquidate; reports that India was 
reducing railroad rates to facilitate expor
tation of a substantial amount of surplus 
wheat there; back-spreading operations 
hetween Winnipeg and Chicago;1 and re
newed weakness in security markets. The 
temporary recovery in wheat prices after 
mid-November was associated, not only 
with some firmness in the stock market but 
with accredited reports that Russian ship-

1 See WHEAT S'rUDIEs, January 1931, VII, 204. 
.2 British import prices, however, continued to de

clIne until April, presumably because of the heavier 
proportions of cheap Australian and Argentine wheats. 

ments would be small in the remainder of 
the season, that the Canadian Pool would 
not be forced into liquidation, and that the 
Argentine crop had suffered permanent 
damage from rust. 

The fresh decline in December 19;~() was 
probably attributable mainly to competitive 
pressure of export wheaL on a restricted 
European market. European huyers had 
lost heavily on purchases in August-Octo
ber, and were not eager to buy until better 
assured regarding the future of prices. 
Large stocks of Russian and North Ameri
can wheat had piled up in European ports. 
A large Southern Hemisphere crop was 
nearly ready to move in volume. Argentine 
exporters, favored by a rapid depreciation 
in Argentine exchange and an improved 
outlook for the Argentine crop, appear to 
have pressed their offers. Pressure on the 
Canadian market from hedging sales by 
the Canadian Pool was also presumably 
a factor in December. So also were weak
ness in security prices and fresh low levels 
in business activity. 

MOVEMENTS IN JANUARy-JllLY 19::31 

In sharp contrast with the declines of 
August-December 1930, world wheat prices 
were comparatively stable in January-June 
1931. In the United States, until some time 
in June, stabilization operations held cash 
prices and May futures fairly constant. 
Where price control measures were not in 
force, wheat futures prices moved within 
narrow limits,2 as shown by Charts 21 and 
22 (p. 94). Liverpool May futures fluctu
ated for five months within a range of about 
8 cents. The range in Buenos Aires futures 
was about the same. The range in Winni
peg futures was but little wider, if one ex
cepts the lower prices early in January and 
a brief peak early in February. Almost 
equal stability characterized July futures 
in Liverpool, Winnipeg, and Buenos Aires, 
from January through June. 

World wheat prices held up well in the 
face of continued recessions in commodity 
prices in general. Some improvement in 
business activity occurred between Decem
her and April or May, but fresh declines 
followed. The severe decline in prices of 
industrial stocks, from late in March until 
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June :{, was not at all closely paralleled in 
wheat markets, and the sharp recovery in 
security markets laic in June was accom
panied hy only a slight firming of wheal 
prices. 

CHAIIT 21.-l'lIICES OF MAY WHEAT FUTUIIES IN 
FOUII LEAIHNG MAIII<WrS, NOVEMBEII-MAY 

19:~O-31* 

(Cmls prJ" buslrel) 

50 

40~--~-----~----~--~~---L----~--~40 
Nov Dec Jan 

• J)aily c1o,illg price, rrolll lJail" l'1"<ltie !llllle/ill. <:hi
C:l(.{O. For Buenos Ai]'('s, Fehruary, May, und .June futureN 
nrc used. 

The comparative stability in wheat prices 
presumably reflects mainly the fact that the 
undoubted bearish factors in the situation 
were well discounted by the end of De
cember, and that subsequent bullish and 
hearish influences were more or less 
counterbalancing.] Striking increases in 
Southern Hemisphere shipments were 
partly offset by reduced shipments from 
Russia. Exports from India failed to ma
terialize. Ex-European takings increased 
notably. Even Europe bought larger quanti
ties as port stocks were absorbed, and still 
more toward the end of the year as do
mestic supplies ran short. The persisting 
superabundance of wheat, partially re
flected in record levels of visible supplies 
and the continuance of severe world-wide 
depression, was sufficient to hold bullish 
forces in check; but the actual pressure on 
world markets was not increased, and at 
such low levels of prices the risks of bearish 
operations were unusually great. 

It seems doubtful whether, in the absence 

1 See WHEAT STUDIES, May 1n))1, VII, :114-15, and 
September 1 n:l1, VII, 4fJ7-fJ9. 

2 This is not inconsistent with the discussion of the 
"Transfer-of-Speculators-to-Winnipeg Myth," in the 
reccnt report of the Chief of the Grain Futures Ad
ministration. 

of stabilization operations in the United 
States, world wheat prices would have 
fluctuated so narrowly; but it is open to 
question whether the general level ill 
January-June would have been materially 
different. 

Detailed consideration of minor move
ments of prices in January-June seems 
hardly called for; hut the relative firmness 
of Winnipeg prices, the gradual weakening 
in the relative position of July futures in 
Chicago, and the declines in June-July 19:H, 
deserve comment. 

Winnipeg futures rose from low levels 
in mid-December to a peak 13 cents higher 
on February 10. The spread between Liver
pool and Winnipeg futures narrowed from 
about 12 cents in the first half of December 
until for a few days in February Winnipeg 
was above Liverpool. The Liverpool
Winnipeg spread remained unusually nar
row, considering the large Canadian stocks, 
for the rest of the year. The early firmness 
in Winnipeg was probably a reaction from 

CHAnT 22.-PBlCES OF JULY WHEAT FUTunES IN 
FOUII LEADING MARKETS, JANUARy-JULY 1930, 

AND PBlCES OF INDUSTBIAL STOCI{S* 

(Celli .. per busbel; dollars pel· "bare) 

.• Daily closing prices from Daily Trade Balletin, Chi
cago. For Buenos AJres, F'cbruary, May, .June, ,July, und 
August futures are used. Dow-Jones Index of closing prices 
of thirty industrial stocks, from Brads/reet's and Tbe ChI
cayo Journal of Commerce. 

the preceding decline, which had been not
ably severe in Winnipeg. Probably another 
factor was that some American speculators 
with relatively bullish views concentrated 
their operations in the Winnipeg markeV 
The sharper decline in Winnipeg futures in 
the second half of February was in turn a 
reaction from an overbought position, 
'which was associated, among other things, 
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wilh rumors, confirmed on February 26, 
that the Grain Stabilization Corporation 
would undertake to sell some 35 million 
bushels for export before July 1. Later, 
increasingly poor prospects for the new 
Canadian crop lent additional strength to 
the Winnipeg market. 

The Chicago July future advanced rela
tive to Liverpool July in December and 
January, and sold above Liverpool July 
through most of January and February. 
After the middle of February it gradually 
lost ground. Declines in relation to Liver
pool occurred especially (1) in February, 
when the decision to sell for export some 
:~!) million bushels of stabilization wheat 
was first rumored, and then confirmed; (2) 
after March 23, when the Federal Farm 
Board announced that stabilization pur
chases would not be made from the 1931 
crop; and (3) after the middle of April, 
partly under the influence of indications 
of a big new crop of winter wheat. 

Even after this relative weakening, how
ever, Chicago July futures remained, prac
lically throughout May-July, at a much 
smaller discount under Liverpool July than 
would be expected when a large United 
Slates carryover is assured and prospects 
develop for a large crop of winter wheat. 
The spread varied mostly wi thin 5 or 6 
cents a bushel, as compared with 10 cents 
or more in May-July 1930. 

The moderate decline in world prices 
from early May to early July was prob
ably attributable to definitive slackening of 
European purchases and to a favorable 
development of the United States winter
wheat crop offsetting the influence of de
terioration in the North American spring
wheat belt. In July the sagging of world 
wheat prices became more pronounced. By 
the end of July, before the decline was 
completed, prices generally had broken 
through previous low levels. 

1 See Appendix A, which gives changes in tariffs 
und in milling quotas. 

2, Comparisons of wheat prices over periods of cen
tunes are hoth inexact and misleading, chiefly be
cause genuinely homogeneous price series are not 
usually available (except perhaps in very limited 
areus that cannot be taken as representative) and be
cause the value of the money unit has ch~nged so 
!(rcally that the significance of prices expressed in 
~~~H1ey ,units of changing purchasing power varies 

lliely III the course of many years. 

The July decline, in the face of several 
huIIish factors mentioned above, may he 
a ttrihuted to the grea tcr aggrcga te weigh t 
of numerous bearish influences. European 
dcmand slackened considerably as fresh 
restrictions were imposed in more and 
more countries,l and as new-crop domestic 
wheat became available. There was a 
heavy early movement of new winter wheat 
in the United States, from a crop of ex
traordinary size. The Federal Farm Boanl 
made it clear that, instead of complete 
withholding of stabilization wheat, limited 
amounts would he sold regularly, and addi
tional amounts might be sold to foreign 
governments or their agencies; and Euro
pean fears of considerable liquidation of 
these stocks were not allayed. Canada's 
crop prospects registered some improve
ment. The Argentine exchanges again 
weakened, and Argentine exporters lowered 
their export offers. Russian offers for for
ward shipment and liberal Russian charler
ings not only had a direct current influence, 
but intensified fears of extensive competi
tion from Russian wheat. Finally, the 
critical financial situation in Europe was 
brought clearly into view; and in spite of 
hopes aroused by President Hoover's pro
posal of a year's moratorium on inter
governmental debts, which was agreed to 
after some delay, the whole basis for con
fidence in early recovery from the depres
sion was weakened. 

RECENT Low PRICES IN PEHSPECTIVE 

Commodity price declines in 1930 carried 
many prices, including that of wheat, below 
their previous low records since the war. 
Since late in 1930, furthermore, low-price 
records that had stood in wheat and other 
commodities since the middle 'nineties have 
been broken through. In terms of purchas
ing power over commodities in general 
(that is, when allowance is made for the 
change in the general price level), wheat 
generally has been worth distinctly less in 
1931 than probably ever before over any 
considerable area. 

For wheat, 1894-95 had previously held 
the low-price record for many decades, 
probably ever since international trading 
had created the modern world wheat mar
ket. 2 In 1894 British domestic wheat aver-
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aged 69 cents a bushel, apparently the 
lowest annual average price since 1745.' 
In October 1894 the average price per 
bushel of all wheat imported into Great 
Britain sct a low record of 64 cents a 
bushel. This record was not broken until 
August 1931, but ever since November 1930 
(except in May 1931) this series had been 
running lower than in corresponding 
months of 1894-95. As early as December 
:~O, 1930, Liverpool ncar futures had tem
porarily dropped slightly under the lowest 
point reached in 1894.2 Still lower levels 
were reached by the end of July 19:31. 

In December-January 1\)30-31, when 
No. 1 Northern Manitoba sold in Winni
peg around 51-52 cents, the lowest levels 
in the history of Winnipeg wheat prices 
were broken through." Late in July 19;31, 
certain wheat futures prices in Chicago fell 
below the lowest levels that had been 
touched in the crop year 1894-95:1 No. 3 
Spring wheat (then the most representative 
grade) sold in Chicago as low as 49 cents 
in January 1895-a lower figure than any 
since before the Civil War and the devel
opment of cheap transport from the West." 
Contract grade wheat in Chicago broke 
through this low price late in July 1931, 
though spring wheat, because of prospects 
for a very short crop in 1931, has not yet 
sold as low. • 

1 Af/ricullural Yearbook, 1922, pp. 605-06. The data 
prior to 1772 arc not ollicial like the later ones, and 
the two series arc prohahly not fairly comparahle. 

2 Corn Trade News, .January 7, 19B1. 
a Monthly Winnipeg prices of No. 1 Northern 

Manitoba from 18!IO to 1925 are shown in Charts 5-7 
in WHEAT STUDIES, .July 1 H25, I, 242-45. The series ill 
the 'nineties is for the first of each month. 

1 A chart of Chicago futures prices in 18!14-95 will 
appear ill the next issue of WHEAT STUDIES. See 
.James E. Boyle, Chicaf/o Wheal Prices for Eif/hiu-olle 
Years, 1922. Holhrook Worldng's recent study (\VHEAT 
STullms, November 19:n, VIII, No.1, Plate 1, Chart 
A-I) shows that "deflaled" prices of May futures 
reached low levels of 76 to 77 cents on the 1 9Ul price 
level in May lIHJ4 and February 18!l5, and that simi
larly deflated May futures first sold helow this level 
in September 19BO. 

Il Boyle, op. cit. 
o From relationships between futures prices and 

the United States average farm price on Decemher 1, 
18!JB-!)5, it may he inferl'ed that monthly farm prices, 
at their lowest poinls in .July, August, ancl October 
18!l4, and Februa,'y 18!J5, did not fall much if any 
below 40 cents a bushel. 

7 The peak of this series in Decemher 1!l20 ($2.994) 
was higher than any reached during the war or in 
1919. 

The average farm price in the United 
States on December 1, 1894, was 48.9 cen ts 
a bushel, the lowest of any year in the 
period since 1866 for which these data have 
been available (see Chart 30, p. 107). In the 
ahsence of stabilization operations in 19:30, 
the average farm price on December 1, 19:30 
(which actually was 60.0 cents), mighl 
have fallen nearly to this pre-war low, or 
conceivably below it. It is reasonably safe 
lo infer, in the absence of monthly data 
prior to 1908, that monthly average farm 
prices as reported for the summer months 
of 1931-35 to 36 cents a bushel-were 
lower than the lowest that actually ob
tained in 1894 or 1895.° 

Chart 23 is inserted here to show, ill 
hroader perspective, the recent low levels 
of wheat prices and the preceding decline. 
It presents the most representative single 
series of world wheat prices that is avail
~ble over a long period of years-monthly 
average prices, here expressed in United 
Slates currency, of wheat imported into 
Great Britain. 

The upper section of the chart shows this 
price series monthly from 19207 to date, in 
comparison with the same series monthly 
from 1883 through 1900, and with the av
erage price in 1910-14, which was 108.8 
cents. The scales are superimposed so that 
the curve for 1931 may be directly com
pared with the curve for the low-price year 
1894. The curves are plotted on a logarith
mic or ratio vertical scale, since this facili
tates comparison of relative changes, a 
drop from $1.20 to 60 cents appearing as 
great as a drop from $2.40 to $1.20. 

Comparison of actual average prices, as 
shown in the upper section of this charl, 
brings out significant facts in addition to 
the recent drop below the low points of 
1894. In the post-war period, prices fluclu
ated above the 1910-14 average until Au
gust 1930, whereas through most of the 
pre-war period covered the monthly aver
age price was below the 1910-14 average. 
Changes in wheat price levels have been 
more pronounced in the post-war period 
than in the pre-war period shown: the ad
vance of 1924-25 and the declines of 1921, 
1930, and 1931 were sharper and greater 
than any comparable advances and de
clines in the pre-war period, The decline 
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CHAIlT 23.-WOIlLD WHEAT PHiCE MOVEMENTS IN 1883-1900 AND 1920-31, AS HEFLECTED IN BRITISH 
MONTHLY IMPOIlT PHlCI':S, ACTUAL AND DEFLATED; AND INDEX NUMBERS OF WHOLESALE PnrCES* 
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• Sources and description of I3ritish import prices as gi Yen in Appendix Tuble XXXVIII. Index number of whole
sale prices of all commodities, compiled by Professors Warren and Pearson, as given in Farm Economics, published by 
the New York State College of Agriculture, Ithaca, New York, September 1931. The latest month plotted is October 19:\1. 
The September 1931 price, 56,8 cents, is obtained by converting the pound at $4,8(;, approximately the ayerage for the period 
within the month ending September 19. Severe depreciation of sterling hegan on September 21, but it is re,lsonable to as
SllIne that wlll'at imports covued by customs returns for September were enterNi nt c.i.f. prices that were ruling before tilt' 
suspension of the gold standard occurred. COllversion at the monthly a,'erage ('xchange brings the figure to ;)2,9 cents, 

between August 1929 and August 1931 
(from $1.415 to 63 cents, or 54V2 per cent) 
was relatively larger than the decline be
tween August 1920 and August 1922 (from 
~2. 912 to $1.454, or 50 per cent). The drop 

from the peak in January 1930 to the low 
of October 1931 (from $1 .404 to 48.8 
cents, or about 65 per cent) was relatively 
greater than the drop, in a period one 
month longer, from the peak in December 
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1920 to the succeeding low of October 1922 
(from $2.994 to $1.309, or 56 per cent). 
It is of interest to observe that wheat prices 
tended upward from the low point of Oc
tober 1894 until the spring of 1898, but set
tled back in the summer of 1898, after 
the effects of world crop shortage had worn 
off, to a level about 40 per cent above the 
low. 

Over a period of a decade or two, 
changes in the general price level, which 
reflect (more or less imperfectly) changes 
in the purchasing power of the money 
unit, are often so marked that the money 
prices of a commodity such as wheat ob
scure very significant changes in its value 
in terms of other commodities in general. 
This has been true in both periods here 
compared. More important, the changes in 
general price levels between the pre-war 
and post-war periods, separated by 37 
years, were so great that prices expressed 
in identical money units are far from com
parable in significance. 

The middle section of Chart 23 illustrates 
this point, using a United Stiltes wholesale 
price index on a 1910-14 base that has been 
recently extended back to 1797 by Profes
sors Warren and Pearson. During prac
tically all of the pre-war period shown 
here, this index fluctuated below the 1910-
14 average. During most of the post-war 
period the same index has been some 60 
per cent or more above the pre-war index 
for the years with which comparisons are 
made. Only recently, after a decline sel
dom equaled except shortly after the close 
of the Civil War and the Great War, has 
this index declined to the 1910-14 average, 
whereas in 1894 it was some 32 per cent 
below that average. The index for October 
1931 is 100; that for October 1894 was 70. 

A rough adjustment, to help overcome 
the obstacle to comparability occasioned 
by changes in the purchasing power of the 
money unit over periods of years, can be 
made by "deflating" the money prices of 
a commodity by index numbers of whole
sale prices, e.g., dividing each monthly 
price of wheat by the wholesale price index 
number for the same month.1 The resulting 
series can be regarded (with certain reser
vations) as expressed in cents of the pur
chasing power that they had in the index 

base'period. This has been done here, using 
the index numbers on the base 1910-14 that 
are charted in the middle section of Chart 
23. 2 The resulting two deflated series of 
British import prices of wheat are plotted 
in the lowest section of the chart. 

The comparison provided by the two 
lowest curves is quite in contrast with the 
comparison shown by the actual price 
series above. In all but two or three years 
since the war, wheat has been cheaper, ill 
terms of 1909-14 cents, than in the parallel 
years of 1883-94. In 1923-24 world wheat 
"values," in this sense, appear to have been 
lower than at their lowest in 1894. At their 
peak early in 1925, they were only about 25 
per cent above the 1910-14 average. In 
1928-29 they were below the levels that pre
vailed in 1894--95, though not as low as in 
1923-24. In the second half of 1930 the post
war low-record values of 1923-24 were 
broken, and recent deflated prices appear 
strikingly below the pre-war lows of 1894. 
The October 1931 deflated price of 48.8 
cents is only 53 per cent of the deflated 
price of 91 .6 cents in October 1894. 

Between 1894 and 1898, there was little 
change in the general level of commodity 
prices. Recovery in wheat prices occurred 
in spite of this, but the trend of the whole
sale index number was clearly upward 
from 1898 to 1913. Wheat prices have de
clined so much more radically than prices 
in general, in 1930 and 1931, that there 
appears a historical basis for hopes of re
covery in wheat prices even though the gen
eral index should remain low. Moreover, 
the general index has declined so far that 
somewhat greater recovery in this index 
than took place in 1894--96 may not unrea
sonably be expected; yet most economic 
analysts do not expect the broad trend of 

1. This procedure is not entirely satisfactory, as is 
frequently assumed, and the results of any particular 
deJIating procedure cannot be freely used without 
various reservations; yet for the broad purpose here 
employed the procedure appears defensible. 

2 It would appear more logical to deJIate the oril(i
nal British series by a British wholesale price index 
numbcr, and then express the results in United States 
currency. This would yield moderately different re
sults. For the present purpose the procedure here fol
lowed has been more convenient, and it has some 
advantages that tend to offset a theoretical prefercncc 
for the other. 
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prices in the decade 1930-40 to he upward 
as it was from 1894 to 191:~.J 

PRICES IN THE UNITED STATES 

Wheat price movements in the United 
States in 1930-31 are shown in most detail 
by daily closing futures prices in Chicago, 
as in Chart 24; the May future is the "new-

nearer and more distant futures were again 
unusually wide. This reflected the heavy 
carryover, liberal early marketings, rela
tively limited current absorption of mar
keted supplies, and big visible supplies. 
Though not as wide as in 1929, the spreads 
in the summer of 1930 were again wide 
enough to provide liberal carrying charges 
to holders who hedged their wheat, but in-

CHAlIT 24.-DAU,Y CLOSING PRICES OF CHICAGO FUTURES, JUNE 1930 TO JULY 1931* 
(Cent,~ per bushel) 
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• Data from Daily Trade Bulletin, Chicago, 

basis" May, which commanded more or 
less premium over old-basis May.2 Without 
considering further the course of prices in 
July-November, it is here pertinent to ob
serve that, in the summer of 1930 as in the 
summer of 1929,3 the spreads between 

1 Holbrook Working's recent study (WHEAT STUDIES, 
~ovember 1931, VIII, 44-55) emphasizes the associa
tIOn between wheat price movements and movements 
of the general price level. This is in harmony with 
the picture revealed in Chart 23. Forecasts of wheat 
price trends over the next decade must therefore de
pend in considerable measure upon forecasts of the 
course of prices in general. This is not to say that 
the general price movement is a major factol' deter
mining movements of wheat. It seems much more 
probable that the influence on wheat prices is exerted 
hy factors that operate similarly and simultaneously 
~)n t~e prices of large numbers of commodities enter
Ing Illto the general index. 

2 This was because of more rigid terms for deliver
a,ble wheats. See U.S. Grain Futures Administration, 
(,ru~es of Grain Deliverable on Contracts for Future 
/)elLVery (revised to November 5, 1930), pp. 7-8. 

/
" a See James E. Boyle, Chicago Wheat Prices for 
',lglIly-one Years, 1922. 

creased storage space and the shifting of 
stabilization supplies contributed to pre
vent such congestion and heavy discounts 
on cash wheats as had occurred in the sum-
mer of 1929. • 

The spread between December and May 
gradually narrowed from around 8 cents 
early in August to around 6 cents early in 
November. It narrowed still further, to 3 
cents and even less, in the week of Novem
ber 17, when stabilization purchases were 
made in large volume. One may infer that 
the Grain Stabilization Corporation first 
made relatively heaviest purchases of De
cember futures. Shortly, however, the De
cember-May spread widened to about 41/:.l 
cents. 

Through most of December the Decem
ber future sold close to 77 cents. The March 
future sold a little above 79 cents from 
early December into late in March, except 
for a few days late in December and most 
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of January. The May future, which had 
closed at 74.1 cents (new basis) on Novem
ber 15, rose sharply to 82, and after recov
ery from a brief decline it rose by degrees 
from 81% cents in December to a high 
point of 86 cents late in May. The fluctua
tions of futures prices above the pegged 
prices (taking into account the differences 
between old- and new-basis May) are pre
sumably to be attributed to the demands of 
shorts (hedgers or speculators) upon the 
limited supply of contracts outside the 
hands of the Grain Stabilization Corpora
tion. 

July wheat sold at a very slight premium 
over May in the few weeks. before stabiliza
tion operations were announced. Such a 
relationship, though unusual, was appro
priate in view of confident expectations of 
a heavy carryover in 1931. Since stabiliza
tion purchases of futures were confined to 
old-crop futures, henceforward the July 
future fluctuated in general sympathy with 
world market prices. Late in December, 
July was at a discount of some 19 cents 
under May. After a period of narrowing, 
the spread widened in February and March 
to around 24 cents early in April. Another 
period of narrowing was followed by a 
widening to 26 to 28 cents late in May. 
Reasons for these changes have been sug
gested above (pp. 92-95). 

July and September futures were not 
purchased in the course of stabilization 
operations, and the Farm Board stated on 
March 23 that stabilization purchases 
would not be made fr~m the 1931 crop. 
Yet as the new harvest season approached, 
the fact that the bulk of the wheat stocks 
was in the hands of the Grain Stabilization 
Corporation and the manner of handling 
those stocks influenced strongly the rela
tionships between new-crop futures and 
those between cash wheat prices and prices 
of futures. 

In times when stocks are heavy, spreads 
between futures of different delivery 
months are normally large and prices of 
cash wheat are at correspondingly large 
discounts under futures, especially under 
the more distant futures. In 1929, with 
heavy stocks of wheat in private hands, 
the Chicago July future sold at discounts 
under the September, ranging mostly, in 

June and July, from 4 to 5% cents. In June 
and July 1930, with larger stocks of wheat 
in the United States, but some 65 million 
bushels of the stocks under the control of 
the Stabilization Corporation, the discount 
of July wheat under September ranged 
mostly between 3 and 4 cents. In June and 
July 1931, with stocks further augmented 
but chiefly in the hands of the Grain Sta
bilization Corporation, July wheat sold 
mostly at no discount under September, or 
at a discount of only about one cent. 

A similar influence may be traced in 
spreads between September and December 
futures and in spreads between cash wheat 
and new-crop futures. As reflected in the 
spread between No.2 Hard Winter wheat 
at Chicago and the Chicago December fu
ture, as of the last few days of July, the 
result was a decrease in the discount of 
cash wheat from nearly 16 cents in 1929, to 
about 7% cents in 1930, and less than 5 
cents in 1931. 

In short, it appears that as regards rela
tions between new-crop futures and be
tween cash wheat and futures, though not 
in most other respects, the concentration 
of stocks in the Stabilization Corporation 
created a condition approaching that to be 
expected in the absence of its stocks. 

The course of cash prices of representa
tive wheats in United States markets, over 
the past three crop years, is shown in 
Chart 25. All the curves show the influence 
of stabilization purchases in holding up 
wheat prices and minimizing their fluctua
tions between mid-November 1930 and 
June 1931, on a level not much below that 
of October 1930, whereas in unsupported 
markets prices fell materially below the 
October level. 

The three series of cash prices moved 
relatively close together in 1930-31 as in 
1929-30, but even more closely in 1930-31. 
Chart 25 shows the contrast, in this respect, 
between these two years and 1928-29, when 
soft red winter wheat sold at high but de
clining premiums, and hard red spring 
sold for three months very little above hard 
winter. Chart 26 (p. 102) illustrates this 
point more clearly, and makes possible 
comparisons on the basis of monthly 
spreads over No.2 Hard Winter from 1920 
to 1931. This chart incidentally brings out 
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the striking lack of parallelism in the price 
movement of different types of wheat in 
the Mississippi Valley of the United States. 

The comparative simplicity of the price 
relations in 1929-30 and 1930-31 is at
tributable in part to the heavy carryovers 
and relatively abundant supplies of all 
three types of wheat. 

not low enough to permit commercial ex
port sales to reach significant dimensions. 

Hard red spring wheat, well represented 
by quotations for No.1 Northern Spring at 
Minneapolis, as usual commanded a mod
erate premium over hard red winter in 
1930-31, seasonally largest in July and 
smallest in October-January. As Chart 2(j 

CHART 25.-PRICES OF REPRESENTATIVE WHEATS IN UNITED STATES MAIIKETS, \VEEKLY, 
JUNE 1928 TO JULY 1931* 
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Hard red winter wheat sold lower than 
soft red winter or hard red spring in 1930-
31, as it has almost every year since the 
war. Considering the price movements in 
world markets, its price moved within sur
prisingly narrow limits. Unquestionably 
responsible for this were the Grain Sta
bilization Corporation's policies of with
~lOlding from the market its stocks acquired 
m the first six months of 1930 and of pur
chasing wheat in large quantities in the 
autumn, winter, and spring of 1930-31. 
Only as new wheat came to market and 
stabilization purchases ceased, did prices 
of hard red winter fall severely from the 
supported level, in late June and early 
July. The new low level, however, was not 
~s low as if the Corporation had marketed 
Its supplies freely in competition with new 
wheat, or as if growers had sold freely 
from this bumper crop; indeed, prices were 

(p. 102) shows, spring wheat sold lower in 
relation to hard winter in several earlier 
post-war years, notably in 1925-26, after a 
very short crop of winter wheats and a 
moderate crop of hard spring wheaf.1 
Spring wheat sold at levels relatively very 
high in 1921-22, when crop relationships 
were almost the reverse of those in 1925-26, 
and at relatively high levels in parts of 
other years. 

The relative stability of the premiums on 
hard spring in 1929-30 and 1930-31 is in 
striking contrast with their variations in 
every other season since the war except 
1927-28, following one of the biggest crops 
of hard spring. In spite of moderately 
small crops of hard red spring wheat in 
1929 and 1930, the ready SUbstitutability of 
hard winter for hard spring in flour-mak
ing prevented the price spread from becom-

1 See Appendix Table IX. 
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CHAnT 26.-PUEMIUMS OF SOFT WINTEH AND HAnD SPIUNG WI-IEATS OVEn HArm WINTEH, 

MONTHLY, 1920-31* 
(Cenls per bushel) 
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ing very wide, and stabilization operations 
in 1930-31 doubtless prevented fluctuations 
in the spread that might otherwise have 
occurred. 

Anticipations of a very short crop of 
hard red spring in 1931, coupled with re
stricted sales of stabilization stocks in the 
Northwest, permitted premiums on hard 
spring wheat to rise to unusual heights in 
the summer of 1931. 

Soft red winter, as usual, commanded 
the best prices in 1930-31,1 The premiums 
over hard red winter were naturally much 
smaller than the exceptionally high ones 
that prevailed in most of 1928, when the 

crop of soft red winter was unusually 
small." The rise in the premium, early in 
the season, probably reflects the relatively 
heavier influence of the expected corn short-

1 Since 1923-24, soft red winter has sold above hard 
red winter in every year except 1926-27, when the 
crop of soft red winter wheat was large enough, as it 
had been in the first few years after the war, to pcr
mit substantial exports. See Appendix Tables IX 
and XVIII. Part of the difference, however, is duc 
to the fact that St. Louis is, so to speak, several cents 
nearer the consumer than Kansas City. In identical 
markets, the premiums on soft red winter were less 
than those shown in Chart 26. 

2 The high premium characteristic of most of 1928-
29 appeared in the winter and spring of 1928, as 
heavy winterkilling gave the hasis for expecting a 
short crop in 1928. 
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age on prices of soft red winter. The sub
sequent narrowing of the premium, in 
November-J anuary, probably reflects the 
weakening of this influence, though it also 
suggests that stabilization support of the 
wheat market may have been less effective 
on soft red winter than on hard wheats. 
The later narrowing of the premium, from 
February 1931 onward, probably reflects 
chiefly expectations of a large crop of this 
wheat in 1931, as the more spectacular nar
rowing in the winter and spring of 1929 
had done in that year. 

Further consideration of wheat prices in 
the United States is deferred for discus
sion in connection with stabilization opera
tions. 

DIVERGENT LEVELS AND COURSE OF PRICES 

IN EUROPE 

Divergences between countries in respect 
to the level and course of wheat prices are 
always present. The convenient phrase 
"world price of wheat" does not mean, of 
course, that a bushel of wheat brings the 
same price the world over, or even in im
portant wheat markets. Nor does it imply 
that wheat prices in different countries 
move parallel from year to year or wi thin 
a season. Price data, when reduced to the 
same currency unit, reveal wide diversities 
in levels and course of wheat prices in dif
ferent countries.1 This is true in major ex
porting countries such as the United States, 
Canada, Argentina, and Australia, and of 
neighboring importing countries such as 
Great Britain, France, Italy, and Germany. 

In practice, the expression "world price 
of wheat" is best used to mean a range of 
c.i.f. prices (before tariff and port charges) 
of imported wheats, or some condensation 
of this range, in the principal import mar
kets of Europe in which the world wheat 
price-making forces are well focused. 

Convenient condensed expressions of the 

1 This is also true of different regions within the 
same country, and of different classes or grades of 
;vhcats in the same general region, as this and other 
ISSUCS of WHEAT STUDIES have repeatedly indicated. 

, 2 See Charts 18, 19, and 23, Appendix Tables 
XXXVIII and XXXIX, and WHEAT STUDIES July 1928 
IV, No.8. " 

. "Changes in shipment costs have been much less 
IInportant factors in the past two years than in sev
eral carlier periods. 

world price of wheat, in this sense, are 
given in the monthly average prices of all 
wheat grain imported into Great Britain, 
and in the less comprehensive weekly se
ries of British "parcels" prices which the 
Food Research Institute. 2 

This import wheat is composed of vari
ous types, in varying proportions. It comes, 
also in varying proportions, from a large 
number of exporting countries, including 
sometimes Germany, France, and other 
net - importing countries. The series is, 
therefore, not "homogeneous." Yet, since 
British imports of wheat grain constitute 
something like one-fourth of the interna
tional wheat movement, British import 
prices give a fair approximation to the 
course of c.i.f. prices of import wheats in 
Europe or available to it, subject to tariff 
charges. Such a series is both convenient 
and significant for comparisons with prices 
in exporting countries and with prices of 
domestic wheats in importing countries. 

Divergences in level and course of prices, 
such as were summarized in Table 1 (see 
p. 87), have been unusually pronounced in 
the past two years. On the whole, they were 
probably more extreme in 1930-31 than in 
any corresponding period of peace in the 
past fifty years. As usual these differences 
were due in part to divergent changes in 
the size and quality of domestic crops; to 
changes of a particular country from a sur
plus to a deficit basis, or vice versa; to dif
ferences in harvest periods and variations 
in domestic marketing pressure; and to 
changes in costs of shipment.:] Always con
tributing factors and latterly the most po
tent causes of divergence have been gov
ernmental measures, variously applied in 
different countries - notably tariff duties 
and milling regulations, but in some cases 
export bounties and government-financed 
purchases. 

The two companion charts here pre
sented illustrate these points with reference 
to the four largest wheat-consuming coun
tries of Europe outside of Russia, whose 
combined net imports of wheat and flour 
ordinarily make up over half of the inter
national trade in these products. Chart 27 
shows, for the past three crop years, the 
course of domestic (soft) wheat prices in 
these countries and the course of prices of 
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wheat grain imported inlo Great Britain. 
To facilitate the interpretation of this 
chart, the tariff duties in force during the 
same period in the three continental coun
tries are graphically presented in Chart 28. 
A glance at the two charts shows how strik
ingly tarilf duties have heen advanced as 
world wheat prices have declined. It should 
also he horne in mind that, during the past 
two years, tariff duties in Gerrnany and 
France have been reinforced hy milling 
regulations and olher devices. I 

Heference mllst also he made to varia
tions in the size of the domestic crops, in 

CHAHT 27.-~ WHEAT I'lIIcm; IN ITALY, FIIANCE, (iJlH
MANY, AND (;/IEAT BIIITAIN, AU(lUST HJ28 '1'0 
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the light of the production range in each 
of the several cOlin tries. Using the leiters 
A to E to indicate the general size of the 
domestic crop, from hig (A) through mod
erate (C) to short (E), we have the follow-
ing, ill million hushels: . 

I Sec Appendix A. 
~ The l'1'Of> wus, iJl(ftoed, the SllIulll'sI in muny yellrs, 

Inlt in the light. of the dOWl1wuI'<! trelld il seems 
hunlIy to he culled II very short (TOp. 

British 
Yenr Hilly Fl'llllCO Gcrl11l1l1Y IHles 

19211 C-229 C-2111 B-142 C-51 
1!l29 .... A-200 A-337 C-123 C-51 
1 !l:-lO .... D-211 E-239 B-139 D-43 

First it will he ohserved (Charl 27) thal 
prices of domestic wheat have been regu
Jarly lowest in Great Britain. Of these four 
countries she alone has admitted foreign 
wheats free of duty, and has had no 
restrictions on the milling of imported 
wheats. For the same reason, the course of 
British domestic wheat prices most nearly 
parallels the course of prices of import 
wheats. Chiefly because of its inferior 
quality for milling as compared with im
ported grain, British wheat usually sells for 

CHAIIT 28.-TAIIIFF HATES ON WHIW/, IN hALY, 
FflANCE, AND GEHMANY, AU(luST 1928 TO 

.JULY 1931* 
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less than import wheats; but the discounl 
tends to diminish as the season progresses 
and domestic supplies become scarce, and 
late in the crop year domestic wheat may 
sell above import wheats, as in 1928-29 Hnd 
1930-31. The greater relative firmness of 
British domestic wheat prices in 1930-:H 
may be attrihuted to the shortness of the 
Bri tish crop in 1930. ~ 

In the major portion of the crop year 
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1928-29, the levels of wheat prices were 
slriJ<ingJy different in the four countries: 
in Italy around $1. !}O; in France around 
~1.f)7; in Germany around $1.40; in Great 
Britain around $1. 2(j--as compared with 
Brilish import values of around !ji1.:~:t 
Three of these countries harvested fuir 
crops in 1928, Germany's alone being large. 
The differences in level were due in large 
parL to differences in tariff dulies, which 
were 58 cents in Italy, :~7 cents in France, 
and :32 cents in Germany. In spite of the 
tariff, however, prices of domestic wheat in 
Germany were not far ahove Brilish im
port prices, because the domestic crop was 
so big that it exceeded the limits at which 
German wheats could be advantageously 
hlended with imported wheats to make sat
isfactory flours. 

Consider next the first six or seven 
months of 192!}-;m. Italian prices were 
slightly lower than in 1928-29-the effect 
of a big crop having been largely offset by 
firmer world prices and a 16-cent increase 
in the tariff. German prices were some
what higher than in 1928-29, because of 
the joint influence of firmer world prices, a 
smaller German crop, and a 10-cent in
crease in the tariff duty. French prices, on 
the other hand, were sharply lower, in con
sequence of a fine crop which proved to be 
in excess of domestic requirements for the 
year. For this reason, indeed, prices of 
French wheat in 1929-30 were not far above 
British import prices, in spite of a tariff 
increase to 53 cents, eventually supple
mented by an export bounty and milling 
regulations designed to strengthen domes
tic priees. 

The big decline in British import prices 
in January-May 1930 was not paralleled in 
these continental European markets. Ital
ian prices declined for a time, and then 
recovered as domestic supplies became 
scarce. French prices recovered from a 
sharp brief drop, but then showed only a 
moderate downward drift, as the tariff was 
reinforced by an export bounty and milling 
regulations which gave some effective sup
port to domestic prices. German prices, 
however, rose sharply from Fehruary to 
JUlle, in striking contrast to the decline in 
"w 1<1 • " or prIces. Increasing scarcity of do-
mestic wheat was a factor in this advance, 

but chiefly responsible were successive in
creases in the German tariff ctfective Jan
uary 20, March 27, and April 2S, reinforced 
by milling regulations restricting the use 
of imported wheats. 

In In;30-31, Italian prices declined al
most parallel with British import prices. 
The level reached after the decline was 
around ~1.50, much lower than in either of 
the two preceding years, though the crop 
was the smallest and the tariff was the 
highest. 

By contrast, French prices advanced 
sharply in 1 n;3()--:H, and stood at the highest 
level of the three years. Three factors more 
than offset the great decline in world 
prices: the French crop of 1 n30 was very 
small and inferior in milling quality; the 
tariff rate was increased by 22 cents; and 
stringent milling regulations were put in 
force. 

German prices declined sharply in the 
early months of 19:30-31; decline in world 
prices and the harvesting of a big German 
crop temporarily offset the influence of 
continued high duties and milling regula
tions. From October to April, however, 
German prices rose sharply while world 
prices declined; this was due to the raising 
of the German tariff to the almost prohibi
tive level of $1.62 and the concurrent en
forcement of stringent milling restrictions, 
reinforced in the later months by increas
ing scarcity of domestic wheats. On the 
whole, the level of domestic wheat prices 
in Germany was higher in 1930-31 than in 
either of the two preceding years, although 
the crop of 1930 was little below that of 
1928 and world prices were sharply lower; 
unquestionably the governmental measures 
were responsible for this. 

In April 1931, domestic wheat in all three 
of these continental importing countries, 
though inferior in milling value to im
ported wheats, was selling between two and 
three times as high as wheat imported into 
Great Britain -- about $1.30 higher in 
France, about $1.20 higher in Germany, 
and about 85 cents higher in Italy. All 
three countries had in force through 1930-
31 tariff duties higher than the c.i.f. price 
of British wheat imports from Novemher 
1930 onward. 

Chart 29 shows, for the three continental 
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countries,t comparisons between represent
ative prices of domestic wheats and the 
"world price" plus the duty in force in each 
of those countries.2 This chart reveals no
table variations in the spreads between do-

CHAllT 29.-EuROPEAN DOMESTIC WHEAT PnrCES 

AND WORLD PlIleE PLUS DUTY, AUGUST 1928 TO 
JULY 1931* 
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mestic wheat prices in the importing coun
try and British import prices plus the pre
vailing tariff duty. Obviously this implies 
great variation in the effectiveness of tariff 
duties, even when supplemented by other 
measures, in supporting prices of domestic 
wheat.3 

In 1928-29, both in Italy and France, the 
two curves moved fairly closely together. 

Both countries had harvested moderate do
mestic crops; they needed to import, and 
did import, liberal quantities of foreign 
wheats. Under these conditions, without 
any supplementary measures, the tariffs 
were broadly effective in supporting do
mestic prices. In 1929-30, on the other 
hand, a large crop in Italy and a bumper 
crop in France led Lo heavy discounts on 
domestic wheats. In Italy the discount di
minished as domestic supplies became 
scarcer. In France, however, the heavy dis
count persisted until very late in the crop 
year because, in spite of export bounties 
reinforcing the import duty, France had a 
surplus over domestic requirements.4 The 
increased tariff duties (and the French 
export bounty) undoubtedly helped to sup
port domestic prices, but their price-effec
tiveness was materially reduced by the 
large size of the domestic crops. 

Germany, unlike Italy and France, had 
a relatively large crop of wheat in 1928. 
Domestic wheat therefore sold in 1928-2!) 
at considerable discounts under British im
port prices plus the German tariff duty be
cause, in the quantities in which domestic 
wheat was available, it was much less valu
able to millers than imported wheat." In 
1929-30, with a smaller German wheat crop 
but a huge rye surplus, liberal discounts 
on domestic wheat persisted, though they 
were smaller at the beginning and end of 
the crop year. Although thus limited in its 
price - effectiveness, the tariff, as succes
sively increased, was largely responsible 
for most of the sharp advance in German 

1 Since Great Britain has had no import duty, thc 
two lowest curves on Chart 27 show essentially the 
same facts for Great Britain. 

2 The British import price series seems preferable, 
for this usc, to a series made up of average prices of 
wheat imports into the countries concerned; somc
times the actual imports are very small, and com
poscd largely of special types or qualities, so that 
they constitute lcss representative series than British 
import prices. 

TIle import price curves should be somewhat 
higher, because shipment costs to the continental 
markets used (from North and South America) are 
greater than to the British ports. 

3 Data for eadicr yeal's, not here presented, reveal 
the same broad facts. 

4 The same situation prevailed in 1925-26. 
"Data for earlier years show that, with rare ex

ceptions, Berlin prices of German wheats always run 
below British import prices plus the German duty. 
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domestic prices between January and .Tunc 
1930 when world prices were declining. 

in any year since comparable annual fig
ures have been calculated (1866), except in 
1893, 1894, 1895, 1898, and 1899; the mini
mum of these was 48.9 cents in 1894 (see 
Chart 30). 

CHAIlT 30.-UNITED STATES FAHM PmCES OF WHEAT, 
1866-67 TO 1930-31* 

(Cenis per bushel) 

In 1930-31, with reduced domestic con
sumption in Germany and another large 
domestic crop, wheat sold at unusually 
heavy discounts under duty-paid import 
wheats, in spite of milling regulations and 
other restrictions reinforcing the tariff. 
These measures gave support to domestic 

250 
prices and were responsible, with the tar-
iff increase late in October, for the marked 
advance from October to April; but the 200 

extent of price enhancement was much 
smaller than the increased severity of re
strictions might suggest. The general level 
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of German domestic wheat prices in 1930-
31 was much the same as in 1929-30. 

In France, in contrast to Germany, do
mestic wheat prices rose in 1930-31, while 
not only world prices but world prices plus 
the French duty declined. The very poor 
French crop of 1930 was responsible for 
greatly increased price-effectiveness of the 
tariff as compared with 1929-30. The in
creasing premiums on domestic wheat as 
the year progressed, however, were attrib
utable to milling regulations reinforcing 
the tariff rather than to the tariff itself. 

In Italy in 1930-31, domestic wheat sold 
at moderate discounts under British im
ports plus the Italian duty throughout most 
of the year, and at lower levels than in 
1929-30. In respect to domestic crop and 
import requirements, the situation was 
broadly comparable to that in 1928-29; the 
heavier average discount on Italian wheats 
was probably due to the fact that the im
port wheats competing with Italian wheats 
were cheaper than the average of British 
imports. 

RETURNS TO WHEAT GROWERS 

Wheat growers in the United States were 
naturally distressed at the unsatisfactory 
returns they received for the wheat that 
they sold in 1930-31. The weighted average 
f~rm price for the year is provisionally es
tImated at 66.7 cents a bushel. This was by 
far the lowest annual average since monthly 
farm prices have been collected (1908); the 
lowest previous figure available is 79.3 in 
19~3-14. The December 1 average farm 
prIce, 60.0 cents per bushel, was lower than 
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• Yearbook of Agriculture, 19.11, pp, 582-83, 600; ibid" 
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Nevertheless, American wheat growers 
were fortunate in comparison with wheat 
growers in other major exporting coun
tries. Their wheat moved to market in 
largest volume during the early part of the 
crop year, when wheat prices were much 
higher than in subsequent months; and, 
largely in consequence of stabilization op
erations undertaken on a scale without 
precedent, they were enabled to sell during 
the greater part of the year at prices far 
above those obtaining in other exporting 
countries, and to carry only moderate 
stocks into a new crop year that opened 
with world prices lower still. 

Farm price data for other countries, 
comparable with those in the United States, 
are not compiled. One may hazard the 
rough opinion, however, that as compared 
with the United States average farm price 
of 67 cents a bushel, Canadian farmers 
probably averaged around 40 cents, Argen
tine farmers around 30 cents, and Austra
lian farmers around 35 cents, for their 1930 
crops. It is safe to say that very few wheat 
growers in any of these four countries 
made a profit on their 1930 crop. By and 
large, however, wheat growers in the 
United States doubtless received a larger 
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return above (or toward) their out-of
pocket expenses in wheat growing than 
farmers in Canada, Australia, or Argentina. 

If overhead costs and unpaid labor of 
the farmer and his family, as well as direct 
outlays, are considered, wheat growing was 
generally unprofitable at prices that pre
vailed in 1930-31, even at the supported 
levels maintained in the United States. The 
outstanding exceptions were in Germany 
and France, where wheat prices were main
tained in 1930-31 at higher levels than in 
most other post-war years, and particularly 
in Germany, where wheat growers had 
good yields for sale at these high prices. 
But in Italy and a number of lesser wheat-

growing countries, similar measures kept 
wheat-growing on a fairly profitable level 
in 1930--31. Despite substantial reductions 
in costs of wheat production in recent years, 
few farmers anywhere can afford to raise 
wheat for sale at the prices prevailing in 
the summer of 1931, outside of the coun
tries which have extreme protective meas
ures in effective force. Except in such 
countries, reductions in wheat acreage are 
being forced by financial pressure. Yet low 
levels of prices of other farm crops, and 
various obstacles to shifting to suitable al
ternative enterprises, serve to restrain the 
elimination of much unprofitable wheat 
culture. 

III. INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT AND FLOUR 

OUTSTANDING FEATURES IN 1930-31 

International trade in wheat and flour 
in 1930--31 was sharply higher than the ex
tremely small movement in the preceding 
year, but not nearly as large as the record 
movement in 1928-29. Both total shipments 
and shipments to Europe were roughly 
midway between the post-war high and 
low records set in the two preceding years 
(see Chart 31). Measured by statistics of 
shipments or by net exports of net-export
ing countries (see also Chart 33, p. 110), 
the aggregate was of the same general order 
of magnitUde as in three earlier post-war 
years. 

Shipments to Europe were moderately 
small in 1930--31. They were larger than in 
1929-30 because both carryovers and new 
crops in European importing countries, 
which had been unusually large in 1929, 
were of more moderate size in 1930. Euro
pean takings in 1930--31, however, were 
held down by various influences, most no
tably by milling regulations and other 
governmental measures that restricted im
portation for consumption and stocks, and 
by factors arising out of the general eco
nomic depression. A strikingly large pro
portion of the wheat exported to Europe in 
1930-31 was shipped unsold. Total orders 
shipments of 194 million bushels were over 
25 million bushels larger than in any pre
ceding post-war year. They represented 
largely Russian wheat, and later in the 

season some wheat from the Southern 
Hemisphere. 

Shipments to ex - European countries 
were unusually high, both relatively and in 
absolute amount. Like European ship
ments, however, they ranked in size about 
halfway between the record level of 1928-
29 and the lower one of 1929-30. The large 

CHART 31.-SJ-IIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR IN 
TOTAL AND BY DESTINATIONS, FROM 1900-01 * 
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ex-European movement was due mainly to 
extremely low prices. For this reason, 
China imported exceptionally large quan
tities, and India, though having a big sur
plus that normally would have moved more 
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or less into export, was actually a small net 
importer. 

Limitations of import demand alone pre
vented the international movement from 
approaching if not exceeding the high rec
ord of 1928-29; for supplies available for 
export in exporting countries, from carry
overs and new crops, were unprecedentedly 
large. Russia, after a bumper crop, re
joined the ranks of major exporters for the 
first time since 1913-14. Australia, out of 
liberal stocks in the middle of 1930 and a 
crop of record size, made larger exports 
than in any year since the war. French de
pendencies in northern Africa, favored by 
French restrictions on foreign wheats, ex
ported more than in any preceding year. 
Because of severe competition from these 
areas, exports from Canada and the Dan
ube basin, though by no means small, were 
moderate in relation to the supplies avail
able for export. 

Overseas net exports from the United 
States (after allowance for stocks of United 
States grain in Canada) were the smallest 
of any year since 1911-12, and remarkably 
small in relation to the exportable surplus. 
This occurred because United States wheat 
prices were held out of line with world 
prices, under the influence of market fac
tors reinforced by stabilization purchases 
authorized by the Federal Farm Board. 

The seasonal course of trade was un
usual, as broadly reflected in Chart 32. 
From around early August to the middle 
of November, shipments were unusually 
heavy, especially to Europe, in the main 
because declining shipments from North 
America were more than offset by heavy 
Russian shipments, part of which piled up 
in European ports. Shipments dropped off 
with unusual sharpness to extremely low 
levels at the end of 1930, as world wheat 
prices sank to new bottoms. The seasonal 
increase in .January was especially pro
nounced, chiefly because of heavy Austra
lian shipments; but aggregate shipments 
during the winter months were below aver
age, in the main because of restricted Euro
pean demand and light shipments from 
North America. Shipments rose to an ex
traordinary peak in the spring, as North 
American shipments rose in response to a 
marked but temporary increase in Euro-

pean demand coupled with continued heavy 
takings by the Orient. Relaxation in Euro
pean milling regulations, as domestic 
wheats became scarce, were broadly re-

CHAIn 32.-ToTAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND 
FLOUH, WEEKLY, 1929-30 AND 1930-31, AND 

AVERAGE, 1921-22 TO 1930-31* 
(Millioll bllshels; :i-week llI0Villg average) 
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sponsible for the unusually heavy ship
ments to Europe in the spring. 

VOLUME OF TRADE 

The total volume of international trade 
in wheat and flour in 1930-31 was around 
800 million bushels. This is true whether 
one measures trade by summations of net 
exports of exporting countries, or by inter
national shipments as reported by Broom
hall. Charts 31 and 33 (p. 110) show com
parative figures, on each of these bases, 
over a period of years. Figures for the past 
decade are shown on the next page, in mil
lions of bushels. 

The adjusted figures for net exports are 
the better for comparisons; the sum of net 
exports of Canada and the United States 
sometimes overstates (as in 1930-31) and 
sometimes understates the net outflow from 
North America. The difference between 
shipments, on the one hand, and on the 
other, net exports, even as adjusted for 
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changes in stocks of Canadian and United 
States grain in the other country, varies 
from year to year. Broomhall's data are 

CIIAIIT :13.---S0UIICES OF NET EXPOHTS OF WI/EAT 
AND FLOUII, U121-22 TO l!)aO-:H* 
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usually incomplete for North America, 
Russia, and the Danube basin; and since 
Russia and the Danube countries together 

shipped much more wheat in 1930-31 than 
in other years, there was in Broomhall's 
figures more than the usual understatement 
of the total volume of international trade. 

As shown by Charts :H and 3:3, the vol
ume of international trade turned out to 
he fairly large in 1 DilO-:H, though it had 
heen more or less exceeded in two or three 
previous post-war years. The striking in
crease over 1n29-BO reflects mainly the ex
ceptionally small volume in the earlier 
year. 

Broomhall's early forecasts were remark
ably accurate for aggregate shipments 10 
Europe, but the expansion of shipments 10 
ex - Europe, under the stimulus of low 
prices, led him, beginning on February 1, 
to make substantial increases in his fore
casts of these and of the tot aU Our own 
early forecast, and that of the Interna
tional Institute of Agriculture, were closer 
to the truth as to the total, but we over
estimated Europe's takings and under
estimated ex-Europe's.2 It was heavy ship
ments to ex-European countries, made pos
sible mainly by very low prices, that caused 
the total trade to be fairly heavy in the face 
of continued and intensified restrictions 
upon imports in several European imporl
ing countries. 

In the absence of such restrictions, even 
with world wheat supplies as large as they 
proved to be, world wheat prices would 
probably not have fallen quite so far; ex
Europe presumably would have taken less, 
Europe considerably more; and probahly 
the total trade would have approached 
more closely the record volume of 1928-2n. 
However, three of the major factors thai 
caused the volume of trade to be exception
ally large in 1928-29 were diff eren t in 1 U:lO
:H. In the fil'st place, expectations that the 
next crop would be smaller and pric('s 
higher were more confidently held ill the 
earlier year. In the second place, the gCll
eral economic situation in 1928-2U, in COI1-

trast to that of 1930-31, was such as to 
favor liberal consumption of wheat and 
building up of stocks of imported wheal. 
Third, the rye and feed grain supplies 
available to European countries were 110-

I Sec Appendix Tallie XVI. 
2 WHM'l' STunms, August 1!J:Hl, VI, ,110-11. 
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lably smaller in 1928-2H and grain price 
relationships tended to encourage a more 
extensive suhstitution of wheat for other 
cereals in that year. Thus, even if wheat 
and flour had heen as free to flow in 1930-
:n as in 1!J28-29, the expansion of trade 
would have heen held somewhat in check 
hy limitations of purchasing power, and hy 
desires of importers to hold down inven
tories in the face of assured continuance of 
liberal wheat supplies. 

SOUI\CES 01' EXPOHTS 

The distribution of net exports, accord
ing to sources, as shown in Chart 33, re
veals several striking features of the trade 
in 1930-31. 

Most notahle was the large volume 
shipped by the group of countries that 
had hitherto ranked as minor exporters. 
Largely because of Russia's heavy contri
bution, now officially reported as 111 mil
lion bushels in July-June (and presumably 
somewhat larger in August-July), the total 
for Ihis group was by far the largest of any 
year since the war. Russia alone exported 
in 1930-31 more than all of these countries 
combined had exported in any previous 
post-war year. As discussed elsewhere, this 
was the result of big Russian crops, par
ticularly of wheat. 

Roumania and Bulgaria also exported 
post-war record quantities out of big crops. 
The four Danubian exporting countries, in 
the aggregate, exported about as much as 
in 1925-26 and 1926-27, when world prices 
were far more attractive; but the 1930-31 
total did not reach the high level of 1929-30. 
As in 1!J28-29, an unusually large propor
tion of the potential exportable surplus was 
kept at home, and consumed or carried for
ward. 

Poland, usually a net importer of wheat, 
was a net exporter in 1930-31. Her net ex
ports, 4.4 million bushels, appear small in 
the light of her big crop, the trend of her 
home requirements, and the export hounty 
that she maintained. 

Net exports of Algeria, Tunis, and Mo
rocco, shipped almost wholly to France, 
l~ggregated 18 million bushels. Exports 
I rom these countries were undoubtedlv 
stimulated by the special privilege of fre~ 

entry into France, where wheat prices were 
kept high by tariff duties and milling re
strictions upon the use of foreign wheats. 
It is probable that part of the wheat ex
ported from northern Africa in 19:30-:31 was 
drawn from stocks of old wheat carried 
over from 1929-30, when availahle supplies 
were larger and exports smaller, and that 
part was drawn from the strikingly large 
crops harvested in the spring of 1 !):H. 

The great bulk of the shipments by Rus
sia and the minor exporting countries was 
made, as reflected imperfectly in shipments 
data shown in Chart 34, in August-Decem-

CIIAIIT 34.-SHII'MENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUII 
FHOM MINOII EXPOIITING COUNTIIIES, 'WEEKLY, 
1929-30 AND 1930-31, AND AVEHAGE, 1921-22 TO 
1930-31* 
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bel' 1930. Roumania, Hungary, and Algeria 
all shipped relatively large quantities dur
ing these months, but the big Russian move
ment dominates the picture. As usual in 
pre-war years, the peak of the Russian 
movement was reached in mid-November; 
but the decline in the winter was greater, 
and the rise in the spring was less, in 1930-
31 than was common before the war. The 
unexpectedly huge outpouring of Russian 
wheat, much of it. shipped on consignment 
to await buyers in western European ports, 
was naturally an outstanding factor in de
termining the course of international trade 
and world wheat prices in 1!l30-31. 

It is striking that India, after harvesting 
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in 1930 a crop of record size, far in excess 
of her usual domestic use, actually im
ported in 1930-31 about 5 million bushels 
net. It is the more surprising because rail
way rates on wheat were reduced during 
the winter to stimulate exports and domes
tic consumption, a high import duty was 
imposed in March 1931, and another big 
crop was harvested in the spring of 1931. 
The extremely low prices prevailing in 
world markets effectually discouraged ex
ports, and led to such holding in the wheat
growing sections of India that cheap Aus
tralian wheat was able to compete in large 
cities readily reached by import wheats. 

Net exports of the four countries that 
have been major exporters ever since the 
war were smaller, in the aggregate, than 
in any other post-war year except 1925-26 
and 1929-30 (see Chart 33, p. 110). In spite 
of abundant supplies, the competition in 
the export market was so severe that Can
ada, and the United States in greater de
gree, let stocks accumulate rather than 
meet the competition abroad. Consequently 
North America's contribution to the export 
trade was not much larger than in 1929-30, 
and was a smaller fraction of the total 
than in any previous post-war year. 

Argentina's share in the world wheat 
trade of 1930-31 was moderately small. 
Moreover, in relation to the supplies avail
able in Argentina during the course of the 
year, Argentine exports were smaller than 
in any post-war year except 1925-26, when 
the quality of the Argentine crop was no
tably poor. During August-January Argen
tina was not in a position to export much 
wheat; her stocks of old-crop wheat were 
not large, and heavy rains in December and 
January somewhat delayed the harvesting 
and the marketing of the new crop. The 
effect of these and other factors upon the 
Argentine export movement in 1930-31 is 
apparent in Chart 35 (lower section). Dur
ing February-March exports continued be
low average: in these months Argentine 
exchange, though low, steadily appreciated, 
and wheat traders in that country showed 
little inclination to press their wheat upon 
the international market as they had done 
in some earlier periods, notably 1929. Ex
ports in April-June were, contrary to the 
usual seasonal movement, considerably 

higher than in February-March; and for 
the first time in at least a decade the peak 
of the Argentine export movement came ill 
.Tune. The spring increase in shipments was 
in response to the increase in European 
demand, a depreciation in the Argentine 
exchange tending somewhat to facilitate 
exports. 

CHART 35.-AuSTIIALIAN AND ARGENTINE NET Ex
POHTS OF WHEAT AND FUlUlI, MONTHLY, 1929-
30 AND 1930-31, AND AVEIIAGE, 1921-22 TO 
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Australia's net exports of 152 million 
bushels were larger than in any previous 
post-war year. Large stocks remained on 
August 1, 1930, and in December-January 
a record crop was harvested. In view of the 
supplies thus made available the export 
movement was not surprisingly large; in
deed, there are some indications that the 
stocks on hand at the end of the interna
tional crop year were larger than at the be
ginning. Nevertheless, the great bulk of the 
Australian surplus was pressed into export, 
and an unusually large amount, of the 
lower grades particularly, found a market 
in China. Australia's flour exports were also 
larger than usual, but did not constitute a 
high percentage of the total exports. The 
export movement from Australia may have 
been somewhat facilitated by the relatively 
low value of Australian exchange; but on 
the basis of historical evidence it seems 
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reasonable to believe that the Australian 
surplus would have been pushed into in
ternational trade at a rapid rate in 1930-31 
even if the exchange had remained stable. 
Chart 35 (upper section) shows the sea
sonal course of Australian exports. The 
export movement was heavier than usual 
throughout the entire year: in August-De
cember, because stocks of old-crop wheat 
were abundant; in January-July, because 

than to the Canadian Pool; this is in marked 
contrast to the situation in 192fJ-30. Cana
dian exports of flour, equivalent to some 
30 million bushels of wheat in 19:30-31, 
were the smallest within a decade. 

Chart 36, showing the course of North 
American shipments in 1930-31, with com-

CHAHT 37.-UNITED STATES AND CANADIAN NET 
EXPOHTS OF WHEAT ANI) FLOUII, MONTHLY, 
1929-30 AND 1930-31, AND AVEIIAGE, 1921-22 TO 
1929-30* the new crop was of record size, and the 

ex-European demand for wheat unusually 
large. The April peak in exports (the first 40 

one in at least ten years) and the unusually 
high level of exports during May-July re- 30 

flected not, as in the case of Argentina, a 
notable increase and maintenance of Euro
pean demand, but mainly an increase and 20 

maintenance of ex-European demand. 
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United States exports are given separate 
consideration below. Canada's net exports 
of 258 million, small in absolute amount as 
compared with most other years of the 
decade, were also small in proportion to 
world net exports, and to total supplies 
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av.aila~le in Canada in 1930-31. Although 
thIS eVIdence suggests that large quantities 
of C~nadian wheat were apparently held 
for hIgher prices, the holding has been gen
erally ascribed to private individuals rather 
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parisons, reflects chiefly the heavy move
ment of old-crop Canadian wheat, and a 
liberal movement of United States wheat, 
in July-August 1930. The onset of the Rus
sian movement and the damage to the corn 
crop in the United States led to notable 
shifts in price relationships between North 
American and foreign markets. This led in 
turn to a sharp decline in United States 
exports and, after September, to a marked 
reduction in Canadian exports below their 
usual course, as broadly shown by net ex
port data in Chart 37. As Russian ship-
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ments rose, North American shipments de
clined. The usual October-November peak, 
caused mainly by heavy shipments of new
crop Canadian wheat, failed to appear; 
Canada's net exports were only slightly 
higher in November than in September and 
October. 

Quite strikingly, the August - December 
decline in world wheat prices (see Chart 
18, p. 85) was broadly paralleled by a de
cline in North American shipments, and 
during January-April the export move
ment was maintained at an unusually low 
level while prices fluctuated within nar
row limits. From November onward, un
der the influence of stabilization operations, 
United States exports were very light, 
though toward the end of the year the net 
export figures were swelled by shifts of 
wheat into Canada for storage. Partly sup
ported by relative bullishness of North 
American speculators, but also by increas
ingly adverse prospects for the Canadian 
crop of 1931, Liverpool- Winnipeg price 
spreads were unusually narrow in J anu
ary-July; at times Winnipeg futures, rep
resenting No.1 Manitoba, even sold above 
Liverpool futures. A striking increase in 
Canadian and North American shipments 
occurred late in April, extending through 
May: this was due to the opening of navi
gation and to the temporary increase in 
European demand. In July, North Ameri
can as well as Canadian shipments declined 
to levels well below average. 

UNITED STATES EXPORTS 

United States net exports (in August
July, including shipments to possessions) 
were only 116 million bushels. Since before 
the war, the total had been smaller only in 
1925-26.1 With adjustment for changes in 
stocks of United States wheat in Canada, 
the figure for 1930-31 becomes 97 million 
bushels, even smaller than a corresponding 
figure for 1925-26. JUly-June net exports 
(again including shipments to possessions) 
were 115 million bushels as compared with 
95 million in 1925-26;2 adjusted for changes 
in stocks of United States wheat in Canada, 
the figures were 104 and 97 million bushels 
respectively. In 1925-26, however, the car
ryover plus a very short crop made total 

available supplies exceptionally low. In 
1930-31, on the other hand, United States 
wheat supplies were the largest in history." 
Under conditions favorable for exporting, 
net exports would certainly have been high. 

In fact, exports were greatly restricted, 
and imports for milling in bond stimu
lated,4 in consequence of the high level of 
prices in the United States in relation to 
c.i.f. prices in importing countries. During 
the period from mid-November till early 
June prices were maintained on such a 
level that ordinary commercial exports, ex
cept of flour milled in bond from Canadian 
wheat, were almost impossible. The Chi
cago market was above Liverpool. Even 
before stabilization operations were under
taken in large volume, except in July 1930, 
United States wheat prices were relatively 
too high to permit liberal exports. This 
must be attributed not only to some (un
announced) purchases authorized by the 
Farm Board, but also to holding by farm
ers and traders, and bullishness among 
American speculators, particularly after se
rious drought damage to the corn crop was 
widely realized in August. In J une-J uly 
1931, after stabilization purchases were 
ended, heavy price declines in the United 
States did not go far enough, as prices 
abroad also fell, to permit liberal commer
cial exports. 

Of the gross exports from the United 
States in the period December - June, a 
large fraction represented wheat grain ex
ported by the Grain Stabilization Corpora
tion or sold by it to exporters or to export 
millers at prices that would permit expor
tation as grain or as flour. 5 Of the total for 
this period, 50 million bushels, 10.6 million 
represented not true exports, but increase 

1 See Appendix Tables XXIV and XXI. 
2 See Appendix Table XX. 
" See Appendix Table XLI. 
4 Around the end of the year the decline of prices 

in Canada went so far as to threaten imports to this 
country over the duty of 42 cents a bushel. Chairman 
Legge of the Federal Farm Board suggested that an 
embargo might be necessary to prevent such impor
tations and to support stabilization operations. Hear
ings were held in January on the Burtness hill, which 
provided for such an embargo on several agricultural 
products. The danger vanished as Canadian price~ 
recovered, and Congress too]( no action on the hill. 
See Appendix Table XV. 

" See helow, p. 157. 
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in stocks of United States grain in Canada. 
Probably around an equal amount repre
sented exports of flour milled in bond from 
Canadian wheat. Ordinary commercial ex
ports in this period must have been very 
limited, and confined chiefly to out-of-po
sition wheat, low-grade flour, and deliveries 
on older contracts. 

Exports of all classes of wheat grain 
were unusually low in 1930-31; but exports 
of durum wheat were relatively lower as 
compared with other years than were ex
ports of the other classes, particularly hard 
red winter.l The United States crop of 
durum wheat was moderately small in 
1930; but the low exports are probably to 
be attributed mainly to a restricted im
port demand for durum wheat. 

DISTRIBUTION OF IMPORTS 

European wheat imports were moder
ately low in 1930-31, as compared with 
most of the recent post-war years; but ship
ments of wheat to ex-European countries 
were larger than ever before except in 
1928-29 and perhaps in 1923-24.2 This is 
clearly indicated by Chart 31 (p. lOS) and 
the tabulation below, representing ship
ments as reported by Broomhall, expressed 
in million bushels: 

August-July To Europe To ex-Europe 
1921-22 ............ 547 100 
1922-23 ............ 586 90 
1923-24 ........... . 626" 149" 
1924-25 ............ 640 76 
1925-26 ............ 532 135 
1926-27 ............ 683 132 
1927-28 ............ 662 131 
1928-29 ............ 703" 225" 
1929-30 ............ 483 130 
1930-31 ............ 608 179 

"Fifty-three weeks. 

The seasonal course of shipments to Eu
rope in 1930-31, with comparisons, is 
shown in the upper section of Chart 3S. 

1 See Appendix Table XVIII. 
.2 Broomhall's figures indicate considerably larger 

Slllpments to ex-Europe in 1930-31 than in 1923-24; 
hut net export data (see Appendix Tables XXVII and 
XXVIII) suggest that his reports of ex-European ship
mcnts were probably less complete in the earlier 
years, ?nd that ex-European takings may have been 
largcr III 1923-24 than in 1930-31. 

~ Sec Chart 57, p. 143. 

Shipments were well above average from 
mid-July to mid-November. In the first few 
weeks, this presumably reflected liberal 
European demand (before new - crop do
mestic wheat was freely available) for 
cheap wheat offered freely by Canada, the 
United States, and Australia. In Septem
ber-November, however, the high level re
flected mainly the forcing of export wheats 

CHAin 38.-SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUfI TO 
EUIIOPE AND TO Ex-EuHOPE, WEEKLY, 1929-30 
AND 1930-31, AND AVEflAGE, 1921-22 TO 1930-
31* 
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into the European market, notably by Rus
sia. The result was to pile up stocks, some 
unsold, in European ports.3 Partly for this 
reason the seasonal decline of shipments 
in November-December began earlier than 
usual and was uncommonly precipitous, 
but other important factors contributed: a 
marked reduction in Russian shipments, 
continued declines in North American ship
ments as lake navigation closed in Canada 
and stabilization operations checked ex
ports from the United States, and the end 
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of the crop year in the Southern Hemi
sphere, all coincided. 

The rise early in H)31 was unusually 
marked, mainly because shipments had de
clined to such a strikingly low point in De
cember, and because the record Australian 
crop began to move in large volume in 
January. NeverLheless, European takings 
continued below average throughout Janu
ary-March. The high peak in May reflects 
a substantial increase in European de
mand, as stocks of domestic and import 
wheat became scarce and as milling regu
lations, and to some exLent tariff restric
tions, were relaxed. But in July shipments 
were again below average. 

The curve of shipments to ex-Europe, 
also shown on Chart ~38, is likewise strik
ing. From low levels in July, shipmen ts 
rose somewhat more rapidly than usual as 
world wheat prices declined in August
November; and in December-January, with 
the decline of wheat prices to new low 
levels and wi th the appearance of the new 
Australian crop, shipments increased even 
more markedly. They fluctuated on a fairly 
high level through the rest of the year, as 
world prices fluctuated on an extremely 
low level; and the downward drift was no
ticeably less marked than is the rule. The 
curve lends support to the theory that the 
demand for wheat in ex-European coun
tries, more particularly in the Orient, is re
sponsive to price. 

EUROPEAN IMPORTS 

Shipments of wheat and flour to Europe, 
as indicated by Broomhall's figures cited 
above (p. 115, and Chart ;31, p. 1(8), were a 
little over 600 million bushels, considerably 
smaller than four of the preceding six 
years, but considerably larger than in the 
other years of the past decade, including 
192U-30. Net import data, summarized by 
groups of countries in Chart 39, broadly tell 
the same story. Further details are pre
sented in Table 2. 

Net imports of the British Isles were 
above average; indeed, larger than in any 
other year since the war. Since the wheat 
crop of the British Isles was the smallest in 
a decade, it may not appear surprising that 
British imports were larger than usual; 

however, a study of past years suggests that 
British imports do not consistently vary 
with variations in domestic crops. The sum 
of crop and net imports in 19:Hl-31 had 
heen roughly equaled or exceeded in three 
of the preceding ten years. 1 As in those 

CIIAHT 39.--EUHOI'EAN NET IMPoHTS OF WHEAT 
ANI> FLOUH, 1921-22 TO 1930 31* 

(Millioll IJIlsllels) 

600,---------- -----------------,800 

Germany,France and Italy 
----------------1700 

• Data from Appendix Table XXIV. Net imports of 
Portugal excluded. 

years, there may have been some increasc 
in consumption and some increase in 
stocks, but not much, either absolutely or 
relatively. 

Germany, France, and Italy, which con
stitute a group of countries whose imports 
average large but vary greatly from year to 
year, had net imports much larger than in 
1929-30 but much smaller than in any of 
the three years preceding. It is worthy of 
note that whereas the aggregate wheat 
crop of Germany, France, and Italy was 17 
million bushels smaller in 1930 than the 
average of the three years 1926 to 1928, nct 
imports of these countries in 19:~0-31 to
taled 64 million bushels less than the aver
age in 1926-27 to 1928-29. Low imports by 
these three countries-particularly Ger-

1 Scc Appcndix Table XXXVI. 
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many and France-appear the chief ex
planation for the failure of Europe's net 
imports and total international imports to 
reach higher levels in 1930-31. Large carry
overs of old-crop wheat (notahly in France), 
unfavorable economic conditions, high 
tariffs, milling regulations, and other gov
ernmental measures were primarily respon
sible. 

TABLE 2.-EUHOI'EAN NET IMI'OHTS ANNUALLY 
FIIOM AUGUST-JULY 1!.l25-27* 

(Million bushels) 

country 1'1V2G--27 1927-28 1928-21) 1020-:JO 1980-31 
--_ .. _------ ----------

British Isles ...... 2:37.2 2:32.2 219.:3 22:3.8 245.4 

Italy ............ 8G.6 87.7 87.4 42.0 81.2 
Franee .......... 8:J.G 42.5 66.6 5.5 52.1 
(;l'rlllany ........ 91.8 88.5 77.6 47.5 :31.2 

Belgium ......... :39.5 41.8 41.9 42.4 4G.7 
Netherlands ...... 28.5 :31.0 :30.0 :30.6 35.4 
Denmark ........ 7.2 11.0 16.7 8.0 11.8 
Norway ......... 6.2 6.8 9.2 7.0 8.5 
Switzerland ...... 16.:3 18.4 16.6 16.0 18.5 
Grcece .......... 19.4 19.5 22.2 21.7 24.1 

Poland .......... 8.1 8.6 2.5 ( .2) (4.4) 
Spain ........... (1.0) 2.9 17.2 3.4 ( .2) 

Austria .......... 16.9 16.5 14.6 1!.l.6 16.1 
Sweden .......... 6.0 8.4 8.0 7.3 4.9 
Czccho-Slovakia .. 20.1 21.4 17.4 13.7 17.6 
Finland ......... 5.1 6.0 6.9 5.9 5.1 
Latvia ........... 1.7 1.5 3.0 2.5 1.5 
Estonia .......... .9 1.1 1.2 1.2 .8 

Total" ......... 675.1 645.8 658.3 498.1 610.9 

• Datu sUJnnlnrized from Appendix Tahle XXIV, p. 184. 
Parentheses indicate net exports. 

" Net imports into net importing cOllntries. 

The rest of importing Europe had net 
imports larger in 1930-31 than in any post
war year except 1927-28 and 1928-29. The 
factors at work varied greatly from coun
try to country, and detailed consideration 
of each seems hardly feasible or indeed 
warranted at this point. A few comments, 
however, may be significant. 

Six small countries of Continental Eu
rope had liberal or large net imports and 
total supplies in 1930-31. These are Bel
~iu!n, the Netherlands, Denmark, Norway, 
SWItzerland, and Greece. The first five of 
these admit wheat duty-free, or practically 
so, and the Greek duty is not large. Each 

of them except Denmark imports net con
siderably more wheat than it produces. Net 
imports of the six countries averaged about 
120 million bushels a year in 1~)25-:30, while 
their aggregate wheat crops averaged about 
50 million.1 Norway and Switzerland con
trol imports, and Norway controls flour 
production, in order to maintain favorable 
prices to domestic wheat growers; Belgium 
and the Netherlands have just recently 
adopted milling regulations with the same 
object.2 Greece imposed a quota law, re
quiring 10 per cent native wheat, in De
cember; but this was suspended in April. 
With these exceptions, milling has been 
free from control. In Belgium, Holland, 
and Denmark, at least, flour and bread are 
cheap and good. Wheat consumption has 
been tending upward in all of the countries, 
most notably in Norway, Denmark, the 
Netherlands, and Greece; and net imports 
have risen too. 

Under these circumstances, liberal or 
large net imports and total supplies in 
1930-31 are not surprising. Belgium's net 
imports may overstate the fact, for it is 
reported that bread has been "bootlegged" 
over the border into France. Feed use of 
cheap wheat was perhaps liberal in Den
mark, and in the Netherlands. Several of 
these countries, notably Greece, probably 
carried over larger stocks than usual. 

Poland and Spain, usually small net im
porters of wheat, each had a net export 
balance in 1930-31. Large crops, following 
large crops, were primarily responsible for 
this, for domestic consumption was prob
ably maintained or increased. Net imports 
of the other minor importing countries
Czecho-Slovakia, Austria, Sweden, and the 
small Baltic states-were of moderate size 
in 1930-31 as compared with other recent 
post-war years. Since these countries all 
harvested large wheat crops in 1930, their 
total available supplies were therefore 
larger than in most earlier years. Yet, in 
view of the upward trend of wheat use in 
these countries, and in spite of tariffs, mill
ing regulations, and the like in several, 
neither total supplies nor net imports ap
pear sufficiently unusual to call for special 
comment. 

1 See Appendix Tubles XXIV, 1. 
2 See Appendix A. 
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In Italy in some degree, in France to a 
greater extent, and most notably in Ger
many, governmental policies were impor
tant in re~tricting the volume of supplies 
and net imports, and in influencing the 
course of imports. 

Despite notably low international wheat 
prices, and the smallest French crop in a 
decade, French imports were only mod
erately large in 1930--31 as compared with 
other post-war years. Under the prevailing 
conditions of supply and price France 
would undoubtedly have imported more 
wheat in 1930--31 if stocks of old-crop 
wheat had been small, rather than large, on 
August 1, 1930; if the import duty on wheat 
had been low, rather than high; and if mill
ing restrictions had been less severe. In 
1929 France harvested a record wheat crop; 
and though imports were small, the carry
over at the end of the season was presum
ably the largest in a decade. During the 
course of 1930-31 stocks were steadily re
duced under governmental pressure in the 
form of a quota law. From August to mid
April French millers were required to grind 
at least 90 per cent domestic wheat; as 
domestic wheat (including wheat from the 
French dependencies of northern Africa) 
became increasingly scarce during April
June, the legal quota was gradually re
duced to 85, 80, 75, and finally 70 per cent. 
These regulations, reinforced by a wheat 
tariff of approximately 85 cents per bushel, 
undoubtedly restricted the importation of 
wheat, and total domestic utilization (crop 
plus net imports) was lower in 1930-31 than 
in any other post-war year. The low do
mestic utilization, however, presumably 
reflected mainly a marked reduction in 
year-end stocks rather than a striking de
cline in wheat consumption.1 

German imports were notably small in 
1930--31, the smallest in post-war years with 
the exception of 1923-24. Moderately low 
imports were to be expected, if for no other 
reason than that Germany produced a large 
wheat crop in 1930; but actual net imports 
appear surprisingly small even if the size 
of the crop be taken into account. In 1928 

J See p. 130. 
" See p. 132. 
" See Appendix A, p. IS!). 
-I See p. 1 ill. 

a larger and an appreciably better wheat 
crop was harvested, yet net imports in 
1928-29 were 46 million bushels higher 
than in 1930-31. The smaller imports in 
the latter year are to be attributed mainly 
to governmental restrictions on milling, 
consumption, and trade, and to unfavor
able economic conditions. With wheat 
prices maintained at a high level in Ger
many (in the face of low international 
prices) by means of a high tariff, and of a 
strict quota law requiring the use of 50 to 
80 per cent domestic wheat, and with busi
ness greatly depressed and unemployment 
widespread, there was considerable incen
tive for many German families to substi
tute lower-priced foods, especially rye 
bread and potatoes, for bread and pastries 
made wholly of wheat. 2 Moreover, substi
tution of rye and potatoes for wheat was 
encouraged by direct legislation affecting 
the baking and sale of wheat and rye 
breads.3 As a result, consumption of wheat 
was presumably lower in 1930--31 than in 
any of the preceding four or perhaps five 
years. 

Italian net imports may be described as 
moderately low in 1930--31; they had been 
lower in only three other post-war years. 
To a large extent the small imports of the 
past year are attributable to fairly abun
dant supplies of domestic wheat. The wheat 
crop of 1930 was moderately large and the 
inward carryover probably ranked as one 
of the largest of post-war years. Yet with 
net imports as low as reported, total wheat 
supplies were probably not large enough 
to allow per capita consumption to be 
maintained at as high a level as in the pre
ceding few years. Since there is some basis 
for supposing that per capita consumption 
has been tending slightly downward since 
1927-28,4 the decline in 1930-31 may repre
sent merely a continuation of this general 
tendency. Italy did not enforce a quota law 
until July 1931; but imports were probably 
restricted throughout the season by a tariff 
of 87 cents per bushel on wheat, and a rela
tively higher tariff on wheat flour. 

Chart 40 shows the seasonal course of net 
imports into each of the four principal Eu
ropean importing countries in 1930--31 as 
compared with 1929-30 and with the aver
age for the preceding seven years. In the 
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CHAHT 40.-NET IMPORTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUH 
INTO PHINCIPAL EUROPEAN IMPORTING COUN
THIES, MONTHLY, 1929-30 AND 1930-31, AND 

AVERAGE, 1923-24 TO 1929-30* 
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fall and winter of 1930 British and Italian 
markets absorbed the major pact of the 
Russian surplus: imports into the British 
Isles were notably high in September-De
cember; imports into Italy notably high in 
September-November. French and Ger
man imports were less affected. France 
imposed, in October, a license system de
signed to restrict Russian imports; and in 
the same month Germany raised her tariff 
on wheat to an almost prohibitive figure 
(~1. 62 per bushel). From January to May 
French and Italian imports followed a 
fairly normal course; but British imports 
were strikingly low in January-February 
while the large stocks built up in the pre
ceding months were being reduced, and 
German imports did not show their usual 
seasonal increase in April-May despite a 
considerable relaxation in the German 
quota law at the beginning of April. In 
June a marked increase in imports occurred 
in all of the countries except the British 
Isles; this presumably reflected a depletion 
of wheat stocks and some relaxation in 
milling and tariff regulations.! In July 
French and British imports rose to strik
ingly high levels, while German imports 
remained below average, and Italian im
ports declined from an unusually high 
figure in June to a notably low figure (the 
lowest in at least eight years) in July. 
French imports were large partly because 
of relaxed milling regulations, partly be
cause of large shipments of wheat from 
northern Africa. In the British Isles the 
large July takings reflected on the one hand 
an inclination of importers to take advan
tage of the prevailing low prices to build 
up stocks, and on the other hand a diver
sion to English markets of some of the 
large "orders" shipments made by export
ing countries in May-June. The decline in 
Italian imports between June and JUly 1931 
was larger than in any of the preceding 
seven years; this presumably was the re
sult of the stringent quota law which be
came effective July 2. 

SHIPMENTS TO Ex-EuROPEAN COUNTRIES 

Comparative statistics of shipments to 
countries outside of Europe, available for 

1 See Appendix A, pp. 171-73. 
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the past five years, are shown by broad 
subdivisions in Chart 41. It will be noted 
that in totals and sub-totals, three of the 
five years were broadly similar in this re
spect, while 1930-31 stands midway between 
these years of smaller trade volume, and 

CHART 41.-])ISTRIBUTION OF SHIPMENTS OF 
WHEAT AND FLOUR TO Ex-EuIIOPE, 1926-27 

TO 1930-31 * 
(Million bushels) 

.-------------------------------,250 
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J---------r-F-I I 50 
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o 

* Data from Appendix Table XXIII. "Other conntries" 
IncI ude Egypt, North and South Africa, Chile, India, Syria, 
Peru, Palestine, and New Zealand. 

1928-29, the year of maximum trade. The 
most striking difference between 1928-29 
and 1930-31 lies in shipments to the group 
labeled "Others," which includes occasional 
net importers such as India. The difference 
is due chiefly to the fact that shipments to 
India were about 17 million bushels smaller 
in 1930-31, and shipments to Egypt about 
7 million smaller. Shipments to Brazil and 
to a group of countries here labeled "Cen
tral America" (though including also Vene
zuela, the West Indies, and the Dutch East 
Indies), werc about as usual in 1930-31, and 
about 15 million bushels less than in 1928-
29. Shipments to China and Japan, by con
trast, were about as large in 1930-31 as in 
1928-29, and much larger than in the other 
three years. Japan's net imports, of 18 mil-

lion bushels, were about like those of 1928-
29, but they had been considerably larger 
in three of the five years preceding 1926-
27.1 China's net imports (chiefly wheat and 
flour from North America and Australia, 
and flour from Japan) amounted to some 
54 million bushels2-presumably larger 
than in 1928-29, and certainly larger than 
in any other recent year except 1923-24. It 
was China's large takings that were chiefly 
responsible, in 1930-31, for the high world 
shipments to ex-Europe. 

China's large imports are not to be ex
plained on grounds of small crops of wheat 
in China. While comparable crop statistics 
are not available, there is strong reason to 
believe that China's wheat crop in 1930 was 
a fairly large one, certainly larger than in 
1929. Rice and other food crops, too, ap
pear to have been relatively abundant. Do
mestic wheat prices, in terms of gold, were 
low in China, not high, in 1930-31. Nor can 
the movement be explained by reference to 
silver prices. In the early part of the crop 
year, Chinese exchange (on a silver basis) 
was relatively firm; but late in 1930 it be
gan to decline and fell (with silver) to new 
low levels early in 1931; after a slight re
covery it remained low for the rest of the 
season. 3 Yet shipments to the Orient, as 
broadly reflected in total shipments to ex
Europe (see Chart 38, p. 115), rose as silver 
fell, and remained on fairly high levels 
while the exchange fluctuated on a low 
level. 

The primary reason for China's heavy 
imports was the extreme cheapness of im
port wheats, and especially of the poorer 
qualities of Australian wheats, that pre
vailed especially in December-June 1930-
31. Because of this fact, in spite of contrary 
factors, import wheats (notably from Aus
tralia) were freely ground in Chinese mills, 

J See Appendix Table XXIV. 

~ Net import data are not available for China 011 a 
crop year basis. The statement given is based largely 
on export statistics given in Appendix Table XXVII. 

3 During 1930-31 monthly average exchange rates 
in New York on Shanghai were as follows in Ameri
can cents per tael: 

August ....... 38.5 February ..... 29.0 
Septcmher .... 39.7 March ........ 31.(; 
October ..... ; 39.1 April ......... 31.1 
N ovcmber .... 38.8 May .......... 30.3 
December .... 35.7 June ......... 29.6 
January ...... 31.8 July ......... 31.0 
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and imported flours competed effectively 
with flour produced from Chinese wheat. 
Somewhat the same situation obtained in 
1923-24, when large quantities of low-grade 
wheat were exported to China from the 
United States, and in 1928-29, when Canada 

supplied low-grade wheat and flour at very 
low prices. The inference is clear that 
China can and will serve to relieve a wheat 
surplus situation in a material degree, hut 
only at prices hitherto regarded as unsatis
factory to exporting countries. 

IV. WHEAT CONSUMPTION IN 1930-31 

World wheat consumption almost cer
tainly attained a record high level in 1930-
31. Reliable evidence so indicates for the 
world exclusive of Russia and China. In
cluding Russia, consumption for food, feed, 
and seed waspresumahly even more strik
ingly high by comparison with earlier years. 
Such limited information as is available 
for China's crop and imports suggests that 
consumption there was also large, though 
no one can say how it compared with other 
years of large consumption. Yet consump
tion in the importing countries of Europe 
was prohably no higher than in 1928-29, if 
as high. 

In comparison with 1929-30, aggregate 
consumption in 1930-31 presumably ex
panded most notably in the United States, 
Canada, India, and Russia. In the United 
States and Canada, it was the feed use of 
wheat that was strikingly large; in India 
and Russia, presumably the use of wheat 
for food. Expansion of consumption in 
these four countries and in some others 
where it was less striking must substan
tially have exceeded reductions that oc
curred in Germany and to a lesser degree 
in France. In Europe ex-Russia as a whole, 
it is altogether probable that consumption 
of wheat has increased but little since 1928-
29. The incentives to use wheat for feed 
were stronger in 1928-29 than in 1929-30 or 
1930--31, and in hoth 1928-29 and 1929-30 
governmental measures tending to restrict 
consumption were much less in evidence 
than they were in 1930--31. 

The record world wheat crop (excluding 
China) of 1930 was probahly used to a 
g:eater degree for consumption than the 
bIg crop of 1928, from which such burden
some stocks were accumulated. In part this 
re.sult sprang from the geographical dis
trIbution of world production, much more 
wheat being produced in 1930 in India and 
RUssia, where consumption is presumably 

rather elastic. In part it was traceahle to 
the accident of a short corn crop in the 
United States in 1930, which provided a 
major incentive for heavier feeding of 
wheat to animals in this country. In part it 
was due to very low wheat prices, both 
absolutely and relatively. Trade statistics 
indicate that consumption of imported 
wheat must have been heavy in ex-Euro
pean wheat importing countries in the ag
gregate, and most strikingly so in China. 
Growth of population also played a part, 
but not a major one. Despite heavy con
sumption in 1930--31, however, stocks in the 
aggregate were built up to record levels in 
the course of the year, though the increase 
was by no means so large as in 1928-29. 
Stocks had been somewhat reduced in 
1929-30, a year of shorter crops and smaller 
consumption. 

The whole subject of wheat consumption 
is greatly in need of clarification. In retro
spect there is no doubt that erroneous as
sumptions as to consumption in 1928-29 
contributed heavily to misjudgments that 
were in part responsible for declines in 
wheat prices during the past two years. 
Efforts to work out solutions of the world 
wheat problem call for better understand
ing of consumption facts and factors. For 
these reasons, though the path of the in
vestigation is beset with many obstacles in 
this field, we have undertaken to set forth, 
at some length and with some perspective, 
a tentative appraisal of the regional con
sumption of wheat in 1930-31. We do not 
possess what is needed, a consumption in
dex for wheat. 

UNITED STATES 

Domestic disappearance of wheat in the 
United States was exceptionally large in 
1930--31, undoubtedly reaching a record 
level. A remarkable increase in the amount 
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of wheat fed to livestock, on farms of 
wheat growers and elsewhere, more than 
ofl'set reductions in seed use and in mill 
grindings retained for domestic use. Flour 
consumption may not have been reduced 
much, if indeed at all, hut part of what was 
consumed was obtained hy drafts on flour 
stocks, and there was a notable expansion 
in the use of self-rising and low-grade 
flours. 

Really satisfactory comparative statistics 
on domestic disposition of wheat for food, 
and more especially for feed, as well as for 
the minor items of waste and industrial use, 
are not available. The curves in Chart 12, 

ClJAnT 42.-UNITED STATES WHEAT CONSUMPTION 
IN ITS I'HJNCIPAL CATEGOHlES, FHOM 
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• Data plotted in curves A, D, and E as descrlhed ill 
Appendix Table XLI. Figures of curve B represent our esti
mates of total consumption of wheat for food, computed 
from population estimates, with pr'r capita consumptIon 
constant at .9 of a barrel of 11our, and adjusted ofllcial 
ratios of extraction. Figures of curve C are total mill grind
ings as reported in the monthly reports of the flure"'l of the 
Census, minus net exports and shiprnents to possessions of 
flour, converted to wheat at 4.7 bushels pH barrel. 

however, provide some background for dis
cussion of the principal categories of do
mestic disappearance. 

Seed requirements for the crop of 1931 
were rather small, some 77.2 million bush
els according to a preliminary official esti-

mate. Variations in seed use (curve D) arc 
usually of comparatively small magnitude. 
They depend chiefly, of course, upon 
changes in acreage sown. The area Sown 
for the crop of 19;n. and the seed use in 
1930-31, were slightly the smallest since 
the war except in 192:~-21. This was chiefly 
the result of a favorahle autumn and win
ter, which made unnecessary the reseeding 
of much winter-killed wheat, and a mate
rial reduction of wheat acreage in the 
spring-wheat belt. 

The three curves in the upper part of 
Chart 42 bear upon the problem of meas
uring the quantities of wheat consumed an
nually for food. Curve C shows, by crop 
years from 192:3-24, the total quantity of 
wheat milled, as reported with varying de
grees of completeness from month to month 
in the monthly reports of the Bureau of the 
Census, minus the quantity of flour (ex
pressed in terms of wheat) exported net 
and shipped to possessions from the United 
States. Curve A represents our best (but 
tentative) estimates of total mill grindings 
minus net exports and shipments of flour 
expressed as wheat; this series may be 
called total mill grindings domestically re
tained. The extent to which the figures 
plotted in curve A exceed the correspond
ing figures plotted in curve C in general 
represents the extent to which the monthly 
census reports of mill grindings appear in
complete. 

Both the reported and the estimated mill 
grindings domestically retained were sub
stantially smaller in 1930-31 than in 1929-
:~O; the estimated mill grindings retained 
domestically, indeed, were smaller than in 
any of the five preceding crop years. This 
was not the result of exceptionally heavy 
net exports and shipments of flour; these 
were, in fact, unusually small. It was rather 
the result of relatively small mill grindings 
of wheat, to make flour both for domestic 
use and for export. The tabulation op
posite, in million bushels, illustrates these 
relationships as between the two crop years 
1929-30 and 1930-~H. 

The net reduction in flour retained-
which we have estimated at 22 million 
bushels - is not large in relation to the 
total; but it is an unusually large reduc
tion, especially in view of the fact that do-
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mestic consumption of flour appears to 
show an upward trend at the rate of around 
7 million bushels of wheat a year. 

Wheat Flour Flour 
ground (~xp()rtsft retained 
for /lour (u" wlH'ut) (as whc'ut) 

Estimated 
1929-30 ........ 573 64 509 
1930-31 ........ 545 58 487 

Change ...... -28 -6 -22 

Reported 
1929-30 ........ 527 64 463 
1930-31 ........ 507 58 449 

Change ...... -20 -6 -14 

"Net exports plus sbipmcnts to Alaslw, Hawaii, Porto 
jlico. 

The reduction in the estimated quantity 
of flour milled and retained for domestic 
use may be accounted for, wholly or in part, 
on two grounds. In the first place, stocks of 
flour were substantially reduced in the 
course of 1930-31. If we combine data on 
flour stocks in certain cities published 
monthly in the Daily Trade Bulletin (Chi
cago) with the census reports on flour 
stocks held by city mills, it appears that be
tween July 1, 1930, and July 1, 1931, flour 
stocks in these positions alone may have 
declined, in wheat equivalent, nearly 18 
million bushels.1 There may well have been 
reduction in the stocks of flour held by 
bakers, and perhaps by retailers and con
sumers, as seems to have been the case in 
1H29-30! 

In the second place, the milling journals 
report relatively heavy grindings of long 
patent and straight flours, and relatively 
small grindings of short patent flour; this 
meant smaller mill grindings to obtain a 
given quantity of flour. There was also 
heavy production of self - rising flours, 

.1 The combined figures, with city mill flour stocks 
I'ulsed roughly to 100 per cent to account for mills not 
l'~porting, and with all flour stocks converted to wheat 
equivalent at 4.7 bushels of wheat per barrel of flour, 
arc as follows, as of July 1 for the last seven years 
in million bushels: ' 

1925 .......... 26.5 1929 .......... 32.8 
1!J26 .......... 21l. 5 1930 .......... 38.6 
1927 .......... 27.7 1931 .......... 20.7 
1928 .......... 27.9 

" See WHEAT STUDIES, December 1930, VII, 107-8. 

"Millfeed prices were relatively high, at some 
country points higher than local wheat prices, pound 
for pound. 

which are on the whole of relatively long 
ex traction. 

In addition, there is reason to suppose 
that rather more wheat was ground into 
flour at custom mills in 1 HBO-31 than in 
other recent years, if only hecause many 
farmers prohably could in this way obtain 
ofl'als for feed use at a reduction of cash 
outlay much to he desired in a year of such 
low wheat prices." Our estimates of wheal 
grindings 'domestically retained, as shown 
in curve C of Chart 42, are made on the 
assumption that the f,1I'indings in custom 
mills remained constant, and are not ad
justed for changes in flour stocks. 

Thus it seems probable that the quantity 
of flour (as wheat) actually consumed in 
the United States in 1H30-31 must have 
been substantially in excess of the esti
mated quantity of flour (as wheat) milled 
and domestically retained. Estimated do
mestic retention would be larger if account 
could be taken of the grindings of custom 
mills; consumption was satisfied somewhat 
by drafts upon flour stocks. In short, it 
seems reasonable, though satisfactory 
measurement cannot be made of the change 
in flour stocks or of the output of custom 
mills, to suppose that per capita consump
tion of flour was maintained on the level of 
about .9 of a barrel as in earlier years. If 
so, aggregate consumption of whea-t flour in 
terms of wheat in 1930-31 may have been 
the largest in post-war years on account of 
growth of population (see curve B on 
Chart 42). There is no reliable basis for 
inferring that economic depression and 
widespread unemployment in 1930-31 led 
to appreciable change in per capita flour 
consumption. 

Even in the absence of satisfactory sta
tistical measurement, there is no doubt that 
feed use of wheat was extraordinarily 
heavy. Ofllcial estimates are now available 
of the quantities of wheat fed on farms, 
and the quantities involved in farm loss, 
wastage, and shrinkage (sec curve E, Chart 
42). According to these estimates, the com
bined total was some 164 million bushels 
in 1930-31, much the largest figure in a 
decade. Although to include these esti
mates on an equal footing with estimates of 
other items of domestic wheat disappear
ance in a disposition table is to throw some 
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doubt upon the accuracy of ofIicial wheat 
crop estimates in post-war years/ the main 
fact thaL an extraordinarily large quantity 
of wheat was used for feed in Lhe United 
StaLes in 19:30-Bl is hardly to be doubted. 
The corn crop of 1 nilO was a conspicuously 
shorL one; wheat was cheap in relation to 
corn, in several wheat - producing areas 
actually cheaper than corn for several 
months; farmers were advised by various 
agencies to feed wheaL in place of corn, and 
meLhods of feeding were explained; the ex
tremely low price of wheat itself may well 
have induced many farmers to reduce cash 
outlays for commercial feeds hy suhsti
tuting wheat ground or cracked at home. 
Whether or not the figure of 164 million 
hushels closely measures the extent of 
wheat feeding, loss, wastage, and shrinkage 
in 1930-31, its relationship to estimates of 

1 See Appendix Tahle XLI. There it appears that 
the sum of net exports, seed requirements, mill 
grindings domestically retained, utilization on farms 
for feed and waste, and outward carryovers of wheat 
exceeds the availahle supplics (estimated crops plus 
inwan\ caITyovers) in 6 of the past 10 years, yielding 
an average excess of about 6 million bushels pel' 
year. There would also have heen some wheat used 
as feed elsewhere than on farms where grown. 
Unless over the decade stoc]{S have heen built up to 
a degree altogether inconceivahle and at variance with 
the official estimates of stocks, it follows either that 
the crops have on the average (hut not in every year) 
been ofIicially underestimated, or that other items of 
disposition, in the aggregate, were overstated. Sub
stantial inaccuracy of estimation on the whole seems 
morc likely to he present in the estimatcs of crops, 
mill grindings domestically retained, or quantities 
fed and wasted, than in the estimates of net exports, 
seed requirements, or stocks; and in estimates of 
crops and quantities fed and wasted than in the es
timales of mill grindings domestically retained. 

2 As of November 15, 19110, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture estimated, on the basis of reports from 
farmers, feed manufacturers, and commercial poultry
men, that 2116 million hushels of wheat would be fed 
to livestock in 1930-31. Of this, wheat growers stated 
intentions of feeding 182.4 million hushels; other 
farmers, manufacturers, and poultrymen, 53.6 million. 
We have not seen a later estimate of the quantity 
actually fed by this second group. It will he obsel'ved 
that the quantity of 164 million hushels later esti
mated as fed on farms (also farm loss, waste, and 
shrinkage) is below the preliminary estimate. 

3 Including an allowance for wheat fed elsewhere 
than on farms where grown. The sum of net mill 
grindings, seed requirements, and disappearance on 
farms as feed, loss, waste, and shrinkage was 728 mil
lion bushels in 1!J1l0-31. Corresponding figures for 
1923-24 and 1929-1l0 were 649 and 651l million hushels. 
See Appendix Table XLI. 

1 See Mr. C. C. Teague's address of Decemher 8, 
19:30, before the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
Boston, Massachusetts. 

utilization for identical purposes in earlier 
years seems reasonahle in view of the cir
cumstances. One may reasonahly conclude 
that something like two to four times the 
usual amount of wheat was used up in 
these ways in 1930-31. One may SUppose 
that wheat was fed heavily elsewhere than 
on farms where grown, though there are no 
estimates covering this item of disposition." 

Because of the extremely heavy feed use 
of wheat in 1930-31, total domestic disap
pearance was probahly larger than ever be
fore. The aggregate probably exceeded 7!iO 
million bushels. a Actual consumption of 
wheat, including that drawn from flour 
stocks, was probahly 25 to 30 million bush
els more. The total was probably 100 mil
lion bushels larger than in 1929-30, or in 
the earlier year 192:3-24, when feed Use was 
unusually large but human consumption 
requirements smaller. 

Heavy feed use and prospects for its con
tinuance were a major factor in retarding 
declines in United States wheat prices in 
September-October 1930. They were among 
the factors that influenced the Farm 
Board's decision to authorize stabilization 
operations in November 1930.1 The extraor
dinary feed use of wheat certainly facili
tated the maintenance of stabilized prices 
and the operations of the Grain Stabiliza
tion Corporation. Yet it proved insufficient 
to prevent an increase in the carryover, or 
to offset other factors making for declines 
in world wheat prices, or to permit an easy 
transition from stabilized prices at the end 
of the crop year. How far price stabilization 
itself may have kept wheat feeding down 
is maHer for conjecture; such influence as 
it had was presumably in this direction, 
but the open winter was probably also an 
important factor in keeping feed use some
what below the expectations that some en
tertained in the fall of 1930. 

CANADA 

Domestic disappearance of wheat in 
Canada was moderately above average in 
1930-31. Heavy feed use of merchantahle 
wheat more than offset considerable reduc
tions in unmerchantable wheat and dock
age, and smaller (actual) reductions in 
seed use. Available statistical evidence, hy 



WHEAT CONSUMPTION IN lfJ.'30--.31 125 

no means satisfactory for comparisons, is 
summarized in Chart 43. 

C IAII,!, 43.-CANADIAN WHEAT MILLED FOil DOMES
,I TIC FQ(m USE, USED FOH SEI~/), AND UNMER
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The official estimates of wheat milled for 
food are based upon calendar year census 
reports of milling that are complete, and 
upon less complete monthly reports .. These 
suggest that aggregate consumption of 
wheat for food in Canada has tended 
slightly upward, a little irregularly, in the 
past decade, per capita consumption re
maining fairly constant around 4.5 bush
els.1 The official estimate for 1930-31 sug
gests a slight decline of consumption as 
compared with 1929-30; but since the. es
timate is preliminary and may be revI~ed 
upward, it is not safe to infer that a declme 
actually occurred. Statistics of flour I?ro
duced minus flour exported show a slIght 
increase in 1930-31 as compared with 1929-
:10; and there was only a small increase 
(from 851 to 911 thousand barrels) in such 
flour stocks as are reported, those held by 

1 See Mon/My Bulletin of Agricultural Statistics, 
April 1!l:J1, p. 5. 

"See above, p. 123. 
" The preliminary decennial census enumeration of 

Ihe wheat area sown in 1931 is 26,115,726 ~\cres, as 
(\I(ainst the Dominion Bureau's August estimate of 
2'l,897,900. 

1 See above, p. 75. 

mills that report monthly. The total quan
tities of wheat ground and of flour pro
duced in Canada, according to the monlhly 
reports were a trifle larger in 1930-31 than 
in H)29~30, hut were much smaller in both 
of these years than in the preceding seven. 
Grindings in custOl~ mills, which are not 
fully accounted for III the monthly reports, 
were probably relatively large in 1H30-31 
for much the same reasons as in the United 
States.2 If so, 1H30-31 would compare a 
little more favorably with 1H29-30 in re
spect to both total mill grindings and flour 
retained domestically in Canada. 

The actual reduction in seed use in 1H30-
31, as compared with 1929-30, was prob
ably not over 1 or 2 million hushels. T!1e 
standing ofIicial esti~ate of th~ quantll'y 
of seed used for sowmg the 1H31 crop IS 
only 36.5 million bushels, as compa~ed 
with over 44 million in the two precedmg 
years. The 1931 estimate, however, is pre
liminary, and may be revised upward. If 
one applies the factor for seed use per acre 
employed in earlier years 0.75 bushels) to 
the latest estimate of wheat acreage sown 
for the crop of 1931, the resulting figure is 
43.6 million bushels. Application of this 
factor to the decennial enumeration of acre
age sown (preliminary data) in 1931 brings 
the figure for seed use in 1930-~1 to 45.7 
million bushels." The present estImate may 
he near the truth, but if so, the earlier 
figures call for revision downward. 

As is suggested by the lower line on 
Chart 43, the quantity of wheat of unmer
chantable quality and the quantity lost in 
cleaning (dockage) were both strikingly 
small in 1930-31; this was presumably be
cause of the generally favorable harvest 
conditions and the relatively good quality 
of the crop" These estimates also are pre
liminary. 

For the first lime, an official inquiry was 
directed in 1930-31 toward ascertaining the 
quantity of wheat fed to livestock and 
poultry on farms in the course of the year. 
This yielded the very high figure of 40.7 
million bushels. 

It is reasonable to suppose that more 
wheat than usual was fed on Canadian 
farms in 1930-31, for price relations of 
wheat (especially the lower grades) and 
feedstuffs at the farms permitted farmers 
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to save hy feeding wheat instead of selling 
it and huying feedstuffs, much as in the 
United States. Presumahly the small vol
ume of unmerchantable wheat favored in
creased feed use of merchantable wheat. 
In the ahsence of comparable data on feed 
use ill previous years, however, there is 
danger of exaggerating the increase in feed 
use of wheat in 19:~0-31. The ofIicial com
ment upon the estimate of wheat fed on 
farms was that "this factor in disposition 
has heen greatly underestimated in the 
past." If so, several Canadian wheat erops 
since the war must have been underesti
mated to an extent not suggested by dispo
sition data hitherto availahle.1 The appear
ance of the decennial census enumeration 
of acreage sown for the crop of 1931 sug
gests in turn that such underestimation of 
wheat crops as has occurred must have 
heen due largely to underestimation of 
wheat acreage! 

In short, important revisions in estimates 
for 1\)30-31 and several previous years seem 
necessary hefore a reliable appraisal of do
mestic utilization of wheat in Canada can 
be made. Data now available presumably 
suggest too great a reduction in seed use, 
and too great an increase in feed use, in 
1930-:31. 

AHGENTINA AND AUSTHALIA 

Domestic utilization of wheat in Argen
tina and Australia in 1930-31, for food, 
seed, and feed, may be provisionally esti
mated at about the same as in the preced
ing three or four years. Smaller use for 
seed was probably roughly offset by in-

1 See Appendix Table XLII. 
2 In the Montblll Bulletin of Aaricullural Slatistics, 

Augllst 1931, p. 252, the Dominion Bureau suggested 
probable underestimation of the wheat crop of 1930 
by 12.5 to 16.5 million bushels, the difference arising 
from the use of different statistics. If, as we have 
suggested above, the official estimates of seed use and 
human consumption arc later revised upward, under
estimation of the crop may then appear to have been 
perhaps 5-7 million bushels greater. But an under
estimate of Hot far from 20 million bushels could 
perhaps he accounted for solely by underestimate of 
acreage, if the discrepancy between the estimated and 
the enumerated areas of 1931 would likewise have 
appeared in 1930. The new estimate of the quantity 
fed to livestock and poultry is the more readily to be 
I'egarded as accurate if underestimation of the crop 
is accounted for by underestimation of acreage. 

creased feeding of wheat, and food U~e 
probably changed but little. 

Statistical evidence regarding the do
mestic utilization of wheat in Argentina 
and Australia is limited, for the past dec
ade, to official data on flour milled and 
to ofIicial estimates, or estimates thal one 
may set up with some assurance of reli
ability, of the quantities of wheat used for 
seed. OfIicial data specifically applicahle to 
the crop year 19:~O-31 are in no instance 
available. Chart 44 shows for Argentina 

CUAIIT 44.-AHGEN'l'INE WHEAT FLOUH (AS WHEAT) 
MILLED AND DOME~'l'ICALLY HE'I'AINED BY CALEN
DAII YEAHS 1921-31, AND WHEAT USED 1'011 SElm 
BY Cnol' YEARS FIIOM 1921-22* 
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«Tentative estimate. 

the ofIicial estimates of flour milled (minus 
flour exported), in terms of wheat, by cal
endar years 1921-30, with our tentative es
timate for 1931; and our own estimates of 
wheat used for seed (based on official esti
mates of areas sown multiplied by the con
stant factor of 1.2 hushels per acre) hy 
crop years from 1921-22. Chart 45 gives 
Australian official statistics of the wheal 
equivalent of flour milled minus flour and 
biscuits exported for July-June years 1921-
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22 to 1928-29, and our estimates for 1929-:30 
[Iud 1930-31; and also oflicial estimates of 
~hcat used for seed in the years 1921-22 to 
j \}27-28, with our estimates for later years. 

CHAHT 45.-AuS'l'nALIAN WHEAT FJ~OUR (AS 
WHI>A'J') MILLED AND RETAINED AND WHEAT 

USED FOR SEED, 1921-22* 
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Because of substantial reductions in acre
age sown for the crops of 1931/ the seed 
use in 1930-31, in Argentina and Australia 
combined, was some 10 million bushels 
smaller than in 1929-30, when it had been 
unusually large.2 In Argentina it was prob
ably smaller than in any of the seven years 
preceding, and in Australia smaller than 
since 1926-27. 

Wheat consumption for food in Argen
tina was probably about as large in 1930-31 
as in the three preceding years. The upper 
curve on Chart 44, showing flour milled 
minus flour exported (in terms of wheat), 
suggests that aggregate domestic human 
consumption of wheat in Argentina tended 
to rise rather rapidly for about 5 years 
after 1922, but that after 1927 the aggregate 
remained nearly stationary at about 60 mil
lion bushels per year. If so, per capita Im-

1 See Appendix Tables II and XII. 
2 On the assumption that the quantity sown pet· 

acre is practically constant from year to year. For 
Australia, ofiicial statistics bear out this assumption. 
See Oflicial Yearbook of file Commonweal/II of Aus
irulia, 1930, p. 482. 

. 3 This report, which is directed toward an evalua
~lOn of exportable surpluses as of September 28. 1931, 
IS printed in Revista Semanal, September 29, 1931. 

man consumption probably rose for a time, 
and may now he tending to decline slightly. 
Such an inference, however, rests upon an 
assumption, which we cannot yet verify, 
that the statistics of wheat milled are sub
stantially complete and comparahle in each 
year of the period. The quantity of wheat 
actually consumed for human food in Ar
gentina in the years 1927-28 to 1D29-30 was 
apparently around 60 or f)1 million bush
els. It may have been slightly larger in 
1930-31, for an official report permits one 
to infer that use of wheat for food was 
larger in the calendar year 1931 than in 
1930." 

Feed use of wheat in Argentina was 
probably somewhat larger than usual in 
1930-31. The official report mentioned 
above states that wheat was used more lib
erally in 1931 than in 1930, for feeding 
poultry and other animals, owing to the 
poor quality of some rust-infected wheat. 
No data on wheat feeding in Argentina are 
available, but the amount is probably never 
large, and there is no indication that the 
amount so used in 1930-31 was extraordi
narily large either in absolute amount or in 
relation to the average. 

Food consumption of wheat in Australia 
was probably about the same as in 1929-30, 
perhaps around 31 million bushels. Chart 
45 shows that the quantity of wheat grain 
annually milled into flour in Australia and 
retained domestically tended to increase 
between 1921-22 and 1925-26, and to de
cline thereafter up to 1928-29, beyond 
which data are not available. A decrease 
in flour stocks may account for the rela
tively low figure of 1928-29; and since we 
know of no evidence that suggests a recent 
rapid decline in per capita flour consump
tion in Australia, we have assumed that 
aggregate utilization of wheat for food in 
both 1930-31 and 1929-30 may have ap
proximated 31 million bushels, much the 
same as in 1926-27 and 1927-28. 

"Chick - wheat" is regularly quoted in 
Australia, and while no statistics of wheat 
fed to chickens and other livestock are 
published, the amount so used probably 
runs to 3 or 4 million bushels a year, per
haps more. It is reasonable to infer that in 
1930-31 somewhat larger amounts were so 
used, since the big wheat crop of 1930 was 
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of relatively low average quality as well as 
exceedingly cheap. We have no basis for 
estimating the amount of the increase, but 
it can hardly have exceeded a few million 
bushels. 

ANALYSIS OF CONSUMPTION IN OTIIEH 

COUNTHIES 

For most countries other than the four 
just considered, analysis of variations in 
wheat consumption from year to year must 
rest heavily upon the only data commonly 
available-oflicial crop and trade statistics. 
These yield figures for gross domestic utili
zation or retention (wheat crops minus net 
exports or plus net imports). Statistics 
bearing on flour production or on the quan
tities fed and wasted are scarce, and if 
available are often incomplete or apply to 
early rather than recent years. A slight 
refinement is usually feasible. Seed re
quirements may be calculated with more or 
less accuracy by the use of annual statistics 
of wheat acreage and data (in most cases 
from official inquiries) as to average sow
ings per acre. 

In the following five charts, each cov
ering the past 11 crop years, curves are 
given showing for different countries or 
groups of countries (1) what is called 
"gross retention" of wheat - wheat crops 
minus net exports or plus net imports, de
pending on the status of the country; (2) 
what is called "net retention" - that is, 
gross retention minus quantities estimated 
to have been used for seed; and (3) what is 
called "estimated consumption," or the 
quantities that seem likely actually to have 
been consumed domestically each year for 
purposes other than seed. 

The limitations of evidence are such that 
it is always difficult, and often impossible, 
to be certain whether a relatively high an
nual figure for net domestic retention in a 
given country reflects (a) relatively heavy 
actual consumption for food, feed, or both; 
(b) accumulation of stocks; or (c) merely 
an overestimate of the crop. Conversely, 
it is difficult or impossible to ascertain 
whether low actual consumption, reduction 
of stocks, or underestimation of crop is re
flected in a relatively low figure for net 
domestic retention. 

If, however, we assume that final estI
mates of crops are substantially accurate, 
we can bring to bear upon the problem of 
estimating actual consumption, for food 
and feed, pertinent information and com
ments in official and trade journals as to 
wheat quality, available supplies of other 
cereals, price relationships of wheat and 
other cereals, governmental measures that 
must tend to affect wheat consumption, and 
increase or reduction in stocks. One may 
also reasonably rely upon certain general 
principles. For exapIple, wheat consump
tion for food, as between successive years, 
may be expected to expand sharply with 
increase in available supplies in a coun try 
where the per capita wheat intake and the 
general level of subsistence are low, but to 
change slightly in a country where per 
capita wheat consumption and the general 
level of subsistence are high. We have uti
lized such general principles and specific 
information in arriving at the quantitative 
estimates of annual consumption for food 
and feed that are shown in the following 
charts. Yet pure guess-work necessarily 
plays a role in the process of estimation, 
and we present the figures merely as the 
best that we can now formulate under the 
circumstances. 

The same process has yielded our rough 
estimates of year-end stocks in the import
ing countries of Europe and in India and 
the Danube basin, as set forth in Section V 
below (pp. 137-48). These are therefore 
consistent with our estimates of actual con
sumption for food and feed in the same re
gions. Estimates of stocks in these regions 
cannot be reached except by reference to 
estimates of consumption; estimates of con
sumption cannot be reached without refer
ence to estimates of stocks. 

INDIA AND NOHTHEHN AFRICA 

Wheat consumption in India must have 
been relatively large in 1930-31. The 1930 
wheat crop was the largest on record. Since 
India was a small net importer in August
July 1930:...31, the total supply of wheat from 
crop and net imports was by far the largest 
in the 11 post-war years for which data are 
shown in Chart 46. The use of wheat for 
seed presumably remains fairly constant 
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from year to year, since the wheal acreage 
remains rather stable. Since per capita 
food supplies even in the wheat-producing 
regions of India are small, it seems reason
able to suppose that consumption of wheat 
for food tends to rise in years of large crops 
and to fall in years of small ones. There is 
geueral agreement, however, that wheat 
stocks in India are accumulated in years 
of abundance, and drawn upon in years of 
relative scarcity. 

CHAIl'f 46.-Gnoss RETENTION, NET RETENTION, 
AND ESTIMATED CONSUMPTION OF WHEAT IN 
INDIA AND NOHTHEHN AFHICA, AUGUST-JULY 
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* Gross retention based upon otllcial statistics of wheat 
crops plus net impolis or minus net exports (sce Appendix 
Table XXXVI). Net retention represents gross retention 
minus estimated seed usc; seed use estimated from olncial 
statistics of areas harvested multiplied hy approximate seed 
Use per acre (Indin, Algeria, Morocco, Tunis, 1.5 bushels; 
Egypt, 2.8 bushels). Consumption estimates liS described in 
nccoIllpnnying text. 

The wheat crops of 1924-29 were so 
small, on account of low yields per acre, 
that this period as a whole was presumably 
characterized hy reduction of stocks and 
also hy progressive reduction in per capita 
wheat consumption. The latter presumably 
reflected, not a voluntary shift toward a 
more ample and diversified diet, hut ahsti
l~ence enforced by low yields in conjunc
tIon with purchasing power too small to 
permit heavy wheat imports. The abun
dance of wheat supplies in 1930-31 presum-

ably served hoth to expand consumption 
and to permit replenishment of stocks. 

If per capita wheat consumption had 
heen progressively hut involuntarily re
duced in preceding years, a rather sharp 
expansion in consumption may well have 
occurred when wheat supplies became so 
abundant in 1930-31. Under the circum
stances, an expansion of as much as 10 per 
cent from the levels of 1928-29 and 1929<~O 
does not seem improbable. On this basis 
about 300 million bushels of wheat, the 
largest quantity in post-war years, would 
have been consumed for food in India in 
1930-31,1 Since the population of India 
seems to have grown by more than 10 per 
cent in a decade, an aggregate wheat con
sumption of 300 million bushels in 1930-31 
would not have yielded more wheat per 
capita than appears to have been con
sumed, on the average, in the years 1920-21 
to 1922-23. From this point of view, even 
the high figure of 300 million hushels ap
pears conservative for 1930-31. 

In the four countries of northern Africa 
(Algeria, Morocco, Tunis, and Egypt) as a 
group, the net retention of wheat in 1930-
31 fell to a rather low level. A very slender 
basis exists for adjudging whether actual 
consumption in these countries varies con
siderably from year to year, or whether 
there are fairly wide fluctuations in stocks 
carried over from one year to another. 
Tentatively we assume that stocks are the 
more variable, that there was accumulation 
in 1928-29 and 1929-30 but reduction in 
1930-31, and that consumption in 1930-31 
was fairly high in accordance with an up
ward post-war trend suggested by the sta
tistics of net retention. 

BRITISH ISLES AND FRANCE 

Among the European importing coun
tries, the British Isles may reasonably be 
classified among those countries where both 
the standard of living and per capita wheat 
consumption are relatively high, where not 
a great deal of wheat is fed to animals, and 
where, accordingly, year-to-year variations 
in wheat consumption are probably rather 
small. The data on net domestic retention 

1 Feed use of wheat in India may be regarded as 
negligible. 
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(see the upper section of Chart 47) suggest 
that aggregate consumption has remained 
approximately on the same level for a dec
ade. With the growth of population, per 
capita wheat consumption has probably 
tended downward in recent years. 

\'HAHT 47.-Gnoss RETENTION, NET RETENTION, 
AND ESTIMATED CONSUMPTION OF WHEAT IN 
THE BrnTISH ISLES AND FHANCE, FHOM AUGUST
JULY 1920-21* 
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• See footnote to Chart 46, p. 129. Seed use in British 
Isles, 2.0 bushels per acre; in France, 2.2 bushels. 

Net retention of wheat in the British Isles 
stood at a rather high figure in 1930-31; ex
ceptionally large imports more than offset 
the small crop. If wheat consumption re
mains fairly constant, there must have been 
some accumulation of stocks, though prob
ably not as much as in 1924-25.1 

A small wheat crop coupled with small 
net imports brought net domestic retention 
of wheat in France in 1930-31 (see the 
lower section of Chart 47) to the lowest 
point in 11 years, even slightly below the 
low figure of 1922-23. In view of the many 
and changing governmental regulations of 
wheat milling in post-war years, it is very 
difficult to form an opinion regarding the 
causes of the rather wide year-to-year fluc
tuations in net retention of wheat. In ab
solute amount, and in terms of percentage 
variations from the average, these fluctua-

1 See Appendix Table XXXIII. 

tions have been a good deal larger than in 
the British Isles. With good bread as highly 
esteemed and as widely consumed as it is 
in France, where per capita consumption 
of wheat is perhaps higher than in any 
other country of western Europe,we think 
it improbable that aggregate consumption 
can vary from year to year by as much as 
10 per cent. Yet one would be forced to 
believe this if one assumed that statistics 
of crops and trade were accurate and that 
stocks changed but little. It seems more 
reasonable to suppose that fluctuations in 
net retention are to be explained chiefly by 
changes in stocks. Other cereals probably 
are not substituted freely for wheat; nor 
are substantial and variable quantities of 
wheat fed to animals. Our estimates of 
actual consumption accordingly allow only 
for small variations after the first few years 
following 1920-21, when recovery of con
sumption from the war level appears to 
have been in progress. Since the popula
tion has grown, though slowly, it seems 
probable that per capita wheat consump
tion has tended to decline in recent years. 

If per capita consumption is tending 
downward, this in itself would cause aggre
gate consumption to have been relatively 
low in 1930-31. Poor quality of flour and 
bread, ascribed to governmental regula
tions calling for heavy utilization of domes
tic soft wheat as against imported hard 
wheat, has frequently been mentioned as 
occasioning reduced consumption; and, 
other things equal, the poor quality may be 
supposed to have had this general effect. 
Nevertheless, complaints regarding bread 
quality have been common for several 
years; and the poor quality of the domestic 
crop of 1930 may have led to more liberal 
milling of low-quality wheat than in most 
other years. All told, we are disposed to 
believe that actual consumption in 1930-31 
may have fallen below the levels of recent 
years, partly because bread prices were rel
atively high, but by perhaps not more than 
1 or 2 per cent. The extremely low figure 
of net domestic retention of wheat pre
sumably reflects mainly a reduction of 
stocks from a distinctly high level to a dis
tinctly low one. A good deal of bread is 
said to have been smuggled into France 
from Belgium; if so, and since this would 
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not appear in the statistics, conclusions 
must be the more tentative. 

SPAIN, ITALY, THE Low COUNTRIES, 

SWITZERLAND, GREECE 

In Spain, the trend of total domestic net 
retention of wheat (see the lower section 
of Chart 48) seems to have been upward 

CHAlIT 48.-GHOSS RETENTION, NET RETENTION, 
AND ESTIMATED CONSUMPTION OF WHEAT IN 
ITALY, BELGIUM, HOLLAND, SWITZERLAND, 
GIlEECE, AND SPAIN, FIlOM AUGUST-JULY 1920-
21* 

(Million busIwls) 

350.-----r--r--r--r--~_,--,__.--,__,350 

ITALY 

200 
BELGIUM,HOLLAND, 

150 

SWITZERLAND,GREEiE 

I 
VI""' \ryet. 

retention 
100 

SPAIN 

I 00 I--I---'~-+---'I'-

1920 
-21 

1922 
-23 

1924 
-25 

IGJ 

200 

retention ....-::: 150 

V--~ti~'~F;';: r 
consump Ion 

I I 100 

-+---;r-="-'r"--+---1 I 00 

1926 
-27 

1928 
-29 

1930 
-31 
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over the past 11 years, though so slightly 
that per capita wheat consumption can 
hardly have increased and may have de
clined a little. A fair-sized wheat crop in 
1930, and negligible net exports, resulted in 
a figure for net retention of wheat in 1930-
31 of moderate size. If aggregate consump
tion tends (possibly with interruptions in 
such a year as 1924-25, when the domestic 
crop was short and import wheat prices 
notably high) to expand a little from year 
to. year, the crop year 1930-31 probably 
wItnessed on the one hand the maintenance 
of consumption at a level to be expected 

in view of the trend, and on the other a 
small reduction of stocks. 

Much the same probahly happened in 
Italy. Here (see the upper section of Chart 
48) the aggregate consumption appears to 
have tended upward somewhat more rap
idly than in Spain, though perhaps at a 
diminishing rate after recovery from the 
war level. Italy, like the British Isles and 
France, may reasonably be classified as a 
country where the variations in per capita 
wheat consumption from year to year are 
now probably small, and where changes in 
stocks account for most of the variations 
in net domestic retention. If so, the crop 
year 1930-31 probably witnessed mainte
nance of aggregate consumption about on 
the line of trend, partly through drafts 
upon stocks accumulated mostly in 1928-29. 
Corn is known to be widely consumed as 
human food in parts of Italy, available sup
plies of corn were relatively large in 1930-
31, and corn was rather cheap in relation 
to wheat. Unemployment was heavier than 
in preceding years. There is reason, accord
ingly, to suppose that the circumstances 
would have tended to induce more or less 
substitution of corn for wheat. At the same 
time wheat was cheaper than in earlier 
years, and it may be that unemployment 
tended to increase wheat consumption at 
the expense of more costly foods. 

In a group of couritries including Bel
gium, Holland, Switzerland, and Greece 
(countries which import far more wheat 
than they produce domestically) the net re
tention of wheat has tended to increase 
with a few interruptions from year to year, 
and over the past decade at a more rapid 
rate than in Italy or Spain (see the middle 
section of Chart 48). In Holland and 
Belgium, the rapid increase probably rep
resents in part a tendency for wheat to 
displace rye, so that per capita wheat con
sumption tends to increase. But in Switzer
land and Greece, where rye is little used, 
the growth of aggregate and probably of 
per capita wheat consumption calls for a 
different explanation. Net domestic reten
tion in these four countries taken together 
was larger in 1930-31 than in any of the 
preceding ten years. Since import wheat 
prices were low and since imports were 
little affected by governmental regulations, 
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it seems reasonable to infer that wheat con
sumption there attained a new post-war 
peak in line with the historical tendency 
toward expansion, and that at the same 
time stocks were built up somewhat as in 
the British Isles. 

TilE CASE OF GEHMANY 

In contrast with the European importing 
counlries thus far considered, Germany is 
to he classified as a country where, in post
war years at least, both aggregate and per 
capita wheat consumption have probahly 
varied rather widely from year to year. Rye 
is consumed heavily as a hread grain, and 
hread made from wheat and rye flour 
mixed in' varying proportions is widely 
used. This situation alone would presum
ably give rise to substitution of one grain 
for the other under appropriate circum
stances of supply and price. Economic ac
tivity in general in Germany has proceeded 
at a less even pace than in most other coun
tries; perhaps in no other country have 
such drastic governmental measures been 
applied to the grain trade and flour milling; 
and in no other coun try have governmen tal 
measures been so extensively directed 
toward influencing bread consumption.! 
These factors alone would tend to cause 
rather wide fluctuations in wheat consump
tion from year to year. Moreover, the sta
tistics of bread-grain supplies and imports 
are regarded by careful students as under
stating available supplies in at least the first 
five years, perhaps the first eight, of the 
ll-year period ending with 19:30-31. Conse
quently estimates of actual wheat consump
tion involve the more guess-work hecause 
one cannot accept oflicial statistics as 
strictly comparable for the several years of 
this period. 

The curves for gross retention and net 
retention of wheat in Germany, as shown 
in the upper section of Chart 49, include 
rough adjustments of oflicial statistics of 
crops and net imports from 1920-21 to 1924-
25. Even if one ignores these earlier years, 
there is no reason to douht that wheat con
sumption was increasing in Germany be-

1 See Appendix A, p. 168. 
2 See Appendix A; also WHEAT STUDIES, December 

1930, VII, 119. 

tween 1H25-2H and 1D28-2H, and that per 
capita consumption also was increasing. 
Ohservers are generally agreed that stocks 
were built up both in 1927-28 and 1928-2!}, 
and reduced both in 192H-30 and 1930-31. 

In these two latter years, however, actual 
consumption seems to have fallen from the 
high level attained in 1H28-29. Govern
mental measures were put into effect in 
1 D2D-:lO and made even more stringent in 
1930-81. 2 In general rye flour, and to some 

CHAnT 49.-Gnoss HETENTION, NET HETEN'I'ION. 
AND ESTIMATED CONSUMPTION OF WHEA'l' IN 
GEHMANY, AUSTl\lA, CZECHO-SLOVAKIA, POLAND, 
TI-JE SCANDINAVIAN COUN'l'IIIES, AND TI-IE BALTIC 
COUNTHIES, FIIOM AUGUST-JULY 1920-21* 
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extent potato flour, was used in place of 
some wheat flour; the governmental meas
ures were in part permissive, in part called 
for compulsory admixtures, and in part 
tended to make profitable the use of rye in 
place of wheat through their effect upon 
price relationships. That aggregale wheal 
consumption has declined in Germany for 
two successive crop years is hardly to he 
questioned, though the precise extent of the 
successive declines is not measurable with 
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the precision suggested in Chart 49.' Since 
regulations were longer in effect, more 
numerous, and more stringent in 1m~0-:11 
than in H)29-30, it seems reasonable to as
sume that the decline in German wheat 
consumption was larger between 1929-:30 
and 19~30-31 than between 1928-29 and 
192!)-;~0. It is possible that in 19:~0--31 less 
wheat was consumed in Germany even than 
in 1!)24-25, before the recent expansion. 

This reduction in consumption, amount
ing perhaps to more than 20 million bu~h
cIs, in a country where wheat consumptIOn 
has been tending to expand, was a signifi
cant factor in reducing European demand 
for import wheat in 1930-31. Behind it, of 
eourse, lay the complex set of circum
stances that gave rise to the imposition of 
increasingly high tariffs on wheat and to 
the adoption and strengthening of govern
mental measures that resulted in substitu
tion of rye and potato flour for wheat flour. 

It is of interest to inquire whether or not 
consumption of bread in all its major 
forms, including straight rye and mixed 
rye-wheat-and-potato bread, was reduced 
in 1930-31 in comparison with earlier years. 
This seems improbable, though the evi
dence is not convincing. Almost every 
branch of the grain trade was affected by 
governmental measures in 1930-31. In
creased tariffs had the general effect of 
reducing net imports of corn, barley, oats, 
and rye (as well as of wheat) practically 
to a minimum. By comparison with the two 
preceding years, the domestic crops of rye, 
oats, and barley in 1930 were small, though 
the rye carryover and the potato crop were 
large. Domestic utilization (crops plus net 
imports) not only of wheat, but also of rye, 
barley, oats, and corn was therefore pre
sumably reduced. Doubtless the big potato 
crop helped to fill the deficiency in the three 
feed grains; probably also stocks of the feed 
grains were generally reduced. But the 
main effect was upon the consumption of 
rye, which had been so abundant in 1928-29 
and 1929-30 that heavy stocks had accumu
lated. The measures taken in 1930-31 
tended, as we have seen, to cause rye to be 

• lOur .estimates of consumption in the years 1928-
29 to 1930-31, however, are closely in line with esti
mates recently published in Bliitter fiir landwirt
selJaftliclJe MarlctforsclJung, October 1931, p. 200. 

used in place of wheat as human food. But 
high tariffs on the feed grains, propaganda, 
and an arrangement whereby a govern
mental organization bought rye at the mar
ket price, dyed it so as to make it unfit for 
human consumption, and sold it at feed
grain prices, tended also to cause rye to be 
used extensively as feed. As a result, stocks 
of rye were greatly reduced in the course 
of the year. 

With rye so abundant that it could be 
used heavily as feed, it was of course 
abundant for use as food. Consumption of 
bread in all forms may easily have been 
maintained in Germany in 1930-31, an in
crease in the proportion of rye and potato 
flour counterbalancing decrease in the pro
portion of wheat flour. Since bread ranks 
as a cheap food in Germany in contrast 
with some other foods, there seems to be 
no reason to suppose that widespread un
employment in 1930-31 must necessarily 
have resulted in a decrease in aggregate or 
in per capita bread consumption: if there 
was incentive to turn from wheat and rye 
to potatoes and some coarse grains, there 
must also have been incentive to turn from 
sugar, milk, meat, and some other articles 
to bread made of wheat and rye. 

OTHEH COUNTHIES OF CENTHAL ANI) 

NORTHERN: EUROPE 

Net domestic retention of wheat in 1930-
31 stood at a record high figure, some 235 
million bushels, in a group of countries of 
central and northern Europe including 
Austria, Czecho-Slovakia, Poland, the Scan
dinavian countries, and the Baltic states. 
The general trend of net domestic retention 
over the past 11 years has been strikingly 
upward (see the lower section of Chart 49). 
To a large extent this trend represents ex
pansion of domestic wheat production, a 
good deal of which in turn represents re
covery from the disorganization of agricul
ture and general economic activity during 
and shortly after the war; but population 
growth and contraction or limited expan
sion of rye consumption have contributed 
to the upward tendency. The statistics of 
net retention taken alone suggest that after 
1927-28 the rate of growth in wheat con
sumption may have become considerably 
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less rapid than in the preceding years; and 
if recovery of agriculture was the major 
cause of the earlier rapid growth, it would 
be reasonable to expect that consumption 
should ill fact grow less rapidly after agri
culture had recovered its lost ground. The 
curve in Chart 19 showing our estimates of 
actual consumption, however, does not re
flect this change, largely because we have 
placed our estimate of consumption in 
1928-29 at a high figure to allow for heavy 
utilization of wheat for feed in the Scandi
navian countries in that year. 

All told, it seems probable that actual 
consumption of wheat in this group of cen
tral and northern European countries 
reached a new high post-war peak in 1930-
~H. The growth of popUlation, the com
parative freedom from such stringent 
regUlations as prevailed in France and Ger
many/ and the evidence of a persistent 
tendency toward increase of per capita 
wheat consumption might warrant the in
ference that actual consumption increased 
as compared with 1929-30 by as much as 
the average annual increase over the 11-
year period from 1920-21. But since re
covery in agricultural production may now 
have been about completed, making the 
average annual increase smaller, and since 
there is evidence of upbuilding of stocks 
(largely in Poland) in the course of the 
year, aggregate consumption probably ex
ceeded that of 1929-30 by only a rather 
small amount. The estimate of actual con
sumption in 1928-29 stands above that of 
1929-30 on account of allowance for dis
tinctly heavy feed use of wheat in Scandi
navia. Price relationships were on the 
whole less likely to have promoted heavy 
utilization of wheat for feed in 1930--31 than 
in 1928-29. 

THE DANUBE BASIN 

The four countries of the Danube basin 
(Hungary, Jugo-Slavia, Roumania, and 
Bulgaria) as a group harvested the second 
largest wheat crop of post-war years in 
1930. Since neither net exports nor seed 
requirements were strikingly large, aggre-

1 Such regulations were in force in Sweden and 
Czecho-Slovakia, but these were less stringent than 
those in Germany and France. 

gate net retention of wheat also was smaller 
only than in 1928-29 (see CharL 50). In this 
group of countries, as in the group of east
ern and northern European countries just 
considered, the statistics of net retention of 
wheat suggest notably rapid advance in 
wheat consumption over the past decade. 
In the Danube countries, however, rye is a 
much less important crop, and the large 
progressive increase in wheat retention is 

CHAnT 50.-Gnoss RETENTION, NET RETENTION, 
AND ESTIMATED CONSUMPTION OF WHEAT IN 
Tl-IE DANUBE BASIN, FnOM AUGUST-JULY 1920-
21* 
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not to be explained as representing replace
ment of rye by wheat to a significant de
gree. Recovery of agricultural production, 
advance of the standard of living, and 
growth of popUlation are probably the 
main factors leading to increase of aggre
gate wheat consumption; per capita con
sumption has presumably expanded also. 

Corn is widely used as human food in 
Roumania and parts of Jugo-Slavia, and a 
year of small corn supplies and abundant 
wheat supplies, like 1928-29, probably gives 
rise through price adjustments to substitu
tion of wheat for corn in these regions. Par
ticularly in 1928-29, but also in 1930-31, 
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wheat was relatively cheap and therefore 
probably used in place of corn to a con
siderable extent. 

It is also prohable that nowadays, after a 
good deal of recovery in agricultural pro
duction, wheat stocks tend to accumulate in 
a year of abundant crops and low export 
prices. In 1D28-29 there must have been a 
heavy accumulation of stocks; and some in
crease of stocks probably occurred in 1930-
:H. Changes in stocks probahly account for 
variations in net retention of wheat to a 
larger extent than do changes in wheat con
sumption. Otherwise it would be necessary 
to assume that per capita human consump
tion of wheat (for there cannot be much 
feeding of wheat in the Danube basin) va
ries widely from year to year; and this is 
not the case, except under extraordinary 
circumstances, in any country for which 
statistics serviceable for judgment are 
available. 

The estimates of consumption shown in 
Chart 50 were reached with reference to 
these considerations. All told, it seems 
probable that wheat consumption in the 
Danube basin attained a new high post-war 
peak in 1930-31, though perhaps not much 
higher than in 1928-29. As in 1928-29, ac
cumulation of stocks in the course of the 
year must have been of considerable mag
nitude; and some evidence of the existence 
of liberal stocks is afforded by govern
mental efforts to enlarge exports, and also 
hy heavy exports in the early months of 
1931-;32 from a crop no larger than those of 
1H28 and 1930. 

RUSSIA 

Wheat consumption in Russia needs to 
be considered together with consumption 
of rye. Both before and after the war the 
Russian rye crop must have contributed to 
the domestic bread-grain supply quite as 
much as wheat, or somewhat more. A tend
ency long existed, and is still in evidence, 
for wheat production and consumption to 
expand more than rye production and con
sumption; moreover, it does not ahvavs 
~lappen that a year with a large wheat crop 
IS also one with a large rye crop. Obviously 
there is reason to suppose that aggregate 
wheat consumption may vary rather 'widely 

from year to year, if only on accoun t of 
variation in rye crops. 

On the assumption that the rye crop of 
1930, for which an ofIicial estimate has not 
yet appeared, approximated the high figure 
of 950 million bushels, the total supply of 
the two bread grains in Russia in 1930-31 
must have been much the largest in recent 
years. The following figures show net do
mestic retention of wheat and rye sepa
rately and in combination, by crop years 
beginning with 1925-26; "net retention" 
means estimated crops minus net exports 
and seed requirements,! and both wheat 
and rye are here expressed in terms of mil
lion bushels of 60 pounds each. 

Crop year Wheat Ryc Total 

1925-26 622 707 1,329 
1926-27 723 733 1,456 
1927-28 648 763 1,411 
1928-29 659 580 1,239 
1929-30 533 621 1,154 
1930-31 807 735 1,542 

There can be little doubt that the bread
grain supply domestically retained in 1930-
31 was strikingly large, even after allow
ance for sizable net exports and after 
deduction of seed requirements, which for 
the large area sown in 1930-31 for the 1931 
crop perhaps totaled about 300 million 
bushels. The main question is whether this 
large supply, around 1,500 million bushels, 
was consumed practically in its entirety, or 
whether large stocks were accumulated. 

There can be no doubt that consumption 
both in the aggregate and per capita was 
larger in 1930-31 than in 1929-30. The of
ficial ration was increased in the course of 
the year, and the population doubtless in
creased also. But these two factors together 
probably would not have led, other things 
equal, to an incre~e in consumption of 
more than 5 per cent, or 60 million bushels, 
whereas the increase in available supplies 
was perhaps not far from 400 million bush
els; and these relationships at first glance 
suggest a huge accumulation of stocks. But 
accumulation of the magnitUde of 300 mil-

1 Seed requirements were estimated by using 2,0 
bushels of 56 pounds per acre for rye, and 1,8 bushels 
of 60 pounds per acre for wheat-figures a little lower 
than pre-war official data; these factors were applied 
to official statistics of areas sown. 
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lion bushels seems inconceivable in the 
light of the strenuous official efforts em
ployed in collecting grain and the admitted 
necessity to export in order to pay for im
ports. Consequently one may suppose that 
actual consumption increased by much 
more than 5 per cent, and perhaps by an 
amount not much smaller than the increase 
in available bread-grain supplies. 

An increase of consumption as large as 
this would be almost inconceivable in a 
country where the supplies in the earlier 
year were adequate to the needs and de
sires of the population. But the year 1929-
30 was presumably not such a year in 
Russia. Official statistics state that stocks 
of wheat and rye were increased by around 
135 million bushels in the course of three 
years of relative abundance, 1925-26 to 
1927-28-an average of about 45 million 
bushels a year. There was reduction in 
1928-29. The year 1929-30 must have been 
a year of relative shortage of bread grain 
as compared with earlier years, even if ex
isting stocks had been drawn upon to the 
full extent, as seems improbable because 
the previous upbuilding was from very low 
levels to something like a normal one, and 
not from a normal level to a high one. On 
these grounds a strikingly heavy increase 
of aggregate bread-grain consumption be
tween 1929-30 and 1930--31 may well have 
occurred, though how heavy is impossible 
to say. 

Another comparison suggests that a dis
tinctly large fraction of the increase be
tween 1929-30 and 1930--31 in bread-grain 
supplies domestically retained may have 
gone into consumption. On the average in 
the three-year period of relative abun
dance, 1925-26 to 1927-28, net retention of 
bread grain was close to 1,400 million bush
els; about 1,350 million with allowance for 
increase of stocks. In 1930-31 net retention 
may have been about 1,540 million. The in
crease was therefore only a little over 11 
per cent. But from the middle of the ear
lier period, say January 1927, to the middle 
of 1930--31, again January, the population 
of Russia increased, so far as one can judge 
from the census of December 1926 and offi
cial estimates carrying to April 1930, by 
about 9.5 per cent. Consequently the huge 
bread-grain supply of 1930--31 could have 

yielded only a little more grain per capita 
than was available in the earlier period. 
This calculation seems to us to suggest the 
probability that the heavy net retention of 
1930-31 went in considerably the greater 
part to actual consumption for food, and 
that in consequence stocks were not greatly 
built up. 

Yet it is also probable that there was 
something of an upbuilding of stocks. 
Enough bread grain seems to have re
mained toward the close of the crop year 
1930-31 to permit a transition from one 
crop year to the next without difficulty in 
supplying the cities with food, and this was 
not the case in the two earlier years. Now 
that evidence has accumulated pointing to 
only moderate crops in 1931, the heavy Rus
sian exports of wheat in August-September 
1931 are more readily explained if one as
sumes that stocks were built up to some 
extent in 1930--31. Finally, it should be 
recalled that bread - grain producers and 
consumers in Russia were in a better posi
tion to follow their own inclinations in 
1925-26 to 1927-28 than they were in 1930-
31-in short, that the per capita intake of 
cereals may hav,e been more restrained 
by governmental measures in the past 
year. 

To the extent that expansion of per 
capita consumption of bread grain in 1930-
31 was in fact restrained by governmental 
measures, such as rationing and collection 
of grain from farms where it would oth
erwise have been consumed, it is reason
able to infer that in part the heavy Russian 
wheat exports of 1930--31 were in a sense 
forced exports, which would not have oc
curred under circumstances identical ex
cept for governmental organization. But 
the question is not of particular significance 
except as it bears on a future in which So
viet plans may call for relaxation of con
trols. Of major significance is the fact that 
in 1930-31, thanks to big crops, the Russian 
people had available per capita at least as 
much grain as in other comparatively fa
vorable post-war years, and seem likely to 
have consumed most of it. 

The views expressed above of course de- , 
pend in no small degree upon the assump
tion that the Russian rye crop of 1930 was 
a big one, approximating 950 million bush-
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cls. If in fact it substantially exceeded this 
figure, calculations would suggest greater 
upbuilding of stocks than we have inferred, 
and at the same time would tend to charac-

terize the heavy net exports of 1 fJ30-31 less 
as forced than as representing a true sur
plus over potential requirements for con
sumption. 

V. STOCKS AND CARRYOVERS 

ACCUMULATION OF STOCKS 1::-.1 19:~0-31 

In spite of heavy consumption of wheat 
in 1930-31, world wheat stocks increased to 
what were probably new high record lev
els. Chart 51 provides a generalized picture 
of changes in world stocks (excluding par
ticularly Russia and China) in the past dec
ade. The picture is inaccurate in many 

CHART 51.-WHEAT STOCKS (PARTIALLY ESTI
MATED) IN NORTI-I AMERICA, EUROPE Ex-RuSSIA 
AND AFLOAT TO EUROPE, ARGENTINA AND Aus
TRALIA, INDIA AND NORTHERN AFRICA, AND To
TAL, ABOUT AUGUST 1, 1921-31* 
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details, since year-end stocks are not di
rectly estimated in most countries and es
timates lacking secure bases have had to 

be employed; but it may be taken as indi
cating the direction of change of stocks 
from year to year, and in an imperfect way 
as measuring the levels. 

From a distinctly low level at the end of 
1924-25, after the notably short wheat crop 
of 1924, aggregate stocks rose successively 
for four years, to a strikingly high level in 
July 1929. The increase may have approxi
mated 400 million bushels. Most of it oc
curred in 1928-29, following the huge wheat 
crop of 1928. After that harvest, and princi
pally because of its magnitude and distri
bution,l stocks of wheat became distinctly 
burdensome, and were a significant factor 
in the decline of wheat prices. Stocks were 
moderately reduced in 1929-30, but by 
much less than the reduction in the crop of 
1929. In 1930-31, after another crop that 
was even larger than that of 1928 but dis
tributed more favorably for large consump
tion, stocks rose to new high levels, but by 
a smaller amount than in 1928-29. If one 
could include Russian stocks in the world 
picture, the level and the increase in 1930-
31 would presumably appear somewhat 
higher than is suggested by the curve of 
Chart 51, which shows roughly the position 
in the world ex-Russia and China. 

The increase in wheat stocks in 1930-31 
cannot be adequately explained by refer
ence to a single significant influence. It is 
easy, and not altogether untrue, to say that 
accumulation must always occur in a year 
when the wheat crop falls above its line of 
trend. But this implies greater stability in 
aggregate consumption than the evidence 
seems to warrant. Per capita wheat con
sumption is rising in some countries and 
falling in others; and in some countries, 
more than in others, consumption of wheat 
for food and feed is modified in accordance 

1 In Russia and India, where domestic consumption 
is particularly responsive to supplies, the 1928 crops 
were small; and in the four major exporting coun
tries, where domestic consumption tends to vary little 
with the crop, the 1928 crops were large. 
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with supplies and prices of wheat and 
wheat substitutes. Under these circum
stances the geographical distribution of 
grain crops is important. If in 1930 Russia 
and India together had harvested 400 mil
lion bushels less wheat and the rest of the 
world (ex-China) 400 million bushels more, 
stocks in the world ex-Russia and China 
would almost certainly have increased far 
more than they did in 1930-31. As between 
1928-29 and 1929-30, the substantially 
smaller upbuilding of stocks in the later 
year in the world ex-Russia and China (and 
probably in the world including Russia) is 
to be explained less by the size of the two 
wheat crops than by their different geo
graphical distribution, by growth of popu
lation and hence of consumption for food 
over the interval, and by the accident of a 
shorter United States corn crop in 1930, 
which led to heavy consumption of wheat 
for feed. The general accumulation of 
stocks in 1930-31 would unquestionably 
have been somewhat smaller in the absence 
of the governmental measures that tended 
to reduce wheat consumption in several Eu
ropean countries. 

It seldom happens that in a particular 
year the change in wheat stocks is in the 
same direction, to say nothing of similar 
magnitudes, in different countries or re
gions. Among the four groups of countries 
for which data appear in Chart 51, there 
was only one year-1928-29-in which 
stocks were increased in each group; and 
only one year-1924-25-in which stocks 
were reduced in each group. Needless to 
say, changes in stocks are seldom in the 
same direction in all of the countries in
cluded in a particular group. 

The outstanding features of the direction 
of change in 1930-31 were the decline of 
stocks in and afloat to European countries 
and the contrasting increases of stocks in 
the three groups of exporting countries. 
Stocks available to European importing 
countries fell in the course of the year to a 
level that was one of the lowest in six years. 
This low level is to be explained principally 
by the situation in France and Germany, 
where governmental regulations led not 
only to sharp restriction of imports but to 
reduction of stocks of both domestic and 
import wheat practically to a minimum. 

European importing countries did not as a 
group (though they did in some individual 
instances) build up wheat stocks in 1930-31, 
though upbuilding or at least maintenance 
would seem to have been a rational pro
cedure in a year of unprecedentedly low 
wheat prices. Exporting countries, as a 
group, were thus forced to let their stocks 
pile up to an extent hardly conceivable in 
the absence of restrictive governmental reg
ulations in Europe; and to an extent not 
measurable the overseas movement of 
wheat in 19:-30-31 was thereby restricted. In 
less striking degree this general situation 
had prevailed in 1929-30. 

Whether or not reduction of stocks in 
European importing countries had gone 
about as far as possible by midsummer 
1931, is a question of considerable impor
tance that cannot be answered with assur
ance. The presumption is, however, that by 
August 1931 stocks of bread grain (wheat 
and rye together) in European importing 
countries stood so low that relatively minor 
reductions, as compared with 1929-30 and 
1930-31, are in prospect for 1931-32 despite 
the strengthening of governmental regula
tions. By contrast with earlier years, the 
wheat stocks in European importing coun
tries excluding Poland were probably even 
lower in August 1931 than Chart 51 sug
gests, for Poland, a country that in some 
years is a net exporter of wheat, seems to 
have held unusually heavy stocks at the end 
of 1930-31. 

In Argentina and Australia together 
stocks were high in August 1931, but not as 
high as two years earlier. The increase 
during 1930-31 was not large, and occurred 
mostly in Argentina. In the minor export
ing countries (India, the Danube basin, and 
the four countries of northern Africa) as a 
group the level was probably the highest in 
post-war years, and the increase in the 
course of the year was very heavy. India 
accounts principally both for the high level 
and the increase, and in a lesser degree 
Roumania and Bulgaria; stocks probably 
increased only slightly in Hungary, and de
creased in the northern African countries 
and Jugo-Slavia. The North American level 
of year-end stocks represents accumula
tions both in the United States and Canada, 
where the carryovers rose to new record 
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levels; but most of the increase during 
1930-31 is accounted for by increase of 
United States wheat. 

THE COURSE OF VISIBLE SUPPLIES 

It is impossible to show in detail, from 
month to month, how and where aggregate 
world wheat stocks were built up in the 
course of 1930-31. The most comprehensive 
data available by months apply to so-called 
world "commercial stocks" or "visible sup
plies." These data, summarized in Chart 52, 

CHART 52.-WORLD VISIBLE WHEAT SUPPLIES, 
MONTHLY FROM AUGUST 1, 1925* 
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cover roughly the stocks in terminal ele
vators in the United States, in country ele
vators and terminal elevators in Canada, in 
~ai1way stations and in ports of Australia, 
~n ports of Argentina, afloat to Europe, and 
III ports of the United Kingdom. They do 
~lot COver farm stocks in any country, stocks 
~n positions equivalent to country elevators 
III any countries but Canada and Australia, 
or ~ny stocks whatever in Europe, Asia, 
AfrIca, and South America, aside from rela-

tively small quantities in the ports of the 
United Kingdom and Argentina. Despite 
their incompleteness, these figures and their 
several components carry a good deal of 
significance, and throw a good deal of light 
upon important developments in the world 
wheat situation. 

As the chart shows, these world visible 
supplies stood at their highest post-war 
level practically throughout the crop year 
1930-31, and were (like combined total 
stocks in the United States, Canada, and 
Australia) higher at the end than at the be
ginning. 

Certain unusual features of the curve for 
1930-31 were a decline in October, an in
crease smaller than usual in November and 
December, and an increase rather than a 
decline in January and February to an un
usually late peak on March 1. These are 
naturally to be explained by reference to 
the several components of the total. Data 
for North America (weekly statistics not 
strictly comparable with the figures for 
North America that enter into the total 
visible supply shown in Chart ;:)2) are given 
in Chart 53. Chart 54 shows the course of 

CHART 53.-COMMERCIAL STOCKS OF WHEAT IN 
NORTH AMERICA, WEEKLY FROM AUGUST 1925* 
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• Summation of commercial stocks in the United States 
and Canada, as described in footnotes to Chart 56, p. 141. 

visibles afloat to Europe; Chart 55 the Aus
tralian visibles; Chart 56 visibles in the 
United States and Canada separately; and 
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Charl G7 the visihles in ports of the United 
Kingdom (see pp. 141 and 143). 

The unusual decline in the world visible 
supply in Octoher 1 n;~o occurred partly be
cause visihles in North America showed 
less than their usual seasonal rise; hecause 
visibles afloat to Europe declined instead of 
rising as they usually do; and because Aus
Indian visihles showed more than their 
usual decline. The unusually small increase 
in total visibles in November and Decemher 
1 n:lO resulted from an unusually small sea
sonal increase in North America and a 
strikingly large seasonal decline in visibles 
afloat to Europe; these developments were 
not counterbalanced by unusually large in
creases in visibles in Australia and in ports 

relation to the averages in the early months 
of the year, low in the middle months, and 
again high in the later mon ths. That visibles 
afloat were nearly as large on March 1 as 
on June 1, 1931, despite much heavier ship
ments to Europe in May than in February, 
reflects a higher ratio of Southern Hemi
sphere shipments to total shipments in Feb
ruary than in May. 

CHAnT 54.-VISInLE WHEAT SUPPLIES AFLOAT TO 
EUJIOPE, MONTHLY, AVEIlAOE 1928-24 TO 1929-80 

AND FIlOM AUGUST 1, 1928* 
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change in total visibles was about of the 
usual magnitude between March 1 and Au
gust 1, 19;31; hut distinctly less than the 
seasonal decline occurred in North Amer
ica, and somewhat less in visibles afloat to 
Europe, while on the other hand Australian 
visibles declined much more than usual and 
visibles in ports of the United Kingdom a 
little more. 

Of the several categories of the total vis
ible supply, the stocks afloat to Europe (see 
Chart 54) warrant only brief comment. The 
movement in a given year naturally de
pends heavily upon variations in the quan
tities of wheat shipped to Europe from ex
porting countries, and upon the way these 
shipments are distributed between export
ing countries close to and far from Europe. 
Thus the generally high level of 1928-29 
and the generally low level of 1929-30 re
flect the relatively large shipments to Eu
rope in 1928-29, and the relatively small 
shipments in 1929-30. The position of the 
curve of visibles afloat in 1930-31 in rela
tion to the average more or less resembles 
the relation of shipments to Europe to their 
average (see Chart 38, p. 115); in both 
series the figures for 1930-31 stood high in 

o 0 
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* Sec Appendix Table XXXIII. 

The Australian wheat crop harvested late 
in 1930 and early in 1931 was much the 
largest in recent years; hence the Austra
lian visible supply rose to an extradrdi
narily high level after harvest (see Chart 
55). The peak came later than usual, per
haps in part merely because the crop was 
so large, but probably also because rainy 
weather retarded harvesting operations and 
the movement of wheat to markef.1 After 
March 1, 1931, the visible fell much more 
rapidly than usual, reflecting the rapid 
tempo of the export movement. 2 By Au
gust 1 the visible was scarcely above aver
age, and substantially below the figure of 
August 1, 1930. Despite the bumper crop of 
1930 and extremely low export prices, Aus
tralia disposed of a distinctly large fraction 

1 Prospects fOI' a bounty on exports, which was ali
thorized but for financial reasons could not be paid, 
were probably also a retarding factor. 

2 See above, p. 113. 
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CHAII'I' 55,-VISInLE WHEAT SUPPLIES IN Aus
'l'IIALIA, MONTHLY, AVEHAGE 1923-24 TO 1929-30 

AND FIIOM AUGUST 1,1929* 
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of her wheat supplies; financial pressure 
compelled. 

The movement was different in North 
America. Chart 56 shows weekly visihle 
supplies of Canadian wheat both in Canada 
and in the United States, and of United 
States wheat both in the United States and 
in Canada. 

The course of Canadian visihle supplies 
was not, on the whole, strikingly differen t 
from what it has been in other years. To 
judge solely from the course of exports (see 
Chart 37, p. 113), one would expect rather 
more than the usual seasonal decline of 
visibles in August 19;30, rather less than the 
seasonal rise in September, an unusual rise 
in November and December, an unusual 
decline in May 1931, and less than the usual 
decline in July. These features are in fact 
apparent so far as concerns the second half 
of the crop year; the decline was sharp in 
May, with heavy exports, and small in July 
with small exports. But in the early part of 
the year, one finds that the visible declined 

CI-IAHT 56.-COMMEHCIAL STOCI{S OF CANADIAN AND UNITED STATES WHEAT IN NORTH AMEIlICA, 
WEEKLY FROM AUGUST 1925* 
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rather less than usual in July, rose sharply 
in September, and rose less than usual in 
November and December. In general these 
developments reflect the facts that the crop 
of 19:30 matured early and was harvested 
under favorable weather conditions until 
October, permitting a free movement to 
market, and that the weather in parts of 
October and November tended to retard 
marketings. It is impossible to say precisely 
what differences in the course of Canadian 
visibles in 1930-31 would have appeared if 
farmers had not held on farms an unusu
ally large quantity of wheat at the end of 
the year, or if they had not fed unusually 
large quantities of merchantable wheat to 
animals. In the absence of these develop
ments, other things equal, the visible supply 
would have increased more than it did. 

The course of visible supplies of United 
States wheat (commercial stocks as re
ported by the United States Department 
of Agriculture) was most unusual. The fall 
peak came early, largely because the win
ter-wheat harvest was early, marketings 
liberal, export movement slow, and the 
spring-wheat harvest smalJ.1 But the most 
striking development was that visibles 
failed to show their usual substantial de
cline between ear:ly January and the end 
of June, and stood in late June 1931, before 
the new crop began to move, around 10 mil
lion bushels higher than in early January. 
The operations of the Grain Stabilization 
Corporation were clearly the major cause 
of this unusual development. 

It is probable that, even in the absence of 
stabilization operations, wheat prices in the 
United States would have ruled too high in 
relation to prices elsewhere to have per
mitted a notably large export movement 
from this country, as they did in 1928-29. 
The maintenance of visible supplies, so far 
as it was due to the relatively small exports 
in relation to the export surplus, cannot be 
wholly ascribed to stabilization operations. 
These operations had, however, a more di
rect effect upon the course of visible sup
plies. In the second half of 1930-31, millers, 

1 In years of large spring-wheat crops, a secondary 
peak in receipts at primary markets often occurs in 
October, tending (other things equal) to keep total 
visible supplies at a high level, or causing them to 
reach a peak, in October or November. 

merchants, and bakers sought to operate on 
minimum stocks in view of a prospective 
price precipice, and farmers had little in
centive to carry heavy stocks. The stabiliz
ing operations caused the visible supply 
(wheat in terminal elevators where it could 
be kept in good condition) to act as a mag
net drawing stocks from all other positions. 

The data on visible supplies given in 
Chart 56 include stocks of United States 
wheat stored in Canada and of Canadian 
wheat stored in the United States. In the 
course of the crop year, August-July, the 
stocks of United States wheat in Canada 
increased from 4 to 23 million bushels, by 
far the largest figure in a decade. This in
crease, most of which occurred in the three 
months May - July 1931, presumably re
flected the storage in Canadian elevators of 
part of the Stabilization Corporation's hold
ings. The shifting was doubtless made to 
reduce the danger of congestion of domes
tic storage space when the crop of 1931 
came to market, and perhaps to take ad
vantage of lower storage charges, particu
larly in view of prospects for a short crop 
in Canada. Canadian stocks in the United 
States, on the other hand, were reduced 
about 10 million bushels in the course of 
1930-31, and at the end stood at the lowest 
July point since 1927. 

The course of visible supplies in ports of 
the United Kingdom was also unusual in 
1930-31 (see Chart 57). Much as in 1929-30, 
the early months of 1930-31 witnessed a 
striking accumulation of stocks in this po
sition, and the later months an equally 
striking decline. In 1929-30 the accumula
tion consisted largely of Argentine wheat; 
in 1930-31 of Russian. The piling up of 
British port stocks in 1929-30 was accom
panied by a decline in wheat prices, inter
rupted by an advance in November; and it 
was followed by a very steep decline in 
prices. In 1930-31, however, the piling up 
of British stocks was accompanied by a 
price decline but not followed by one. 

Obviously a heavy accumulation of these 
stocks may represent at times accumulation 
induced by fear of rising prices, and hence 
may reflect for a time active bidding for 
import wheat at successively higher prices. 
At other times it may represent the efforts 
of exporting countries to push wheat into 
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the hands of importers even at progres
sively lower prices, the United Kingdom be
ing the importing country best fitted by lo
cation and equipment to receive and hold 
for a time such wheat as exporting coun
tries push out in excess of what other Euro
pean importing countries will take. In any 

CHAHT 57.-VISIBLE WHEAT SUPPLIES IN PORTS OF 
TI-IE UNITED KINGDOM, MONTHLY, AVERAGE 
1923-24 TO 1929-30 AND FROM AUGUST 1, 
1929* 
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f~r some time after) piled up because other 
importing countries chose not to take as 
much wheat as the exporting countries, no
tably Russia, chose to ship. The accumu
lation of stocks under these circumstances 
was a symptom of an unfavorable price sit
uation. 

UNITED STATES CARRYOVER, JUNE 30, 1931 

As we have seen, the total of such wheat 
stocks as are estimated in the United States 
was built up in 1930-31 for the fifth succes
sive year, and stood higher than ever be
fore on June 30, 1931. Chart 58 shows for 

CHART 58.-WHEAT CARRYOVER IN THE UNITED 
STATES, JULY 1, 1921-31* 
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event a distinctly high level of British port 
stocks must be regarded as unpropitious 
for an advance in world wheat prices. 

When these stocks are high, British im
porters are in a position permitting them 
safely to withdraw from the market for a 
time, as seems to have been the case in the 
early months of 1930,1 or to lower their 
bids. In the early months of 1931 a similar 
withdrawal occurred, though with the ef
fect not of depressing prices further (as in 
1930) but of tending to restrain or limit an 
ad"yance. It is clear that the large accumu
latIon of British stocks in September-De
cember 1930 could hardly have resulted 
from British expectations of an advance in 
prices in later months. The stocks (some 
of which were not sold before arrival or 

1 See WHEAT STUDIES, December 1930, VII, 138. 
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a decade the level of and changes in year
end stocks in the several major positions. 
The chart lends emphasis to the facts, dis
cussed above, that it was the supply of 
wheat in terminal markets (the visible) 
which reached a record height at the end of 
1930-31, and that it was the visible that 
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was built up in the course of the crop year. 
Stocks in all other positions declined, 
though not to really low levels. 

The figures of the several series sum
marized in Chart ;)8 arc not strictly com
parable as between successive years. For 
example, the rise of 9.4 million bushels in 
city mill stocks in 192U-:30 is due wholly to 
the fact that as of .J uue :30, 1!):30, we include 
till oflicial approximation to the quantity 
of wheat "stored for others" in city mills. l 

It may well be that even before the advent 
of the Grain Stabilization Corporation, 
more or less wheat was "stored for others" 
hy mills; to the extent that such storage 
occurred, the figures for years prior to 1 \):30 
arc understated for proper comparison 
with the figure of 1930 and 1 H31. For the 
first time in June 1!J31, the Census Bureau 
requested city mills to report the quantity 
of wheat "stored for others," and the re
turns (raised to 100 per cent to account for 
non-reporting mills) yield a figure of 18.4 
million bushels. It is not yet possible to 
ascertain how much of (or possibly how 
much more than) this quantity was owned 
by the Grain Stabilization Corporation. The 
inclusion of it in a statement of the total 
United States carryover, however, may ex
aggerate both the size of city mill sLocks 
and of the total carryover at the end of 
.June lU:H, in contrast especially with the 
figures for June 192~). In some degree, 
though probably not a significant one, the 
increase of stocks in the United States in 
the past five years, as measured by the data 
of Chart 58, is due to the increased inclu
siveness of the statistics.2 

The ownership of the outward carryover 
is discussed below (p. 156). 

CANADIAN CAHHYOVEH, JULY 31, 1931 a 

Total year-end stocks of Canadian wheat 
in Canada were ofIicially estimated at 133 
million bushels, about 22 million larger 
than the huge stocks carried into 1\)~m-31. 
On account of a reduction of stocks of 
Canadian wheat in the United States, how
ever, the increase in stocks of Canadian 
wheat in North America was only about 12 

1 This estimated quantity was 12.5 million bushels. 
2 For details, see Appendix Table XXXI. 
3 See Appendix Tables XXXI and XLII. 

million bushels. Among the several com
ponents of the total, stocks on farms in
creased about 14 million bushels, and 
stocks in country, private, and mill eleva
tors about 17 million, both standing at 
much the highest level in post-war years. 
In similar positions in the United States, 
stocks were reduced; and the sharp COIl

trast between developments in the two 
countries must be regarded as largely an 
effect of stabilization opera lions in the 
United States. The increase of Canadian 
stocks in country mills and elevators, how
ever, was partly statistical, arising from a 
shift of classification; some wheat formerly 
reported as "in flour mills" was shifted to 
the category of "country, private, and mill 
elevators in the Western Division." The 
increase would appear to be not 17, but 
about 10 million hushels except for the 
shift of classification. This shift accounts 
also for an apparent decline of the stocks 
"in flour mills" from 6.9 to 1.4 million 
bushels. There was actually an increase of 
about a million bushels in stocks held by 
mills included in the monthly reports of 
mill grindings and flour output. Canadian 
stocks in terminal elevators were only a 
little higher at the end of the year than at 
the beginning, and stocks in transit were 
smaller. 

The small net exports from Canada in 
1 \)30-31, the upbuilding of stocks, and the 
relationship of Winnipeg to Liverpool fu
tures prices especially in the latter part of 
the year combine to suggest that Canadian 
wheat tended to be held rather strongly. If 
this was the reaction in Canada to unprece
dentedly low wheat prices, it seems fairly 
certain that a similar reaction would have 
been observable in the United States, even 
in the absence of' stabilization operations. 
In passing, it is worthy of notice that in 
1U30-31, with the reorganization in Novem
ber 1930 of the cen tral selling agency of the 
Canadian Wheat Pools, the private grain 
trade could not continue to attribute ac
cumulation of Canadian wheat stocks to 
the operations of this organization. 

SOUTHEHN HEMISPHEHE STOCKS, 

AUGUST 1, 1931 

Neither official nor unofIicial estimates 
of stocks as comprehensive or as detailed 



STOCKS AN]) CAiWYOVIWS 14!) 

[IS those of the United States and Canada 
urc available for Argentina and Australia. 
It is possible, however, to reach rough es
timates of aggregate stocks in each country 
as of 'August 1. 

As of September 12, 19iH, a direct oflicial 
estimate accounted for ;39 million bushels 
in railway stations, in ports, and in flour 
mills of Argcntina; no estimate was made 
of stocks on farms, but it is to he inferred 
from the ofIicial reporP that an allowance 
of about 2 million bushels was thought suf
Heicnt to covcr stocks in this and somc 
lllinor positions. This oflicial estimatc seems 
too low, for by the middle of November 
about 13 million bushels had been exported, 
ubout 5 million remained in the visiblc in 
ports, about 10 million must havc been 
lIsed for food, and it is hardly conceivable 
that in mid-November only 13 million bush
els remained to cover export and domestic 
use hefore the new crop was marketed. If 
wc add to the ofllcial estimate as of Sep
tcmber 12 the exports between August 1 
and September 12 (about 9 million bush
cIs), and allow for a reduction of some
thing like 10 million bushels in mill stocks" 
between those dates, thc calculation sug
gests stocks of about 60 million bushels as 
of August 1. But if the oflicial estimate was 
too low, the calculation based on it prob
ably yields too low a figure for stocks on 
August 1, 1931. 

An unoflicial direct estimate of Argentine 
whcat stocks in ports, in railway stations, 
and on farms as of about June 15-20, 1931, 
was published by the Times of Argentina." 
The estimated figure was about 82 million 
bushels; this does not include mill stocks. 
If we assume that as much wheat was held 
by mills on .June 15-20 as on Septcmber 12 
(some In million bushels), we may infer 
that total stocks in June were about 101 
million bushels. Allowance for exports and 
domestic consumption between mid - June 
and August 1 (exports of about 16 million 

1 See Revisla SemanaZ, September 29, 1931. 
• 2 One may reasonably assume that in Argentina as 
1n the United Stut,es, mill stoci,s ure reduced in the 
second huJf of the country's crop year. 

"These cstimutes have appeared two or three times 
a year, in the second half of the calendar yeur, since 
.Julle 1928. 

,j See Appendix 'fable XLIII. 

hushels and domestic consumption of about 
8 million), would point to stocks on Au
gust 1 of about 77 million bushels. If, how
cver, wc assumc that mill stocks werc 
higher on August 1 than on Septcmber 12, 
August 1 stocks may have bcen as high as 
85 million bushels. We cmploy this figurc 
for lack of a bcttcr; latcr cstimatcs of stocks 
and the cxport statistics may warrant the 
usc of a differcnt onc. 

If stocks on August 1, 1!)3t, approximated 
85 million bushels, the level as compared 
with other years was moderately high, 
though somewhat lower than in H)28 and 
much lower than in In!) aftcr the hugc 
crop harvested late in 1!)28. Stocks must 
also have bcen built up in the course of 
1930-31, perhaps as much as 20 million 
bushels. In Argentina, however, the in
crease was from an average level, not a 
high one as in the United States and Can
ada. A sizable fraction of the year-end 
stocks not destined for domestic use was 
presumably of poor quality. Holding back 
from export wheat of poor quality in the 
hope that it could be sold for better prices 
when mixed with new-crop whcat probably 
constitutes the chief reason for the increase 
of stocks in 1930-31. 

Our estimates of year-end stocks, taken 
in conjunction with statistics of crops and 
net exports and fairly reliable estimates of 
utilization for food and seed, at first sug
gest that the crop of H)30 either was used 
rather extensively for feed or was oflicially 
overestimated. 4 But neither the available 
information nor the margin of error in the 
figures warrants a definite conclusion. It 
is possible that in Argentina some poorer 
stands of wheat were not thought worth 
cutting in view of the low price, and were 
used as pasture. If the grain on such fields 
is included in the oflicial crop estimate, it 
may be that feed use of wheat would have 
to be described as notably heavy. If such 
grain was not included in the crop esti
mate, it may be that our estimate of Au
gust 1 stocks is too low, possibly because a 
fair amount was held on farms. 

Not much more can be said of the size of 
Australian wheat stocks on August 1, IH31, 
than that they must approximately have 
equaled the ('xports during August-Novem
ber following, plus the visible supply on 
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December 1, plus requirements for domes
tic consumption during August-November. 
The final figures necessary for this calcula
tion are not yet available; but incomplete 
data suggest that stocks on August 1 were 
at least 40 million bushels, and perhaps 
somewhat larger if we assume that more 
remained on farms than usual. At say 45 
million bushels stocks would be relatively 
high. Perhaps only the stocks in 1921, be
fore war - time accumulations had been 
cleaned out, were larger. The relatively 
high stocks may be regarded mainly as a 
natural consequence of the record wheat 
crop of 1930. 

Stocks of 45 million bushels on August 1, 
1931, would represent a comparatively 
small fraction of the preceding crop. The 
financial stringency of farmers and the 
general financial weakness of Australia in 
1930-31 must have militated against hold
ing, which was more or less in evidence in 
the latter part of 1929-30. There was no 
great accumulation of stocks in the course 
of the Northern Hemisphere crop year 
1930-31. As in Argentina, the stocks prob
ably contained a good deal of low-quality 
wheat, and of course prices were very low. 
The relatively poor quality of the crop of 
1930 suggests that utilization of wheat for 
feed may have been unusually heavy. Un
less feeding was heavy, the statistics and 
estimates of disposition1 suggest either that 
the official crop estimate is too high, or that 
our estimate of year-end stocks is too low.2 

STOCKS IN RUSSIA 

The Russian wheat crop of 1930 (and 
presumably the bread - grain crop) was 
huge, and likewise the supplies left avail
able for domestic use even after deduction 
for heavy exports and heavy utilization for 
seed. The inference is immediately sug
gested that opportunity existed for a large 
accumulation of wheat stocks, perhaps to 
such an extent that year-end stocks could 

1 See Appendix Table XLIV. 
2 In Australia as in Argentina, some stands of 

wheat may not have been harvested, and it is difficult 
to say how this affects the statistics of disposition. 

3 See above, pp. 135-36. 
4 See p. 128. 
5 Sec Appendix Table XXXVI. 

have been the largest in a decade. At the 
London Wheat Conference held in May 
1931 the official Russian delegate, Mr. Lubi
moff, spoke of a wheat crop in 1930 of 1,084 
million bushels; "consumption within the 
country" of 860 million bushels, and a "sur
plus of last year's harvest" of 224 million. 
It would be possible to interpret these state
ments to mean that since exports have ap
proximated 110 million bushels, year-end 
stocks on August 1, 1931, were larger (by 
about 114 million bushels) than were the 
stocks on August 1, 1930. We take it, how
ever, that Mr. Lubimoff was speaking of a 
theoretical or statistical surplus, obtained 
by subtracting what must be an exceed
ingly rough estimate of consumption from 
a more precise estimate of the crop. For 
reasons set forth above, we are disposed to 
believe that wheat stocks were to some ex
tent accumulated in 1930-31;3 yet we find 
difficulty in supposing that the accumula
tion could have amounted to as much as 
114 million bushels-that is, about as much 
as the exports. The evidence which sug
gests that stocks were built up does not 
seem to us to imply an accumulation 
amounting to over 10 per cent of the har
vested wheat cr.op. Nevertheless it would 
not be unreasonable to suppose that the 
level of Russian wheat stocks at the end of 
1930-31 was quite as high as in any other 
post-war year, perhaps higher; and it was 
almost certainly higher than in August of 
the two preceding years. 

STOCKS IN MINOR EXPORTING COUNTRIES 

Specific evidence both as to the absolute 
levels and the changes during 1930-31 in 
year-end stocks of countries other than the 
four major non-European exporters is de
cidedly scanty. As was pointed out above; 
the most tangible evidence is provided by 
statistics of apparent domestic utilization5 

(crops plus net imports or minus net ex
ports) and of net retention (apparent do
mestic utilization minus estimated seed re
quirements). In so far as it is possible to 
estimate for any country the quantities uti
lized for food, feed, industry, and waste, it 
is also possible to adjudge roughly what 
must have been the changes in stocks, or 
at least the direction of change; and im-
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pressions obtained from statistical analysis 
of this sort may be confirmed or called mto 
question by reference to the comments of 
traders and to statistical evidence that has 
at least an indirect bearing. A series of 
charts presented in the preceding section 
gives our rough estimates of wheat con
sumption;l the accompanying text contains 
comments upon the stocks position; and we 
have already considered the probable size 
and direction of change of year-end stocks 
in the minor exporting countries as a group 
and in the European importing countries 
as a group. Here we need only consider 
certain details. 

Table 3 is inserted in order to provide a 
clearer idea of the procedure involved in 
estimating stocks in the minor exporters as 
a group and severally, and to illustrate how 
the stocks position differed as between 
countries. For all countries we employ sta
tistics of net retention and estimates of con
sumption in August-July crop years. This 
is of course an arbitrary procedure, fol
lowed only because it seems desirable to 
try to secure as generalized a notion as pos
sible of the world stocks position at the end 
of what is called the Northern Hemisphere 
crop year, August-July. The Indian wheat 
crop year is not August-July, but April-· 
March; the crop year in northern Africa is 
June-May; the Danubian crop year is July
June. To employ the net wheat retention 
statistics and estimates of consumption as 
of these crop years would doubtless be the 
preferable procedure if one sought spe
cifically to estimate the quantities of old
crop wheat retained by each country at the 
end of its proper crop year, but not to 
evaluate the world stocks position at the 
end of the Northern Hemisphere crop year. 
The use of the Northern Hemisphere crop 
year obviously introduces an element of 
artificiality into the picture of the stocks 
position in every country whose proper 
cr~p year is not August-July; but this arti
ficlahty seems unavoidable if a generalized 
evaluation of the world stocks position is 
to be attempted at any given date whatever. 

For what they may be worth, our esti
mates of year-end stocks in several minor 
exporting countries are shown in Table 3. 

1 See Charts 46-50, pp. 129-34. 

The method of estimation essentially in
volves an attempt to measure deviations of 
stocks from a minimum; it is for this rea
son that for some countries the table shows 
stocks to have been zero in some years. 
Since the estimates must be taken as at
tempts to represent stocks of wheat in all 
forms and positions, stocks could not fall to 
zero in any country, and we have therefore 
allowed roughly for minimum stocks. The 
allowances, needless to say, are arbitrary; 
and for this reason less confidence can be 
placed in the absolute levels of stocks as 
estimated than in changes in level or in 
comparative levels as between different 
years. 

TABLE 3.-EsTIMATED WHEAT STOCKS IN THE 
MINOR EXPORTING COUNTRIES, AUGUST 1, 

1927-31* 
(Million bushels) 

Country 1927 1928 1929 I~I 1931 

India ............ 4 4 0 0 47 

Hungary ......... 1 0 18 5 11 
J ugo-Slavia ...... 14 4 19 13 8 
Bulgaria ......... 2 2 9 0 8 
Roumania ....... 9 0 10 7 16 

Northern Africa" .. 7 3 11 14 0 

Allowance for min-
imum stocks· ... 30 30 30 30 30 

Total .......... 67 43 97 69 120 

* Based mainly upon the differences between net domes
tic retention (crops minus net exports or plus net imports 
minus estimated seed requirements) and estimated con
sumption. 

a Algeria, lIIorocco, Tunis, Egypt. Trade statistics of 
lIIorocco partially estimated. 

• Roughly 5 per cent of average annual domestic net re
tention of wheat over the period 1920-21 to 1930-31. 

If the figures are at all well founded, the 
main conclusion is that aggregate stocks in 
the minor exporting countries stood at a 
very high level at the end of 1930-31, and 
increased greatly in the course of the crop 
year. The increase may possibly have been 
as large as the increase of stocks in North 
America-probably larger if we have over
estimated consumption in the minor ex
porting countries, but probably smaller if 
we have underestimated consumption. By 
countries, the level of stocks at the end of 
1930-31 in contrast with earlier years ap
pears especially high in India and Rouma-
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nia, and low in northern Africa. J ugo
Slavia and the northern African countries 
alone seem to have reduced their stocks in 
the course of the year. The relatively high 
level in the Danubian countries as a group 
seems to be confirmed by the exceptionally 
heavy shipments from that area in August
November 1931. India, however, has shown 
no evidence of disposing of accumulated 
stocks, and it may be that subsequent de
velopments will warrant the inference that 
the huge crop of 1930 passed more largely 
into current consumption and less into 
stock-building than our present estimates 
suggest. 

STOCKS IN EUROPEAN IMPORTING COUNTRIES 

We have already noted (see above, p. 
138) that combined wheat stocks afloat to 
Europe and in Europe excluding the Dan
ube basin and Russia appear to have stood 
at the lowest level in about six years at the 
end of 1930-31. In contrast, stocks in North 
America, Argentina, Australia, India, the 
Danube countries as a group, and probably 
Russia stood at either their highest post
war level or at levels not far below the 
highest. European governmental regula
tions were of outstanding importance in 
causing the generally low level of stocks 
available to European importing countries, 
and hence in causing further accumulation 
of stocks in exporting countries. 

The stocks position was very different, 
however, as between the several European 
importing countries. Table 4, the figures of 
which are subject to all of the qualifications 
applicable to our estimates of stocks in the 
minor exporting countries, gives a more 
detailed picture of the European position. 
Stocks were increased from a moderate 
level to a high one in the British Isles, Po
land, and the group including Belgium, 
Holland, and Switzerland. Direct estimates 
of British port stocks also indicate both a 
high level of British stocks at the end of 
the year and an increase within the year.1 

As of the middle of July, reported stocks in 

1 See Appendix Table XXXIII. 
2 See World Wheat Prospects, September 3, 1931, 

p. 29. The figures were 2.06 million bushels in 1930 
and 3.15 million in 1931. 

3 Ibid., p. 29. Estimated year-end stoeks in Ham
burg, however, were larger in 1931 than in 1930. 

Antwerp, Rotterdam, and Amsterdam stood 
appreciably higher in 1931 than in 1930,2 so 
that our evaluation of the position in Bel
gium, Holland, and Switzerland is partially 
confirmed. In France big initial stocks, 
built up from the huge crop of 1930, were 
reduced to distinctly small ones as a result 
of the tariff and the governmental regula
tions of milling; although no direct esti
mates of stocks are available, the main 

TABLE 4.-EsTIMATED WHEAT STOCKS IN EURO
l'EAN IMPORTING COUNTRIES, AUGUST 1, 

1927-31* 
(Million busbels) 

Country 1927 1928 1929 1930 1031 
- - - -

British Isles .............. 8 19 10 6 18 
France ................... 16 3 20 32 0 
Germany ................. 1 16 30 5 0 
Italy ..................... 25 8 23 24 12 
Belgium, Holland, Switzer-

land ................... 0 7 9 5 10 
Austria, Czech a-Slovakia ... 0 5 7 6 3 
Spain .................... 15 15 7 14 10 
Poland ................... 0 7 3 1 10 
Others" ................... 4 6 10 5 5 

Allowance for minimum 
stocks' ................. 75 75 75 75 75 

Total ................. 144 161 194 173 143 

• Based mainly upon the differences hetween net do
mestic retention (crops plus net imports minus estimated 
seed requirements) and estimated consumption. 

a Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Greece. 

• Roughly 5 per cent of annual average domestic net re
tention of wheat over the period 1920-21 to 1930-31. 

facts are recognized by all observers. It 
was probably in France that the largest re
duction of stocks occurred in 1930-31. In 
Italy, Spain, apd Austria and Czecho-Slo
vakia together, reduction of stocks prob
ably occurred in 1930-31, but perhaps from 
a high level to a moderate one; the facts 
are somewhat obscure. In Germany reduc
tion occurred from a rather low level to a 
distinctly low one, as is attested by esti
mates of wheat stocks on German farms 
and of wheat and flour stocks in Berlin,3 
qS well as by the opinions of observers. In 
other countries as a group, stocks were 
probably neither strikingly low nor strik
ingly high at the end of 1930-31, and there 
was probably not much change in the course 
of the year. 
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VI. STABILIZATION OPERATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 

In 1929-30 the loan policies of the Fed
eral Farm Board, and subsequent support
ing purchases of wheat by the Farmers 
National Grain Corporation and the Grain 
Stabilization Corporation under the Board's 
auspices, were significant factors in the 
wheat situation in this country and, to some 
extent, in the world at large.1 In 1930-31 
stabilization operations under the Board's 
control were of far greater importance. 

The price-pegging policy pursued in 
1930-31 was quite in contrast with the sta
bilization policy pursued in 1929-30. It is 
true that the policy of lending to co-opera
tives on a fixed basis, and subsequent pur
chases on that basis by the Farmers Na
tional Grain Corporation, suggested price 
pegging. But the Grain Stabilization Cor
poration, when it entered upon the policy 
of supporting the market in February and 
March 1930, bought at the market, and un
dertook to cushion price declines instead of 
to stand under the entire market. The op
erations in 1929-30 were less extensive geo
graphically as well. The 1930-31 operations 
represent a major economic experiment, 
different in principle and practice from 
previous examples in this country and most 
examples abroad, at least in time of peace. 
The distinction is made clear by the chart 
of grain stabilization holdings reproduced 
on page 164 below. 

In view of the importance of the innova
tion of a pegged price in times of peace, the 
announcements of the Farm Board were 
meager. The objectives of the operation 
were not fully set forth until months after 
it was instituted. The duration of the sta
bilization was not initially announced. The 
operative steps were not announced in de
tail. The policy on export sales was not for
mulated early. The action was evidently 
undertaken to meet circumstances regarded 

1 See WHEAT STUDIES, December 1930, VII, No.2, 
especially pp. 145-64. 

2 The reasons which led the Board to authorize sta
bilization operations in mid-November 1930 had to be 
gleaned, in advance of the issuance of the Second 
Annual Report, from four principal sources: Chair
man Legge's brief announcement of November 16, 
1930; Member Teague's Boston address of December 8, 
1930; Chairman Stone's address in Hutchinson, Kan
sas, on March 25, 1931; and President Milnor's state
ment of May 29, 1931. 

as an emergency. All of the problems to be 
encountered could not possibly be foreseen. 
As conditions developed unfavorably in 
world markets the difficulties multiplied. 
In the matter of publicity, the policy was 
distinctly one of reserve.2 Only recently, 
with the publication of the Second Annual 
Report of the Federal Farm Board, and 
with hearings before the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, have certain 
import an t details been made public. 

The Board's Report, released on Novem
ber 24, 1931, is by no means an exhaustive 
document. Nevertheless, the section de
voted to the stabilization of the wheat price 
enables the commentator to go more deeply 
into the subject than was previously pos
sible on the basis of official pronounce
ments and the observations of the trade. 
Some additional information was disclosed 
in testimony before the Senate Committee 
on November 24, 25, and 27. Certain im
portant statistical data, in particular, are 
now publicly available. The future his
torian will desire considerably more official 
information; and it is explicitly recognized 
in the Report that only a limited appraisal 
is possible until the lapse of another crop 
year. 

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS 

The stabilization operations of 1930-31 
may be summarized briefly as follows: 

1. The Grain Stabilization Corporation 
held oft' the market over 65 million bushels 
of wheat and futures, which remained on 
June 30 as a net balance from its operations 
in 1929-30. The Corporation sought to ar
range the position of these holdings in such 
manner as to minimize congestion during 
the period of heavy movement of the on
coming crop. 

2. In the summer of 1930 the Federal 
Farm Board resisted much pressure to have 
it authorize extensive purchases of new 
wheat to support the market. 

3. In September and October the trade 
observers occasionally ascribed firmness in 
the market to purchases by the Farm Board 
or its "subsidiaries." According to the Re
port, price-supporting purchases of futures 
were begun by the Grain Stabilization Cor-
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poralion in mid-August, and continued 
through September and October, appar
ently to the extenl of approximately 40 
million bushels. 

4. In mid - November, however, in the 
midst of severe price declines to new low 
levels which the Board regarded as creating 
a grave emergency, it embarked upon for
mal stabilization purchases on a large scale. 
Though the character of the stabilization 
policy was not announced at the outset, in 
December it was made clear that the in
ten tion was to maintain a stabilized level 
of prices until the new crop year opened. 

5. The procedure shortly developed was 
to buy sulIicienl futures lo maintain mini
mum prices in the various futures markets, 
to take deliveries on these fulures, and to 
make supplementary purchases of cash 
wheat so as to make such support of fu
tures markels effeclive on cash markets. 

6. Sales of futures and of cash wheal 
were made, to an extenl not publicly 
known, in such a way that no severe 
"squeezes" occurred, but not so as to pre
vent occasional significant advances in fu
lures prices above the pegged levels. 

7. On February 26, 1n31, the Stabilization 
Corporation announced that it would en
deavor to sell for export, for the best prices 
obtainable, by July 1, 1B31, some 35 million 
bushcls of wheat that were "out of posi
tion" at the seaboard. Apparently some of 
this wheat was sold direct, some to or 
through private exporters; the amount thus 
sold was a little over 21 million bushels. 

8. The Stabilization Corporation set up a 
plan for sale of wheat to millers for export 
of flour, under which some 9 million bush
els of wheat were exported in the state of 
flour. 

H. On March 23, 1931, the Board an
nounced that the policy of stabilizing prices 
would continue to the end of the old-crop 
movement, but that stabilization purchases 
would not be made from the 1931 crop. 

10. Exlensive deliveries on May futures, 
preceded by smaller deliveries on Decem
ber and March futures, were accepted with 
avoidance of congestion of physical facili
ties in terminal markets. Purchases of cash 
wheat were continued after the end of May 
in certain markets at least, but such pur
chases ceased as the new-crop wheat moved 

to market in considerable volume toward 
the end of .June. 

11. Stabilization supplies were again, as 
in 1 B30, shifted lo avoid congestion as new 
wheat moved to market, and it is to be in
ferred thaL increased stocks of United 
Stales grain in Canada largely represented 
stabilization wheal. 

12. In its slatement of March 2:3 the 
Board announced that, in the new crop 
year, "stabilization supplies of wheat will 
be handled in such a way as [the Board 
thought] to impose the minimum of burden 
upon domestic and world prices." In prac
tice, domestic sales were limited, and were 
not made in the Southwest in competition 
with wheat of the new crop in .June and 
July. 

13. On June ::~(), H}31, in response to insis
tent demands for a more definite statement 
of policy, and after great pressure had been 
exerted to have the Board announce com
plete withholding of stabilization stocks, 
either until July 1, 1H32, or at least until a 
certain price might be reached, the Board 
announced that sales of stabilization wheat 
during 1931-32 would be limited to 5 mil
lion bushels a month, exclusive of sales to 
foreign governments or their agencies which 
were under consideration on that date, ex
cept in the case of radical change in the 
wheat situation. 

14. Total purchases, apparently includ
ing those of 192H-i30, were 330 million bush
els, taken at an average price of 81.97 cents 
per bushel. Sales over the whole period 
ending June 30, 1931, were 73 million bush
els. At that time the Grain Stabilization 
Corporation owned 257 million bushels of 
wheat. The total carryover within the 
United States was 319 million bushels; 
an additional 15 million bushels of United 
Slates wheat was stored in Canada; hence 
some 77 per cent of the total carryover of 
United States wheat in this country and 
Canada was in ofIicial hands. The wheat 
on farms and in ofIicial hands may have 
been around 90 per cent of the outward 
carryover. 

REASONS FOR STAI3ILIZATION 

Chairman Legge of the Federal Farm 
Board issued on November 16, 1930, the 
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following brief statement on the inaugura
tion of major stabilization operations: 

Demoralization in world grain markets has 
llIade it necessary for the Grain Stabilization 
Corporation to again enter the wheat market in 
ordel' to slop panicky selling and to prevent fur
ther unwarranted declines in domestic prices. 
Comparatively wheat is lower in price than other 
agricultural commodities. The price of flour fully 
re/lects the price of wheat which no doubt is 
increasing the pCI' capita consumption. While 
the visible supply of wheat is large, there is no 
congestion in any of the terminal markets. He
ceipts at primary markets arc unusually light, 
which suggests the extent to which farm stocks 
arc being used for feeding purposes. Further 
price declines would be in sympathy with for
eign markets and not justified by domestic con
ditions. 

In the Report are given a number of fac
tors bearing on the policy. The early prices 
of the crop were disappointing, wheat was 
evidently accumulating abroad, and im
porting countries were restricting imports. 
The disaster to the corn crop was regarded 
hy the Board as threatening an acute feed 
shortage which could be met only by heavy 
feeding of wheat. Support was first given 
on account of the heavy decline in wheat 
prices despite the short corn crop. The ex
ports of other countries, especially Russia, 
were heavy. Importers declined to accu
mulate stocks and congestion of wheat ap
peared on the water and in European 
ports. These various influences led to pro
Ilounced weakness of the world price, re
acting on the domestic price. Financial 
weakness supervened, credit became scarce, 
loans were imperiled, co-operatives and 
banks were endangered, banking and mer
cantile stability were involved. Drastic ac
tion was regarded as imperative if our 
markets were to be saved from collapse 
with the world market. Formal stabiliza
tion was thereupon instituted. 

The reasons for the pegging of the wheat 
price were evidently several. A major one 
(and, we believe, the compelling reason) 
was the desire to stabilize credit and check 
panic in the wheat belts. A second was the 
desire to protect the American market from 
foreign influences. A third was the feeling 
tl~at stabilization of price of wheat would 
YIeld to wheat growers a substantial in
crease from an otherwise low and unre
munerative price. A fourth was the hope 

that pegging the wheal price would have a 
favorable influence on the prices of other 
grains. Lastly, it was felt that industry as 
well as agriculture stood to gain from a 
stabilization of credit and a checking of de
moralization in the marketing of so promi
nent a crop as wheat. Here is ohviously a 
mixture of price stahilization and credit 
stabilization. We have previously ex
pressed the view that the stahilized wheat 
price was primarily a credit measure and 
is to be judged by what it accomplished in 
the field of credit more than hy what it ac
complished in net gain in the farm price of 
wheat. 

EFFECT OF STABILIZATION ON COURSE AND 

RELATIONSHIPS OF DOMES'IlC PmCES 

In retrospect, it is clear that operations 
for drought relief carried on with the co
operation of the Farmers' National Grain 
Corporation and purchases of futures dur
ing August-October had some effect in sup
porting prices in the United States. 1 The 
Report, however, does not stress this in
fluence. 

Chart 24 (p. 99) shows how the descent of 
futures prices was abruptly checked in mid
November. Prices of all futures fell to low 
levels on November 10. Supporting pur
chases, of December futures at least, were 
probably quietly made during that week. 
The Decemher future closed relatively firm 
when, on November 15, March and May fu
tures dropped to new low levels in all mar
kets. On November 16 the Chairman of the 
Federal Farm Board acknowledged the in
auguration of formal stabilization opera
tions. 

In the following week futures prices ad
vanced sharply, not merely because of pur
chases by the Grain Stabilization Corpora
tion, but because shorts hastened to cover. 
Prices of May futures, which had closed at 
73.9 cents on November 15, closed at 80.6 
cents on November 22, and higher still on 
November 24. A somewhat corresponding 
advance in May futures occurred in other 
markets, as shown by Chart 59. In the fol
lowing week there was a moderate decline, 
hut most or all of this was recovered in the 

1 See above, p. 86. 
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first week of December. The only excep
tion was the markets of the Pacific North
west, where stahilization was not made ef
fective until Decemher 12 or 13, and then at 
a level ahout equal to the low point of No
vember 18. 

CHAHT 59.-CLOSING PmCES OF MAY FUTUHES IN 
SIX UNITED STATES MAlII{ETS, NOVEMlmH

.JANUAHY 1930-31 * 
(Cellts pCI' bus"e!) 

r----------.-----------.----~------85 

---+--~~----~80 

60~--~N-ov-----L----~D-ec----~----~Ja-n----~60 

• Prices in Chicago (old style contract) arc from the 
Dall/J Trade Bulletin; Minneapolis prices from the Vail/J 
Market Record; Kansas City prices from the Grain Market 
Reuiew; Duluth prices from the Dail/l Trade Bulletin, Chi
cago, and the Chicago .TournaI of Commerce; Scattle prices 
from the Commercial !leuiew, Portland. 

President Milnor of the Grain StabiIiza
itcm Corporation, in a statement issued 
May 29, 1931, described the level at which 
prices were pegged as follows: 1 

.... Since that time [November 24, 1930] 
such purchases as were necessary have been 
made in order to maintain the minimum price 
of 81 cents in Chicago, and corresponding prices 
in other principal markets; for example, 73 cents 
in Kansas City, 7611z cents in Minneapolis, etc. 

The price of cash wheat bas been maintained 
on a comparative level with the futures .... 

In effect, futures prices were "pegged," 
by the process of taking all futures offered 
at certain minimum levels. These evidently 
were, for May futures, as follows in cents 
per hushel: 

Chicago ......... 81 (old basis) 
Minneapolis ...... 7611z 
Kansas City ..... 73 
Duluth .......... 73 
St. Louis ......... 79 
Seattle } ....... {68 (bulk basis) 
Portland ....... 71 (sacked basis) 

1 Here quoted from WIleal Growers' .Tournai, Kan
sas City, Missouri, .June 5, 1931. 

Cash purchases were also made, in order to 
supplement the support of the futures mar
kets in holding up prices in the country; 
but to what extent, and on precisely what 
basis, public information does not yet dis
close. 

In short, the Grain Stabilization Corpo
ration maintained the pegged price in three 
ways. First, by purchase of futures, largely 
in Chicago, in the December and March, 
but especially in the May contract. Second, 
the Grain Stabilization Corporation made 
heavy purchases of cash wheat, especially 
in the Southwest. Whenever, for one rea
son or another, the cash price lagged be
hind the futures prices, cash wheat had to 
be purchased to make good the pegged 
price to the grower. Wheat was purchased 
both from growers and from grain dealers. 
Third, the Grain Stabilization Corporation 
(it is to be inferred) took over wheat from 
the Farmers National Grain Corporation to 
an extent which, again, is not a matter of 
public record . 

Sales of futures and of cash wheat were 
presumably made during the period of sup
port of the market, and in such amounts as 
to prevent the occurrence of severe squeezes 
as more and more of the available supplies 
of contracts and actual wheat came into 
possession of the Stabilization Corporation. 
Yet sales were not made with sufficient free
dom to prevent occasional temporary ad
vances in the futures, as for example, in 
January 1931. The new basis contracts in 
May futures, on which more limited grades 
were deliverable without discount, com
manded higher prices than old May con
tracts. 

Some idea of the extent to which the sup
port of the futures market, supplemented 
by cash purchases, was effective in prices 
of cash grain, is afforded by Chart 60. This 
chart shows that prices of No. 2 Hard 
Winter in Kansas City stood 4 cents below 
the pegged price of the May future through 
most of January and February and 3 cents 
below in most of March. Beginning late in 
March, however, the price rose until from 
early in April until after the middle of 
June the price was practically the same as 
the minimum price of the May future, and 
in two individual weeks slightly above it. 

Prices of hard spring wheats were simi-
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larIy maintained, and strengthened well in 
advance of the end of May, but prices of 
No.1 Northern and No. 1 Dark Northern 
dropped appreciably in the first two weeks 
of June, while hard winters were held up. 

CHAnT 60.-WEIGHTED AVlmAGE PmCES OF REPHE
SEN'l'ATIVE WHEATS, WEEKLY, SEI'TEMBEH 1930 
TO JULY 1931, IN COMPAHlSON WITH MINIMUM 
(STABILIZATION) PmCES OF MAY FUTUIIES* 

(Cellis per bushel) 

~ __ ~ __ ,-__________ -,,-__ ,-__ ,-__ ,80 

MINNEAPOLIS 

70L---~--~~~~~--~~--~~~~~70 

80 80 

~~+---+---~---4--_4----r---+---~7S 

~--~--~ __ -L--~ __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~--~6S 

rr--,---,---,,-------,----r---,---,90 

75~--L-__ ~ __ _L __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ __ ~75 

M ~ 

~~+_--+---~--_4--_4----~--+---~75 

70r---~--~--~--~--~----r---+-~~70 

65~:_l_;_;_~~~=~::f~~-~.-J65 
Oct Nov Feb Mar May 

.• Weekly average datu from Crops aJl(I .1tarkel., and For
el(lll Crops alld Markels. 

No.2 Red Winter at St. Louis held closer 
to the minimum prices of the May future 
und was even above it part of the time; but 
the stabilized prices were lower in relation 
to those of October and the lows of Novem-

ber than was true in the cases of hard 
winter and hard spring wheats. 

The cash prices of No.1 Western White, 
Seattle, ruled for several months 5 cents 
below the minimum prices of the Seattle 
May future, expressed on a sacked wheat 
basis, and like soft red winter wheat con
siderably below the October level or the 
lows of mid-November. Beginning in April, 
however, prices of Western White ad
vanced until through most of May it was 
selling within 1 cent of the stabilized fu
tures price. 

Abandonment of market support seems 
to have occurred at different times in the 
case of different markets. The course of 
cash and futures prices makes it appear 
that the Seattle market was not supported 
after the end of May; that the support of 
the Minneapolis and St. Louis markets was 
interrupted after the end of May but tem
porarily resumed, in some form at least, 
late in June; and that the support of hard 
winters in Kansas City was continued until 
about June 19. (See Chart 25, p. 101.) 

The stabilization of wheat markets all 
over the country necessarily required some
what arbitrary decisions as to the relative 
levels at which prices would be stabilized. 
Apparently no explanation has been given 
of the reasons for the choice of the various 
levels. It would require extensive investi
gation to show to what extent premiums 
and discounts on premium and discount 
wheats were maintained or modified in the 
course of stabilization operations. There is 
some reason for believing that in effect, 
though possibly not in intention, relatively 
less support was given, in some cases at 
least, to premium wheats than to contract 
and discount wheats. 

Monthly average prices! of representative 
wheats in certain months of 1930-31, be
fore and during the stabilization period, 
are shown below, in cents per bushel. 
The tabulation suggests that the price sup
port given by stabilization operations was 
somewhat more substantial on hard winter, 
hard spring, and durum wheats than on 
soft red winter and western white wheats, 

I From Crops alld Markets. except figures for No.1 
Western White, which are averages of weekly data in 
Foreign Crops and Markets. 
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and was least substantial 111 the Pacific 
Northwest. 

No.1 
Norlh- No.2 No.2 No.1 

ern Amber Hurd No.2 Wcst-
Month Spring lhlrul1I \Vlnt"" ned ern 

MIJIIH:- Millne- I{nllsns 'Vinl"" White 
"polls npoHs Clty St.Louis Scattle 

September 87 79 78 88 79 
October ..... 82 78 74 87 70 
.J anllary ..... 76 72 69 78 66 
March ...... 76 72 70 78 60 
May ........ 81 77 73 79 70 

INFLUENCE OF STABILIZED PHICE ON FAHM 

MAHKETINGS AND STOCJ{S 

The influence of stabilized prices on farm 
marketing and stocks may be adjudged 
only roughly hy reference to the available 
statistics. The most precise data-percent
ages of the crop marketed monthly, as re
ported hy about 3,500 mills and elevators
are not yet available. Statistics of monthly 
wheat receipts at primary markets l (them
selves not inclusive of all areas and reflect
ing the facts best for the spring-wheat belt) 
suggest that in August and September, 1930, 
marketing was heavy. In October, again 
before price-pegging occurred, receipts at 
primary markets were strikingly small. 
Novemher and December may be classified 
as months of moderately small receipts. 
But during January-June, primary receipts 
were rather heavy. It does not appear likely 
that the more precise figures on marketing 
from farms will show, when they appear, 
that a very much larger percentage of the 
crop was marketed in November-June 
1930-31 than in other years, though the con
trast was in this direction. In any event, 
the usual marketing statistics will throw 
little light upon the course that farmers 
chose to follow in different regions and 
different states. 

Different farmers would doubtless react 
differently to the pegged price of wheat. 
Some would be influenced to market 
rapidly, expecting no higher price later and 
~aving use for the money. Others might be 
mfluenced to the contrary-since a lower 
price was not to be feared, marketing might 
be deferred until most convenient. But 
farmers reasoning in each direction would 
probably agree that maximum marketing 

1 See Appendix Table XIX. 

of wheat should be carried out before the 
end of the crop year, since there was 110 

promise of a pegged price for the new crop 
year and the world price seemed sure to 
he low. 

Farm stocks of wheat are reported for 
March 1 and July 1. On March 1, H}31, the 
wheat on farms was reported as over lfjO 
million bushels, nearly 19 per cent of the 
crop. This was 40 million bushels higher 
than the year before. Over the past ten 
years the wheat on farms on March 1 av
eraged 17 per cen t of the crop. Since re
ceipts. at primary markets were relatively 
large 111 January-March, there is evidence 
of some stimulus to the movement from 
farms. 

On July 1, wheat on farms was reported 
as only 32 million bushels. The ten-year 
average was 47 million bushels; but in 
three of these ten years the amount of 
wheat on farms was lower than on July 1, 
1931, the lowest being 21 million bushels on 
July 1, 1926. It may therefore be inferred 
that the stabilized price stimulated farm 
marketing especially during the last three 
months of the crop year, and the statistics 
of primary receipts support the inference. 
But the reported carryover on farms does 
not indicate that farmers made an unprece
dented cleaning of the bins to avoid the 
effect of an expected lower price in the new 
crop year. In our view, a large meaning is 
not to be attached to a variation of 10 or 
20 million bushels of wheat, more or less, 
remaining on farms on July 1, for a larger 
or lesser retention of wheat hy growers may 
be influenced hy considerations of quality 
as well as of price. Under the circum
stances, however, it is reasonable to con
clude that farm stocks at the end of the 
year were a good deal smaller, and market
ings within the year larger, than would 
have occurred in the ahsence of a pegged 
wheat price. 

INFLUENCE OF STABILIZED PHICE ON 

INDEPENDENT MEItCHANTS 

On the day when the wheat price was 
pegged the independent merchants pos
sessed certain stocks of wheat, presumahly 
largely hedged. With the promise of a 
stabilized price only on the 1930 crop and 
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the prospect of a sharp decline to the world 
price directly after that date, the task of 
independent dealers was to merchandise 
their wheat as profitably as possihle until 
the close of the crop year, without being 
caught with any wheat on their hands when 
the new crop with lower price arrived. 
Since the customary protection by hedging 
was not available (having been suspended 
hy the pegged price), the cash wheat mer
chants had to face their risks with a differ
ent technique. This implied the gradual 
transfer of operations of buying and selling 
to something resembling a hand-to-mouth 
basis. The Grain Stabilization Corporation, 
which was supporting the price largely 
through purchase of futures, would accept 
delivery at the close of the May option, and 
the millers had to grind throughout the 
year. Therefore, the independent dealers 
expected to dispose of their wheat to the 
Stabilization Corporation and to the mills 
and to be practically out of the market 
during June, except for new-crop wheat. 

If the Stabilization Corporation's hold
ings of 257 million bushels (around 247, 
perhaps, within the United States) were 
solely of physical wheat and not of futures, 
it would follow that the private trade di
vested itself of ownership in wheat to an 
unprecedented extent. Of the total carry
over of 319 million bushels, there would be 
left, aside from wheat owned by the Cor
poration and wheat on farms, only 40 mil
lion bushels. But since city mills reported 
about 36 million bushels owned, and some 
wheat reported in country mills and ele
vators and even in the visible may have 
been owned by farmers and/or dealers, it 
is possible that a part of the Corporation's 
holdings were futures. The differentiation 
is not made in the Board's Annual Report. 
In any event the private trade must have 
held very little. 

In consequence of the attraction of wheat 
into visible positions and its concentration 
in storage facilities, stabilization operations 
proved, for the time being, distinctly ad
vantageous to owners of storage space. Not 
only were the usual facilities well filled, 
U?? .presumably at profitable rates, but fa
?lhhes not ordinarily used for wheat were 
111 some cases made available for this pur
pose. Owners of storage space enjoyed ad-

vantages which more than offset the de
crease in stocks of corn following the short 
corn crop of 1930. 

EFFECT ON SPECULATORS AND BHOKEHS 

The stabilization of prices in November 
1930 undoubtedly caught short a good many 
speCUlators whom events later proved to 
be right in the bearish position which they 
had taken. At the same time, it saved a 
body of long speculators from considerable 
losses that they would have incurred if the 
price descent had continued. 

During the period of stabilized prices 
there was little incentive for speCUlation in 
old crop positions. While futures prices 
were not absolutely fixed, they were per
mitted to fluctuate only within compara
tively narrow limits, and speculators could 
not operate with their usual freedom. Even 
speculation in the July futures was ren
dered more risky than usual by reason of 
the uncertainty as to the freedom with 
which wheat would be available for de
livery on those futures. Indeed, speCUlation 
in September and December futures was 
not altogether without dangers, since it 
could not be confidently assumed, after the 
Board's reversal of its position in Novem
ber 1930, that it would adhere to the an
nounced decision not to authorize stabili
zation purchases from the crop of 1931. 

The business of commission houses was 
undoubtedly injured by these factors which 
effectually limited the volume of specula
tion in wheat. Their wheat business was 
by no means completely annihilated, for a 
considerable number of trades were neces
sitated by stabilization operations them
selves. Comparative statistics, given in Ap
pendix Table XXXVII, show how the vol
ume of trading shrank after November 
1930. Yet on the whole wheat trading in 
United States futures markets was heavier 
in December-May 1930-31 than in the cor
responding period of 1923-24, when mar
ket prices were unusually stable. 

EFFECT ON VISIBLE SUPPLIES AND CARRYOVERS 

The effect of stabilization operations was 
to maintain and even increase the visible 
supply of wheat, preventing the decline 
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which ordinarily sets in after January 1 or 
even earlier (see Chart 56, p. 141). The sta
bilized price level, in the face of the price 
outlook, proved attractive to sellers and 
not to buyers. Stocks of wheat piled up in 
terminal markets for delivery on futures 
contracts and were taken over by the Sta
bilization Corporation; and it also pur
chased cash wheat which it had no oppor
tunity to sell for the time being. Had larger 
terminal facilities been available, visible 
supplies would probably have been still 
larger, for it is to be inferred that stabili
zation wheat was in part stored with mills 
and in country elevators because sufficient 
terminal elevator space was either not 
available or could not be used without 
interfering with the movement of the new 
crop. 

The volume of total wheat grain carry
over was unquestionably increased in con
sequence of stabilization operations. Ex
ports of wheat and flour, mill grinding into 
flour for domestic consumption, and to 
some extent feeding of wheat to livestock 
were reduced. There was a corresponding 
increase in the stocks of wheat grain 
carried over into the new crop year. No 
one can make a safe estimate of the extent 
of the increase that was due solely to sta
bilization operations. In the absence of 
stabilization operations it is probable that 
the United States carryover on June 30, 
1931, would have been smaller than on 
June 30, 1930, instead of larger; but by how 
much we do not venture to estimate. 

The distribution of the carryover was 
also greatly modified by stabilization oper
ations. Visible supplies were materially in
creased, farm stocks were reduced, and 
stocks owned by mills in mill storage were 
materially reduced.1 How much the physi
cal stocks in country mills and elevators 
and in city mills were actually different 
from what they would otherwise have been 
cannot be stated. 

It is a striking fact, to which attention 
has already been called (see above, p. 144), 
that in Canada farm stocks were at record 
high levels at the end of the year, whereas 

1 See Appendix Table XXXV. 
2 See Appendix Table XXXV. 
3 See Appendix Table XX. 

in the United States they were at mod
erately low levels; that city mill stocks were 
high in Canada while stocks owned by city 
mills were unusually low in the United 
States; and that visibles decreased in Can
ada, whereas they increased greatly in the 
United States. 2 It seems probable that 
something like what happened in Canada 
would have happened in the United States 
had no stabilization operations been under
taken, though the visible supply might have 
been higher than at the beginning of the 
crop year. 

EFFECT ON EXPORTS AND EXPORTERS 

Stabilization operations were important 
in curtailing our exports of wheat grain and 
flour milled from domestic wheat. For the 
year as a whole, in spite of a moderately 
heavy movement in July-August 1930, both 
exports of wheat grain and net exports of 
wheat and flour were the smallest of any 
year since the war except 1925-26.3 In the 
light of conditions as they appeared in July 
1930, with heavy supplies available here 
from carryover and new crop, it had been 
reasonable to anticipate that United States 
exports would be relatively large through
out the year. In fact, however, a heavy 
shrinkage in United States exports occurred 
in September and October 1930, as the 
spread narrowed between world prices and 
United States prices, following the realiza
tion that the United States corn crop would 
be short, the outpouring of Russia ship
ments, and increased barriers to European 
imports (see Chart 28, p. 104). In retrospect, 
the world markeLconditions did not favor 
large exports from this country in the ab
sence of stabilization. After stabilization 
purchases were inaugurated on a large 
scale in mid-November, as prices rose here 
and fell sharply abroad, our price level was 
completely above export parity, and so it 
remained for the rest of the crop year. 
Ordinary commercial exports of wheat, and 
of almost all flour ground from domestic 
wheat, soon became unprofitable and there
fore impracticable. It is reasonable to infer 
that most of the exports of wheat and flour 
from December through June, except those 
of flour milled from Canadian wheat in 
bond, were made by the Grain Stabilization 
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Corporation or of grain purchased from it 
for export. 

Gross exports of wheat grain and net 
exports of wheat and flour are shown in 
Table 5, for the periods December-Feb-

TABLE 5.-UNITED STATES WHEAT EXI'ORTS, AND 
NET EXPORTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR, 

DECEMBER-JUNE, FROM 1923-24* 
(Million busllels) 

Exports of wheat Net exports, wheat 
grain and flour 

Crop year 
Mar.- Dee.- Dee.- I Mar'-I Dee.-Dee.-

Feb. June June Fcb. June June 
-----------

1923-24 ..... 12.5 14.5 27.0 27.5 29.0 56.5 
1924-25 ..... 33.7 35.3 69.0 47.0 52.2 99.2 
1925-26 ..... 7.8 23.7 31.5 14.8 34.5 49.3 
1926-27 ..... 22.6 32.9 55.5 33.3 48.8 82.1 
1927-28 ..... 15.1 15.3 30.4 26.3 26.5 52.8 
1928-29 ..... 14.3 23.7 38.0 24.9 37.8 62.7 
1929-30 ..... 20.6 18.9 39.5 32.2 31.4 63.6 
1930-31. .... 4.2 19.4 I 23.6 12.4 28.6 i 41.0 

adjusted" 4.0 9.0 I 13.0 I 12.3 18.21 30.5 
I I 

• Data of U.S. Department of Commerce. 
a See accompanying text and footnote. 

ruary, March-June, and December-June 
1930-31, in comparison with similar fig
ures for earlier years. The actual export 
statistics for 1930-31 are misleading for 
comparisons because part of the exports. 
this year, notably in May and June 1931, 
represented wheat put in storage in Can
ada, in very unusual amounts. Accordingly 
the "adjusted" figures shown are the 
amount after deduction of increases in 
stocks of United States wheat in store in 
Canada between November 29,1930, Febru
ary 28, 1931, and July 4, 1931,1 For the pe-

1 The figures were, in thousand bushels, +161, 
+10,396, and +10,557, as derived from weekly data 
published by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
Corresponding adjustments for previous years would 
be small, and often in the opposite direction. Compare 
Appendix Table XXXII. 

2 The contrast would be less striking if the com
parison excluded June, for exports in June 1926 were 
very heavy. 

3 On page 41 of the Report of the Farm Board is 
the statement that under the milling plan "9,056,490 
bushel~ of wheat were ground and exported which 
otherwIse would have remained as an addition to the 
stabil!za.tion stocks." On pages 47 and 48 of the Re
port It. IS stated that "exports of flour milled from 
dhomeShc Wheat totaled only 7,300,000 barrels during 
t e year .... " From this it would follow that of the 
~our ground from domestic wheat during the crop 
~ear, about a third was provided by the milling plan 
of the Corporation. 

riod of market support, the adjusted figures 
show up much smaller than corresponding 
figures for any year since the war, even in
cluding 1925-26.2 The adjusted figures for 
December-June were, for wheat grain ex
ports, 13 million bushels, and for net ex
ports of wheat and flour, 30.5 million. (Of 
this, over 2 million barrels of flour came 
from Canadian wheat.) No one, of course, 
is in position to say how large exports 
would have been in the absence of stabili
zation operations, and it is certain that 
other factors would have restrained our ex
ports as they did in 1923-24 and 1928-29; 
but there is little doubt that stabilization 
operations exerted an additional influence 
restricting exports of domestic wheat. 

When stabilization operations were be
gun, private exporters and the Grain Sta
bilization Corporation held some wheat in 
export positions. The wheat of private ex
porters was presumably hedged. After the 
stabilization support of the market was 
under way, most of such wheat could not 
be sold without loss, for the hedges could 
not be bought in at prices that would yield 
a profit equal to the loss on going export 
prices, and the wheat could not be moved 
to interior markets except at additional 
cost for transportation and handling. 

On February 26 the Grain Stabilization 
Corporation announced that it would en
deavor to sell for export before July 1, at 
the best prices obtainable-therefore pre
sumably at a loss, but not below the com
parable prices in other exporting countries 
-some 35 million bushels of wheat that it 
held "out of position" at Atlantic, Gulf, and 
Pacific ports. Such sales are stated in the 
Annual Report of the Farm Board to have 
aggregated 21,458,809 bushels. 

The Stabilization Corporation also made 
arrangements with millers, at their request, 
whereby wheat could be obtained for mill
ing into flour for export. Details3 as to these 
arrangements are not available, but it has 
been announced that 9 million bushels of 
wheat were thus exported in the state of 
flour. 

The net effect of such sales of wheat and 
flour during the period of stabilized prices, 
whether by the Stabilization Corporation 
itself, or by private exporters and millers, 
was that sales were made for export at 
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prices hclow the levels maintained in this 
couIltry. In the technical economic sense, 
such sales constituted "dumping." There 
seems to have been no puhlic overt reaction 
ahroad against such dumping sales, pre
sumably in large part because the volume 
involved was limited; in practice it has usu
ally required extensive flooding of markets 
with export goods to arouse defensive or 
retaliatory action in importing countries. 

Commercial exporters had naturally a 
bad year. In recent years the American ex
porters have been gradually replaced by 
American representatives of European im
porting houses. Whether the injury to 
American exporters, already in retreat, will 
have the effect of further strengthening the 
European import houses when the export 
trade again becomes free and the Grain 
Stabilization Corporation has disposed of 
its supply, remains to be seen. 

EFFECT ON MILLING AND MILLEHS 

Mill grindings of wheat were materially 
reduced in consequence of stabilization op
erations. Foreign markets for flour pro
duced from United States wheat were to a 
large extent lost to American millers, for 
the time, by reason of the relatively high " 
stabilized price, and not all of this loss was 
made up by liberal milling of Canadian 
wheat in bond. Because of the prospect 
that wheat and flour prices would be lower 
when stabilized support of the market was 
withdrawn, millers, bakers, and flour deal
ers let their flour stocks run down to a no
table degree. Finally, there is evidence that 
lower·-grade flours were more widely used 
than usual,! made by long extraction, where
by a unit of wheat yielded a larger propor
tion of flour. The precise extent of the re
duction in grindings attributable to the sta
hilization operations cannot be stated, but 
that it was substantial cannot be doubted 
in the light of evidence clearly available. 
It may have been 20 to 30 million bushels. 2 

Millers were adversely affected by the 
stabilization operations, not merely through 
reductions in their volume of export and 
domestic business, but particularly through 

1 This was due not to stabilization but to the busi
ness depression. 

2 See above, p. 123, and Appendix Table XLI. 

the dillicully in handling their operations 
during the period of transition from the 
stabilized level of prices to an unsupported 
level. Because of the abnormal relation
ship maintained between May futures and 
new-crop futures, it was impossihle for 
millers to hedge their operations in their 
customary fashion. Their maximum safety 
lay in carrying minimum stocks of either 
wheat or flour into the new crop year. 
Moreover, the influence of stabilization 
holdings upon new-crop futures, even in the 
absence of stabilization purchases of those 
futures, made more risky than usual the 
use of new-crop futures for hedging opera
tions. Such risks eventuated in losses. 

Hedging, though common among millers, 
is not universal, and is apparently uncom
mon west of the Rocky Mountains and in 
the intermountain territory. Undoubtedly 
millers in these areas who were long on 
wheat when stabilization operations were 
undertaken were saved from some losses 
on their inventories which would presum
ably have occurred if the price decline had 
not been checked. But the windfalls of 
millers who happened to be long on un
hedged wheat are not to be balanced against 
the losses of hedging millers who were de
prived of this customary insurance. 

On January 20, 1931, the Grain Stabiliza
tion Corporation offered to millers a so
called "Mill Export Plan." Wheat was of
fered to millers for cash at full domestic 
market value, with the understanding that 
after flour milled from said wheat had been 
exported, the Grain Stabilization Corpora
tion would permit the miller after July 1 to 
return new-crop wheat in quantity, grade, 
and quality, the miller receiving a refund 
in adjustment of the amount paid in the 
original purchase. In effect, the miller was 
offered wheat at prices reflecting world 
price levels. In addition to the price ad
justment, it was assumed that millers could 
hedge in new-crop futures. The advantage 
of the proposed arrangement to millers lay 
in maintenance of their brands in foreign 
markets; the advantage to the Corporation 
lay in a saving of storage and carrying 
charges. 

The amount of wheat sold under this 
plan was slightly over 9 million bushels, of 
which less than 3 million were purchased 
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by mills east of the Rocky Mountains. The 
plan t?rned out t? ?e essen~i~lly adap~ed 
to PacIfic Coast mIllIng condItIons. PacIfic 
millers were first permitted to return the 
wheat in eastern terminals; later, they were 
permitted to buy the wheat directly at ex
port value, adjusted on the day of export 
of flour, this applying only to flour to the 
Orient. Over half of the total volume 
handled under the plan was exported to 
the Orient. 

In the final liquidation of the plan less 
than 2 million bushels were repaid by the 
mills in kind, and the remainder was settled 
hy an adjustment between old-crop and 
new-crop prices. The Grain Stabilization 
Corporation has reported that the plan 
netted to it a saving of $195,000; the ad
vantage to millers was probably larger on 
operative grounds than in terms of net 
profit. Growers received an advantage di
rectly in the sale of the wheat and indi
rectly in the lowering of the carryover. 

EFFECT ON WHEAT ACHEAGE 

It has been argued that the Federal Farm 
Board, by its stabilization policy in 1930-31, 
was effectually defeating its own policy of 
encouraging reduction in wheat acreage in 
the United States. There may have been 
some slight tendency in this direction, 
chiefly through the prevention of as great 
declines in growers' returns as would pre
sumably have occurred in the absence of 
stabilization operations. On the whole, 
however, it is probable that stabilization 
operations had almost negligible effect 
upon the wheat acreage planted in the 
United States for the crops of 1931 or 1932. 

These operations were not undertaken 
until after winter-wheat planting for the 
crop of 1931 had been practically com
pleted. While prices were supported dur
ing the period in which spring-wheat 
plantings were planned and made, even the 
supported level can hardly have been at
tractive to growers, and the Board gave 
warning (on March 23) that it would not 
authorize stabilization purchases from the 
crop of 1931. A substantial reduction in 
spring - wheat acreage occurred, chiefly 
under the influence of five major factors: 
low current prices even at the stabilized 

levels, the poor outlook for wheat prices in 
1931-32, adverse climatic conditions, and 
shortage of feedstuffs that may have tended 
to expand feed-grain areas and to con
tract wheat areas; plus the additional facts 
that in the Pacific Northwest fall planting 
had been large and that there and else
where abandonment of fall-sown acreage 
was so light that little reseeding in the 
spring was called for. 

In so far as price support in 1930-31 may 
have had an influence in the direction of 
lower prices in the summer of 1931, it may 
be assumed that winter-wheat plantings 
for the crop of 1932 have at least not been 
increased in consequence of stabilization 
operations. 

EFFECTS ON VVOHLD WHEAT PHrCES 

An analysis of the effects of stabilization 
operations upon world wheat prices cannot 
be made with confidence. No one can re
construct the course that prices would have 
followed if stabilization operations had not 
been undertaken. Estimates of the gains to 
United States wheat producers through sta
bilization operations depend somewhat 
upon opinions as to what the level and 
course of world wheat prices would have 
been in the absence of stabilization. 

So far as concerns the course of prices, 
there is reason to believe that the drop in 
Winnipeg, Liverpool, and Buenos Aires in 
the second half of November 1930 was in
tensified by the inauguration of stabiliza
tion operations in the United States. It is 
reported, probably with truth, that heavy 
purchases of futures in the vVinnipeg mar
ket had been made against sales of futures 
in Chicago, on the assumption that stabili
zation operations would not be undertaken 
and that the Chicago market was out of 
line upward. When stabilization opera
tions were begun the shorts in the Chicago 
market had to cover, and simultaneously 
sold their long contracts in Winnipeg and 
other foreign markets, thus furthering de
clines abroad. Moreover, it seems probable 
that the Canadian Pool, beset by financial 
difficulties, was compelled to hedge its open 
position, and that its sales of futures helped 
to explain the declines in Winnipeg in the 
last few weeks of the calendar year. Had 
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no stabilization operations been under
taken, it is also reasonable to suppose that 
tbe decline of prices in world markets 
which took place in the last six weeks of 
1B30 would have been spread over a some
what longer period. Conceivably it might 
not have occurred. More probably, if no sta
bilization operations had been undertaken, 
the low levels of world wheat prices would 
have been reached in the early spring of 
1931 instead of in the autumn. If so, the 
course of world wheat prices in the sum
mer of 19:31 might have been upward from 
a level lower than prevailed, instead of 
downward after the readjustment to an 
unsupported market took place in the 
United States. In short, if one is to guess 
at the probable course of world wheat 
prices in November-July 1930-31 that might 
have occurred in the absence of stabiliza
tion in the United States, the guess includes 
somewhat lower prices at some time in the 
winter, perhaps equally high prices in the 
spring, perhaps higher ones during the 
summer or autumn. But all this is hardly 
more than guesswork. 

With regard to the level of world wheat 
prices, three views are held in different 
circles bearing on the effect of the pegged 
wheat price in the United States upon the 
world price of wheat-namely, (a) that the 
world price of wheat was elevated, (b) that 
it was depressed, (c) that it was not signifi
cantly altered. 

The view that the withdrawal of Ameri
can wheat from the export market because 
of the pegged price had the effect of rais
ing the world price is based directly upon 
the altered quantitative relations of supply 
and demand. With the American wheat 
withdrawn from export regarded as nonex
istent for the time being, this would reduce 
correspondingly the figure for export sur
plus with the figure for import requirement 
unchanged. This implies that the import 
markets of the world regarded American 
wheat withdrawn from sale as not present 
in the supply. When we apply the argu
ment of the demand curve, such a situation 
would result in increased price for the 
wheat purchased from the reduced supply. 

In the view of those who hold to the 
contrary that the world price was reduced 
by the stabilization operations in the United 

States, the orthodox application of the de
mand curve is held not to apply for excep
tional reasons. When the adjustment be
tween exporters' supplies and importers' 
requirements is very easy, a reduction of 
exporters' supplies makes no difference be
cause importers are not put to competitive 
bids in order to cover their wants. Further
more, the American wheats withdrawn 
were not of types especially desired by im
porting countries, but were largely filler 
wheats. The wheat withdrawn by the Grain 
Stabilization Corporation was not in the 
market sense equivalent to wheat absent 
from the market. An impounded wheat 
supply is not equivalent to a crop failure. 
Foreign countries did not trust the conti
nuity of the holding policy. Wheat buyers 
in importing countries, already discour
aged in their holding tendency, were fur
ther discouraged. In other exporting coun
tries (possibly outside of Canada) the sell
ers of wheat made additional efforts to dis
pose of their supplies in order to get rid 
of them before the United States should re
turn to the market. Other exporting coun
tries sought to reduce their outbound carry
overs. The suspension of speculation in the 
United States in current futures and the 
consequent disorganization of speCUlation 
abroad tended toward price decline. In 
short, according to this view, the average 
wheat price of the world following Decem
ber was lower than it would have been in 
a free market, because all bullish influences 
were eliminated. 

The third view runs to the effect that the 
influence in either direction was probably 
negligible. It regards the world price of 
wheat at that time as a composite of influ
ences of the free supply and light demand 
of wheat, the supply and demand of other 
grains, tariffs and milling regulations, the 
decline of the general price level, the ab
normal condition in international exchange, 
and the unpredictable behavior of Russian 
exports. Since there was so much wheat 
available in the world, the withdrawal of 
that amount of American wheat which 
would probably, or possibly, have been ex
ported, made no practical difference in the 
adjustment of supply and demand. Accord
ing to this view, the figure of importance 
was not the accumulated stocks in the 
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United States but the amount that experi
ence under similar circumstances indicates 
might have been exported. Under the cir
cumstances, there is no reason to believe 
that we would have exported more than we 
did in the previous year-rather less, on 
account of the activity of Russia. The sea
son when American wheat is naturally most 
easily exported (July - September) had 
passed. It is believed that in a free market 
speculation in the United States would have 
continued to hold our wheat above export 
parity, as it tended to do for several years. 
During the period of stabilization, Ameri
can speculation in new-crop futures tended 
to hold those prices above export parity. In 
short, it is felt that on a free market, under 
the abnormal circumstances, the world 
would have taken only a small additional 
amount of American wheat. Put in another 
way, it is felt that the adjustment of supply 
to demand without the United States was 
not significantly different from what it 
would have been with the United States in
cluded in the free market. 

The Second Annual Report of the Farm 
Board does not contain a detailed exami
nation of the effect of the American wheat 
price stabilization on the world price of 
wheat. Recognizing that in the absence of 
the stabilization, American futures might 
not have followed Liverpool futures, that 
the other major wheat-exporting countries 
would probably not have shipped much 
less than they did, that American exports 
would not have been much larger than they 
were, and that the carryover in the world 
would not have been materially smaller, it 
is suggested that even a small net increase 
in our exports would probably have ex
erted a significant effect on world price. 

It seems to us that the several qualifica
Ocms tend to remove the inductive basis of 
the modest final inference. It seems to us 
the gains of American farmers are for the 
present best appraised on the assumption 
that the world wheat price was not signifi
c.antly modified by the American stabiliza
tIon. The grounds for this view are briefly 
as follows. 

Since historically the United States is 
more likely to resist wheat price decline 
than any other exporting country, and to 
accumulate stocks in the process, we infer 

that the Chicago future could not have 
stood at a shipping differential helow the 
Liverpool for a long enough time to have 
made exports significantly heavier than 
in fact they were, all other factors than 
stabilization remaining the same.! 

The United States does not export (net) 
more than 145 million bushels of wheat and 
flour together in years when the Chicago
Liverpool spread is narrow, whatever may 
be the cause of the narrow spread; some
thing like 100 million bushels of wheat as 
flour and of low - grade or substandard 
wheat would be exported in a free market 
under almost any set of circumstances ex
cept a domestic crop failure. Hence it is 
hardly imaginable that the United States 
would have offered for export at competi
tive prices as much as 50 million bushels 
more than she did in 1930-:31. 

We doubt if a net addition of less than 
50 million bushels to supplies offered com
petitively for export, scattered as the addi
tional offers presumably would have been 
over several months in a year of notably 
abundant exportable surpluses, would sig
nificantly have tended to depress world 
wheat prices. As to the effect of stabiliza
tion operations upon import demand, there 
is little statistical evidence that importing 
countries would have made purchases of 
cash wheat in significantly more substan
tial volume than in fact they did in 1930-31. 
Some countries would not have imported 
more wheat whether or not the Stabiliza
tion Corporation existed. The governmen
tal measures that led to small net imports 
into Germany and France in 1930-~U began 
to be applied even in 192~)-30 under agra
rian pressure; they are not reasonably to 
be described as measures that would not 
have been introduced in the absence of the 
Stabilization Corporation. The net imports 

1 A statement signed by Secretary of Agriculture 
Hyde, and accompanied by charts, was issued on 
March 28, 19:11. Below one of the charts arc the com
ments: "(1) If there were no stabilization opel'alion, 
Chicago prices would have followed Liverpool, and 
[apparently at the end of February] wheat would be 
selling at around 62 cents in Chicago [with Liverpool 
about 6:1 cents]. (2) If there were neither stabiliza
tion nOl' Federal Farm Board, Chicago wheat woul(\ 
be selling .... at about 5:1 cents." In our judgment 
it is doubtful if the Chicago price would have stood 
so near a shipping differential below Liverpool even 
in the absence both of stabilization operations and of 
the Federal Farm Board. 
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of another group of countries when viewed 
in connection with their crops, estimated in
ward carryovers, and the probable con
sumption of wheat, were large enough to 
have resulted in an accumulation of stocks. 
There were a few countries, however, that 
either drew upon stocks or failed to in
crease them. 

We believe it reasonable to assume that 
the general situation, including domestic 
controls, in 1930-31 was such that the ac
tual imports of European importing coun
tries would have been close to what they 
actually were, at least if the average level 
of world wheat prices had been relatively 
low. Nevertheless the statistics suggest that, 
given a level of prices about as low as it 
was, stocks in several countries might have 
been built up more than they were, or re
duced less, if traders had been convinced 
that "the bottom had been reached." This 
would have meant more active purchasing 
from exporting countries, and a larger vol
ume of international trade. Although the 
statistical evidence is less clear with regard 
to ex-European importing countries, we be
lieve that here too there was doubt that the 
bottom in wheat prices had been reached. 

Furthermore, within a short time after 
the price was pegged it naturally became 
the concern of the trade both at home and 
abroad to decide how much wheat would 
be accumulated by the Corporation, and 
when and how it would be sold. So far as 
we are able to interpret the comments of 
traders abroad, the general view from J an
uary onward was that importers had to 
face squarely the possibility that competi
tive offers of more or less of the Corpora
tion's wheat might appear at any time, the 
reasons being that the Corporation might 
not be financially able to hold as large a 
quantity as it seemed to be accumulating, 
and that it might choose, whether or not 
it was financially able to hold, to sell 
abroad at competitive prices. The holdings 
of the Corporation were so often spoken of 
as a "threat" or a "menace" to the then 
world wheat price level that we infer that 
they were in fact so regarded by the Euro
pean trade, if not unanimously at least gen
erally or widely. We do not believe that 
holdings of equivalent size in the hands of 
individuals would have been regarded as 

equally menacing, for the simple reason 
that under ordinary conditions a possible 
flow of offers, not a possible flood, would 
have been envisaged. The peculiar course 
of the United States visible supply-the ex
traordinary accumulation of wheat in the 
terminal elevators-is to be remembered in 
this connection, and also the fact that sta
bilizing operations were largely responsible 
for the great accumulation in this position. 
Here, a foreign importer could say, is wheat 
close to the export outlets; it is an over
whelming quantity; much of it is out of 
position for domestic use; we do not know 
how strongly it is held; we do not know 
how much of it will be pressed upon us, or 
when. 

Vague indications to awaken fears that 
heavy offers might be made abroad were 
not lacking. Steps were taken in January 
to facilitate export of United States flour; 
and even the best informed European could 
not be certain that further steps would not 
be taken. In February the announcement 
was made that not over 35 million bushels 
of the Corporation's wheat would be of
fered for export-in itself not a strikingly 
large quantity; but since not even 35 mil
lion bushels had before been mentioned as 
for sale even the best informed Euro
pean trader could not feel altogether con
fident that in a month or two the quantity 
might not be increased substantially. In 
March it was stated officially that efforts to 
maintain domestic prices would be aban
doned "as soon as last year's crop is de
livered," and that the Board "cannot in
definitely buy more than it sells, nor indefi
nitely hold wheat it has bought." 

Now it is true that as the weeks passed 
in the second half of the crop year the 
competitive export offers from the United 
States did not materialize; it is true that 
importers who gave thought to the question 
would have had good reason to doubt if an 
official governmental agency of the United 
States could countenance what would al
most certainly be construed in many for
eign countries as dumping; it is true that 
careful reading of the announcements re
garding sales policy would not have war
ranted the view that an overwhelming ef
flux of Corporation-owned wheat was ever 
in prospect. Yet one can hardly escape the 
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conviction that a great many importers, 
whether properly and reasonably or not, 
held it to be possible, even probable, that 
the efflux would come. 

We believe, then, that many traders 
abroad felt more or less unsafe in carrying 
wheat stocks unhedged or in purchasing 
wheat futures on the chance of an increase 
in prices. We infer that stabilizing opera
tions in the United States contributed sig
nificantly to this attitude. But we doubt if 
actual cash purchases of importers were 
deliberately restricted by as much as 50 
million bushels on account of the "menace" 
of Stabilization Corporation holdings; after 
all, stocks were built up in several impor
tant importing countries where this was 
feasible, under comparative freedom from 
governmental regulations or in their ab
sence. Hence in its purely quantitative 
effects upon the world wheat statistical 
position, and thus its effect upon world 
prices in so far as they are governed by 
day - to - day quantities offered and de
manded, we doubt if stabilization opera
tions in the United States were of particular 
significance. If offers to the international 
market were reduced, so was demand, and 
perhaps by roughly equivalent amounts. 

It is widely believed abroad that such 
fear as existed of a sudden efflux of Ameri
can wheat was in itself something of a 
price-depressing influence. This fear may 
well have affected both buyers and sellers 
practically the world over, leading to lower 
price-offers and price-bids than otherwise 
would have prevailed. Yet there would 
have been distinctly large wheat supplies 
in sight and on offer even if less wheat had 
been drawn into the United States visible 
supply and more consumed domestically as 
feed; it seems probable that in the down
ward phase of the trade cycle, pessimism 
would have characterized the wheat mar
kets somewhat as it did in fact; and we are 
unable to believe that the fear traceable to 
stabilization was a price-depressing factor 
of outstanding significance. 

EFFECT ON RETURNS TO WHEAT GROWERS 

If stabilization operations in the United 
States had only a small effect upon world 
wheat prices, it follows that the gross re-

turn to growers in the United States crop 
of 1930 was increased, since possibly 40 per 
cent was sold at a higher price than would 
otherwise have been received. The fact of 
gain to growers through stabilization can 
be brought into question only by supposing 
that the world price of wheat was greatly 
depressed through the operations. 

Measurement of the gain to United States 
growers in terms of cents per bushel is 
quite as difficult and uncertain as evalua
tion of the effect of stabilization upon the 
world wheat price. Assuming that the 
world wheat price was but little affected, 
it remains to determine where, in the ab
sence of stabilization, the Chicago futures 
would have stood in relation to the Liver
pool futures. For reasons set forth above, 
we are unable to believe that Chicago fu
tures would have stood at a full shipping 
differential (15-20 cents) below Liverpool 
for more than a few weeks, if at all. In 
view of the behavior of prices in earlier 
years, and their behavior in August-No
vember 1931, there seems little reason to 
suppose that the Chicago futures could 
have stood above the Liverpool in the ab
sence of stabilization; the more probable 
range would have been anywhere from 2 
or 3 to 10 cents below. On assumptions 
such as these (taking Liverpool futures at 
the levels that actually prevailed), the gain 
per bushel to American farmers through 
stabilization could be measured as roughly 
20-30 cents per bushel during January-May 
1931. On the assumption that the Chicago 
futures would have stood 15-20 cents be
low the Liverpool (again taking Liverpool 
futures at their actual levels), the gain 
could be measured as 35-40 cents per 
bushel. Different measures would appear 
as one undertook comparisons of prices in 
different United States markets with Liver
pool prices. In the Farm Board's Report, 
the gain per bushel, based on a comparison 
of Kansas City and Liverpool prices, is put 
at 25 to 35 cents a bushel on the average 
after mid-November. Chart 61 (p. 164), re
producing from the Report the comparison 
upon which the conclusion is based, is here 
inserted; it is of interest also in that it 
shows how holdings of the Corporation ac
cumulated from month to month. 

A full discussion of the effect upon re-
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turns to growers would involve not only 
analysis of the relationship of United States 
regional prices to Liverpool prices, but also 
of regional marketings month by month. 
Such analysis is hardly profitable so long 
as uncertainty surrounds either the position 
of Liverpool prices in the absence of sta
bilization or the position of regional United 

CHAin 61.-SPREADS BETWEEN KANSAS CITY AND 
LIVERPOOL WI-IEAT PRICES, AND GRAIN-STABILI

ZATION HOLDINGS, 1929-30 AND 1930-31* 
(Cents per busllel; million busllels) 
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* Adapted (practically reproduced) from Second Annual 
Report of tIle Federal Farm Board, p. 45. 

States prices in relation to Liverpool prices 
in the absence of stabilization. We see no 
reason to doubt that in general United 
States wheat producers benefited substan
tially, not only from higher wheat prices 
than would otherwise have prevailed, but 
probably also from higher coarse-grain 
prices. On the other hand, all farmers paid 
higher prices for flour during the period of 
stabilization. The data do not serve for 
evaluation of the net position of farmers, 
either in the United States as a whole or in 
different regions. The indirect benefits 
which may have accrued to agriculture, 
through the influence of wheat price stabili
zation as a credit measure, can hardly be 
applied to the question of the commercial 
advantage of stabilization to wheat growers. 

In any event, as is stated in the Board's 
Report (p. 43), the "full gain or loss to 
producers" through stabilization operations 
cannot be appraised. "The wheat stabili
zation operations were only half completed 
by June 30, 1931. Wheat had been with
drawn from the market, sustaining the 
price. The second half of the operation, 

disposing of the accumulated supplies, re
mains to be completed." The loss, in other 
words, is still to come. 

GENERAL ApPRAISAL 

The legal basis for the stabilization oper
ations is provided in Section 1 (a) of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act, which declares 
it to be the policy of Congress "to protect, 
control, and stabilize the currents of inter
state and foreign commerce in the market
ing of agricultural commodities and their 
food products .... (4) 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." In Section 9 of 
the Act, which relates specifically to stabili
zation corporations, reference is twice 
made to the "furtherance of the policy de
clared in Section 1." Irrespective of details 
of the operations, it would seem that the 
Board acted within its powers, and in har
mony with the intent of Congress, in enter
ing upon stabilization operations in the fall 
of 1930. 

Within limits, the purpose was achieved. 
There is no doubt that the Grain Stabiliza
tion Corporation soon obtained effective 
control of the wheat surplus; that it main
tained relatively advantageous domestic 
markets for wheat, for a period of several 
months; and that it prevented, for the time, 
the surplus from causing material fluctu
ations and further depressions in the do
mestic price of wheat. In this restricted 
sense stabilization operations were success
ful; and it is worthy of note that a break
down of the policy, which was feared in 
some quarters and hoped for in others, did 
not occur. 

On the other hand, really advantageous 
domestic markets were not and could not 
be maintained; the relative advantage 
could not, in the conditions, be maintained 
beyond a limited period; and on economic 
grounds somewhat further fluctuations and 
depressions in the domestic price of wheat 
were probably due and reasonable, though 
these might have become undue and ex-
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cessive in the absence of stabilization op
erations. In this sense, the operations ap
pear not to have fulfilled the stated policy 
of Congress. 

It is conceivable, although it will prob
ably never be demonstrable, that, consider
ing this crop year and the next, as well as 
the crop year 1930-31, the stabilization op
erations resulted in a net loss rather than 
a net gain to wheat growers so far as direct 
returns from wheat are concerned. Even if 
this might appear to be the case, it might 
still be possible to indicate that wheat 
growers had profited indirectly through the 
credit measure more than they had lost di
rectly through the price measure. Whether 
this eventuates or not, it is worth bearing in 
mind that those who criticize "government 
in business" most, who object most to fixed 
prices of commodities, do not feel the same 
aversion when the government steps in to 
influence a monetary policy, to check a 
disorganization of credit, or to oppose a 
hoarding of currency. The world is much 
more accustomed to governmental interfer
ence and control in monetary matters than 
in commodity prices. It strikes us that it is 
from this viewpoint that the pegged wheat 
price will finally be judged; and if farmers 
complain that not much was attained by 
pegging the wheat price and that it should 
have been continued during the present 
crop year, the sufficient answer will lie in 
the rejoinder that the pegged wheat price 
was primarily a credit measure and not 
an operation created to improve the farm 
price of wheat, though the action included 
this objective. 

Commercial gains and losses occurred 
which may perhaps be described as inci
dental. Owners of storage space found 
their services at a premium. Owners of 
unhedged wheat profited by the act. Some 
elevator companies and probably also large 
speculators were saved from heavy losses. 
On the other side, millers suffered losses 
and grain merchants and commission 
houses as a group found their business re
duced. Exporters were injured, and prob
ably some speculators were caught on the 
wrong side of the market. The extent of 
these gains and losses cannot be guessed, 
but in any event the gain by one does not 
balance the loss by another. 

When the transaction is completed, the 
national Treasury will have sustained a 
loss. During the period of stabilization 
urban consumers paid a higher price for 
flour. Whether bakers gained or lost is 
uncertain. If it should be shown, with the 
close of the 1931-32 crop year, that the net 
result to wheat growers was a loss, then 
the cumulative losses will amount to a high 
figure. 

As of June 30, 1930, the Board reported 
the net commitment on account of grain 
stabilization (mostly wheat) as 90 million 
dollars. On June 30, 1931, the correspond
ing net commitment was roughly 277 mil
lion dollars. Such figures do not indicate 
the full extent of the current financial bur
den of stabilization operations unless there 
were no loans from private banking inter
ests. Whatever the strain may have been, 
the margin proved sufIicient to permit car
rying through the stabilization policy. 

In retrospect it seems probable that if 
the Board had authorized heavy stabiliza
tion purchases in the summer of 1930, as it 
was urged to do, the burden of the opera
tions would have been so great that the 
maintenance of prices through the crop 
year would have overtaxed the Board's 
financial resources, unless Congress had 
been persuaded to increase its appropria
tions to the Board's revolving fund beyond 
the 500 million dollars authorized in the 
Agricultural Marketing Act. 

The extent of funds tied up in stabiliza
tion operations of course gives no measure 
of the eventual loss to the Treasury. That 
the operations will eventually prove to 
have entailed heavy loss seems beyond 
doubt. The average purchase price was 
approximately 82 cents per bushel, to which 
must be added the carrying charges, etc. 
The final cost may be well over 90 cents 
per bushel. Until full statements are pub
lished, covering costs of purchases, pro
ceeds of sales, and expenses of operation 
for the Grain Stabilization Corporation, it 
will be impossible to determine the extent 
of the cost of wheat stabilization operations 
to the Treasury. 

We are in no position to cast up the bal
ance of gains and losses, to the country as 
a whole. Broadly stated, it appears that, 
however justified the stabilization experi-
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ment may have been, the outcome of the 
experiment does not warrant ready resort 
to it in future. It has unmistakably demon
strated limitations upon major efforts to 
control a huge surplus in a staple com
modity, and the disadvantageous effects of 
such efforts, even though it showed that 
such operations can be carried through 
when sufficient funds are available. 

Finally, the value of the fixed price of 
wheat as a credit measure is to be recog
nized but cannot be evaluated. To what 
extent a local panic centering in Chicago 
was averted is not known (if at all) outside 
of the confidential record of the govern
ment. It is possible that the stabiliza
tion of the prices of wheat and cotton 
were of large benefit in cushioning the 
price declines. It is known that many busi
ness men who object to price fixing on com
modity grounds are not hostile to it as a 
credit measure. In any event it is impor
tant to keep the two considerations distinct 
and separate, and to appreciate that price 
fixing need not be regarded as a public 
good on commodity grounds, even though 
it is properly resorted to in a panic. 

We take it that the following statement 
represents the reasoned opinion of the Fed
eral Farm Board: 

Had the radical drop in wheat prices contin
ued after November 1930, the shock to business 
and financial institutions, in cities as well as in 
the country, would have been intensified. Many 
co-operatives, and banks, dealers, and other con
cerns, might have been forced into bankruptcy. 
Grain farmers had large investments in their 
marketing organizations, which would have been 
severely crippled if not destroyed, had stabiliza
tion operations not stopped the decline in wheat 
prices in the fall of 1930. The six months of 
stable prices gave business institutions, co-opera
tive and private, a breathing spell in which to 
readjust themselves.! 

From the standpoint of agricultural pol
icy, the experiment in wheat price stabili
zation was unfortunate. It is a precedent 
in the wrong direction. The problem of 
surplus of agricultural products is not to 
be solved by holding or price pegging. To 
urge that this was a peculiar emergency 
and not to be counted, misses the point in 
farm psychology. If it is conceded that an 
emergency justifies price fixing and hold-

1 Second Annual Report, p. 46. 

ing of surplus, then the question of measur
ing the existence and compelling nature of 
the emergency will be claimed by farmers 
as the right of agriculture. All the price 
controls of the past decade have been based 
upon the assumed demonstration of an ex
ceptional emergency. Quite generally it is 
to be expected that those who are to he 
relieved will determine the nature of the 
relief. If growers of wheat and cotton are 
to claim direct action under a certain set of 
circumstances, then other farmers will later 
claim the same right to direct action when 
their crops are similarly involved. Also, the 
extent of the emergency held to justify di
rect action will tend to change in the di
rection of justification on lesser grounds. 
The precedent of the pegged price of a com
modity in time of peace may long return 
to plague the government in Washington. 

The recent testimony of Chairman Stone 
before the Senate Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry made it clear that the 
Farm Board is fully alive to the dangers 
and defects of stabilization. The greater the 
claims made for the operation as an aid to 
farm income, the stronger the appeal to it 
as a precedent. At the same time, the diffi
culties and losses attending it make easier 
the re-appeal to the equalization fee and 
the export debenture. Refusal of the Farm 
Board to restabilize wheat when the price 
has fallen far below the level maintained 
by the Board last year provokes in farm 
circles reactions largely determined by the 
acceptance or rejection of shortage of 
Treasury funds as explanation of the de
cision. With the growing deficit in the na
tional budget, farm opinion turns back from 
the stabilization plan to the equalization 
fee and export debenture. We take it the 
controversial atmosphere has been cleared 
to the extent that direct price stabilization 
has been eliminated, leaving future policy 
to rest upon Congressional action on the 
equalization fee and the export debenture. 

It strikes us that the occurrence will 
prove to be peculiarly unfortunate in our 
international relations. For a decade our 
government has opposed price fixing and 
commodity control by governments directly 
or indirectly. Foreigners can hardly be 
blamed for saying that we have capitulated 
and joined the procession. We may reply 
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that in other countries commodities were 
controlled and prices were fixed during 
prosperity, with a relatively high general 
price level, whereas in this country action 
was taken with wheat and cotton only in a 
profound business depression, with a heav
ily declining price level. There is merit in 
this rejoinder, but it will fail to impress 
foreigners. If price fixing and commodity 
control is to be judged from country to 
country and from case to case by the extent 

of the emergency according to statistical 
measurements, the case against price fixing 
and commodity control is lost. The world 
has entered on a veritable orgy of govern
mental participation in price determina
tions, directly and indirectly. Heretofore, 
the example of the United States exercised 
a restraining influence. This may now be 
lost because it is impossible to prove to 
other countries that this country has been 
justified while other countries have not. 

This issue was written by M. K. Bennett, Joseph S. Davis, Helen C. Farns
worth, Alonzo E. Taylor, and Ada F. Wyman, with suggestions from Hol
brook Working. Tables by Robert F. Lundy; charts by P. Stanley King. 
The interpretation and appraisal of stabilization operations is primarily 
the work of Alonzo E. Taylor. 



APPENDIXES 

APPENDIX A 

TARIFFS AND MILLING REGULATIONS 

An interesting feature of the crop year 1930-31 
was the tendency for legislative and administra
tive bodies in many countries to attempt to ame
liorate the effects of exceedingly low world wheat 
IJrices by recourse to controls of various sorts. 
This tendency was cIeal'ly apparent in 1929-30; 
it was very much more general in 1930-31. Ex
porting countries have had recourse directly to 
governmental price support through purchases; 
to export bounties; to commercial treaties; to 
trade agreements that were in effcct barter of one 
country's commodity for another country's com
modity. Importing counlries have resorted to 
monopolistic control of imports, to systems of 
licensing, and above all to increases in tariff 
dutics and to control of the milling industry in 
such a manner as to enforce the use of home
grown wheat in preference to imported wheat. 

The most striking effects of governmental in
terventions in 1930-31 UIJon international trade 
and prices and price relationships arc traceable 
to what took place in the United States, Germany, 
France, and Italy. Developments in the United 
States have been considered in some detail in 
preceding pages; those in other countries have 
been treated more briefly. It seems desirable to 
present in summary form a record that will serve 
to illustrate, at least for the wheat-importing 
countries, how widespread was thc movement to 
incrcasc tariff duties on wheat and flour, and 
how widespread was the tendency to supplement 
tariff protection with so-called "quota laws" that 
in effect specified in what proportions domestic 
and imported wheats should be milled. Accord
ingly we present a brief summary of the situation 
in the most important European importers whose 
trade was affected by governmental interventions 
-Germany, France, and Italy. 

The tables that follow this discussion help to 
fill in the picture. In general, this material shows 
what tariffs were and how they have changed, 
and also where and how the quota laws were 
changed. The tables do not, of course, cover the 
whole field of governmental regulation. There 
were alterations in tariffs on other commodities 
than wheat and Hour, and there were regulations 
and procedures that fell outside the range of 
tariffs or of quota laws. The record of tariff 
changes itself is not a complete one: it docs not 
cover all countries, and it docs not show changes 
in terms of the original currency units. It is 
necessary also to observe that in most instances 
we have had to rely upon secondary rather than 
upon primary sources of information, so that 
inaccurate dates and amounts may have been 
inserted in some instances. With all these quali
fications, however, the tables provide a useful 
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bdef summary of significant developments in 
1930-31. 

DEVELOPMENTS IN GEHMANY, FHANCE, AND ITALY 

German tariff rates on wheat and flour were 
changed three times during the year, with the 
total l'esuIt of increasing the wheat duty by {Hi 
cents (from 97 cents to ili1.62) per bushel, and 
the llour duty by $2.47 (from $6.67 to $9.14) 
per barrel. From May 15 to July 31, 1931, millers 
were permitted to import wheat in limited quan
tities at a reduced rate of duty, $1.30 per bushel; 
the amount each mill might import at the reduced 
rate was fixed at 20 per cent of its total grindings 
during April-June 1930. The duty on semolina 
was raised to the same level as that of wheat 
flour, as of May 1, 1931, in order to curb the 
importation of large quantities for mixing with 
domestic flour. The duty on durum wheat for the 
manufacture of semolina was fixed at 73 cents on 
October 26, and on January 15 the duty on wheat 
for the manufacture of starch was reduced to the 
same rate. 

Tariff policies for wheat were subject to the 
legislation of April 1930, which required the gov
ernment to use as a basis of decision a yearly 
average price of 260 marks per metric ton ($1.69 
per bushel). A new tariff law, effective March 28, 
1931, extended for a year the authority previously 
granted the government to regUlate customs du
ties on cereals by special decrees; it stipulated, 
however, that in using this authority, the govern
ment must prevent an increase of bread prices 
above the average for the last six months. This 
law required the government to try to overcome 
the spread between prices of agricultural prod
ucts and prices of other products; and to lower 
customs duties on food products for which the 
index number should exceed 133 for more than 
four months. The issuance of import certificates 
for wheat was discontinued in October 1930, to 
be re-introduced, with some modification, in the 
beginning of 1931-32. 

The duty on rye was increased, on March 6, 
1930, by 30 cents (from 91 cents to $1.21) per 
bushel. Increases were also made during the year 
in the duties on oats, barley, millet, and bran. 
The importation of maize remained a government 
monopoly. Concessions of reduced duties on 
feeding barley to importers who purchased equal 
quantities of rye, potato flakes, or maize fl'om the 
government trading organization were continued, 
and the rate was further reduced, on September 
11, 1930, from 12 to 6 marks per 100 kilograms, 
and on June 26, 1931, from 6 to 5 marks per 100 
kilos. 
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Milling quotas for domestic wheat were suc
cessively 40, 60, 80, 75, and 50 per cent (sec Table 
A3). The required percentage was decreased 
toward the end of the crop year, but increased 
percentages have again been announced for the 
new crop year, 1931-32. There was no milling 
quota for rye; however, rates of extraction for rye 
were limited to a maximum of 60 per cent from 
August 15 to April 18, and thereafter to a maxi
mum of 70 per cent. 

From August 15, 1930, the use of 80 per cent 
rye flour in mixed rye and wheat bread was 
required. From December 8, restaurants, hotels, 
and other public eating-places were forbidden to 
serve bread othel' than that made with 97 per 
cent pure rye flour. A decree effective Decem
ber 9 required the admixture of 30 per cent rye 
nour in all wheat bread weighing over .44 lb. 
per loaf, and permitted the admixture of 10 per 
cent potato flour; every bakery was required to 
sell rye bread, and this was to be made in speci
fied weights. 

The ofIieial trading organization continued to 
support the rye market during the early part of 
the crop year, and it was also reported to have 
carried on operations in the wheat market. 

Trade agreements with Roumania and Hungary 
were considered, whereby Germany might con
cede reduced tariff rates on cereals to these coun
tries in return for preferential treatment of Ger
man industrial products; the Roumanian treaty 
was reported to have been concluded. However, 
it has been impossible to make such agreements 
effective without the consent of the nations hav
ing most-favored-nation treaties with either party. 
Preliminary steps have been taken in an endeavor 
to secure this consent; meanwhile other measures 
have been discussed, such as a system of export 
bounties, whereby the desired result possibly 
could be achieved without contravening the let
ter of the most-favored-nation treaties. The pro
posed customs union with Austria was referred to 
the World Court and did not become effective. 

The only change in wheat and flour duties in 
France during the year was the establishment on 
.July 18, 1931, of a double schedule of rates, the 
one series being general, the other conventional. 
The conventional schedule maintained the pre
viously existing rates, while the general schedule 
doubled them. Apparently the only exporting 
country affected by the change was Russia. On 
April 28, 1931, the duty on rye was raised by 14 
cents (from 21 cents to 35 cents), and on rye 
flour by 62 cents (from 62 cents to *1.24). 

During the period August-March the French 
milling quota remained at 90 per cent for domes
tic wheat; during the period April-July it was 
decreased by 5-unit stages, as old-cI'op supplies 

became more and more scarce, until it reached 
70 per cent, after which, as new-crop supplies 
camc into the market, it was increased by 5-unit 
stages until it again reached 90 per cent. 

On August 27, 1930, the prohibition of exports 
of wheat, rye, and bread was formally with
drawn. In October a prohibition was placed on 
certain imports, including wheat and flour, f,'om 
Soviet Hussia, except on the authorization of the 
Minister of the Budget on the advice of interested 
departments. As a corollary of this action, a 
decree of October 23 required that imported 
goods be accompanied by certificates of origin. 

Plans were completed, in the early part of 
1930-31, for the holding of a permanent stock of 
wheat and nour by the French government. 

There has been much agitation during the year 
for more strict enforcement of the temporary 
admission regulations, A decree of November 20 
stated that importers must declare at the customs 
ofIice the destination of foreign wheat and nour, 
and that such declarations should be verified. A 
decree of November 26 prescribed a form to be 
signed by millers importing wheat in temporary 
admission. Further measures of control were 
contemplated. 

The Italian duty on wheat remained at 87 cents 
per bushel throughout the year. On July 8, 1931, 
the flour duty was increased from *4.07 to *4.34 
per barrel. This rate was also applied to white 
maize flour. On July 9 the duty on rye was in
creased by 27 cents (from 22 cents to 49 cents) 
per bushel, and the duty on rye lIour by 64 cents 
(from 57 cents to *1.21) per 100 pounds. Fur
ther increases in duty on wheat and lIour, and 
also on semolina, were announced soon after the 
close of the crop year. 

The system of milling quotas for domestic 
wheat was introduced into Italy on .July 2, 1931, 
on which date it became compulsory for millers 
to use 95 pel' cent domestic wheat both for flour 
and for semolina, with the exception of lIour and 
meal destined for export and of those products 
for which temporary importation of wheat is 
permitted by current laws. Millers were obliged 
to keep a strict record of their incoming and out
going shipments of wheat and flour. 

The Permanent Grain Committee, in deciding 
upon the establishment of a milling quota, con
sidered other measures for the aid of domestic 
agriculture. Banks were to be asked to extend 
credit on wheat; plans were laid for the purchase 
of wheat in July and August for army purposes; 
reduction of land taxes was discussed. Presum
ably the supervision of cultivation, the educa
tional campaigns, and the exhibitions, prizes, etc., 
identified with the "Battle of Wheat" have re
mained in effect. 
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TABLE A 1.-TARIFF RATES ON WHEAT AND FLOUR IN EUROPEAN IMPORTING COUNTRIES AT HALF-YEAR 
INTERVALS, AUGUST 1, 1929 TO AUGUST 1, 1931* 

(U.S. dollars per busIle1 and per barrel) 

Wheat Flour 

Country Aug.1, Feb. I, Aug. I, Io'eb. I, Aug. I, Aug.1, Feb. I, Aug.1, Feb. I, Aug. 1, 
1920 1930 1030 1931 1931 1929 1930 1930 1931 1931 ------ ------

Austria S·U" .11a .ua .ua ... .90a .90a .90a .90a 
'" .......... 

{.22b .22' .33b .33b .55 2.16' 2.16b 3.60' 3.60b 4.23 
Belgium ......... Free Free Free Free Free .10 .10 .10 .10 .10 

Czecho-Slovakia' .. S·24a .24" .24a .44" .44" 1.84a 1.84" 1.84a 3.82" 2.92a 
(48 b .48' .60' .68b .68' 3.16b 3.16b 4.45b 5.13b 4.24b 

Denmark ........ Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free 

Estonia S·· . ... ... . .. .80d 2.4Qd 2.40d 2.40" 4.29" 4.29" ......... . 
{.53 .53 .53 .79 1.60" 3.60· 3.60· 3.60· 5.49· 6.69· 

Finland S .. · .. , ... . .. .. . 3.25' 2.80' 2.8(}' ... ... ........ . 
{.51 .51 .69 .69 .69 2.69' 4.70' 3.36' 4.70 4.70 

France S· .. ... ... ... .85a ... ... .. . . .. 4.46"" ......... . 
{.53 .53 .85 .85 1. 71' 4.46' 4.46' 4.46' 4.46' 8.92" 

Germany S·42a .42a ... .73' .73' ... '" .. . ... ... ....... . 
{.49' .62' .97 1.62' 1.62' 3.07 3.07 6.67 10.91 9.14 

Greece .......... .24" .24" .32" .32" .32" 1.53" 1.53" 1.86" 1.86k 1.86" 
Italy ............ .74 .74 .87 .87 .87 3.48 3.48 4.07 4.07 4.34 
Irish Free State ... Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free 

Latvia S .. · ... ... ... '" .. . 1.72' 1.n' 1.72' 1. 72' .......... . 
{.37 Free .37 .37 .37 4.29 4.29' 4.29' 4.29' 4.29' 

Norway ......... Nodut y: Governm ent mo nopoly 
Netherlands ...... Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free' 
Portugal ......... Rate S fixed on spee ial eon tinge ntswhe n impo rts are allowed 

Government Government 
Sweden .......... .27 .27 .27 .27 monopoly 1.55 1.55 1.55 1.55 monopoly 

Switzerland S .03'" .03'· .03'" .03'" .03"' .77'" .77'" .77'" .77m .77'" ...... 
{1.0B" 1.08" 1.0g.~ 1.08" 1.08" 4.20" 4.20· 4.20" 4.20" 4.20" 

United Kingdom .. Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free Free 

* Data mostly from publications of tbe U.S. Department of Commerce. Conversions at par of exchange in every in
stance. 

a Conventional rate. 
b General rate. 
o Czecho-Slovakian imports are subject to a sales tax on 

wheat of 3 cents per bushel, and on flour of 13 cents per 
barrel, collected at the customs. 

d Rate for unsifted flour. 
e Rate for sifted flour. 
, Rate for graham flour. 
U Rate for white flour. 
h Rate for flour of 70 per cent extraction. Higher rates 

are quoted for flours of shorter extractions. 

, Rate for durum wheat. 
I Rate for bread wheat. 
k There are additional taxes amounting to 75 per cent of 

the duty. 
, Imports allowed only in an amount fixed by a govern

ment commission. 
m Rate on controlled imports by registered dealers. 
n Rate on uncontrolled imports by unregistered dealers. 
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TABLE A2.-CHANGES IN TARIFF DUTIES ON WHEAT IN SELECTED COUNTRIES, FROM AUGUST 1, 1930* 
(U.S. dollars per bushel) 

Rate Aug. 1, 1930 

Date effective 

1930 Aug. 26 ......... . 
Sept. 20 ......... . 
Sept. 28 ......... . 

Oct. 26 ........ .. 

Oct. 31 ......... . 
Nov. 6 ......... . 
Dec. 15, ........ . 

1931 Feb. 

Feb. 

Mar. 
Mar. 
Apr. 
May 
May 
July 

July 

9 .......... 

10 ........ .. 

6 ........ .. 
21 ......... . 
25 ......... . 

4 ......... . 
15 ........ .. 

1 ......... . 
18 ......... . 

July 20 ......... . 

Czecho· 
Slovakia 

5·24" 
1·60· 

.44" 

Germany Estonia 

.97 

1.20 
51.62°1 
1 .73'5 

••• J 

.5:3 

.79 

5 ·80"1 
11·60'S 

.Jugo· 
Slavla 

I Egypt 

---,I .13" 
.34" 

i 

i 
! 

:~~. ! 

s:~~all 
1·79bS I 

::: I 
::: ! 

, 
••• k ! 

.20 

.40 

5 ·24'1 
(65"5 

Poland 

.53 

.76 

India 

Free 

.39 

Union of 
South 
Africa 

.39" 

. 36"d 

Austria 

.11" 

.33b 

.55 

France 

.85 

S .85a 

(1.71" 

• Data mostly from publications of the U.S. Department 0 f Commerce. Conversions at par of exchange in all instances. 
n Conventional rate. h Estonian mills given right to import free of duty 145 
/, General rate. kilos of wheat for each quintal of sifted flour they export 
'Rate includes a suspended duty of 7 cents per bushel, in tlle following year. 

which apparently was applied at some time before the new i Special duty imposed, equal to the difference between 
sliding scale went into effect on May 4. the landed cost of the wheat and lis. 6d. per 100 pounds 

d Rate on Canadian wheat only. ($1.64 per bushel). 
'Rate on bread wheat. i Until July 31, each mill permitted to import wheat at 
, Rate on durum Wheat. reduced rate of $1.30 per bushel in an amount proportion-
"These rates are the lower and upper limits of a sliding ate to its output in April-June, 1930. 

scale based upon e.i.f. quotations for Australian wheat at k Imports became a government monopoly. 
Egyptian ports, in terms of the London exchange. 
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TABLE A3.-CHANGES IN TARIFF DUTIES ON WHEAT FLOUR IN SELECTED COUNTRIES, 
FROM AUGUST 1, 1930* 

(U.S. dollars per barl'el) 

07.eCho·i Gcr· J·;stonla 
Hlovakla many 

.111g0~ 

fllavla 
FIn· 
land 

Egypt IndIa 

= 
UnIon of 

Poland flouth AilS· Italy France 
AfrIca trIa 

---------- ----------- -------1-----1----- -----------

Hate Aug. 1, 1930 

Date effective 

1930 Aug. 26 ....... . 
Sept. 20 ....... -
Sept. 28 ....... _ 
Oct. 20 ...... .. 
Oct. 26 ....... . 

Oct. 31 ....... . 

Nov. 6 ........ 

51.84" 
14.45" 

4.82" 
4.87" 

5.00" 

Nov. 7........ 5.13" 
Nov. 15 ...... .. 
Dec. 15... .. ... 3.82" 

1931 Feb. 9 ....... . 

Feb. 10 ....... . 

Mar. 

Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar. 

Apr. 

May 

May 

June 

2 ...... .. 

6 ....... . 
12 ...... .. 
21 ....... . 
1 ...... .. 

4 ....... . 

5 ...... .. 

3 ........ 

I; ;;.\1 
i5.10"SI 

I 
53

.
55

"11' 14.87"5 

G.67 

8.15 

10.91 

June 10 ....... . 
July 1 ....... . 

53.18"11 
l4.50"SI 
.... 1 9.14 

s~:~~ail 
l4.24"5 

.... I 

July 8 ....... . 

July 9 ...... .. 

July 18 ....... . 

2.40' 
3.60" 

I 

= I 
54.29"( I 
l5.49d5 

6.69" 

1.37" 
2.40" 

51.72"( 
l2.40"5 

52.75"1 
13.43"5 

2.80' 
3.36' 

4.70 
2.11 

51.41 '1 
12.94'5 

15';1" ad 
valorem 

(20'% ad 
valorem) 

1.28 

2.54 

3.69 

2.70° .90" 4.07 
2.51"" 3.GO" 

4.23 
4.34 

4.4(i 

54.46" 
(8.92" 

• Data mostly from publications of thc U.S. Department of Commerce. Conversions at par of exchange in all instances. 

" Conventional rate. 
o General rate. 
c Rate for unsifted flour. 
" Rate for si.fted flour. 
e Hate for graham flour. 
'Hate for white flour. 
U Hate includes a suspended duty of 32 cents which ap

parently was applied from September 27, 1930. 

"Rate on Canadian flour only. 
i Lower and upper limits of a sliding scale, based upon 

c.LI. quotations for Australian flour at Egyptian ports, in 
terms of the London exchange. 

j Special duty imposed, equal to the difference between 
the landed cost of the flour and 18s. 6d. per 100 pounds 
($8.82 per barrel). 



TABLE A4.-MINIMUM PERCENTAGES OF DOMESTIC WHEAT REQUIRED TO BE USED BY MUJLEHS IN 
SPECIFIED COUNTRIES, 1928-29 TO 1930-31* 

Ger- I Czeebo-
Latvia Peru I Greece 

I Bel- J..Juxem- ! Hol-
Date effective Spain many France Swedena Slovakia Tunl., glum hourg ! Italy land 

--------- ---.--

1928 Sept. 25 ......... 70 I Nov. 11 ......... 50 I 
1929 July 15 ......... 75 

I 1929 Aug. 1 ......... 40 ! Oct. 1 ......... 50 I 
Dec. 1 ......... 97 

1930 May 21 ......... 
July 4 ......... 45 i 
July 16 ......... 55 I i -
July 26 ......... 90 I 

I 
1930 Aug. 1 ......... 40 I 

Aug. 15 ......... 60 

I 
Sept. 1 ......... 60 
Oct. 1 ......... 80 
Nov. 1 ......... 75 

I 
Nov. 11 ......... 75 
Nov. 12 ......... 50 
Nov. 28 ......... 30 I 
Dec. 8 ......... 10" I 1931 Jan. 1 ......... 80 

I Feb. 1 ......... 75 
Feb. ?" ........ S80cl l 

190 Si 
Mar. 1 ......... 85 
Apr. 1 ......... 50 
Apr. 14 ......... 85 

~,I Apr. 15 ......... 80 
Apr. ?' ........ 
Apr. 27 ......... 75 
May 19 ......... 50 
June 16 ......... 70 
July 1 ......... 75 10 
July 2 ......... 95 
July 4 ......... 80 20 
July 10 ......... 85 
July 25 ......... 90 

1931 Aug. 1 ......... 60 80 
Aug. 16 ......... S97Ql 

170 ) 
Aug. ?" ........ 15' 
Aug. 31 ......... 0' .. j 
Sept. 7 ......... 70 I 22~ 
Oct. 1 ......... 60 I 
Nov. 1 ......... ISi5Jl 

195 S 
• Data chiefly from Commerce Reports of the U.S. Burea u of Foreign and Domestic Commerce; Commercial Intelli

gence Journal of the Canadian Department of Trade and Commerce; Foreign Crops and Markcts of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture; and Foodstuffs 'Round the World, published by the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

In addition to the countries mentioned, Estonia and Alg eria appear to have had milling quotas, but specific dates 
and percentages are not available to date. 

a The Swedish quota was first establis.hed by a voluntary 
agreement between the government and the principal mill
ers, but was made compulsory from September 1, 1930. 
However, it was provided that millers agreeing to pay 
specified minimum prices for domestic grain might use a 
quota ten units lower than the regular rate. Moreover, each 
quota was intended to apply to a given period, usually two 
months, and a lower limit was fixed as the minimum for 
sbort periods or special lots. 

b As of May 21, 1930, the Spanish government prohibited 
further Importation of wheat until such time as the domes
tic price should exceed 53 pesetas per 100 kilos during a 
month. This has rendered the quota law practically obso
lete. 

• Subject to temporary suspension when domestic sup
plies are exhausted. Such suspension occuITed in April 
1931, but in lieu of the domestic quota importers were 
obliged to pay 17.2 leptas ($0.002) per kilogram of wheat 
and flour imported. 

d Reports indicate that the measure became effective at 
some time between February 1 and March 1-

'Eighty per cent in flour for domestic consumption, 90 
per cent in flour for export. 

f It was reported that in April the Belgian millers made 
an informal agreement with the government to use 5 per 
cent domestic wheat in their grindings. No formal law on 
the subject was passed. 

g Foreign wheat in excess of 3 per cent may be used up 
to a maximum of 30 per cent, if tbe extra quantities are 
imported on certificates showing that equal amounts of 
domestic wheat have been exported. 

• In August it was reported that the millers had agreed 
to use 15 per cent domestic wheat. Rumors were also re
ceived to the effect that the 15 per cent was to be made 
compulsory, but to date no confirmation has been received. 

, The milling quota requirement was replaced by import 
licensing. 

J Hard wheat 75 per cent, soft Wheat 95 per cent. 

[ 173 ] 
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APPENDIX B 

TABLE I.-WHEAT PnODUCTION IN PHI NCIPAL PnODUCING COUNTHlES, 1920-31* 
(Million bushels) 

United Aus· Argon· Hun· JUgo'l Rou· SovIet 
Year States Oanada IndIa tralla tina Ohlle Uruguay gary BulgarIa Slavla manIa RussIa' 
-_.-------------------------

1920 ........ 833.0 263.2 377.9 145.9 156.1 23.2 7.8 37.9 29.9 43.0 61.3 . .... 
1921 ........ 814.9 300.9 250.4 129.1 191.0 23.6 10.0 52.7 29.2 51.8 78.6 . .... 
1922 ........ 867.6 399.8 367.0 109.5 195.8 25.9 5.2 54.7 32.6 44.5 92.0 . .... 
1923 ........ 797.4 474.2 372.4 12,5.0 247,8 28.1 13.3 67.7 29.1 61.1 102,1 419.1 
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 
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 
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 
1927 ........ 878.4 479,7 335.0 118.2 282,3 30.6 15.4 76.9 42.1 56.6 96.7 784.6 
1928 ........ 914.9 566.7 290.9 159.7 349.1 29.7 12.3 99.2 49.2 103.3 115.5 795.2 
1929 ........ 809.2 304.5 320.7 126.9 162.6 37.1 13.2 75.0 33.2 95.0 99.8 702.9 
1930 ........ 858.2 397.9 390.8 212.6 236.0 21.2 8.0 84.3 57.3 SO.3 130.8 1,084.0 
1931 ........ 892.3 298.0 347.3 170.0 218.6 .... . .. 65.7 61.2 98.8 127.9 . .... 

Average 
1925-29 ..... 822.1 430.7 320.5 136.0 243.0 28.8 12.2 79.5 40.5 81.0 105.5 795.8 

BrItish Ger· Nether· Den· 
Year Morocco AlgerIa Tunis Egypt Isles France many Italy Belgium lands mark Norway 

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

1920 ........ 17.9 16.2 5.2 31.7 58.0 236.9 82.6 142.3 10.3 6.0 7.4 1.00 
1921 ........ 23.2 28.5 9.0 37.0 77.1 323.5 107.8 194.1 14.5 8.6 11.1 .97 
1922 ........ 12.9 18.9 3.7 36.0 66.5 243.3 71.9 161.6 10.6 6.2 9.2 .64 
1923 ........ 20.0 36.2 9.9 40.7 60.6 275.6 106.4 224.8 13.4 6.2 8.9 .59 
1924 ........ 28.8 17.3 5.1 34.2 53.9 281.2 89.2 170.1 13.0 4.6 5.9 .49 
1925 ........ 23.9 32.7 11.8 36.2 53.7 330.3 118.2 240.8 14.5 5.7 9.7 .49 
1926 ........ 2,5.0 23.6 13.0 37.2 52.2 231.8 95.4 220.6 12.8 5.5 8.8 .59 
1927 ........ 28.2 28.3 8.1 44.3 57.2 276.1 120.5 195.8 16.3 6.2 9.4 .60 
1928 ........ 28.1 30.3 12.1 37.3 51.0 281.3 141.6 228.6 17.2 7.3 12.2 .80 
1929 ........ 31.8 33.3 12.3 45.2 50.9 337.3 123.1 260.1 13.2 5.5 11.8 .75 
1930 ........ 21.3 32.2 10.4 41.0 43.3 231.1 139.2 210.1 13.2 6.1 10.2 .78 
1931 ........ 34.7 22.0 13.6 46.1 36.0' 269.6 155.5 247.9 15.2 6.3 9.2 .75 

Average 
1925-29 ..... 27.4 29.6 11.5 40.0 53.0 291.4 119.8 229.2 14.8 6.0 10.4 .65 

Portu· Switzer· Ozeeho· I ERtonla, I Japan, I South 
Year Spain gal land Austria Slovakia Poland FInland! Latvia I,lthuanla , Greece Ohosen Africa 

I --------- ---------------

1920 ........ 138.6 10.4 3.6 5.5 26.4 22.7 .27 I .39 2.58 11.2 39.4 7.6 
1921 ........ 145.1 9.3 3.8 6.5 38.7 40.5 .58 .78 3.34 10.3 38.0 8.7 
1922 ........ 125.5 10.0 2.5 7.4 33.6 46.8 .71 .96 4.17 9.0 38.1 6.3 
1923 ........ 157.1 13.2 3.8 8.9 36.2 54.9 .69 1.64 3.70 8.8 33.6 6.0 
1924 ........ 121.8 10.6 3.3 8.5 32.2 37.5 .79 1.58 3.86 7.7 35.7 7.1 
1925 ........ 162.6 12.5 3.8 10.7 39.3 63.9 .93 2.16 6.08 11.2 40.0 9.2 
1926 ........ 146.6 8.6 4.2 9.4 39.9 52.5 .92 1.86 5.02 12.4 38.7 8.3 
1927 ........ 144.8 11.4 4.3 12.0 47.2 61.1 1.06 2.64 6.33 13.0 38.3 6.0 
1928 ........ 122.6 7.5 4.5 12.9 52.9 59.2 1.00 2.50 7.36 13.1 39.4 7.2 
1929 ........ 154.2 10.8 4.4 11.6 52.9 65.9 1.10 2.34 10.59 8.5 38.8 11.1 
1930 ........ 146.7 13.5 3.8 12.0 50.6 82.3 1.21 4.06 12.96 12.5 38.5 10.2 
1931."",' '1130., 12.1 4.4 9.4 38.3 80.8 1.18 3.75 10.36 12.2 39.8 .... 

Average 
1925-29 . .. .. 146.2 10.2 4.2 11.3 46.4 60.5 1.00 2.30 7.08 11.6 39.0 8.4 

MexIco 

15.0 
5.1 

13.6 
13.7 
10.4 
9.2 

10.3 
11,9 
11.0 
11.3 
11.4 
15.8 

1!L7 

Sweden 

10.3 
12.3 
9.5 

11.0 
6.8 

13.4 
12.2 
15.3 
18.3 
19.0 
21.5 
19.6 

15.6 

New 
Zealand 

6.9 
10.6 
8.4 
4.2 
5.4 
4.6 
8.0 
9.5 
8.8 
7.2 
6.5 
.. , 

7.6 

+ Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and International Institute of Agriculture. Dots ( ... ) indicate that data are 
not available. 

a Data reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. b England and Wales only. 
Figures for 1923 and 1924 presumably not strictly com
parable with data for later years. 
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TABLE n.-WHEAT ACREAGE IN PRINCIPAL PRODUCING COUNTRIES, 1920-31* 
(Million acres) 
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Year 
United 
States Canada India 

Aus- Argen- I Hun-
tralla tina Chile Uruguay gary 

-----1----1----1--- ---------------

Jugo· Rou· I Soviet I 
Bulgaria Slavia mania RUBSlaa: Mexico 

--I 1--

~:~g I::::: 12:28 1920 ....... . 
1921 ...... .. 
1922 ....... . 

61.14 
63.70 
62.32 
59.66 
52.54 
52.37 
56.36 
58.78 
58.27 
61.46 
61.14 
54.95 

18.23 29.95 
23.26 25.78 
22.42 28.21 
21.89 30.85 
22.06 31.18 
20.79 31.78 
22.90 30.47 
22.46 31.30 
24.12 32.19 
25.26 31.97 
24.90 31.65 
26.12 32.18 

9.07 13.22 
9.72 14.10 
9.76 16.06 
9.54 17.04 

1.26 
1.34 
1.47 
1.54 
1.43 
1.45 
1.48 
1.84 
1.72 
1. 76 
1.61 
1.43 

.70 

.81 

.66 

2.66 
2.89 
3.52 
3.29 
3.50 
3.52 
3.71 
4.02 
4.14 
3.80 
4.19 
4.13 

2.17 
2.23 
2.30 
2.38 
2.49 
2.55 
2.62 
2.67 
2.81 
2.66 
3.00 
2.96 

3.56 
3.70 
3.67 
3.84 
4.24 
4.31 
4.18 
4.52 
4.68 
5.21 
5.36 
5.39 

6.55 : ..... I 2.62 
1923 ....... . 1.06 

.85 

.96 
1.00 
1.15 
1.26 
1.10 

6.65 39.16 3.05 
1924 ....... . 10.82 15.98 

10.20 17.62 
11.69 18.95 
12.28 20.20 
14.84 20.08 
14.98 13.59 
18.15 18.94 
13.99 17 .30' 

7.84 52.73 1.40 
1925 ...... .. 8.16 63.12 1.13 
1926 ...... .. 8.22 73.90 1.29 
1927 ....... . 7.66 77.67 1.31 
1928 ....... . 7.92 71.96 1.28 
1929 ...... .. 6.76 81.00 1.29 
1930 ....... . .86 7.55 83.80 1.22 
1931 ...... .. 8.36 92.37 1.42 

Average 
1925-29 ..... 57.45 23.11 31.54 12.80 18.09 1.65 1.09 3.84 2.66 4.58 7.74 73.53 1.26 

I 
British Ger· I 

Year Morocco Algeria Tunis Egypt Isles France many I Italy Belgium 
Nether· Den- I I 
lands mark. Norway i Sweden 

---- ----1-------,--

1920........ 1.99 3.45 1.32 1.19 11.98 12.59 3.40 111.38 
1921........ 1.96 3.04 1.50 1.46 2.08 13.30. 3.56 11.88 
1922 ........ 2.07 3.74 1.07 1.52 2.07 13.07 i 3.40 11.40 
1923 ........ 2.25 3.12 1.61 1.54 1.84 13.67. 3.65 i 11.45 
1924........ 2.46 3.53 1.32 1.42 1.63 13.62 3.62 i 11.28 
1925 ........ 2.62 3.61 1.62 1.38 1.57 13.87 3.84 '[11.67 
1926 .. .. .. .. 2.56 3.74 1.84 1.53 1.68 12.97 3.96 12.14 
1927 ........ 2.30 3.47 1.38 1.66 1.74 13.06 4.32 12.30 
1928........ 2.66 3.66 2.02 1.59 1.49 12.80 4.27 I 12.26 
1929 ........ 3.01 3.80 1.73 1.61 1.41 12.67 3.96,11.79 
1930........ 2.96 3.98 1.92 1.58 1.43 12.99 4.40 111.90 
1931 ........ 2.73 3.54 1.90 .... 1.20" 112.49 5.36 112.06 

Average 
1925-29..... 2.63 3.66 1.72 1.55 1.58! 13.07 4.07 12.03 

.306 

.343 

.300 
.345 
.340 
.365 
.354 
.391 
.408 
.356 
.411 

.375 

.152 

.180 

.150 
.154 
.118 
.132 
.132 
.153 
.148 
.112 
.142 

! .191 

: .135 

.180 I 

.220 

.237 I 

.205\ .149 

.199 

.252 I 

.274 i 

.252 i 

.257 

.249 

.247 

.040 

.041 

.025 

.025 

.021 

.022 

.022 

.02.5 

.028 

.030 

.030 

.025 

.358 

.358 

.356 

.362 

.322 

.363 

.381 

.561 

.561 

.574 

.647 

.684 

.488 

I 
portu-I Swltzer- Czecho-' I I E.tonia, I I·Japan, I South New 

__ Y_eu_r __ I __ sP_u_In_ ~ ~ Austria Slovakla
l 

Poland I Finland I Latvia Lithuania; Greece I Chosen _A_fr_ie_a_l_z_ea_la_n_d 

10.25 1.10 .119 .371 1.57 I 1.79 I .022 II .039 .194 11.08! 2.18 II 
1920 ....... . 

10.39 1.09 .117 .378 1.5612.42 I .028 .046 .210 .95 2.14 
10.31 1.16 .110 .460 1.53 3.02 .038 I .070 .253 1.06 2.12 I 
10.49 1.05 .112 .475 1.51 I 2.99 .038 .106 .257 1.06 2.07 II 

10.38 1.04 .111 .482 1.51 1 3.16 .037 I .106 .254 1.15 2.03 
10.72 1.05 .112 .484 1.53 3.20 .038 .119 .328 1.15 2.04 
10.78 1.061 .134 .500 1.80 13.25 .039 i .122 .362 1.30 2.04 I 
10.83 1.06 .134 .505 1.85 3.36 .044 I .145 .364 1.23 2.06 
10.48 1.12 .134 .514 1.92 3.19 .046 II .164 .463 i 1.33 2.10 
10.62 1.08 .134 .515 2.02 3.53 .047 .145 .570 1.25 2.09 
11.13 1.10 .129 .501 1.98 4.07 .051 .179 .616 1.19 2.05 

1921 ........ . 
1922 ....... . 
1923 ....... . 
1924 ...... .. 
1925 ...... .. 
1926 ...... .. 
1927 ...... .. 
1928 ....... . 
1929 ...... .. 
1930 ...... .. 

10.87 .... .134 .... 1.98 4.01 .047 .... .495d 
•••• 2.06 I 

10.69 1.07 .130 .504 1.82 3.31 .043 .139 .417 1.25 2.07 

1931 ...... .. 
Average 

1925-29 '" .. 

.875 

.992 

.848 

.779 

.755 

.968 

.880 

.774 

.825 

.942 
1.137 

.878 

.220 

.353 

.276 

.174 

.167 

.152 

.220 

.261 

.255 

.237 

.243 

.225 

• Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and International Institute of Agriculture. Figures for 1931 are preliminary. 
DO.ts ( ... ) indicate that data are not available. Estimates are presumably of areas harvested in most instances, Canada 
belllg an outstanding exception. Many countries, however, do not distinguish sharply hetween areas sown and harvested; 
the estimates above ordinarily represent the final official est imates of area, which are assumed to be harvested areas. 

a Data reported by U.S. Department of Agriculture. For " England and 'Vales only. 
somewhat different figures, see Appendix Table XII. d Lithuania only. 

• Estimate for area sown, not harvested. For estimates 
of areas sown in earlier years, see Appendix Table XII. 
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TABLE IlL-WHEAT YIELD PEn AcnE IN PIIINCIPAL PnODUCING COUN'fHIES, 1920-31* 
(Tlushel .• pel' lIcre) 

United Aus· Argen- lIun- Juga- Rou- Soviet 
Yeur I·ltutes Canada India trail a tina Chile Uruguay gary Bulgaria Fllavla mania RUBsla 

-----.------------------------- -------

1920 ........ 13.6 14.4 12.6 16.1 11.8 18.4 11.1 14.2 13.7 12.1 12.3 . ... 
1921 ........ 12.8 12.9 9.7 13.3 13.5 17.6 12.3 18.3 13.1 14.0 12.8 .... 
1922 ........ 13.9 17.8 13.0 11.2 12.2 17.6 7.8 15.5 14.2 12.1 14.1 .... 
1923 ........ 13.4 21.7 12.1 13.1 14.5 18.3 12.6 20.6 12.2 15.9 15.4 10.7 
1924 ........ 16.5 1l.!J lUi 15.2 12.0 17.1 11.7 14.7 9.9 13.6 9.0 9.0 
1925 ........ 12.9 !fJ.0 10.4 11.2 10.8 18.4 10.5 20.3 lfi.2 18.3 12.8 12.4 
1926 ........ 14.8 17.8 10.7 13.8 12.1 15.7 10.3 20.2 14.0 17 .1 13.5 12.4 
1927 ........ 14.9 21.4 10.7 !J.6 14.0 16.G 13.4 1D.1 15.8 12.5 12.6 1(}.1 
1928 ........ 1.5.7 23.5 !J.O 10.8 17.4 17.3 9.8 23.9 17.5 22.1 14.6 11.1 
1929 ........ 13.2 12.1 10.0 8 .. 5 12.0 21.1 12.0 19.8 12.5 18.2 14.7 8.7 
1930 ........ 14.0 16.0 12.3 11.7 12.5 13.2 9.3 20.1 19.1 15.0 17.3 12.9 
1931 ........ 16.2 11.4 1(}.8 12.2 .... . ... . ... 15.9 20.6 18.3 15.3 . ... 

Average 
1920-30 ..... 14.2 17.1 11.1 12.2 13.0 17.4 11.0 18.8 14.4 15.5 13.5 10.9" 

British Ger· Nether· Den-
Year Morocco Algeria 'runls Egypt Isles France many Italy Belgium lands mark Norway 

-.------------- ---------------
1920 ........ 9.0 4.7 4.0 26.6 29.3 18.8 24.3 12.5 33.6 39.4 41.1 25.0 
1921 ........ 11.8 9.4 6.0 25.4 37.0 24.3 30.3 16.3 42.3 47.6 50.7 23.7 
1922 ........ 6.2 5.1 3.4 23.7 32.1 18.6 21.2 14.2 35.4 41.1 39.0 25.7 
1923 ........ 8.9 11.6 6.2 26.5 32.9 20.2 29.1 19.6 38.8 40.3 43.2 23.5 
1924 ........ 11.7 4.9 3.!) 24.1 33.0 20.6 24.6 15.1 38.3 39.2 39.4 23.5 
1925 ........ 9.1 9.1 7.2 26.2 34.1 23.8 30.8 20.6 39.7 43.5 49.0 22.3 
1926 ........ 9.8 6.3 7.1 24.3 31.0 17.9 24.1 18.2 36.2 41.6 34.8 26.6 
1927 ........ 12.2 8.2 5.!) 26.8 32.8 21.1 27.9 1.5.9 41.6 40.2 34.3 24.2 
1928 ........ 10.5 8.3 6.0 23.5 34.2 22.0 33.2 18.6 42.2 49.6 48.5 28.5 
1929 ........ 10.5 8.8 7.1 2S.0 36.0 26.6 31.1 22.1 37.1 48.8 45.8 25.0 
1930 ........ 7.2 8.1 5.4 26.0 30.3 18.4 31.6 17.7 32.2 42.6 41.0 25.9 
1931 ........ 12.7 6.2 7.1 .... .... 21.6 29.0 20.6 .... 32.8 . ... . ... 

Average 
1920-30 ..... 9.7 7.7 5.7 25.6 33.0 21.1 28.0 17.3 37.9 43.1 42.4 24.9 

I Fl[Jaln 
portu·1 Flwltzer- Oze(~ho· 

l'Inland I Latvia 
Estonia, .Japan, Flouth 

Year gal lund Austria Fllovakla Poland Lithuania Grcce" Chosen Africa 
!---------

~920 ........ 13.5 9.4 30.1 14.6 16.8 12.7 12.1 1(}.0 13.3 1(}.4 18.1 8.7 
1921 ........ 14.0 8.5 32.5 17.3 24.9 16.7 20.7 17.0 15.9 10.9 17.8 8.7 
1922 ........ 12.2 8.7 23.2 16.1 22.0 15.5 18.7 13.7 16.5 8.5 18.0 7.4 
1923 ........ 15.0 12.5 34.3 18.7 24.0 18.4 18.1 15.5 14.4 8.3 16.3 7.7 
1924 ........ 11.7 10.2 30.0 17.6 21.3 11.9 21.4 14.9 15.2 6.7 17.6 9.4 
1925 ........ 15.2 11.9 33.6 22.0 25.7 19.9 24.4 18.2 18.5 9.8 19.7 9.5 
1926 ........ 13.fi 8.1 31.7 lS.!J 22.2 1fi.2 23.7 15.2 13.9 9.5 19.0 9.4 
1927 ........ 13.4 10.8 il2.4 2:3,7 25.5 18.2 24.2 18.2 17.4 10.5 18.6 7.7 
1928 ........ 11.7 6.7 3il.4 25.1 27.6 18.6 21.7 15.2 15.9 9.8 18.8 8.8 
1929 ........ 14.5 10.1 32.6 22.4 26.2 18.7 23.3 16.1 18.6 6.8 18.6 11.8 
1930 ........ 13.2 12.3 2!J.7 24.0 25.6 20.2 23.7 22.7 21.0 10.5 18.8 9.0 
l!J31 ........ 12.0 .... 32.5 . ... 19.4 20.1 25.0 .... .... . ... 19.4 . .. 

Average 
192(}-30 ..... 13.5 9.9 31.2 20.0 23.8 17.0 21.1 16.1 16.4 9.2 18.3 8.9 

= 

Mexico 

'" 
2.2 
5.2 
4.5 
7.4 
8.2 
8.0 
9.1 
8.6 
8.8 
9.4 

11.6 

7.1" 

Swcdt'n 
--

28.8 
34.5 
2G.7 
30.4 
21.1 
36.8 
31.9 
27.3 
32.7 
33.2 
33.2 
28.7 

30.6 

New 
ZCllJUIlf] 

31.2 
2!J.!J 
30.4 
24.0 
32.6 
30.4 
36.1 
3fi.fi 
34.fi 
30.6 
26.7 
.... 

31.2 

• Computed from acreage and production data in Appen dix Tables I and II. Dots ( ... ) indicate that data arc 1I0t 

available. 
a Average 1923-30. • Average 1921-30. 



Year UnIted 
States 

1920 ..... 8.38 
1921. .... 815 
1!J22 ..... 868 
192:3.. ... 797 
1924 ..... 864 
1925 ..... 677 
1!J26 ..... 831 
1927 ..... 878 
1928 ..... 915 
I!J29 ..... 809 
1930 ..... 858 
1931 ..... 892 

Average 
822 1925--29 .. 

APPENDIXES 

TABI_E IV.-WHEAT PRODUCTION IN PRINCIPAL PRODUCING AREAS, 1920-31* 
(Million bushels) 

Other North· Other 
North· North· ern South· 

Canada SovIet Lower Other ern India ern li(mJ!· Argcn· AUH' ern 
RUHsla Danube· EuropB Africa" Heml· Hph!'re tIna trallu Heml· 

sphere': ex·RUBHla Hphered 

------ ._------- --- ---

268 . .. 172 776 39 878 86 2,547 15G 146 48 
301 .., 212 1.009 61 250 80 2,728 1!Jl 12!J 5fi 
400 . .. 224 820 35 867 88 2,802 196 lO!J 49 
474 419 2GO 9!J7 66 .372 88 .3,054 248 125 54 
262 472 204 858 51 361 80 2,fi75 191 Hi5 50 
395 782 2HG 1.100 68 8:U 85 VJ52 1!J1 115 54 
407 914 2H4 H21 62 325 8fi 2,D26 230 Hi! 52 
48(} 785 272 1, 001 65 a35 95 3,126 282 118 65 
567 795 367 1,042 71 2!J1 88 8,341 34!J lfifJ 61 
305 703 303 1.144 77 321 95 3,054 lfi3 127 7') .J 

398 1,G84 351 1,015 64 3!Jl 91 8,168 236 213 50 
298 ... 354 1.0G7 70 347 102 3,1.3G 219 17G .. 
431 79(j 30G 1,042 G9 321 90 3,080 243 136 Gl 

177 

I 
80utJ" ! World 

f!ro ! ex-
Heml· i HUHHla 
HpiJere i 
--,1---

, 
, 

350 : 2,897 
:mi • :U04 
:~.')4 : 8,15G 
427 ! :{,481 
40G i 3,081 
:~fif) 

1"'112 44:3 <) '>'( oJ,.,b.J 
465 :3,5!Jl 
570 1 3,!J11 
36:3 I 3,417 
499 i 8,(jG7 

! . .. I .... • 
440 13,520 

I 
I 

• J)nta summarized from Appendix Table I. 
"Hungary, Bulgaria, Houmania, and Jugo-Slavia. 
"Algeria, Mol'occo, and Tunis. 

d Peru, Chile, Uruguay, Union of South Africa, and New 
Zealand. 

'Egypt, Mexico, Japan, and Chosen. 

TABLE V.-RYE, CORN, BARLEY, AND OATS PRODUCTION IN SOME IMPOIlTANT AlmAS, 1920-30* 
(Million bushels) 

Hye Corn 

Year Europe Europe Union of Europe 
ex· Others" ex- UnIted Argen· South ex· Russia 

Russia RussIa States tina Africa Russia 
---------------------------

1920 .... 532 1.3 520 3,209 230 38 551 ... 
1921. ... 7G5 85 39.3 3,069 17G 48 551 ... 
1922 .... 720 139 423 2,906 176 71 585 .. , 

1923 .... 831 90 4G8 3,054 277 40 G48 ... 
1924 .... 654 81 589 2,309 186 87 565 180 
1!J25 .... 946 60 624 2,917 322 39 672 2G9 
1926 .... 762 58 653 2,692 321 65 G74 24G 
1927 .... 812 80 485 2,763 312 (j9 G59 207 
1928 .... 902 67 384 2,819 240 67 743 252 
1929 .... 945 56 704 2,614 249 80 827 338 
1930 .... 923 72 608 2,060 371 57 768 ... 

AVerage 
1925-29. 873 64 570 2,761 289 64 715 262 

• Official data as reported by the U.S. Department of Agr icuIture. 
"Canacla, United Stutes, Argentina. 

Barley OatH 

Europe 
United Canada I Argen· ex- Russia 
States tina Russia --------- ---

189 (j.3 4 1.478 . .. 
155 60 .6 1,451 . .. 
182 72 8 1.478 ... 
198 77 12 1,720 . .. 
182 89 7 1,5(j9 (i(J3 
214 87 17 1,708 838 
185 100 18 1.843 1,071 
2G6 97 15 1.748 917 
357 136 17 1. 87!) 1.135 
30.3 102 16 2,Ofil 1, 1<14 
305 135 14 1,1.31 . .. 
265 104 17 1,848 1,021 

United 
Htates 
--

1.49(j 
1.078 
1,216 
1.80(j 
1,503 
1,488 
1.247 
LI88 
1,439 
1.228 
1.278 

1..317 
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TABLE VI.-CORN AND POTATO PnODUCTION IN PRINCIPAL EUROPEAN PRODUCING COUNTRIES, 1920-ilO* 
(Million bushels) 

Corn (Maize) Potatoes 
-

Year Hun· Bul· .Tugo· Rou· Soviet British I Ger· BelgIum. Czecho· SovIet 
gary garla SIavla manIa Russia Italy Isles France many Holland SlovakIa Poland Russia 

--------------------- --------
1920 ..... 50.2 20.9 101.1 182.0 . ... 89.3 238 428 1,024 204 184 665 . .... 
1921. .... 31.7 16.4 73.8 110.6 . ... 92.3 245 305 961 179 159 527 . .... 
1922 ..... 48.7 16.4 89.8 119.8 .... 76.8 322 465 1,494 307 333 948 . .... 
1923 ..... 49.2 21.8 84.8 153.0 . ... 89.2 223 364 1,197 211 229 825 . .... 
1924 ..... 74.1 24.8 149.4 155.5 90.9 105.7 219 564 1,338 208 239 831 1,332 
1925 ..... 88.0 25.8 149.2 163.7 172.0 110.0 281 558 1,533 230 276 909 1,453 
1926 ..... 76.5 27.3 134.2 229.9 131.5 118.1 249 409 1,103 220 185 786 1,609 
1927 ..... 68.3 21.0 83.0 139.1 117.6 87.4 275 644 1,380 214 370 984 1,525 
1928 ..... 49.6 20.3 71.6 108.5 126.8 65.0 297 414 1,516 271 326 1,016 1,67,5 
1929 ..... 70.6 37.0 163.3 251.4 1,58.5 99.6 331 611 1,473 294 393 1,167 1,758 
1930 ..... 5,5.4 30.5 136.4 177.9 . ... 118.0 254" 493 1,731 221 300 1,135 . .... 

Average 
1925-29 .. 70.6 26.3 120.3 178.5 141.3 96.0 287 527 1,401 246 310 972 1,604 

< Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and Internation al Institute of Agriculture. Dots ( ... ) indicate that data are 
not available. 

a Irish Free State and Northern Ireland estimated. 

TABLE VII.-RYE PRODUCTION IN PRI NCIPAL PRODUCING COUNTRIES, 1920-31 * 
(Million bushels) 

UnIted Argen· Hun· Bul· Jugo· Rou· Soviet Ger· 
Year States Canada tina gary garla Slavla manIa Russia France many Italy BelgIum 

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

1920 ..... 60.,5 11.3 0.8 20.2 6.2 6.1 9.4 . .... 34.5 194.2 4.5 18.2 
1921.. ... 61.7 21.5 1.7 23.1 6.1 6.2 9.1 . .... 44.4 267.6 5.6 21.3 
1922 ..... 103.4 32.4 3.5 25.1 6.4 4.5 9.2 . .... 38.4 206.0 5.6 18.4 
1923 ..... 63.1 23.2 3.9 31.3 5.2 5.9 9.6 . .... 36.5 263.0 6.5 20.8 
1924 ..... 65.5 13.8 1.5 22.1 4.3 5.5 6.0 737.0 40.2 225.6 6.1 20.7 
1925 ..... 46.5 9.2 4.7 32.5 7.2 7.9 8.0 906.2 43.7 317.4 6.7 21.7 
1926 ..... 40.7 12.2 5.2 31.4 7.1 7.5 11.2 941.3 30.1 252.2 6.5 20.1 
1927 ..... 58.2 15.6 6.6 22.4 7.0 5.9 9.3 950.3 34.0 269.0 5.9 21.9 
1928 ..... 43.4 14.6 9.0 32.6 8.1 7.5 11.5 750.0 34.1 335.5 6.5 23.2 
1929 ..... 41.9 9.8 4.4 31.4 7.3 8.3 13.3 818.5 39.4 321.0 6.9 22.2 
1930 ..... 45.4 22.0 4.7 28.4 12.6 7.8 18.3 . .... 29.3 302.3 6.1 18.6 
1931. .... 32.7 5.9 ... 20.8 12.9 7.6 15.7 . .... 31.0 275.1 6.4 21.1 

Average 
1925-29 .. 46.1 12.3 6.0 30.1 7.3 7.4 10.7 873.3 36.3 299.0 6.5 21.8 

Denmark, Portu· Switzer· Czecho· Llthu· 
Year Norway Sweden SpaIn gal land Austria SlovakIa Poland FInland LatvIa EstonIa anI a 

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

1920 ..... 14.2 22.4 27.8 5.2 1.6 10.1 32.9 73.7 7.1 4.7 6.2 16.7 
1921. .... 13.2 26.6 28.1 4.6 1.8 13.2 53.7 174.9 11.7 9.8 5.9 21.0 
1922 ..... 15.1 22.1 26.3 5.4 1.7 13.6 51.1 203.5 10.5 6.8 5.8 25.4 
1923 ..... 15.9 23.4 28.1 5.2 1.9 15.8 53.3 242.8 9.4 10.8 6.5 23.8 
1924 ..... 11.1 10.9 26.3 5.2 1.4 16.2 44.7 147.9 11.3 7.8 5.5 18.3 
1925 ..... 14.4 26.6 29.9 5.1 1.9 21.7 58.1 265.4 13.7 12.4 7.2 26.1 
1926 ..... 13.1 23.1 23.5 3.6 1.8 18.7 55.7 204.0 11.9 6.1 4.5 13.8 
1927 ..... 11.0 15.2 26.5 4.7 1.8 20.1 60.0 231.8 12.9 10.2 6.7 21.2 
1928 ..... 10.2 17.0 16.4 4.0 2.0 19.9 70.0 240.5 11.0 8.5 5.5 18.7 
1929 ..... 10.9 16.3 22.9 4.7 1.9 20.1 70.4 276.0 13.1 9.5 5.7 22.0 
1930 ..... 10.6 18.0 21.5 4.9 1.5 20.6 68.0 273.9 14.1 14.4 8.9 25.2 
1931. .... .... 12.2 18.5 . .. 1.4 18.3 50.5 224.4 13.1 6.4 5.8 15.2 

Average 
1925-29 .. 11.9 19.6 23.8 4.4 1.9 20.1 62.8 243.5 12.5 9.3 5.9 20.4 

Nether· 
lands 

14.8 
15.0 
17.1 
14.6 
15.6 
16.4 
13.6 
13.5 
17.3 
18.3 
14.9 
12.7 

15.8 

Greece 

1.0 
1.1 
1.1 
0.6 
0.9 
1.6 
1.6 
1.5 
1.7 
1.3 
1.9 ... 
1.5 

* Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and International Institute of Agriculture. Dots ( ... ) indicate that data are 
not available. 
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TABLE VIII.-UNITED STATES WHEAT ACREAGE, 
1920-31* 

(Million acres) 

WInter wheat SprIng 
Crop of wheat Total 

Planted Abandoned Harvested harvested harvested 

1920 ..... 44.9 4.84 40.0 21.1 61.1 
1921. .... 45.6 2.21 43.4 20.3 63.7 
1922 ..... 47.9 5.57 42.4 20.0 62.3 
1923 ..... 46.1 6.58 39.5 20.2 59.7 
1924 ..... 38.9 3.26 35.7 16.9 52.5 
1925 ..... 40.0 8.60 31.3 21.0 52.4 
1926 ..... 39.9 2.90 37.0 19.4 56.4 
1927 ..... 43.4 5.65 37.7 21.1 58.8 
1928 ..... 47.3 11.10 36.2 22.1 58.3 
1929 ..... 42.7 2.66 40.1 21.4 61.5 
1930 ..... 42.5 3.00 39.5 21.6 61.1 
1931" .... 43.1 2.14 41.0 13.9 54.9 

Average 
1925-29 .. 42.7 6.18 36.5 21.0 57.5 

• Olllcia! data of U.S. Department of Agriculture. See 
especially Agriculture Yearbook, 1931, p'. 588, and crop 
reports. 

" Estimate of December 1, 1931. 

TABLE IX.-UNITED STATES WHEAT PRODUCTION 
BY CLASSES, 1920-30* 

(Million bushels) 

Hard Hard Soft 
Crop of red Durum red red Paellle Total 

spring wInter winter white 
---------------

1920 ..... 140 52 302 247 91 833 
1921. .... 131 57 290 237 99 815 
1922 ..... 170 91 280 248 79 868 
1923 ..... 127 55 241 272 102 797 
1924 ..... 192 66 365 189 52 864 
1925 ..... 156 65 206 170 80 676 
1926 ..... 121 48 360 229 73 831 
1927 ..... 202 83 317 181 95 878 
1928 ..... 203 102 384 140 86 915 
1929 ..... 143 57 344 186 78 809 
1930 ..... 152 59 366 194 81 851 

Average 
1925-29 .. 165 71 322 181 82 822 

• Classification by U.S. Department of Agriculture. These 
nrc estimates only, and are made on a basis which docs not 
~rad to highly reliable results. Figures for 1930 are sub
Ject to revision; total production by classes is smaller than 
!~lC olllcia! estimate of total production as in Appendix 
I able 1. 

TABLE X.-UNITED STATES WHEAT CROP FORECASTS 
AND ESTIMATES, 1926-31 * 

(Million bushels) 

Date 1926 I 1927 I 1928 I 1929 I UJ30 I 1931 

\VINTER WHE'\T 

May 1 ...... 548.91 593 .9 486.5 595.3 525.1 652.9 
June 1 ...... 543.3 537.0 512.3 622.1 532.5 649.1 
July 1 ...... 567.8 579.4 543.8 582.5 557.7 712.f1 
Aug. 1 ...... 626.5 552.8 578.6 568.2 597.4 775.2 
Sept. 1 ...... 626.5 552.8 578.6 568.2 597.4 775.2 
Oct. 1 ...... 626.5 552.8 578.6 568.2 597.4 775.2 
Dec. 1 ...... 626.9 552.4 579.0 578.3 604.3 787.5 
Revised . ... 627.4 552.8 578.7 576.2

1

601.9 . .... 

SPRING 'WHE.-\T 

july 1 ...... 
I 1 ! ! : 

199.6: 274.2 i 256.2 I 251.4 i 249.5 i 156.4 
Aug. 1 ...... 212.7 ! 298.41312.71205.7 i 223.21118.4 
Sept. 1 ...... 212.1 i 308.11322.51217.5 i 240.41 110 .5 
Oct. 1 ...... 213.3 313.8 1325.31223.51242.2 109.1 
Dec. 1 ...... . I I ' 

205.41319.31323.8 i 228.2: 246.2 i 104.8 
Revised .... 203.9 325.6 336.2 i 233.0 1 256 .3 ..... 

TOTAL \VHEAT 

July 1 ...... I II! I 767.4 853.6 1800.0 1 8~3.9! 807.2 i 869.0 
Aug. 1 ...... 839.2 851.21891.317/3.9 i 820.6 : 893.6 
Sept. 1 ...... 838.6i860.9901.11785.7i837.81885.7 
Oct. 1 ...... 839.81 866 .6 903.91 791.7 i 839.6 1 884.3 
Dec. 1 ...... 832.3 i 871.71 902.8 806.51 850 .9 i 892.3 
Revised .... 821.3! 878.4 914.91809.21858.21 ..... 

• Data from Agriculture Yearbooks and crop reports of 
the U.S. Depaliment of Agriculture. Revised figures are 
usually those published in December of the following year. 

TABLE XI.-CANADIAN \VHEAT PRODUCTION FORE
CASTS AND ESTIMATES, 1926-31 * 

(Million bushels) 

Date 1926 11)"27 1928 

I 
1929 1930 1 1931 

---... 1-... -... 1- ... June 30 ..... 349 325 
July 31 ..... 317 357 ... ... ... . .. 

• 

Aug. 31 ..... 399 459 550 294 385 271 
Oct. 31 ..... 406 444 501 294 396 298 
Dec. 31 .. " . 410 440 534 300 398 ... 
Final ....... ... 480 567 305 ... . .. 

I 

• Olllcia! Canadian data. 
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TAIlLE XII.-WUEAT ACnEAGE IN UNITED STATES, 
AHGENTINA, AND RUSSIA, 1920-30* 

(Millioll acres) 

Unlte,1 States Argentina Russia 
Year 

Sown Harvcsted ~OWIl Harvcst",1 Hown Harvested 
----------

1920' .... 65.99 G1.l4 15.01 13.22 a a .... . ..... 
1921. ... 65.91 G:3.70 14.24 14.10 a a ..... ..... 
1922 .... 67.8!) fi2.32 lG.25 1G.06 a a ..... . .... 
1923 .... 66.24 59.fi6 17.19 17.04 3!L16 a ..... 
1924 .... fi5.80 52.54 17.79 15.98 52.73 a ..... 
1925 .... GO.97 52.37 19.19 17.fi2 63.12 fi1.82 
1926 .... 59.2G 5G.3G 19.27 18.H5 73.90 73.30 
1927 .... G4.43 58.78 20.6H 20.20 78. H6" 78.G5 
1928 .... G9.38 58.27 22.7G 20.08 71.88 G8.39 
1929 .... G4.12 61.46 1!J.49 13.59 75.72' 74.19 
1930 .... 64.14 G1.14 21.28 18.94 83.79 a ..... 

• Data as reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
for the United States and Argentina. Hussian ligures 1923-
29 are data of the Gosplan, and agree with lIgures published 
by the International Institute of Agriculture; for 1930, as 
reported by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the In
ternational Institute of Agriculture. 

a Not available. However, statistics of area 1920-22 may 
be found in various Yearbooks of the International Insti
tute of Agriculture. The lIgures as they appeal' in the last 
Yearbooks to include them arc as follows, in million acres: 
1920-47.56; 1921-:38.36; 1922-25.80. These ligures were 
obtained be.fore statistical methods were far advanced, and 
have not been revised to accord with the Gosplan data of 
1925-29. 

"The U.S. Department of Agriculture carries a figure of 
77,67 million acres. 

e The U.S. Department of Agriculture carries a figure of 
81.00 million acres. 

TAilLE XIII.-UNITED STATES WINTEn- AND SPnING
WHEAT ACHEAGE, PnODUCTION, AND YIELD 

PER AcnE, 1920-31 * 

Acreage ProductIon YIeld per acre 
(III illioll ( IIIillioll (bllshels 
acres) bllshels) per acre) 

Year 
WIntcr SprIng WInter Hpring WInter I Hprlng 

---_ .. --_. --_. ------------

1920 ..... 40.02 21.13 610.6 222.4 15.3 10.5 
1921.. ... 4::J.41 20.28 600.3 214.6 13.8 10.6 
1922 ..... 42.36 19.96 58G.9 280.7 13.8 14.1 
1923 ..... Sf) .51 20.15 571.8 225.G 14.5 11.2 
1924 ..... 35.G6 16.88 592.3 272.2 1G.6 1G.1 
1925 ..... 31..35 21.02 402.1 274.7 12.8 13.1 
1926 ..... 36.9H 19.37 627.4 203.9 17.0 10.5 
1927 ..... :n.72 21.06 552.7 325.G 14.7 15.5 
1928 ..... 3G.21 22.0fi 578.7 33G.2 16.0 15.6 
1929 ..... 40.0fi 21.41 576.2 233.0 14.4 10.9 
1930 ..... 39 .. 51 21.G3 601.8 2,5G.3 15.2 11.8 
1931 ..... 41.01 13.94 787.5 104.8 19.2 7.5 

Average 
1925-29 .. 36.47 20.98 547.4 274.7 15.0 13.1 

• Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture. See especially 
AgriclIltllre Yearbook, 19:11, p. 588, and press releases. 

TABLE XIV.-PEnCEN'l'AGES OF VAnIOUS GnADES OF 
CANADIAN HAllD HED SPIIING WHEAT '1'0 TOTAL 
WHEAT INSPECTED IN THE WESTEHN DIVISION 
SEPTEMBEII-AUGUST, 1924-31* ' 

= 

GradIng lU24- 11)25- 11)2()- 11)27- 11)28- 1U20- ]():IO-
25 2U 27 28 2U 30 31 -----------------

No. 1" .... 19.3 22.4 9.2 .9 1.5 40.0 39.G 
No. 2 ..... 18.3 27.1 17.5 7.7 12.3 35.9 20.8 
No. 3 ..... 18.5 13.9 7.8 22.3 1H.7 11.8 5.1 
No. 4 ..... IG.3 3.1 3.2 12.3 19.8 2.0 1.8 
No.5 ..... 8.1 .9 1.4 5.0 17.4 .6 .3 
No. 6 ..... 3.2 .2 .9 2.9 15.2 .2 .... 
Feed ..... 1.2 .1 .3 1.2 5.6 .1 .1 
No grade". 11.7 28.6 51.2 43.0 1.4 1.4 25.a' 
Other" ... 3.4 3.7 8.5 4.7 7.1 8.0 7.0 

* Data from Callwliall Grain Statistics. 
a Includes No.1 Hard and No.1 Northern . 
"Wheat of the straight grades except that it contains" 

higher proportion of moisture. Aside from higher moisture 
contcnt, it may be of as good quality as these grades. 

« Tough and damp inspections. Owing to a change in the 
inspection laws, these classifications include wheats previ
ously classilled us "No grade." 

d Largely durum. 

TABLE XV.-UNITED STATES IMPORTS OF WHEAT 
AND FLOUn FnOM CANADA, 1920-21 '1'0 1930-31* 

(Million bashels) 

Withdrawn WIthdrawn General Imports" 
Orop Y('ar for (~on- for mill· 
JIlJy-,}urw 8umptJon, Ing In Wheat J.I'11our 

duty· paId hond, free grain a8 wheat 'rota! 
----_.- ---.----

1920-21 ..... , , 51.00 6.39 57.39 .... . ..... 
1921-22 ..... 8.460 6.17" 14.46 2.79 17.25 
1922-23 ..... 7.51 9.28 18.01 1.93 19.94 
1923-24 ..... 13.78 13.88 27.28 0.7G 28.04 
1924-25 ..... 0.27 5.81 G.17 0.03 6.20 
1925-26 ..... 1.G5 13.44 15.60 0.08 15.68 
192G-27 ..... 0.05 13.17 13.24 0.03 13.27 
1927-28 ..... O.lG 15.04 15.71 0.03 15.74 
1928-29 ..... 0.08 21.G8 21.43 0.01 21.44 
1929-30 ..... 0.03 12.01 12.95 0.01 12.96 
1930--31 ..... 0.04 19.90 19.05 0.01 19.06 

• Data of U.S. Department of Commerce direct. 
a Practically all from Canada. No deduction mude for 

re-exports, which rarely reach 1 million bushels. 
"Distinction established by emergency tariff Hct effective 

May 28, 1921. Before this date no duties had been in fOl'ce 
since April 17, 1917. 

"Including June 1921. 
'f Nine months only (October-June). 
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TAIILE XVI.-BnooMHALL'S FOHECASTS OF WHEAT 
EXI'OH1' SUPPLIES AND REQUIHEMENTS, 1930-31 * 

(Millioll bushels) 

TABLE XVII.-CANADIAN WHEAT AND FLOUII Ex
I'OH'I'S OVEHSEAS, FHOM 1920-21 * 

(MiLlioll busbel .• ) 

Avall- Importers' purchaseH MargIn 
Date of ahle over 
report for I Ex- IrnportcfH' 

export rrotal Europe Europe purchaseR 

rl'hrough 'l'hrough rrhrough 
AuguHt-.July 'l'otal U.S. all Cana- Vancouver 

portH dIan ports alone 
-------- ...... --.. - ------- -------

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

Sept. 3 ........ 1,128 736 60B 12B 392 
Sept. 17 ........ 1,17f; 736 608 128 440 
Nov. 12 ........ 1,144 73G 608 128 40B 

1920·-21" ........ 112.3" 63.6" 48.7" 1.1" 
1921-22 ......... 168.0 109.7 .58.3 9.4" 
1922-23 ......... 263.3 150.8 112.5 21.5" 
H)23-24 ......... 323.G 164.7 158.8 58.4" 

Feb. 4 ........ 1,144 768 60B 160 37G 1924-25 ......... 189.5 99.1 DO.4 26.0 
Mar. 25 .... , ... 1,148 784 G08 

I 
17G 3()4 

Junc17 ........ 1,132 784 608 17G 348 
Actual ........ ..... 7B7 60B I 179 . .. 

1925-26 ..... " .. 314.0 161.3 152.7 58.7 
1926-27 ......... 285.2 150.8 134.4 3U.7 
1927-28 ......... 324..5 151.5 173.0 85.7 
1928-29 ........ , 397.5 172.2 225.3 108.1 

• Data from BroomhnIl's Corll Trade News. 1929-30 ......... 179.0 77.2 101.8 54.9 
1930-31. ....... , 251.5 97.3 1.54.2 89.G 

TABLE XVIII.-UNITED STATES WHEAT EXI'OIlTS BY 
CLASSES, FROM 1923-24* 

(Millioll busllels) 

Hard Hard Soft 

• Official data from lleporls Oil tile Gruin Trade o{ Call
ada and Calladiall Graill Stali.vlics. These figures do not 
include exports by lake and rail to the United Stutes; hence 
the totals do not represent Canada's gross or net exports. 

,July- red Durum red red WhIte Total 
.June sprIng wInter wInter 

----------------------
1923-24 .. 2 19 27 11 20 79 
1924-25 .. 21 34 121 8 11 195 
1925-26 .. 5 27 10 2 19 6.3 
192&-27 .. 2 22 7.3 31 28 156 
1927-28 .. 6 31 65 14 30 146 
1928-29 .. 2 45 38 3 15 103 
1929-30 .. 2 15 54 3 18 92 
193(}-31 .. 1 12 47 3 14 77 

• Data from ForeiUII News all Wheat. Octoher 21, 1929, 
poge 11; and World Wbeal Pro .• pecls, August 22, 1930, 
poge 16. Data for 1930-31 received direct. 

" September-August. 
• Eleven months, September-July. 

TABLE XIX.-MoNTHLY ·WHEAT RECEIPTS AT PRIMARY MARKETS IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA* 
(Million busIoelsl 

UnIted Stutes prImary markets Fort William and Port Arthur Vancouver 
Month 

11)27-28 IV2&-2D 1020-30 10:30-31 1D27-28 1021l-20 1020-30 1930-31 1027-28 I 102&-29 I 1020-30 1030-31 
------' ------ ------------ ---

Aug. ........... 81.
0

6 84.2 101.7 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. ........... 73.3 84.4 36.3 28.9 51.4 81.4 28.!J 29.7 6.17 12.69 7.32 6.94 
Nov. ........... 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 19.0B 28.22 

Dee. ........... 26.5 33.0 22.9 21.5 41.0 51.6 6.2 12.4 11.81 13.53 4.73 7.76 
.ran. ........... 23.5 22.5 17.5 2D.5 21.1 11.0 2.8 4.9 16.49 13.90 4.25 7.8.3 
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 

Deeo-Mar. ...... 98.B 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 21.2 .9 9.7 1.6 7.6 10.88 7.31 4.12 5.70 
May ........... .25.9 18.6 16.5 30.9 17.6 13.8 7.4 12.6 7.43 3.91 3.0B 5.61 
.rune ........... 15.6 25.7 18.7 29.7 20.1 14.7 23.7 22.1 3.£6 3.04 3.60 3.27 
July ........... 72.6 94.2 99.0 104.0 14.4 14.6 14.2 11.7 2.44 3.30 .3.31 3.62 

Apr.-July ...... 132.1 156.0 147.6 185.8 53.0 52.8 46.9 54.0 24.41 17.56 14.11 1B.20 
Aug.-July ...... 510.3 552.9 430.2 499.9 261.3 320.4 135.3 185.3 93.11 lOG. 72 55.29 75.78 

II • ~nlted States datn unofficial, compiled from Surveil 0 { Current Business .. Canadian data official, from Reports on 
Ie Grain Tracie of Canada and Calladian Grain Statistics. V RnCOUVel' figures include receipts at Prince Rupert. 
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TARLE XX.-UNITED STATES TRADE IN WHEAT AN D FLOUR WITH FOREIGN COUNTIIIES AND ALASKA, 

HA WAIl, PORTO RICO, FROM 1920-21 * 
(Thol/sand bU.']!e/") 

Wheat Jo'iour as wheat Wheat and flour as wheat 

Imports Ship· Net 
July-June Re· Net Net Icss Net mcnts to exportH 

Exports Imports exports exports Exports exports Exports re· exports POB' plus 
cxports scsslons shipments 

I 1920-21 ..... 293,267 51,005 778 243,040 76,051 69,588 369,318 56,689 312,628 2,697 315,325 
1921-22 ..... 208,320 14,466 4 193,858 74,246 71,731 282,566 16,976 265,589 2,687 268,276 
1922-23 ..... 154,950 18,013 148 137,085 69,950 67,\)95 224,900 19,820 205,080 2,907 207,987 
1923-24 ..... 78,793 27,284 36 51,54-5 81,094 80,360 159,887 27,980 131,905 2,973 134,878 
1924-25 ..... 195,491 6,169 70 189,392 65,316 65,316 260,807 6,100 254,708 2,871 257,579 
1925-26 ..... 63,188 15,597 251 47,842 44,847 44,819 108,035 15,376 92,661 2,741 95,402 
1926-27 ..... 156,250 13,235 81 143,096 62,914 62,905 219,164 13,164 206,001 3,082 209,083 
1927-28 ..... 145,998 15,705 39 130,332 60,259 60,245 206,257 15,679 190,577 2,692 193,269 
1928-29 .... ','03.113 21,430 43 81,726 60,574 60,574 163,687 21,386 142,300 3,172 145,472 
1929-30 ..... 92,174 12,948 60 79,286 61, 142 61, 147 153,316 12,883 140,433 2,983 143,416 
1930-31 ..... 76,443 19,054 15 57,404 55,260 55,258 131,703 19,040 112,663 2,787 115,450 

• OfTlcial data, chiefly from Monthly SUlTlmaries of Foreiun COITlIllerce. 

TABLE XXI.-NET EXPORTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR FROM PRINCIPAL EXPORTING COUNTIUES, 

FROM AUGUST-JULY, 1921-22* 
(Million bushels) 

Country 1V21-22 1V22-23 1923-24 

United States· ........... 255 203 130 
Canada ................. 185 279 346 
Argentina ............... 118 139 172 
Australia ................ 115 50 86 
India b 29 20 ................... . .. 
Danube basin' ........... 21 12 34 
Russia .................. ... , .. , 21' 
Other countries" ......... 7 2 17 

Total ................. 701 714 826 

* Summarized from data in Appendix Table XXIV. 
• Includes shipments to possessions of about 3 million 

bushels a year (see Appendix Table XX for .July-June fig
ures). 

b Net imports of 14 million bushels. 
e Net imports of 25 million bushels. 
d Net imports of 5 million bushels. 

W24-25 W25-26 1926-27 1927-28 1928-29 1929-30 1930-31 
------ ---------------

259 106 202 187 153 146 116 
192 324 292 332 406 185 258 
123 94 143 178 224 150 123 
124 77 103 71 109 63 152 
38 8 11 9 0 1 d .. . . 
26 45 45 32 37 56 45 , 27' 49' 7' , 10 111' .. . . 
9 14 3 9 14 17 23 

---------------------
771 695 848 825 943 628 828 

e Hungary, Jugo-Slavia, Roumania, and Bulgaria . 
, .J uly-J une. 

U Includes Morocco, Algeria, Tunis, Chile, Spain, and Po· 
land for the years in which these countries were net ex
porters. The totals include some rough estimates. 
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TABLE XXII.-INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND BYE (BROOMHALL), FROM 1921-22* 
(Million busllels) 

Wheat, Inelndlng wheat 1I0ur Rye, including rye lIonr 
Crop year ------.------------------------- -----------------

ending I I I liN orth I I approximately North Argon- Aus- I; A frlcn North 'I Rnssln, : I 
August 1 'rotal America tina tralla Russia Balkans I India 1 nnd America I Danube I Oth('r , 'rotal 

______ --------- --- ____________ 1 Chile __________ 1 __ _ 

14.0"! .... i .... 37.4 O.O! 1021-22 ...... .. 
HJ22-23 ....... . 
1923-24" ...... . 
1924-25 ...... , . 
1925-26 ....... . 
1926-27 ....... . 
1927-28 ....... . 
1928-29" ..... .. 
lfJ29-30 ....... . 
1930-31. ...... . 

647.2 
676.4 
775.3 
715.2 
667.6" 
817.6 
792.8 
927.6 
612.9 
786.5 

404.0 
455.1 
454.4 
422.6 
413.2 
484.0 
489.6 
542.9 
318.7 
354.2 

118.8 
138.3 
174.4 
121.4 
94.0 

139.2 
177.6 
223.7 
152.2 
123.1 

110.4 
47.8 
77.9 

117.1 
74.0 

104.0 
74.4 

112.1 
64.9 

153.9 

23.2 

2:3.6 
44.4 
4.8 

6.4 
98.7 

9.1" I 26.1 I .... 62.9 2.9 i 
27.9" 17.5 .... 28.7 44.3 
13.5 I 31.7 8.9 62.3 0.4, 
28.8 4.8 14.8 16.1 I 4.2 
31.2 I 10.4 4.4 34.8 8.6 
29.2 i 7.2 10.0 45.9 3.1 
36.0 I 0.2 12.7 19.1 0.5 
46.6 4.2 I 19.8'" 2.3 4.8 
37.5 3.7 15.4 4.8 22.6 I 

1.4 
1·6 

0.1 
20.6" 
7.1 
4.8 

12.2 
25.1 
12.8 

I, 38.8 
67.4 
73.0 

I 6G.8 
, 40.9 

50.5 
I 53.8 
i 31.8 

I 
32.2 
40.2 

* Data from Corn Trade News. These are Broomhall's cumulative totals, presumably revisions of his weekly shipment 
figures. They do not agree precisely with other figures of Broomhall's, particularly in 1924-25. Dots ( ... ) indicate no 
shipments reported. Wheat shipments are converted from quarters of 480 pounds on the basis of 60 pounds per bushel, 
and rye shipments are converted from quarters of 480 poun ds on the basis of 56 pounds per bushel. 

" Includes also shipments from other areas. d Chiefiy Germany. 
" For 53 weeks. " Includes shipments from France. 
c Includes 14,400 thousand bushels shipped from Germany. 

TABLE XXIII.-BROOMHALL'S SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR BY DESTINATIONS, FROM 1921-22* 
(Million bushels) 

To Ex-En rope 
Crop year 

ending I I ' approximately I Conti- China Central I 
Augnst 1 'l'otal U.Ie nent Orders 'l'otal and America I Brazil 

Japan , -------------1------ ------1---1---
1921-22........ 546.7 155.1 I 253.3 138.3 100.4 ....,.... .. .. 
1922-23 ........ 585.9 167.4 I 315.8 107.7 90.5 .... .... .. .. 
1923-24" ....... 626.5 228.3 305.7 132.3 148.8 .... '.... .. .. 
1924-25 ........ 639.7 160.2 312.5 167.0 75.5 .... .... .. .. 

i~~~=~~:::::::: ~~~:~ i~~:~ ~::~ ~~i:~ i~t~ 30:7 I 55:6 i 22:7 
1927-28 ........ 661.8 164.7 352.1 145.0 131.0 31.4 I 55.6 I 26.7 
1928-29" ....... 703.1 158.8 399.2 145.1 225.0 69.5 I 70.4 II 30.3 
1929-30 ........ 483.0 137.4 225.3 120.:3 129.8 33.6 I 50.1 28.2 
1930-31. ....... 607.5 131.0 282.8 193.7 179.0 67.4 I 58.0 I 26.5 

* Data from' the Corn Trade News. Dots ( ... ) indicate th at data are not available. 
" Fifty-three weeks. 

I North I I 
Egypt I S~~~h India I Others 

-. -.. -. _I A~~I~a ~--•. -. _1 __ .. -.-

:::: ::: 1 ::: I ::: 
11.0 
9.2 

17.8 
7.6 

11.1 

7.0 
5.9 
7.3 
2.7 
4.1 

[' 4:0 
1.5 

I 
27.6 
6.3 

I 11.0 I 

1.0 
0.7 
2.1 
1.3 
0.9 
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TABLE XXIV.-INTEHNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT' (INCLUDING FLOUH), ANNUALLY FROM 1920-21* 
(iYIillion buslrel.s) 

A.-NET EXPORTS 

Crop year United Aus- Argen- .Jugo- Rou-
August-July States Canada India tralla tina Hungary BulgarIa Siavia manJIl Russia AlgerIa 

1920-21. ....... 307.9 165.8 15.1 88.9 64.0 (.01) 1.77 3.76 1.41 .... (5.6) 
1921-22 ........ 251.8 185.4 (13.8) 114.6 118.1 9.40 4.52 3.90 3.51 .... 4.2 
1922-23 ........ 200.2 279.0 28.6 50.3 139.4 5.15 4.32 1.01 1.64 .... (2.3) 
1923-24 ........ 127.4 346.1 20.1 85.6 172.2 16.79 2.45 5.84 8.98 21.4~ 7.2 
1924-25 ........ 256.4 192.1 38.1 123.6 123.1 13.54 (1.70) 9.55 3.21 ~b (0.5) .... 
1925-26 ........ 103.4 324.1 8.0 77.2 94.4 19.79 4.37 10.81 9.93 27.1" 4.6 
1926-27 ........ 198.6 292.5 11.5 102.7 143.0 21.88 2.25 9.70 11.18 49.2" (1.6) 
1927-28 ........ 184.1 332.5 8.5 70.7 178.1 21.84 2.04 0.55 7.46 7.0" 5.3 
1928-29 ........ 149.8 406.2 (24.8) 108.6 224.0 26.00 0.28 8.81 1.59" .... 3.7d 

1929-30 ........ 142.9 184.9 0.7 62.6 150.4 30.06 (1.42) 22.92 2.82 9.6 4.6 
1930-31. ....... 113.3 258.5 (4.9) 152.3 122.9 18.29 5.91 5.62 15.46 110.8~ ... 

Average 
1925-30 ........ 155.8 308.0 0.8 84.4 158.0 23.91 1.50 10.56 6.60 .... 3.3 

B.-NET IMPORTS 

Irish 
Crop year 'l'unls Egypt United I Free Francet' Germany Italy BelgIum Nether- Denmark Norway 

August-July KIngdom State lands 

1920-21. ....... 1.3 11.21 200.1 69.7 59.8' 99.4 32.2 18.9 0.35 3.86 
1921-22 ........ (1.3) 6.84 208.2 21.8 69.5' 100.5 40.5 19.8 4.01 5.16 
1922-23 ........ 0.7 7.68 205.5" 4.80 55.0 37.5' 115.7 39.5 23.9 6.28 6.90 
1923-24 .. , ..... (2.8) 8.52 219.4 20.3 68.1 30.7' 69.9 40.0 26.7 9.28 6.11 
1924-25 ........ (0.2) 9.90 208.8 19.1 45.6 80.9' 88.7 39.0 26.8 6.55 5.57 
1925--26 ........ (2-6) 12.79 191.1 18.8 24.6 57.4 67.9 39.2 27.2 6.00 6.70 
1926-27 ........ (0.3) 8.77 217.3 19.9 83.6 91.8 86.6 39.5 28.5 7.24 6.22 
1927-28 ........ (0.6) 6.60 213.6 18.6 42.5 88.5 87.7 41.8 31.0 10.96 6.78 
1928-29 ........ (5.3) 13.65 200.8 18.5 66.6 77.6 87.4 41.9 30..0. 16.67 9.15 
1929-aO ........ (5.8) 11.27 206.1 17.8 5.5 47.5 42.0 42.4 30.6 7.98 6.96 
1930-31. ....... (5.8) 10.17 226.0 19.4 62.1 31.2 81.2 46.7 35.4 11.76 8.53 

Average 
1925-30 ........ (2.9) 10.62 205.8 18.7 44.6 72.6 74.3 41.0 29.5 9.77 7.16 

B.-NET IMPORTS (Continued) 

Crop year Swltzer- Czeeho-
August-July Sweden Spain land Austria Slovakia Poland FInland Latvia Estonia Greece Japan 

1920-21. ....... 6.61 19.83 12.9 14.6 18.3 .... 2.47 0.58 0.61' 10.6 5.8 
1921-22 ........ 3.85 8.02 13.2 19.0 11.6 1.20 3.39 0.74 0.76' 13.7 24.9 
1922-23 ........ 8.78 (0.18) 16.6 13.4 10.2 2.52 5.12 1.11 1.18' 17.5 14.5 
1923-24 ........ 12.35 (0.32) 17.1 18.1 21.2 2.63 5.12 1.80 0.97 18.8 29.1 
1924-25 ........ 10.58 0.80 13.9 14.7" 21.5 17.10 4.54 1.94 0.86 20.8 12.2 
1925-26 ........ 6.10 (0.73) 15.6 14.7" 21.7 (4.60) 5.23 1.56 0.97 18.8 22.7 
1926-27 ........ 6.02 (1.01) 16.3 16.9 20.1 8.07 5.14 1.68 0..91 19.4 15.3 
1927-28 ........ 8.42 2.92 18.4 16.5 21.4 8.62 6.04 1.51 1.11 19.5 16.3 
1928--29' ........ 8.05 17.20 16.6 14.6 17.4 2.45 6.93 2.97 1.25 22.2 17.2 
1929-30 ........ 7.32 3.41 16.0 19.6 13.7 (0.22) 5.92 2.54 1.19 21.7 13.6 
1930-31. ....... 4.91 (0.17) 18.5 16.1 17.6 (4.41) 5.12 1.53 0.82 24.1 17.8 

Average 
1925-30 ........ 7.18 .... 16.6 16.5 18.9 2.86 5.85 2.05 1.09 20.3 17.0 

* Data from official sources, in large part through Intern ational Institute of Agriculture. Figures in parentheses rep
resent under A, net imports, and under B, net exports. Dots (. _.) indicate that data are unavailable. 

"July-June figure. f Data incomplete hecause of territory occupied hy 1'01'-

b Less than half a million bushels. Broomhall's ship- eign armies. 
ments indicate imports of 9.4 million hushels. U Irish Free State separated after April 1, 1923. 

o Gross figure. " Calendar years. 
d Eleven months. 
"Net imports in "commerce general," compiled directly 

from Statisttque mensuelle du commel'ce exterieur de la 
Fl'ance. 
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TABLE XXV.-INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT FLOUII, ANNUALLY FHOM 1920-21 * 
(Thousand barrels of 1.96 pounds) 

A.-NET EXPORTS 

= 
Crop year United .Jugo· 

August-July States Oanada India Australia Argentina Ohlle Hungary Bulgaria Slavla 

1920-21. .............. 13,665 6,688 835 2,281 353 138a (2) 83 426 
1921-22 .............. 14,900 7,701 497 3,677 950 100· 1.863 242 392 
1922-23 ...... , ....... 14,457 10,936 538 4,081 842 151a 1,137 H;6 Hia 
1923-24 ...... , ....... 17,020 11,933 708 5,222 1,772 181 2.333 147 417 
1924-25 ..... , ........ 13,882 10.108 892 4.625 1,625 196 2.025 (23) 697 
1925,-26 ...... , ....... 9,551 10.847 685 5.008 1.648 48 1,817 465 310 
1926-27 .............. 13.378 9.238 717 5.313 1.730 (14)a 1,588 336 302 
1927-28 .............. 12.678 9.794 671 4.381 1.828 23" 2.108 115 (28) 
1928-29 .............. 13.326 11,730 497 5.845 1,658 .. 2.615 51 b 23 
1929-30 .............. 12.886 6.696 567 4.676 1,215 .. 2.890 14 162 
1930--31. ............. 11,817 6.677 516 5.308 964 .. 2,045 112 44 

Average 
12.364 9,661 627 5.045 1,619 2.204 196 154 1925-30 ...... , ....... .. 

B.-NET IMPORTS 

Crop year United I Irish 
August-July Franced Italy Belgium Spain Algeria Tunis Egypt Kingdom I Free St. 

I 
1920-21. ............. (68) 123 (2) 163 205 (4) 2.046 6.552 
1921-22 .............. (1.268) (91) (237) (53) (36) 20 1.478 7.559 
1922-23 .............. (2.051) (393) 24 (43) 80 79 1,636 5.579' 607' 
1923-24 .............. (3.126) (1.493) (480) (66) (62) (34) 1. 798 2.764 2,126 
1924-25 .............. (3.295) (1.245) (787) (59) 55 95 1,906 1,465 1.892 
1925-26 .............. (2.309) (335) (151) (157) 5 .. • 2.436 2.483 1,748 
192&-27 .............. (772) (195) (64) (218) 36 (24) 1,891 4.045 1,856 
1927-28 .............. (1.150) (208) (145) (82) (98) (9) 1.490 3.161 1,907 
1928-29 .............. (1.752) (445) (176) (36)' 110' (50) 2.586 2.129 1.677 
1929-30 .............. (3.202) (673) 160 .. (40) (79) 2.130' 3.960 1,815 
1930-31. ............. (3.474) (487) 8 .. .. (122) 1,817 4.180 1,861 

Average 
1925-30 .............. (1,837) (371) (75) .. 2 .. 2.107 3.156 1,801 

B.-NET IMPORTS (Continued) 

Crop year Nether· I 
Norway I Czeeho- ! : 

August-July _~ Denmark Sweden Austria Slovakia Poland Finland I Greece 

I 

I 
1920--21. ............. 592 45 241 272 1,361 3.135 ... 435 229 
1921-22 ............ , . 560 555' 456 34 1.811 2.130 115 724 149 
1922-23 .... , ......... 659 555 603 I 75 2.016 1,996 535 

I 
1,091 1.099 

1923-24 .............. 1,286 476 635 
I 

264 2.607 3.584 530 1,098 1,301 I I 1924-25 .............. 698 201 560 I 146 1,580' 3.094 3.326 : 973 1,324 i I 

1925-26 .............. 1,269 495 775 (17) 1,279' 3.252 43 I 1,115 i 1,506 

I I I 
1926-27 .............. 1.751 690 611 76 1, 763 1,691 76 1,098 

I 

1,194 
1927-28 .............. 2.008 828 754 : 136 1,821 2.106 84 I 1,293 617 
1928-29 .............. 1,639 782 961 I 150 1,386 1.978 2 I 1,481 376 
1929-30 .............. 1,305 I 719 701 I 147 1,921 1,694 (61) 

I 

1,269 I 252 
1930--31. " ........... 1,908 790 711 I 35 1,574 1,235 (302) 1.097 I 84 

Average I 

I 
1925-30 .............. 1,594 703 760 

I 
98 1.634 2.144 29 

I 
1.251 789 

185 

Roumanla 

150 
115 
2U8 
936 
619 
849 
983 
441 
1970 

162 
217 

526 

Germany 

306' 
61' 

566' 
4.166" 
5.384' 
1.411 

491 
2 

(401) 
(258) 

56 

249 

Japan 

157 
559 
147 

37 
(518) 

(1,016) 
(591) 

(1.000) 
(2.309) 

(982) 
(1.664) 

(1.180) 

• Data from official sources. In large part through Intern ational Institute of Agriculture. Figures in parentheses rep-
resent. under A. net Imports. under B net exports. Dots ( ... ) Indicate that data are unavailable. 

" Calendar years 1921 and following. • Data incomplete because of territory occupied by for-
b Ten months. elgn armies. 
, Gross figure. , Irish Free State separated after April 1. 1923. 

• d Imports in "commerce general," compiled directly from • Net import of 224 bllrrels. ' Eleven months. 
Statistique mensllelle dll commel'ce exterieul' de la Franc,'. " Five months. J July-June figure. 
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TAIlLE XXVl.-INTEHNATIONAL THADE IN WHEAT AND FLOUn, MONTHLY FHOM JULY 1930* 
(Million bu.,],"/ .. ) 

A.-NET EXI'OIlTS 

Month UnIted Aus· Argen· Hou· Hun· ;Jugo· Bul· 
~.;tuteH Ollnudu IndIa tralla tina munIn gllry Hlllvla gMla Poland AlgerIa 

------ 'runlA ._-- ----------._-- ----------~--- -----------'-
.July ........ ]5.04 22.81 2.48 4.33 2.62 .33 .68 .40 .03 ( .09)" .42 1.02 
Aug ......... 23.06 20.45 1.71 5.91 3.76 3.W 2.42 1.8D .71 .04 1.14 LOS 
Sept. ....... 16.57 31.10 .71 4.41 2.90 3.12 2'.17 .78 .46 .54 2.65 .53 
Oct. ........ 9.80 33.42 .14 7.00 4.97 2.28 2.28 .G5 .12 .58 1.59 .1!J 
Nov. ....... 7.09 34.7G ( .32)a 6.58 2.S5 1.68 2.D8 1.09 .13 .71 .95 .18 
Dec ......... 5.58 24.93 ( .39)a 7.59 4.97 .87 2.25 .30 .07 .49 3.50 .09 
.Jan. ........ 4.25 11.35 ( .(6)a 17.91 !) .411 .51 5·88 .07 .02 .241 . r .0-1 
Feb ......... 2.62 12.14 (2.24)" 17.81 16.535 l·76 .01 .02 .32r (1.38)" ) (.06)" 
Mar ......... 3.52 15.49 (1.34)a 17.76 14."} f" .01 .51 .38) l .08 
April ....... 5.34 6.14 (1.02)" 20.3G 19.01 3.32 .56 .13 .80 .38 .15 ( .OS)" 
May ........ 9.05 31.66 ( .43)" 16.12 17.14 .96 .02 1.46 .22 . .. ( .02)" 
.June ....... 10.66 22.98 ( .51)a 16.S7 20.94 1. 3D .00 .68 .24 . .. 2.24 
.July ........ 15.81 14.08 ( .51)a 12.44 6.29 .43b .20 .67 .89 .26 . .. 1.60 

B.-NET IMPOIlTS 

IrIsh 
Month HpllIn l,'ree UnIted Fruncc fJ Ger· llel· Italy Nether· Hwltzer· AustrIa Ozeeho· arl'(l{~n 

Htlllc KIngdom many glum lllnds laur! SlovakIa 
------------------------ ------------

July ..... '" .00 1.53 19.41 (4.04)" 3.29 3.84 5.46 2.82 1.60 2.08 .88 1.78 
Aug ......... ( .01)" .86 17.15 1.77 3.23 4.54 4.50 2.96 1.56 .41 1.59 1.86 
Sept. ....... ( .01)" 1.64 22.69 5.15 4.42 4.27 6.06 4.55 1.90 1.08 1.90 2.04 
Oct. ........ ( .01)" 1.84 20.42 5.79 3.59 3.70' 8.45 3.41 2.20 1.07 1.84 2.53 
Nov. ....... ( .01)" 1.63 20.64 3.60 1.45 3.66 8.52 3.24 1.87 1.09 3.72 1.31 
Dec . ...... ) ( .04)" Sl·88 27.56 3.31 1.01 4.03 5.85 2.18 1.34 1.55 4.00 1.66 
Jan . .. · .. ·5 11·45 14.57 4.14 1. 94 1.82 5.52 4.34 1. 74 1.1.5 .13 1.67 
Feb ......... (.03)" 1.14 10.57 3.21 1.65 2.95 5.20 1.D5 1.19 1.17 .08 1.69 
Mar ......... .00 2.12 18.80 4.65 1.25 3.86 7.25 1.G9 1.46 1.16 .20 1.98 
April ....... (,02)" 1.19 16.97 4.90 1.70 4.68 7.63 3.23 1.15 1.38 .51 2.22 
May ........ (.02) " 1.42 16.02 5.82 2.18 2.76 8.24 2.28 1.16 1.55 1.00 2.40 
June ....... (.02)" 1.46 16.70 8.52 4.34 5.01 10.75 3.11 1.22 1.83 1.37 2.9G 
July ........ ( .01)" 1.63 23.86 11.22 4.42 

i 
5.41 3.14 2.46 1.70 2.62 1.20 1.79 

B.-NET IMPORTS (Continued) 

UnIon o[ 
Month D"n· NOflVllY Hweuen FInland EstonIa I,lItvilI Llthu· Portu- Bgypt Japan New South 

mark unla gill Zenland A[rlca 
--------------- ------------_. --------

July ... " '" .72 .52 .78 .50 .12 .33' ( .(1)'" 1.01 ... .77 .05 ... 
Aug ......... .67 .83 .52 .48 .11 ~'} r .68 .42 .09l .49 Sept. ....... .91 .81 .73 .58 .07 .22' 

( .11)"' .04 1.08 ( .08)" .045 
Oct. ........ .96 1.03 .76 1.09 .17 .17' .07 .56 .65 .06 I 

.32 
Nov. ....... .89 .93 .53 .82 .18 .15' .04 .97 .811 .22 
Dec. ........ 1.06 .72 .41 .12 .02 .10' ( .21)'" .08 1.03 1.45J .16 .40 
.Jan. ........ 1.27 .31 .30 .17 .05 .11' ( .09)"' .06 1.63 2.21 l .95 Feb ......... .59 .42 .32 .18 .02 .17 ( .18)"' .11l 1.lG 51.74 .065 
Mar ......... .64 .51 .22 .26 .02 .14 ( .18)'" .075 ll.90' .07 .12 
April ....... .92 .57 .32 .24 .02 .09 ( .11)"' .11l 1.93 52.05l .18 5·21 
May ........ 1.20 .70 .35 .36 .05 .06 ( . (1)"' .175 I l2.W5 (24 
June .... , .. 1. 72 .84 .19 .42 .06 .10 .00' 1.31 I .62 2.68 .05 .16 
.July ........ .90 .66 .26 .41 .06 .08 .00' .52 I .71 1.40 .05 .. , 

• Data from official sources Hnd Internntlonnl Institute of Agriculture. 
"Net import. "Net exports. 
b Exports of wheat only. Q Wheat only. 
e Net iJnports jlJ "comlnerce general." 
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TAIlLE XXVII.-ExponTs OF WHEAT AND FLoun AS WHEAT FIIOM SPECIFIED EXI'OIlTlNG COUNTHIES TO 
JAPAN AND CHINA, FnOM 1921-22* 

(Millioll blls],e!s) 

A.-To JAPAN FROM NOrITIl AJ\oIJmlGA AND AUS'fJeALJA 

Wheat and flour '1'otal from Wheat from Flollr from 
---

,Iuly-.Juno UnIted Aua· United i Aua· UnIted Aua-
'['otal Wheat Flour Htates Cam"],, tralla States Canada trail a l;tatea Oanada trail a 

------

1!J21-22 ... 25.39 21.85 3,54 13.96 3.62 7,81 11.00 3.35 7.50 2,96 .27 .31 
1922-~3 ... 14.08 12.11 1.97 6.50 3.79 3.7!) 5.35 3.05 3.71 1.15 .74 .08 
1923-24 ... 32.12 30.29 1.83 11.06 7.25 13.81 10.26 6.96 13.07 .80 .29 .74 
1924-25 ... 14.89 14.55 .34 4.35 3.51 7.03 4.10 3.43 7.02 .25 .08 .01 
1925-26 ... 29.66 29.07 .59 5.28 13.48 10.90 5.18 13.03 10.86 .10 ,45 .04 
1926-27 ... 19.97 19.27 .70 7.34 8.30 4.33 7.34 7.63 4.30 .00 .67 .0:3 
1927-28 ... 20.79 20.09 .70 6.30 11.25 3.24 6.30 10.59 3.20 .00 .66 .04 
1928-29 ... 31.55 31.32 .23 3.78 22.11 5.66 3.78 21.91 5.63 .00 .20 .03 
1929-30 ... 18.81 18.07 .74 9.17 6.79 2.85 9.17 6.09 2.81 .00 .70 .04 
1930-31. .. 29.41a 28.47 .94a 3.24 8.21 17.96' 3.06 7.45 17.96 .18 .76 a . .. 

Average 
1925-30 ... 24.16 ~3.56 .59 6.37 12.39 5.40 6.35 11.85 5.36 .02 .54 .04 

B.-To CHINA, HONG HONG, ANI> !{WANTUNG FROM NORTH AMERICA, AUSTRAI.IA, A NO .JAPAN 

Wheat and flour '1'otal from I Wheat from Flour from 
1----------1--------------------1----------------

,July-.June I I United I I 
:OO.t:: 'I ~~e:; I F~~:: _S:'::~ j ca~::a_ 
17.49 1.95 I 15.54 13.73 I 2.88 
50.86 20.21 30.65 32.87 I 11.95 
7.70' .57 7.13 3.29 i 1.72 

24.95 8.12 16.83 5.29 113.72 
17.36 4.24 13.12 6.06 6.96 
20.12 1.26 18.86 8.72 I' 6.11 
49.57 12.56 37.01 13.18 22.47 
22.32 1.29 21.03 10.52 i 6.05 
54.00"133.55' 20.45' 12.34 I 9.21 

26.86 5.49 21.37 8.75 i 11.06 

1921-22 ... 1 

1922-23 .. . 
1923-24 ... 
1924-25 .. . 
1925-26 .. . 
1926-27 .. . 
1927-28 .. . 
1928-29 .. . 
1929-30 .. . 
1930-31. .. 

Average 
1925-30 ... 

United I 
States 

2.03 
1.11 
8.30 

.37 

.00 

.30 

.00 
1.~ 

.16 
1.88 

.34 

i 

I 

! 

I 
I 

I 
'Dntn from ofllcinl trade statistics of the exporting coun tries. 

Aus
tralia Canada! 

,,-----1 

.00 'Ii, .80 
7.40 

.20 I 
7.69 I 

3.94 : 
1.26 I 

8.61 
1.13 
7.27 I 
4.53 I 

I 

.14 

.04 
4.51 

.00 

.43 

.00 

.00 
2.70 

.00 
24.40' 

.63 

" August-June. 

United States 
7.27 

16.62 
24.57 
2.92 
5.29 
5.76 
8.72 

11.93 
10.36 
10.46 

8,41 

I 
Aug· i 

Canada _tr_"_II_a_ 

i 
.37 1 

2.08 Ii 

4.55 
1.52 , 
6.03 I 
3.02 I 

4.85 I 

13.86 ! 

4.92 : 
I 1.94 I 

6.54 I 

.69 

.32 
1.18 

.65 

.47 

.21 

.29 

.15 

.15 

.29' i 
I 

.25 I 

.Japanr. 

.05" 

.52 

.35 
2.04 
5.04 
4.13 
5.00 

11.17 
5.60 
7.76u 

6.19 

"Australian flour exports to Japan, usunlly small, not 
I""ported for 1930-31. 

'Wheat only. 
e Total Hour exports of .Japan. In the yellrs 1925-2(; lind 

following, for which detailed datn arc available, total Japll
II('SC flour exports were identical with exports to China, 
Hong Rong, and I{wantung. 

'Includes Australian wheat exports to China only. 
'Includes Australian flour exports to Hong Kong only. 
u Not including December exports. 
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TAIlLE XXVllI.-ExPOHTS OF 'VI-IEAT AND FLOUn AS WHEAT FnOM SPECIFIED EXPOHTING COUNTllIES TO 
BHAZIL, EGYPT, THE WEST INDIES, AND UNION OF SOUTH AFHICA, FHOM 1921-22* 

(Million busllels) 

A.-To BIlAZII. FIlOM NOIlTH AMEnICA ANI) AROENT1NA B.-To EGYPT FnOM Nonni AMERICA ANI> AUSTRALIA 
._--------

Whcnt anti flour When t IInel flour from Whea t anti flour When t anti flour from 
.July·,Julle -

United Argon- United Aus-
'j1otnl Wheat Plour Htlltoslt Oanada tine 'rotu} Wheat" II'Iour :,nates· Oonudab tralla n 

._--

1921-22, .. '" .. ..... . ... I, II . ,. . .... 9.52 3.29 6.23 .89 .13 8.50 
1922-23 ... 18.38 13.63 4.75 2.24 .11 16.03 8.15 .04 8.11 1.38 .63 6.14 
1923-24 ... 21.93 15.53 6.40 2.49 .34 19.10 11.40 1.34 10.06 .61 .(j7 10.12 
1924-25 ... 20.50 13.16 7.34 3.24 .15 17.11 11.56 1.89 9.67 .92 .46 10.18 
1925-26 ... 21.94 13.52 8.42 4.06 1.00 16.88 12.28 .67 11.61 1.44 .76 In.08 
1926-27 ... 24.95 15.91 9.04 4.25 1.20 19.50 15.83 4.62 11.21 1.58 .67 13.58 
1927-28 ... 31.77 22.64 9.13 4.10 .17 27.50 12.55 3.83 8.72 .82 .62 11.11 
1928-29 ... 34.25 25.80 8.45 3.!11 .05 30.29 19.57 4.94 14.63 1.03 1.65 16.89 
1929-30 ... 30.83 23.73 7.10 3.67 .04 27.12 9.39 1.85 7.54 .99 .22 8.18 
1930-31 ... 27.36 22.20 5.16 3.15 .34 23.87 11.56" 3.28" 8.28" .87 .12 10.57" 

Average 
1925-30 ... 28.75 20.32 8.43 4.00 .49 24.26 13.92 3.18 10.74 1.17 .78 11.97 

C.-To WEST INIJlES FROM D.-To SOUTH AFRICA FROM CANAI>A AND AUSTRAl.IA 
NORTH AMERICA 

July-June Flour from Wheat and flour 'l'otal from Wheat from Flour from 
rrota1 -
Floura United Aus· Aus· Aus· 

Sta tes Canneln 'rotal Wheat Flour Canada tralla Canada trail a Canada tralla 
------ --_. 

1921-22 ... 11.18 8.18 3.00 2.73 1.35 1.38 .20 2.53 .02 1.33 .18 1.20 
1922-23 ... 12.85 8.66 4.19 4.94 2.66 2.28 .51 4.43 .11 2.55 .40 1.88 
1923-24 ... 14.40 9.76 4.64 6.72 4.59 2.13 1.19 5.53 .87 3.72 .32 1.81 
1924-25 ... 12.65 9.23 3.42 5.60 4.09 1.51 .71 4.89 .42 3.67 .29 1.22 
1925-26 ... 12.77 8.24 4.53 4.70 3.37 1.33 .49 4.21 .25 3.12 .24 1.09 
1926-27 ... 13.10 9.19 3.91 3.58 2.36 1.22 .66 2.92 .35 2.01 .31 .91 
1927-28 ... 13.19 8.93 4.26 8.84 7.44 1.40 .84 8.00 .50 6.94 .34 1.06 
1928-29 ... 14.52 9.49 5.03 7.78 6.29 1.49 2.46 5.32 2.15 4.14 .31 1.18 
1929-30 ... 12.62 8.77 3.85 3.23 2.14 1.09 .81 2.42 .60 1.54 .21 .88 
1930-31 ... 11.59 7.33 4.26 5.14 4.51 .63 3.75 1.39 3.55 .96 .20 .43 

Average 
1925-30 ... 13.24 8.92 4.32 5.63 4.32 1.31 1.05 4.57 .77 3.55 .28 1.02 

* Data from official statistics of exporting countries. Exp orts from Argentina to Brazil in 1921-22 not available. 
a Flour as wheat only. ' Flour only, as wheat exports to the West Indies from 
• Australia alone exports wheat to Egypt. these two countries never amounted to more than 150 thou-
'Exports from Australia to Egypt and Sudan, except as sand bushels during this period. 

noted. 
" Australian exports of wheat to Egypt; Australian flour 

exports to Egypt and Sudan. 
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TABLE XXIX.-INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT AND FLOUR, AND ApPARENT DOMESTIC UTILIZATION, IN 
SPECIFIED COUNTIIIES BY CALENDAR YEAHS FROM 1921 * 

(Million bushels) 

Net exports or net Imports Apparent domestIc utlllza tlon 

Year 
I Chlleb 

------1----1·---

I 

Portu· 
gala 

Mo· 
roccob 

1921 .... . 
1922 .... . 
1923 .... . 
1924 .... . 
]925 .... . 
1926 .... . 
1927 .... . 
1928 .... . 
1929 .... . 
1930' .... . 

6.57 
8.14 
6.49 
3.18 
5.96 
4.30 
7.94 

11.97 
5.76 

0.30 
0.71 
0.16 
1.66 
0.72 
0.78 
2.42 
4.0'5 
4.09 

2.17 
0.07 
1.49 
7.20 
5.12 
1.05 

(0.30) 
0.54 
0.29 

Uru· 
gnayb 

0.43 
0.01 
5.18 
2.28 
1.32 
1.94 
6.05 
4.28 

I

I U~~~~~f I New Portu· I Mo· III Chile" I 
Afrleaa ! Zealanda gale rocco e 

.... II .... -15-.8-3-
1

--22-.-92- 21.03 
2.86 I (1.21) 18.20 12.18 23.57 
7.00 : 0.00 19.68 19.89 I 24.45 
7.70 i 3.55 13.75 27.09 1 20.89 
6.13 I 2.64 18.45 23.15 II 19.35 
4.54 I 2.97 12.86 24.21 26.62 
5.81 1.94 18.39 25.79 1 23.60 
8.81 1.21 19.52 24.01 I' 30.07 

:::~ I ~:~~ ~~:~: ~::~: I ~~:~~ 

Uru· 
guay,l 

9.54 
5.14 
8.]6 
7.63 
8.70 
8.30 
9.35 
8.02 

U~~)~~I~f i New 
AfrIca" I Zealand" 

..... I .... 
11.53 i 9.35 
13.27 \1 8.40 
13.67 7.73 
13.26 i 8.09 
13.75 7.59 
14.07 9.89 
14.77 10.75 
14.94 9.35 

• Trade data from omcial sources in large part through InteMlational Institute of Agriculture; apparent domestic 
utilization data computcd from production data given in Table I and the above trade data. 

" Net imports except as noted with parentheses. ,/ Crop of 1920 plus net imports or minus net exports of 
/, Net exports except as noted with pnrentheses. 1921 and following. 
c Crop of 1921 plus net Imports or minus nct exports of 

1021 and following. 

TABLE XXX.-OCEAN FREIGHT RATES ON WHEAT, 1913 AND CROP YEAHS 1921-22 TO 1930-31* 
(Cents per busllel) 

Canada Northern Black Sea Northern La Plata KarachI AustralIa 
PerIod to New York Range to to Antwerp PacIfic down rIver to to 

United to United and to United to United United United 
Kingdom LIverpool Kingdom Hamburg Kingdom KIngdom Kingdom Kingdom 

1913 (Jan.-Dec.) .......... 8.3 5.8 8.0 a 25.7 10.6 12.2 20.4 . .. 
1921-22 (Aug.-July) ....... 10.7 8.5 10.3 . .. a 25.3 14.6 12.8 28.6 
1922-23 (Aug.-July) ....... 9.2 5.5 8.0 a 22.2 14.3 15.4 23.6 . .. 
1923-24 (Aug.-July) ....... 9.4 6.8 8.6 . .. a 21.2 .13.7 15.0 21.8 
1924-25 (Aug.-July) ....... 9.4 6.3 8.8 . .. a 21.3 12.0 14.7 25.2 
1925-26 (Aug.-July) ....... 9.0 7.0 8.0 a 20.0 10.9 13.1 22.3 . .. 
1926-27 (Aug.-July) ....... 12.0 9.7 12.1 a 23.9 19.9 15.8 28.5 . .. 
1927-28 (Aug.-July) ....... 7.7 5.6 7.7 a 19.5 13.9 13.2 23.2 . .. 
1928-29 (Aug.-July) ....... 8.5 6.1 9.1 a 19.6 14.9 13.1 23.1 . .. 
1929-30 (Aug.-July) ....... 5.5" 4.7 5.4° a 14.7 8.3 9.9" 16.7 .., 
1930-31 (Aug.-July) ....... 5.6 c 4.6 5.4' 7.1 14.5 10.9 12.5 19.3 

1930 July ............... . 5.1 4.6 n.q . . .. a 13.2 9.0 10.5 16.8 
Aug. ............... . 5.8 4.6 n.q . 7.2 14.2 11.4 11.7 19.8 
Sept. ............... . 5.9 4.6 n.q . 7.6 14.9 10.0 12.8 21. 7 
Oct. ............... . 5.5 4.6 n.q . 7.4 15.1 8.8 11.4 20.8 
Nov. ................ 5.0 4.6 5.0" 7.2 13.8 9.4 11.6 19.3 
Dec. ................ 5.3' 4.6 4.9 7.1 15.0 11.3 12.9 19.8 

1931 Jan. ............... . n.q . 4.6 5.1 7.1 14.6 11.0 13.5 19.6 
Feb. ............... . n.q . 4.6 6.1 7.2 14.6 12.8 12.8 19.5 
Mar. ............... . n.q . 4.6 5.5 6.9 14.2' 12.0 12.9 19.1 
Apr. ................ 6.2 4.9 5.3' 6.8 13.8 12.0 12.8 18.6 
May ................ 6.6 4.6 5.9 6.7 15.3 11.9 12.7 18.7 
.Tune ................ 5.1 4.6 5.4 6.7 14.5 10.6 12.4 17.8 
July ................ 4.9 4.6 5.3' 6.7 13.7 10.2 12.3 16.8 

• Averages of Friday rates published In International Crop Report and Agricultural Statistics. New York-Liverpool 
rotes are for parcels In liners; others for cargoes. No quotation Is signified by "n.q." 

" Not available before August 1930. 'November-July. h One week only. 
h Aprll-.luly. d May-July. 0 Two-week average. , Three-week average. 
"Novemlwr-Mny. • August-December, and April-July. 
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TABLE XXXI.--UNITED STATES AND CANADIAN CAHHYOVEHS OF WHI.WI', 1919--31* 
(M;l/foll busbe/ .• ) 

----~~~~- =-~==~~-===-=======-=-==--==~-========~===================================== 

Unlte,i Hini"R (.Iuly 1) O.ulIldn (AIlg'UAt :n, lUHJ-2:1; .July :n, 1!J24-:ll) 
~--~--.--. -~-------"---- - -~--------- _.- -==. -------==--.--- ._---

Y,'nr In eOlJntl'Y In """lltry In 
~Polnl On mlllA lind ( lomHwrdul III ('Ity 'rotul On 111111" Itlld tormlnu.l In In flollr 

furlllH elc~vllton" vll-lll)1i1 ft IIIIIlH [nrms eIOVULOl'H'J olovltiorH t'rtIl1slt mlliH 
._-_._--- -------- ------~ -----_._---- ----- ------ -~--. ----_. --- ._._-_ .. _-- --------

Illl!' ........ ..... lD.a W.7 lO.D . .. , • ,0, 2.1 0.8 2.5 . .. . .. 
I!J20 ........ 01 ••• 4!l.5 a7.:1 2:1.4 . ... . . 0. 2.1 1.0 6.0 ... 0.2 
1!l21.. ...... 121.D 56.7 27.2 IO.n 28.0" 13.7 2.1 1.6 :3.a 6.0 0.7 
Ill22 ........ Wi. 5 :32,4 28.8 20.a :J5.0" 20.6 2,4 4.G 6,4 4.6 2.(j 
lll2:1 ........ 14G,4 a5.!l a7.1 2!l,4 44.W 11.7 1.4 2.4 2.7 2.8 2.4 
J!J24 ........ 144.2 a1.0 a6.6 as.G a8.0" 45.2 7,4" 4.7 22.7 5.D 4.5 

11'2;; ........ 114.G 2!l.4 25.:3 2!J.a aO.(i" 26.5 2.7 2.7 15.2 a.D 2.0 
lll2fi ........ !'S.!! 21.0 21J.5 lG.5 a1.!),1 a6.4 a.9 1.3 24.1 3.2 3.D 
1!J27 ........ 118,4 27.2 21.8 21.1 48.a" 47.8 4.2 1.5 35.6 2.3 4.2 
1!J2S ........ 124,4 23.7 IIJ.3 as.G 42.8" 77.G 4·2 4.7 48.9 13.7 6.1 
lU2D ........ 241.!J 45.5 41.5 !l0,4 G4.5" 104.4 5.6 G.3 7G.3 8.7 7.5 
l!J:lO ........ 2!J0.G 47.2 GO.2 10!J.:3 n.Il"" 111.1 5.3 16.8 69.3 12.8 6.9 
1!J:iJ. ....... :illJ.l a2.1 aO.G 204.0 52.4'" 1a3.4 H).5 34.1' 71.1 7.3 1.4' 

• Ofliclul dutu except '''' noted, mostly fro III Aaricullura/ Year/JooIes of Ill<' U.S. Depurtment of Agriculture, und 
(;UlIlIr/a YearbooIes. Dots ( ... ) indicute thut dutu arc not u vuilable. 

a Bmdstrcd's visihlo 191\)-2(\; U.S. Department of Agri- to the Census Burenu (s,'o Tnhle XXXV), rnise,l hythc U.S. 
culturc'H stntcnlent or cOllln",rciui stocl" 1027-:11. Brud- Dcp"rtment of Agriculture to 100 pel' cent to Hccount for 
street's I1gures for 1027-:11 nrc ns follows, in million hush- stocks in non-reporting mills . 
• ,IH: 2:;.:;, ,12.2, %.7, 112.8,202.0. "Includes estilllntes hy the U.S. Depnrtment of Agricul-

"More lll'ccisely, stocl" "in country, privntc, nnd mill ture of 12.5 lind 18.4 million huslH'ls "stored for others" 
eievators in the 'Vestern Division." in city mills in lUaO und 1931 respectively. 

"Hough upproximations published und designuted liS , In 1931, clnssil1cntlons were shifted so thnt sollle stoci" 
"unoflldni" hy the U.S. Depnrtment of Agriculture in formeriy reported ns "in Hour mills" lire now reported us 
Wlleat Facts, Pllrt I, .July lU:lO, p. 18. "in country, private, lind mill clevlltors in the Westel'll 

"WI1(,,,t stocks in nnd in trunslt to city mills reported Division." 

TABLE XXXII.-ApPHOXIMATE WHEAT STOCI{S IN IMI'OBTANT ABEAS, AUGUST 1, 1921-31* 
(Million bushels) 

Ounnc1luIl .Argnll~ Aus- Danube Nortlwrn EurollCun Allout to 
YOllr Htutosa Onnudu') Ounudu tl In V.H,d tlllu Q trlllla' hUMln ll Indian Afrieau hnportcrsu Ellropeh 'rotul 

I Unlt'lfl I U.H. In I 
- ------- --_._. __ ._-- -_ .. _----_.- -==-- -----==- -==- ----==-

1921. ....... 122 1 25 1 54 46 13 55 6 95 58 476 
1922 ........ 117 1 40 1 51 18 16 15 la 186 49 507 
192a.. ...... 146 1 a2 1 64 28 2(-; 22 6 96 a9 461 
1[)24 ........ 144 1 45 3 66 27 36 42 12 160 42 578 
1925 ........ 11.5 3 27 a 58 24 10 37 5 104 3a 419 
1926 ........ 99 1 a7 4 67 17 ao a5 10 143 a9 482 
11l27 ........ 118 1 48 5 6D 23 36 19 12 144 46 521 
1928 ........ 124 3 78 14 95 27 16 1D 8 161 45 5110 
192D ........ 242 a 104 23 130 27 66 15 16 194 38 858 
1D30 .... , '" 291 5 111 16 G5 4G- a5 15 III 173 39 80D 
1931 ........ 319 15 133 6 85 45 sa 

! 
62 5 143 38 904 

I 

• Blls,'d so fllr liS posHible upon stocks reported either 0 inciully or unoflleiully . United Stutes whent stocks liS of 
. July 1; otiH'rs liS of August 1 or ncarest dllt"s possihl.·. 

" Dutll from Appendix Tuble XXXI. 
"Ofllciul datil from CUJl(ulian Graill Sl(//i.~lics on United 

Stutes whellt ill Cllnudinn ports. 
U Dntu from Appendix Table XLII. 
,IOfllclnl datn from Canadian Gl'(t/1l Slatl.~tic .. on Cunn

dinn whellt in lalte lind Atlontic ports of the United Stutes. 
, Datn from Appendix Tnble XLIII. 
, Dota from Appendix TobIe XLIV. 

n Hough estimnte. bllseel on stntisties of net retention 
(crops minus· net exports or plus net Imports, minus estl
muted seed usc) ond estimutes of consumption. The stocks 
estimutes represent cumuilltivc summllt!ons of differences 
between net retention lind estimnted consumption, plus nn 
1I110,,"unee for minimum stocks. Sec text, Pl'. 128, 146-47. 

,. Dlltn from Appendix Tnble XXXIII. 
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TABLE XXXIIl.-WoHw VISIBLE WHEAT SUPPLIES, AUGUST- 1, 1921-31, ANI> MONTHLY, 1930-31* 
(Milliolt busilels) 

I I United 'I Argon- I 
Date United Oanada Argen- Australia Kingdom Afloat to North tina, U.K. und I Grulld 

HtutCH tina (lorts Europe America AURtralia ufloat I totul 

1921 Aug. 1. _ .... 56.2 8.9 3.7 30.0 7.6 57.9 65·1 33.7 65.5 I 164.3 
1922 Aug. 1 ...... 43.1 19.3 2.2 3.0 7.1 48.9 62.4 5.2 56.0 123.G 
1 !J23 Aug. 1 ...... 73.3 14.1 4.4 18.0 8.2 39.0 87.4 22.4 47.2 157.0 
1924 Aug. 1 ...... 72.1 31.6 6.8 30.0 9.9 41.8 103.7 :36.8 51.7 192.2 
1925 Aug. 1 ...... 57.3 23.4 7.7 8.4 9.2 33.3 80.7 16.1 42.5 139.3 
1926 Aug. 1 ...... 64.2 28.3 4.1 6.2 4.3 38.6 92.5 10.3 42.!J 145·7 
1!J27 Aug. 1 ...... 65.9 42.7 5.9 12.7 7.8 46.1 108.6 18.6 53.!! 181.1 
1928 Aug. 1 ...... 88.1 6!J.2 5.9 9.5 10.1 44.7 157.3 15.4 54.8 227.5 
192!J Aug. 1 ...... 190.3 99.8 16.2 20.0 6.2 37.6 290.1 36.2 43.9 370.1 

1030 Aug. 1 ...... 221.9 103.5 7.0 33.5 6·5 39.2 325.5 40.5 45.7 411.6 
Sept. 1 ...... 294.2 87.4 6.6 27.0 6.0 47.7 381.6 33.6 53.8 468.9 
Oct. 1 ...... 316.!J 154.8 5.9 13.0 9.0 44.2 471.7 18.9 53.2 543.7 
Nov. 1 ...... 28!J.2 174.1 4.8 7.8 10.0 42.2 463.3 12.5 52.2 528.1 
Dec. 1 ...... 277.7 194.7 4.0 5.0 13.9 45.6 472.4 9.0 5!J.6 5H.O 

10:!1 .Tan. 1 ...... 260.1 209.5 6.6 60.0 19.7 27.3 469.6 66.6 47.0 583.2 
Feb. 1 ...... 253.6 199.2 6.6 87.5 17.4 37.3 452.8 94.1 54.6 601.5 
Mar. 1 ...... 267.2 187.0 9.2 96.0 13.0 57.9 454.3 105.2 70.8 630.3 
Apr. 1 ...... 267.7 178.4 9.2 84.2 12.6 48.0 446.1 93.4 60.6 600.1 
May 1 ...... 242.4 156.9 6.6 67.5 9.9 48.1 399.3 74.1 58.0 531.4 
June 1 ...... 234.9 130.6 5.5 51.5 7.2 60.4 365.4 57.0 67.6 490.0 
July 1 ...... 234.2 113.2 6.6 34.0 6.6 49.8 347.4 40.6 56.5 444.5 
Aug. 1 ...... 275.1 112.4 7.0 20.0 10.6 37.9 387.6 27.0 48.5 463.1 

I 

• A .iolnt compilation by Broomhnll, the Dail" Markel n ecord, Minneapo\h, and the Daily Trade nul/dill. r.hicug<J, 
here summarized from Broomhall's Corll Trade News and the Dailu Trade Bill/dill. Includes some flour "tocks. 
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TABLE XXXIV.-UNITED STATES FLOUR PRODUCTION, NET EXPORTS AND SHIPMENTS, AND DOMESTIC 
DISAPPEARANCE, MONTHLY FROM JULY 1923* 

(Thousand barrels) 

Years .July I Aug. I Sept. 1 Oct. I Nov. 
I 

Dec. 
1 

Jun. 
1 

Fcb. I Mar. 
I 

Apr. 
I 

May I June I '1'otal 

A.-REPORTED PROUUC.TION, AJ~L REPORTING MILLS 

1923-24 ...... 7,805 9,642 9,760110,983 9,403 8,137 8,970 1 8,433 8,355 7,682 ! 7,89617,797 1104,8(13 
1924-25 ...... 8,465 9,842 10,459 11,371 9,187 8,855 9,85318,248 7,347 6,78116,942 7,745 '105,OBS 
1925-26 ...... 8,840 9,293 9,938 10,728 9,128 8,948 8,679 I 7,429 8,289 7,589 I 7,418 18,005 ! 104,284 
1926-27 ...... 9,570 10,447 10,843 10,678 9,618 8,909 8,624. 8,023 8,936 8,309 ! 8,497 8,528 110,982 
1927-28 ...... 8,388 9,617 10,470 10,817 9,735 9,235 9,242: 8,975 9,772 8,507 1 8,712 1 7,758 111,228 
1928-29 ...... 8,516 10,370 10,512 11,587 9,909 9,269 10,014 1 9,026 9,207 8,636 9,33418,912 115,2H2 
1929-30 ...... 9,337 11,058 10,372 10,968 9,538 8,905 9, 510 18,783 9,347 9,071 18,981 8,687 114,,557 
1930-31. ..... 9,466 10,313 10,674 10,816 9,184 8,973 9,233 8,242 8,724 8,494 8,01517,762 109,896 

B.-ESTIMATED TOTAL UNITEIl STATES PRODUCTION 

I I ' 8,657 1 8,898 1923~24 ...... 8,965111,069 11,123 i 12,442 10,604 9,184 10,081 9,477 9,394 8,780 118,674 
1924-25 ...... 9,503 11, 022111, 694 : 12,691 10,249 9,870 10,968 9,215 8,217 7,606 7,780 8,655 117,470 
1925-26 ...... 9,869 10,374 11,094 1 11,957 10,181 9,974 9,671 8,276 9,213 8,438 8,242 8,868 116,157 
1926-27 ...... 10,572 11,520 11,940 11,761 10,582 9,800 9,471 8,809 9,801 9,100 9,334 9,358 122,048 
1927-28 ...... 9,196 10,506 11,417 11,766 10,565 10,009 9,971 9,696 10,526 9,166 9,365 8,377 120,560 
1928-29 ...... 9,186 11,164 11,327

1

'2,442 10,577 9,905 10,682 9,648 9,840 9,236 9,974 9,568 123,5.56 
1929-30 ...... 9,988 11,810 11, 084 11,715 10,179 9,510

1

10,182 9,411 9,993 9,690 9,602 9,289 122,4.53 
1930-31 ...... 10,128 11,013 11,395 11,534 9,808 9,575 9,891 8,840 9,351 9,107 8,599 8,331 117,572 

C.-NET EXPORTS AND SHIPMENTS TO POSSESSIONS 

1923-24 .... " 918 1,289 1,592 2,118 1,817 1,853 1,765 1,572 1,450 1,095 1,011 1,227 17,707 
1924-25 ...... 831 993 1,511 L909 1,653 1,510 1,060 976 1,425 1,012 746 859 14,485 
1925-26 ...... 820 910 854 1,062 935 1,048 727 696 733 884 737 699 10,105 
1926-27 ...... 848 1,403 L617 1,429 1,400 1,270 1,084 905 929 1,062 1,162 914 14,023 
1927-28 ...... 836 1,096 1,317 1,558 1,383 1,175 1,289 1,000 1,053 1,044 905 724 13,380 
1928-29 ...... 683 L001 1,066 1,436 1,261 998 1,429 1,273 1,245 1,118 986 1,051 13,547 
1929-30 ...... 1,127 1,121 1,200 1,376 1.204 Ll65 1,298 971 1,101 985 1,098 999 13,645 
1930-31. ..... 989 1,266 1,461 1,387 1,203 945 996 808 775 811 838 872 12,351 

D.-CAT.CULATED DOMESTIC DISAPPEARANCE 

1923-24 ...... 8,047 9,780 9,531 10,324 8,787 7,331 8,316 7,905 7, 944 17.562 I 7,81</ 17,5531'00,967 
1924-25 ...... 8,672 10,029 10,183 10,782 8,596 8,360 9,908 8,239 6,792 16,594 17,034 7,796 102,985 
1925-26 ...... 9,049 9,464 10,240 10,895 9,246 8,926 8,944 7,580 8,480 1 7,554 7,505 8,169 106,052 
1926-27 ...... 9,724 10,117 10,323 10,332 9,182 8,530 8,387 7,904 8,872 8,038 8,172 8,444 108,025 
1927-28 ...... 8,360 9,410 10,100 10,208 9,182 8,834 8,682 8,696 9,473 8,122 8,460 7,653 107,180 
1928-29 ...... 8,503 10,163 10,261 11,013 9,316 8,907 9,253 8,375 8,595 8,118 8,988 8,517 110,009 
1929-30 ...... 8,861 10,689 9,884 10,339 8,975 8,345 8,884 8,440 8,892 8,705 8,504 8,290 1108,808 
1930-31 ...... 9,139 I 9,747 9,934 10,147 8,605 8,630 8,895 8,032 8,576 8,296 7,761 7,459 105,221 

• Reported production and trade data from U.S. Department of Commerce press releases, Monthlll Summllrll of Foreigll 
Commerce, and FoodstufTs Round the World. The estimate s of total United States production are based on a detailed, 
but still partially incomplete, study of relations between monthly reported output and census totals and are subject to 
minor revisions. 
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TABI,E XXXV.-VNITED STATES QUARTERr,Y CENSUS REPORTS ON CITY MILL STOCKS OF WHEAT AND 
FLOUR FROM JUNE 1925* 

(Million bushels) 

U.S. flour Wheat stocks In 
output - J<'lour Grand In and 

Year represented" Country Publle Private as total In transit 
% elevators terminals terminals" Transit Mills" 'rotal wheat" to mlJls' 

Sept. 30 
I 1925 ........ .... .... ..... . ... . .... ..... ...... ..... ...... . .... 

1926 ........ 87.4 8.92 12.04 8.57 15.38 79.87 124.77 19.82 144.59 95.25 
1927 ........ 89.1 6.23 12.15 3.98 16.12 77.25 115.73 20.05 135.78 93.37 
1928 ........ 90.8 10.60 20.21 3.89 23.87 92.66 151.23 19.6.5 170.88 116.43 
1929 ........ 93.2 12.78 19.6.5 15.06 17.94 109.34 174.78 21.05 195.83 127.28 
1930 ........ 91.8 11.06 11.52 13.22 16.34 101.96 154.11 18.52 172.63 118.30 

Dec. 31 
1925 ........ 88.0 7.55 12.70 .... 82.86 . .... 103.11 21.55 124.66 . .... 
1926 ........ 87.5 8.47 11.95 10.66 13.49 71.84 116.41 20.38 136.79 85.33 
1927 ........ 89.5 8.84 14.11 3.64 18.59 70.46 115.64 21.34 136.98 89.05 
1928 ........ 92.8 9.94 27.78 5.08 22.84 88.23 153.87 21.61 175.48 

I 
111.07 

1929 ........ 93.2 10.79 15.04 14.15 9.98 100.09 150.05 22.20 172.25 110.07 
1930 ........ 91.9 9.06 8.76 17.77 12.12 89.48 137.19 18.88 156.07 102.60 

March 31 
1926 ........ 88.4 4.67 7.10 3.65 3.29 45.93 64.64 18.28 82.92 49.22 
1927 ........ 90.5 6.06 6.85 5.84 6.45 60.57 85.77 19.40 105.17 67.02 
1928 ........ 91.2 5.48 9.33 2.11 9.41 59.05 85.38 19.69 105.07 68.46 
1929 ........ 93.2 5.76 14.45 3.99 8.67 74.35 107.22 20.47 127.69 83.02 
1930 ........ 92.8 • 4.63 7.35 7.35 8.06 69.18 96.57 19.92 116.49 77.24 
1931. ....... 96.0 5.68 5.78 5.76 8.18 56.44 81.84 17.45 99.29 64.62 

June 30 
1925 ........ 87.4 2.16 3.44 .... 26.72 ..... 32.31 15.73 48.04 . .... 
1926 ....... 'j 87.4 2.52 3.00 1.14 6.73 22.45 35·83 14.67 50·50 29.18 
1927 ........ 90.1 2.56 3.88 1.61 10.39 34.15 52·59 16.76 69.35 I 44.54 
1928 ........ 90.4 1.91 3.68 .55 10.16 29.78 46.08 17.08 63.16 39.94 
1929 ........ 93.6 3.52 8.32 2.16 15.44 45.91 75.35 17.98 93.33 61.35 
1930 ........ 91.8 3.50 3.80 1.79 13.79 43.78 66.66 16.61 83.27 57.57 
1931. ....... 96.3 2.70 1.48 1.85 

I 
11.75 21.00' 38.77 13.30 52.07 32.75 

• Data from press releases of U.S. Department of Commerce. 
a Percentages of wheat flour output reported at succes- • In private terminal elevators not attached to mills. 

C In mills and elevators attached to mills. sive biennial censuses of manufactures, as follows: June 
30, 1925 to December 31, 1926-census of 1923 (114,438,544 
harrels); March 31, 1927 to September 30, 1928-census of 
1925 (114,689,930 barrels); December 31, 1928 to December 
31, 1930-census of 1927 (118,132,027 barrels); thereafter 
census of 1929, preliminary (117,369,505 barrels). 

"In wheat equivalent (4.7 bu. = 1 bbl.). 
, Summation, columns 5 and 6. 
'In addition to wheat owned, 17,731 thousand bushels 

were stored for others in this position. 
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TABLE XXXVI.-ApPARENT DOMESTIC UTILIZATION 0 F WHEAT (CARRYOVERS DISREGARDED), FROM 1920-21* 
(Million busllels) 

JUgo· 
August-July India Hungary Bulgaria I:llavia Roumania Poland Algeria Tunis Egypt 

1920-21. ............. 362.8 37.9 28.1 39.2 59.9 . ... 21.8 6.5 42.9 
1921-22 ..... " ....... 264.2 43.3 24.7 47.9 75.0 41.7 24.3 7.6 43.8 
1922-23 .............. 338.4 49.6 28.2 43.5 90.4 49.3 21.2 4.4 43.7 
1923-24 .............. 352.3 50.9 26.7 55.2 93.1 57.6 28.9 7.1 49.2 
1924-25 .............. 322.5 38.0 26.4 48.2 67.2 54.6 17.7 5.0 44.1 
1925-26 .............. 323.0 51.9 37.0 67.8 94.8 59.3 28.2 9.1 49.0 
1926-27 .............. 313.2 53.0 34.3 61.7 99.7 60.5 25.2 12.7 46.0 
1927-28 .............. 326.5 55.1 40.1 56.0 89.3 69.7 23.G 7.5 50.9 
1928-29 .............. 315.2 73.2 48.9 94.5 114.0 61.7 27.1 6.8 50.9 
1929-30 .............. 320.0 44.9 34.6 72.1 96.9 65.7 29.1 6.5 56.5 
1930-31 .............. 395.7 66.1 51.4 74.7 115.3 77.9 . ... 4.6 51·2 

Average 
1925-3G .............. 319.6 55.6 39.0 70.4 98.9 63.4 26.5 8.5 50.7 

British Nether-
August-July Isles France Germany Italy Belgium" lands Denmark Norway Swcrlrn 

1920~21. ............. 258.1 306.6 142.4' 241.7 42.4 24.9 7.7 4.9 16.9 
1921-22 ........ , ..... 285.3 345.2 177.3' 294.6 55.0 28.3 15.2 6.1 16.2 
1922-23 .............. 276.7 298.3 109.4' 277.3 50.3 30.0 15.5 7.5 18.3 
1923-24 .............. 300.3 343.7 147.2' 294.7 53.7 33.0 )8.1 6.7 23.4 
1924-25 .............. 281.8 326.8 170.1' 258.8 52.4 31.4 12.4 6.1 17.4 
1925-26 .............. 263.6 355.0 175.6 308.7 54.2 32.9 15.8 7.2 19.5 
1926-27 .............. 289.3 315.3 187.2 307.2 53.0 33.9 16.0 6.8 18.2 
1927-28 .............. 289.4 318.6 209.1 283.5 58.8 37.1 20.4 7.4 23.7 
1928-29 .............. 270.3 347.9 219.2 316.3 59.9 37.3 28.9 10.0 26.4 
1929-30 .............. 274.7 342.8 170.6 302.1 55.9 36.1 19.8 7.7 26.3 
193~31. ............. 288.7 293.2 170.4 291.3 60.4 41.5 22.0 9.3 26.4 

Average 
1925-30 .............. 277.5 335.9 192.3 303.6 56.4 35.5 20.2 7.8 22.8 

Switzer· Czecho· 
August--July Spain land Austria Slovakia Finland Latvia Estonia Greece Japan 

1920-21. ............. 158.4 16.5 20.1 44.7 2.7 .97 .... 21.8 34.2 
1921-22 .............. 153.2 17.G 25.5 50.2 4.0 1.53 .... 24.1 51.8 
1922-23 .............. 125.3 19.1 20.8 43.9 5·8 2.06 .... 26.5 42.1 
1923-24 .............. 156.8 20.9 27.0 57.4 5.8 3.44 1.70 27.6 54.2 
1924-25 .............. 122.6 17.2 23.2c 53.8 5.3 3.52 1.40 28.5 37.6 
1925-26 .............. 161.9 19.4 25.4 61.0 6.2 3.72 1.76 30.1 52.2 
1926-27 .............. 145.6 20.6 26.4 60.0 6.1 3.54 1.79 31.7 43.8 
1927-28 .............. 147.7 22.7 28.3 68.6 7.1 4.15 2.2G 32.5 45.5 
1928-29 .............. 139.8 21.1 27.5 70.3 7.9 5.49 2.28 35.1 57.5 
1929-3G .............. 157.5 20.4 31.2 66.6 7.0 4.81 2.45 30.2 44-1 
1930-31 .............. 146.5 22.3 28.1 68.2 6.3 5.59 2.46 36.6 47.3 

Average 
1925-30 .............. 150.5 20.8 27.8 65.3 6.9 4.34 2.10 31.9 48.6 

* Computed from production and trade data given in Tables I and XXIV. Dots ( ... ) indicate that comparable produc
tion and trade figures are not available. 

a Luxemburg included with Belgium arter May 1922. 
'These figures are too low, as crops in earlier post-war years are underestimated, and net imports, at least to 1924-25, 

are incomplete. See 'V HEAT STUDIES, December 1924, I, 17-18. 
c Includes trade figures for 11 months only. 
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TABLE XXXVII.-VOLUME OF THADING IN WHEAT FUTUHES IN UNITED STATES FUTUIIES MAIIKETS, FnOM JAN
UAIIY 1921, AND OPEN COMMITMENTS ON THE CHICAGO BOAHD OF THADE FHOM JULY 1923* 

Year 

1920--21. ..... 
1921-22 ..... '1 
1922-23 ...... 
1923-24 ...... 
1924-25 ...... 
1925-26 ...... 
1926-27 ...... 
1927-28 ...... 
1928-29 ...... 
1929-30 ...... 
1930-31. ... , . 
1931-32 ...... 

Year 

1923-24 ..... . 
1924-2,5 .. , .. . 
1925-26 .... .. 
1926-27 ..... . 
1927-28 .... .. 
1928-2~) .. , .. . 
1929-30 .... .. 
1930--31. .... . 
1931-32 ..... . 

July 

. ... 
45.5 
34.4 
32.3 
53.3 
56.2 
57.5 
40.7 
39.8 

111.1 
52.2 
26.0 

July 

76.3 
78.2 
89.6 
88.7 
81.9 
83.5 

164.4 
109.6 
88.0 

(Million bushels) 

A.-AvERAGE DAILY VOLUME OF TRADING, ALL UNITED STATES MARKETS 

Aug. Sept. Oct. I Nov. Drc. ' .Jan. 1 Feb. Mar. Apr. ~I~i year. ------1--- ------1---

57<i 54:0 1 53:7 
.... 39.1 44.1 39.5 52.5 46.1 i 49.8 : 45.2 

39.6 43.3 36.5 67.9 61.3 48.9 37.4 : 41.8 : 48.7 
36.2 33.5 32.5 37.6 42.1 36.6 37.0 27.9 48.0 41.0 i 40.9 

1 
37.3 

31.4 28.3 30.2 27.1 21.1 14.3 18.1 22.8 18.0 14.4 i 34.0 24.3 
50.0 42.7 61.4 60.9 58.8 73.4 81.0 87.4 59.3 60.3 67.6 62.9 
60.0 59.0 60.4 65.2 90.3 60.6 58.3 69.0 55·8 48.8 46.3 60.9 
47.1 46.2 43.6 53.3 37.4 28.2 26.4 34.1 33.8 50.4 44.8 41.9 
42.4 36.9 36.7 34.9 20.9 15.4 22.1 34.2 66.2 56.6 36.2 37.0 
42.0 34.1 35.2 32.6 21.5 41.7 40.6 43.3 52.4 48.2 55.6 40.8 
83.9 58.4 66.8 75.2 64.3 51.3 67.4 46.2 60.0 38.6 55.1 64.9 
61.2 48.6 44.6 49.7 20.4 13.3 16.8 16.3 27.9 25.4 28.3 33.7 
24.9 21.6 35.6 .... . ... .... 

I 
.... .... . ... .... . ... . ... 

B.-OPEN COMMITMENTS, ALL CONTRACTS ON THE CHICAGO BOARD OF TRADE' 

Aug. Sept. Oct. I Nov. Dec. Jan. I Feb. I Mar. Apr. I May i .June i Year 
---,--- ------1------ --- ---,---,---

101.9 98.1 89.01102.1 95.7 96.0' 105.1 104.6 93.2 66.1 I 67.0' 91.3 
117.2 106.3 110.2 118.3 124.1 117.2 109.8 107.4 92.9 86.6 i 104.0 106.0 
94.2 102.1 112.4 112.8 104.7 111.7 107.7 99.8 97.5 88.9: 87.1 100.7 
99.0 100.5 100.5 109.6 96.2 88.3 88.0 90.4 81.7 68.5 i 74.8 90.5 
84.9 82.9 89.3 94.0 75.0 82.6 86.3 85.4 98.0 101.6 i 93.3 89.6 

112.3 116.2 123.2 129.7 128.0 116.3 127.6 145.9 146.9 127.1 125.51123.5 
217.5 225.0 246.3 197.!) 188.5 196.1 194.0 173.3 164.6 132.5 127.0 185.6 

1~~:~ 11~~:6 l~t~ 1~::~ 1~~:~ 1~~:~ 1~~:~ 1~~:~ 1~~:~ ~~:~ ~~:~ 11~~:~ 
• Data from Wheat Futures (U.S. Department of Agriculture Statistical Bulletin 31), November 1930; U.S. Grain 

Futures Administration, Trade in Grain Fu/ures and press releases. Earlier data not compiled. 
a Six months. • As of the 14th or 15th of each month. 

TARLE XXXVIII.-MoNTHLY AVEHAGE PmCES OF WHEAT IMPOHTED INTO GHEAT BmTAIN, FHOM AUGUST 
1920, AND AUGUST-JULY 1894-95* 

Crop year I Aug. 

1920-21. ..... i 2.912 
1921-22 ...... ! 1.655 
1922-23 ...... I 1.454 
1923-24 ...... i 1.266 
1924-25 ...... ' 1. 432 
1925-2G.. .... 1. 763 
1926-27.. .... 1. 679 
1927-28 ...... 1.636 
1928-29 ...... 1.439 
1929-30.. . ... 1. 415 
1930-31. . . . .. 1. 086 
1931-32...... .630 

1894-95 ...... i .673 

(U.S. dollars per bushel) 

1 I 'I i:: Weighted 
~~I~I~ ~\~I~:~ May I June I~l average 

I I: I 

2.880 2.941 \2.777 2.994 2.743 2.25412.112 2.012 1.935

1

1.823! 1.742 t 2.504 
1.640 1.607, 1.430 11.428 1.359 1.392 1.493 1.547 1.568 1.54~: 1.492 ! 1.530 
1.329 1.309 I 1.358 '11.416 1.426 1.404\1.38? 1.369 1.402 I 1.385 I 1.322 i 1.383 
1.212 1.198! 1.181 1.181 1.156 1.212 1.22<> 1.230 1.211 i 1.214 I 1.274 1.220 
1.494 1.61911.748 11.823 1.928 2.032 i 2.031 1.939 1.876 I 1.881 I, 1.780 1.772 
1. 765 I 1. 605 1. 574 1. 645 1. 749 1. 786 i 1. 715 1. 687 1. 691 ! 1. 703 ~ 1. 708 1. 697 
1.650 I 1.634 1.703 1.675 1.655 1.615 i 1.601 1.581 1.605! 1.628 • 1.633 1.637 
1.627 '1.573 1.539 1.546 1.498 1.510 i 1.474 1 1.539 1.559 I 1.545 I 1.541 1.550 
1. 341 1. 328 1. 314 1. 303 1. 292 1. 331 11. 349 1 1. 331 1. 308 I 1. 256 1 1. 300 1. 324 
1.401 1.384 1.345 1.392 1.404 1.331, 1.299 11.210 1.170 \1.126 i 1.135 1.308 
1.034 .928! .831 I .774 .743 i .722! .680 i .666 .689

1

,.713 I .664 .799 
.568" .488 1 .... I .. .. . ... ! i.... i .. • • .. •• I i 

.672 .641! .648 i .680 .670: .669 I .699 ~ .708 .7251·771! .734 i .696 

. • Calculated from monthly quantities and declared value s of wheat imports, as given in Accounts and Papers Relal
lItg to Trade and Navigatiou of tIle United 1Ungdom. Conversions for post-war period at monthly average exchange 
rates, New York on London; for pre-war period at par. 

a Converted to United States currency at $4.86; converte d at par the figure would be .529. 
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TABLE XXXIX.-MoNTHLY AVEHAGE PmCES OF REPHESENTATIVE WHEATS IN Bnl'rISH MAHKE'I'S AND 
EXPOHTING COUN'I'HIES. FHOM JULY 1930* 

(U.S. cents per busIICl) 
= 

UnIted Argen- Aus-
1{lngtlom J,lverpool UnIted StILtes OILIllldn tlll!L trullu 

- -No.2 No.2 No.1 No.3 
Month BrItIsh No.1 No. !l Argcn- Aus- All HILrd Red Northern WeIghted Munl· 78-kllo Aus-

1m- BrItIsh Munl- MUIlI- tIne trullun Cl1l8fWB WInter Wlntor SprIng uvcrugn tolHL (Buenos trullun 
llOrts pureels tolHL tabu ROHllfe l".A.Q. and (KILnsu" (st. (Mlnne- (Wlnnl· (Wlnnl- AIres) (MI'I-

grudoHU Olty) LouIs) IlfJolIs) pog) pog) bourne) 
---- ------ ---------- ------- ----- - --

July ... 114 104 112 108 103 111 83 80 85 92 93 91 90 92 
Aug .... 10!:) 106 110 107 106" 113 85 81 89 91 91 88 92 88 
Sept. · . 103 !J3 !:)G 92 93 96 79 78 88 87 78 75 85 72 
Oct. ... 93 84 90- 86 82 87 7G 74 87 82 70 68 69 63 
Nov. · . 8a 7!J 84 80 75 86 70 G9 83 75 60 58 60 59 
Dec. ... 77 73 76 76" G6 80 72 71 83 77 50 48 52 57 
Jan. ... 74 68 74 70" 61 70 71 69 78 76 49 47 46 47 
Feb. ... 72 69 80 72" 63 67 71 69 79 75 54 53 47 41 
Mar. ... 68 68 77 70 61 64 71 70 78 76 52 50 46 40 
Apr. ... 67 70 78 72 63 68 74 73 80 79 55 53 46 42 
Muy " . 69 71 78 71 65 72 76 73 79 81 56 53 46 47 
June · . 71 67 75 67 62 69 67 68 72 74 58 53 45 43 
July ... 63 62 70 63 56 64 47 44 48 61 54 50 43 42 

* British import prIces: our computation-as described In footnote to Appendix Tuble XXXVIII. British parcels prices: OUl' 

monthly averages of all sales of wheat pm'cels in British markets as reported daily in the London Grain, Seed and Oil 
neporler, converted at monthly average exchange rates. Liverpool prices: our computations of simple avernges of Tues
day prices as given In Broomhall's Corn Trade News, converted ut Tuesday cxchungc rates. (No.2 Winter, formerly 
included in thIs table, wus not quoted ufter the middle of October 19:30.) United stutes prices: monthly avernges of dlllly 
prices wcighted by eurlot sales, computed by the U.S. Depar tment of Agriculture lind puhIlshed in C/'op" and MarIce/s. 
WinnIpeg prices: our computution of simple averages of weekly average priccs for wee],s ending Saturday: (a) weighteli 
avernge prices-our ",ries descrihed in WHEAT STUDIES, March 1929, V, No.5; (b) No.3 Munitoha from Canadian Gmill 
Slat/slies. BU('nos Aires, 78-klIo: our eomputlltlons of simp Ie averages of (a) wecltly IIverages of daily prices us quoteli 
in nevisla Semallui, converted lit we(\kly uverage exchunge rutes, through Octoher 1930; (b) thereafter, dally price quotll
tions In Revisla Semana/, converted lit monthly uveruge exchange rates. Melhourne: our computations of simple averages 
of daily prices of "Wheat, Trucks, 'VllIiumstown," us given in Grain Trade Review, Melhourne, converted by using 
Austrnliun buying rates on London and (a) the pur of Sterling exchange, New York on London, to May 1931, and (/') 
monthly average rates of Sterling exchunge on London, from June 1931. 

"Six markets. • Three-week avernge. c Two-week avernge. 

TABLE XL.-MONTHLY AVEHAGH PmCES OF DOMESTIC WHEAT IN EUHOPE, FHDM AUGUST 1928* 
(U.S. dollars per bu.~lIel) 

Great Britain France (Purls) Italy (Milan) Germany (Berlin) 
Month -

J028--20 I 1029-BO 1930-31 1928--20 I 1029-30 10aO-a1 J028--20 1020-30 1030-31 1928--20 1020-30 1030-31 
------------

Aug. ....... 1.33 1.52 1.09 1.66 1.58 1.80 1. 72 1.74 1.80 1.49 1.59 1.63 
Sept. ....... 1.19 1.29 .95 1.64 1.52 1.75 1.81 1.75 1.77 1.36 1.47 1.55 
Oct. ....... 1.24 1.24 .91 1.67 1.53 1.73 1.88 1.84 1.70 1.38 1.50 1.47 
Nov. ....... 1.28 1.22 .87 1.66 1.50 1.76 1.87 1.85 1.63 1.37 1.51 1.60 
Dec. ....... 1.25 1.24 .80 1.63 1.47 1.77 1.87 1.90 1.46 1.33 1.57 1.61 

Jan . ...... . 1.25 1.24 .73 1.65 1.44 1.79 1.92 1.94 1.49 1.35 1.60 1.68 
Feb. ....... 1.27 1.16 .67 1.69 1.37 1.87 1.96 1.89 1.54 1.40 1.52 1.77 
Mar. ....... 1.27 1.08 .67 1.72 1.41 1.90 1.95 1.86 1.49 1.44 1.55 1.86 
Apr. ....... 1.28 1.13 .69 1.70 1.41 1.97 1.93 1.94 1.52 1.45 1.75 1.87 
May ....... 1.29 1.14 .75 l.G8 1.35 1.95 1.89 1.96 1.60 1.41 1.87 1.83 
June ....... 1.25 1.11 .78 1.67 1.40 1.99 1.91" 2.02 1.43 1.39 1.95 1.76 
.Tuly ....... 1.35 1.08 .82 1. 70 1.71 1.86 1.77 1.77 1.31 1.62 1.87 1.55 

* Data for Great Brituln are averllges of weekly uverng e Gazette prices as given in the Economist (London); for 
France, averages of dully prices of "B1es indignes" In Pllrl s (Murche IIbre) as given in the Bulletin des Ilalles; fOl' 
Italy, averages of Friday prices (Suturday prices after August 23, 1930) of soft wheat liS given in International Crop 
ileport ant! Auriculll1ral Statl.~lics; for Germany, monthly average prices liS given in WirtseItaft I1nd Stat/slile. AIl datil 
are converted, for convenience, from the domestic currency in which they lire quoted In the sources uhove into United 
States money by montbly average exclul11ge rutes. a Three-week averuge. 
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TABLE XLI.-UNITED STA'I'ES WHEAT SUPPLIES AND DISPOSITION, .JULy-JUNE, FHOM 1921-22* 
(Millioll bushel.,) 

Item 1021-22 1022--23 102?~2411 024-2" 10%-20 1026--27!1027-28 1028--20 1929-30 
I 

] 0:10-;n ! 1931<32 
---!----

Initial slacks· ............... 122 
New crop" .................. 815 

Total supplies ............. 937 

Nl'l exports" ................. 268 
S('ed requirements" ......... . 90 
Net mill grindings' ........... 464 
Feed and waste" .............. 43 
Stocks at end" ................ 117 

D isposi tion accounted for ... 982 

Balancing item" ............ -45 

* Bused so far as possible upon official datu. 
" DatH HS described In Appendix Table XXXI. 

117 146 
868 797 

985 943 

208 135 
88 74 

468 477 
73 98 

146 144 

983 928 

+2 +15 

"Oflicl"l estimates. Estimates of seed requlrmnents 
1!l21-22 to 1923-24, as yet unpublished, fUnIished by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. Net exports include ship
mellts to possessions. 

"Food Research Institute estimates of the total wheat 
ground (including a constant figure for grindings in custom 
mills), based upon biennial censuses and monthly mi1l!ng 
I'(·ports. 

" Oflicilll estimates, as published monthly in Auricllllllre 
Yearbook, 19.11, after 1924-25. The data relate to quantities 
fed on f!lrms, and to quantities involved in farm loss, 
waste, and shrinkage. Figures for 1921-22 to 1923-24 do 
not represent direct estimates, but approximations based 
upon analysis of the ratio of wheat to corn prices; these 
ligures furnished by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

I 

144 115 99 118 124 242 2!H 319 
864 676 831 878 915 809 863 884 

1,008 7U1 930 996 1,039 1,051 1,154 1.203 

258 95 209 193 145 143 1151 ... 
81 79 

I 

84 90 84 82 77: ... 
478 495 501 503 511 509 487· ... 
57 35 43 49 60 62 164 I ... I 

115 99 118 124 242 291 :319 ! ... 

11.~~ 
i 

989 803 955 959 1.087 1, 1621 ... 
+19 -12 -25 

I 
+37 -36 -8 ... 

'A positive bnlnncing item l'('prcscnts an apparent ex
cesSo of total supplies over total disposition accounted for; 
a negative it.eln represents excess of disposition accounted 
for over supplies. Fluctuations in this item from year to 
year must be due to errors in estimates of the several items 
of supply und disposition, to changes in unl'l'('or<ie<\ stocks, 
and to fluctuations in utilization not accounted for, such as 
usc of whent in prepared breakfast foods und in mixed 
feeds. The average 10-year excess of disposition accounted 
for over supplies may be regarded liS pointing either to 
underestimation of SOlne crops, or to uvcrestilnation of 
quantities used for feed and waste, since the stocks, net mill 
grindings, seed requirements, and net exports arc presum
ably measured with a smaller margin of error. 

TABLE XLII.-CANADIAN WHEAT SUPPLIES AND DISPOSJ'I'ION, AUGUST-JULY, FROM 1921-22* 
(Million bushels) 

Item 1921-22 1922-23 1923-24 1924-25 1921>--26 1926--27 1927-28 1928--29 1929-30 1930--31 11931-32 
------

Initial stocks" ............... 25 40 32 45 27 36 48 78 104 111 133 
New crop" .................. 301 400 474 262 396 407 480 567 305 398 298 

Total supplies ............. 326 440 506 307 423 443 528 645 409 509 431 

Net exports" ................ 185 279 346 192 324 292 332 406 185 258 ... 
Seed requirements' .......... 39 40 39 38 40 39 42 44 44 36 . .. 
Milled for food" .............. 37 41 42 42 42 43 42 44 43 43 .. , 
U 11 nH'rchan table' ............ 12 10 19 12 11 12 28 30 7 4 . .. 
Lost in cleaning" ............. 9 12 12 10 6 19 7 13 7 6 ... 
Fed to Ii vestockd 

, •••••••••••• ... ... . .. ... . .. ... ... ... . .. 41 . .. 
Stocks at end" ................ 40 32 45 27 37 48 78 104 111 133 .. , 

Disposition accounted for ... 322 414 503 321 460 453 529 641 397 521 ... 
Balancing item" ............ +54 +26 +3 -14 -37 -10 -1 +4 +12 -12 ... 

* Based so fur us possible upon olllcini data. Dots ( ... ) indicate thnt data lire not IIvuilable. 

, "Olllcilli estimntes since 1924; sec Appendix 'l'uble XXXI. 
J.igures for August 1921-2:1 represent our rough IIdjustments. 

"Olllcial figures. 

'Olllcial figures. The esthnllte for 1930-31 is prelimi
nary, and looks low in the light of olllcial statistics of nrens 
sown. 

"Olllcial figure representing un estimate, first made in 
1930-31, of the qUantity of wheat fed to livestock and 
poultry on furllls where grown. 

''I'he balancing item rcprespnts the qUllntity that must 
be added to or suhtrllcted from "disposition" in order to 
make this item equnl to "total supplies." A large positive 
ikm for yenrs prior to 1930-31 may be taken to suggest 
either heavy usc of wheat for feed lind industry, or over
estimate of the crop, and for 1930-31 solely overestimate of 
the crop, if it be ussumed thnt other items given in the 
table are accurntely estimated. A large negutive item for 
yeurs prior to 1930-31 and in 1930-31 as well would sug
gest underestimate of the crop. 



1 !IX THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 19.~O-31 

TABLE XLIII.--AnGEN'I'INE WHEAT SUPPLIES AND DISPOSITION, AUGUS'I'-.JULY, JlIIOM 1921-22* 
(Million bu .• ltel .• ) 

-
ltt'lli 11l21-22 .21l2~2:1 IH)2:l--24 

------~----- .. -- ._" -< -----

J nitial stocks" ............... .54 51 G4 
New crop" .................. 191 196 218 

Total supplies ............. 245 247 312 

l\'et exports" ................. 118 13!J 172 
Seed requi rel1lel1 [s'· .......... 20 21 21 
Consumed for food" ........... 45 44 48 
Stocks at end" ................ 51 G4 66 

Disposition ............... 2:14 268 307 

Balancing item" ........... +11 -21 +5 

• BII""d so far a" possihle upon ollldal dutn. 
"Estimates of August 1 stocks reached as follows, For 

the period Augu"t 1, 1!J21 to August 1, 1!)27, stocl<s on De
cemher :11 followIng ure taken to equal 10 mllllon bushels 
"ach year, except in I!J21 and 11)20, for which ligures of 25 
and :15 million are employed; to th(,"c December 31 stocks 
arc udded the reported olllcial net exports of the preceding 
August-Decemher, and estimates of the amount of wheat 
consumed for food in August-Decemher (5/12 of the respcc
tive itmns "consumed for food"); the SUII1S ure taken to 
represellt roughly the stocks us of August 1. For the perIod 
August 1, 1!J28 to August 1, 1!J:lO, the sume principle is fol
lowed except that stocks on December al arc as estlmuted 
(with our adjustment to the proper date) by the Times of 
A r(Jentinu, in Issues ordinarlIy appeuring in the last week 
of Decemher. The figure for August 1, 19:10, is necessarily 
tentative, but rests upon an estimate by the Times of Ar-

]I)24--2G 1iJ25--20 IIJ2()-27 11)27-28 1028--21) lfJ21J-30 lO!JO-:n W:n--!J2 
------------ ---------

fiS 58 67 69 95 lao 6t: 0) 85 
191 191 2ao 282 349 163 236 219 

257 249 297 351 444 29a 301 304 

123 94 143 178 224 150 123 .. 
23 23 25 27 25 26 21 ., 

52 54 57 60 61 fiO 61 " 
58 67 69 95 130 65 85 .. 

256 238 294 360 440 301 290 .. 
+1 +11 +3 -9 +4 -8 +11 , . 

(felltillu as of June 15, 1U:11 (issue of ,July 27, 1U;11). All 
ligures are subject to a much wider margin of error thnn 
is tnIe of stocks statistics of the UnIted Stutes lind Canada. 

"OlIlcial data. 
"Ba&cd on olIlciul datn for acrcage sown und average 

seed requirements of 1.2 bushels per IIcre. 
d Bused on olJlelal data 01' Hour milled minus Hour ex

ported In calendar years 1921-30. 
o The bulancing Item represents the quantity that must 

be added to or subtracted from "dlsposltlon" In order to 
make this item equlIl to "total supplies." A large positive 
item suggests either heavy use for feed and waste, overesti
mute of crop, or error in estimates of stocks. A large nega
tive Item suggests underestimate of crop or error In esli
mu tes of stocks. 

TABLE XLIV.-AUS'I'HALIAN WHEAT SUPPLIES A ND DISPOSITION, AUGUS'f-JULY, FROM 1921-22* 
(Millioll bushel .• ) 

Itelll 1!J21-22 If)2~23 H)2:l--24 
--_._----------- ---- ---- ----- ------

Initial stocks" ............... 46 18 28 
New crop" .................. 12!J 110 125 

Total supplies ............. 175 128 153 

Net exports" ................ . 115 50 86 
Seed requirements" ......... . 10 10 11 
Consumed for food" ........... 26 28 28 
Stocks at end" ................ 18 28 27 

Disposition .............. . 169 116 152 

Balancing item" .......... . +6 +12 +1 

< Based so fur as possible upon olJlclnl data. 
"Stocks on August 1 are calculated by adding to the 

Australian visible supply as of December 1 following (sec 
AppendIx Tuble XXXIlI) the net ('Xports of August-Novem
her und estimated quantities of wheat consumed for food 
In these months. Since, however, thue is evidence that the 
visihl<, supply on J)ecemb<:r 1 contaIned mostly new-crop 
wlwut In 1!)22, 192(;, lind 1!128, we huve employed ligures of 
1, 0, und 1 milllon bushels, respectively, fo,' these years in 
place of 10, 2, and 8 million. Like our estimates of Au
gust 1 stocks in Argentlnu, the estImates for Australia IIrc 
subject to a much wider margIn of error than arc those for 
the United States and Canuda; and the estImate for Au
gust 1, 19:11, Is necess~lrlly preliminary. 

"OlIlciai data. 

HJ24-25 1025--26 102H--27 H)27-28 l!J28--21J 1!J20-30 1030-31 1031-32 
--- ------------ ------

27 24 17 23 27 27 40 45 
165 115 161 118 160 126 213 170 

192 1a9 178 141 187 153 253 215 

124 77 103 71 109 63 152 .. 
11 12 12 15 15 18 13 .. 
ao 33 31 a2 29 32 32 .. 
24 17 23 27 27 40 45 ., 

189 139 169 145 180 153 242 .. 
+3 0 +9 -4 +7 () +11 .. 

"OlJlelal data prior to 1928-29, for sowings of wheat 
both for grain and for hay. Figures for 1928--2!l and latcr 
years represent o/flclul (,stilllutes of wheat graIn areas sown, 
plus our upproxlmation to wheat areas sown for hay, mul
tiplied by the average (juontity of seed used per ocre (.928 
bushels) In sowing th(, crops of 191U-28, 

".July-June ligures. Figures for 1921-22 to 1928-29 lire 
o/Ilclal, representing the whent equIvalent of lIour milled 
minus flour exported ns lIour and ns bIscuits; sec OfTlciui 
Yeurbook 0/ tire Commollwealth 0/ Aus/l'Uliu, 1990, p. 482. 
FIgures for 1929-30 and 1930-31 are our rough opproxiInll
tIon. 

, See footnote (e), Table XLIII. 
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