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THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 1934-35
A REVIEW OF THE CROP YEAR

The distinctive characteristics of the crop
year under review are clearly evident in a
brief résumé.

Stocks of old wheat on August 1 were larger
in 1934 than ever before; but owing mainly
to short crops, and in part to negligible ex-
ports from the USSR, wheat supplies for the
world ex-Russia in 1934-35 were the smallest
since 1929-30.

The world wheat crop

its “adjustment payments” to wheat growers
in return for agreements to hold down their
seeded acreage, but its inlluence on produc-
tion for 1934 and acrecage for 1935 was rela-
tively slight.

The Argentine Grain Regulating Board liqui-
dated the rest of the wheat that it had
acquired in December—June 1933-34, but
purchased no more. The Canadian govern-
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the close of the crop year,

not reach the record total

trade expectations of a

of 1933. With some excep-

tions, however, the 1934 crops were of un-
usually good quality. The livestock feed posi-
tion was tighter than usual, owing chiefly
to extremely short crops of feed grains and
hay in the United States and small crops of
maize in Argentina in 1933 and 1934.

Government policies continued to exert
powerful influence on world wheat develop-
menls. Importing countries generally per-
sisted in measures tending to maintain or
increase their domestic production, hold
down their food consumption of wheat, and
restrict imports of wheat and flour. Both
domestic and international trade in cereals
were subject to more extensive government
controls than in any year since wartime con-
trols were abolished. As an outgrowth of
these policies and good crops in 1933 and
1934, several importing countries faced prob-
lems of surplus disposal. To cope with such a
problem, the French government made no-
table changes in its wheat policy.

The International Wheat Agreement, which
had so greatly disappointed the hopes of its
Sbonsors in 1933-34, was virtually inopera-
tive in 1934-35. The United States continued

WuEeat Srubpigs, Vol, XII, No. 4, December 1935

radical change in Cana-
dian policy were a polent influence on wheat
trade and prices.

International trade in wheat and flour un-
expectedly fell below the low total of 1933-34,
and was the smallest since 1908-09 except
for one crop year during the World War. This
was due in part to the geographical distribu-
tion of wheat supplies, since most importing
countries in Europe (and Japan as well) had
available unusually large quantities of do-
mestic wheat. In part it was due to restraints
indirectly imposed on wheat consumption
in various parts of continental Europe, and on
Canada’s exports through government-spon-
sored support of prices. In part also it was
due to liberal stocks of import wheat on Au-
gust 1, 1934, and to exceptionally light Euro-
pean purchases late in the crop year.

Argentina became the leading exporter for
the first time in history, and the northern
African countries exported a record quantity
from their bumper crops. France, Sweden, Es-
tonia, and Latvia, hitherto net importers,
joined Poland and Lithuania as net exporters
with the aid of export bounties or an equiva-
lent. The United States became a net importer
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for the first year but one since colonial days,
but only because domestic supplies of durum
were very short and some low-grade wheat
could be imported at a low rate of duty.
Wheat disappearance during 1934-3b,
though larger than in 1929-30, was lower
than in 1933-34 or the average for seven crop
years beginning with 1927-28. Broadly speak-
ing, world wheat consumplion for food con-
tinued at levels below those reached shortly
before the onset of depression in 1929, TFor
this fact governmental policies (including
processing taxes in the United Stales and sev-
cral other countries) and reduced personal
incomes of masses of people continued jointly
responsible, in proportions impossible to as-
certain. In the Danube basin, small wheat
crops made for restricted food use of wheat
as they had in 1924-25 and 1932-33. Seed
use was slightly smaller than in several pre-
ceding years, chielly because drought, gov-
ernment measures, and/or competition of
other crops reduced sown acreage in the
major exporting countries. Feed use of wheat
has heen tending upward over several decades
and has been unusually large ever since 1930-
31. It was again heavy in 1934-35, under the
influence of feed shortage in North America,
denaturing of wheat in some European coun-
tries, and very low prices of wheat (including
subsidized exports from France, Sweden, and
Poland) in Great Britain and Denmark.
Wheat prices were higher in 1934-35 than
in the year or two preceding, if one looks at
such outstanding series as those for the
United States, Winnipeg, and British import
wheats. The net rise shown by averages for
the year, however, fell far short of hopes
and expectations aroused by what seemed,
early in the year, a striking improvement in
the ‘“statistical position.”* As the true situa-
tion became clearer, the bullishness that first
prevailed gradually evaporated; and a fresh
advance in the spring of 1935 was soon fol-
lowed by pronounced decline. British “parcels
prices” in terms of gold averaged 47 cents a
bushel—4 cents higher than in 1933-34, but
far below the level of 63 cents which the In-
ternational Wheat Agreement had made a
major objective. It is no longer possible, how-
ever, to take any one series of prices as a con-
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densed reflection of what has ceased to he a
“world wheat market.” Diversity of wheat
prices, within and among nations, was a fea-
ture of the year as of the three preceding.

In the United Kingdom, where the domestic
crop was large and most of it went to market,
native wheat sold at heavy discounts below
imported wheat, and in terms of gold (39
cents, pre-devaluation basis) at the lowest
point yet reached. Quasi-official market oper-
ations held up prices of wheat in Canada, and
on British markets Canadian wheats were
quoted far above their normal relation to Ar-
gentine wheats. In the United States, though
specific governmental interposition was negli-
gible, wheat prices were continually above an
export basis; hard wheats were relatively
dearest, and durum prices were at import
levels through most of the year.

The accumulated surplus of wheat, which
has been refllected in abnormally high levels
of visible supplies and year-end stocks ever
since the huge crop of 1928 was marketed, was
materially reduced in 1934-35 in the world
ex-Russia. Disappearance exceeded new sup-
plies by a larger absolute margin than ever
before.? According to our estimates for the
greater part of the world ex-Russia,® year-end
stocks were reduced by some 270 million bush-
els from the record peak in 1934; and recent
developments presage a further reduction
toward more normal levels by midsummer
1936. Elimination of the “surplus carryover,”
however, will not mean that the underlying
wheat surplus problem is solved; for despite
governmental efforts to restrict wheat acreage
in several countries, world wheat producers
are still “geared” to raise more than the mar-
ket is likely to absorb at prices that growers
regard as remunerative,.

1 But cf. H. C. Farnsworth, “Decline and Recovery
of Wheat Prices in the ’Nineties,” WHEAT STUDIES,
June-July 1934, X, 342: “. . . . it seems to us probable
that, so long as world ycar-end stocks substantially
exceed 700 million bushels, complete and sustained
recovery of wheat prices is unlikely. On the other
hand, marked shrinkage of the wheat surplus, such as
appears to be in prospect for 1934-35, is a factor favor-
able to some (though it may be small) improvement
in world wheat prices relative to commodity prices in
general,”

2 In percentage terms, the reduction may have been
larger in 1897-98. 8 See footnote 1 on p. 103.
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I. SUPPLIES FOR THE YEAR

The marked change in the world wheat-
supply position is reflected in Chart 1. What
we term “supplies” for the year—the sum of
initial stocks, crops ex-Russia,® and Russian
cxports—were considerably lower in 1934-35
than in five of the six preceding years. Stocks

Cuanr 1.—~Wuear Crors, ToraL SUPPLIES, AND
DISAPPEARANCE, EX-RUSSIA, FROM 1922-23*
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* Data In Table XXXII, See footnote 1 on this page.

of old wheat carried into the year were at a
record peak, some 450 to 550 million bushels
above what can reasonably be considered a
normal carryover (Chart 18, p. 141). Even
after upward revisions of early estimates,
however, the 1934 wheat crop ex-Russia fell
below the average for the six years 1928-33

! Variations in wheat production and carryovers in
the USSR, China, Turkey, Persia, and many countries
that produce little wheat have, within wide limits,
only slight bearing on the world wheat situation. For
most of these even crop estimates are not available
unt.il very late if at all, and for several of them useful
cstimates are not available for any long period of
years. For these reasons, unless otherwise noted, our
term “world ex-Russia” excludes, for production, not
only the USSR but Turkey, Asia Minor, and Manchu-
k‘uo listed in Tables 1I-IV, and others including China
listed in Table VIII. For wheat stocks or carryovers
our term “world” or “world ex-Russia” excludes all
these countries and also Mexico, Uruguay, Chile, Cho-
sen (Korea), South Africa, and New Zealand, but in-
¢ludes stocks afloat to Europe and ex-Europe.

Z'See estimates of the International Institute of
;\{:l'lcultur.e in its Monthly Crop Report and Agricul-
ural Slatistics, March 1935, XXVI, 175, 181.

* World Wheat Prospects, July 23, 1934, p- 2.

by about 370 million bushels, roughly 10 per
cent. Drought severely reduced acreage and
yields in North America and the Danube basin,
and various factors kept down acreage in both
Argentina and Australia. Big crops in import-
ing Europe, northern Africa, and a few small
producing countries elsewhere did not fully
offset short crops in most of the exporting
areas. Moreover, the USSR exported almost
no wheat, for her large 1934 crop was short in
the areas from which exports can readily
move. World exportable supplies in 1934-35
were much lower than in any year since
1925-26.2

Shorter wheat supplies in 1934-35 were ac-
companied by reduced supplies of rye and feed
grains. Except as potatoes were abundant and
good crops of maize in southern Europe facili-
tated food use of this cereal there, supplies of
the lesser grains were such as to hold down
their use for food, and in some countries to
stimulate the use of wheat for feed.

For the first year since 1924-25, new sup-
plies of wheat for the year fell markedly below
“disappearance’” during 1934-35. The “carry-
over surplus,” which has been a persistent
feature of the world wheat situation since the
onset of depression in 1929, was consequently
cut in half. Furthermore, as the crop year
drew to a close, drought and rust in North
America, with prolonged shortage of rain in
Argentina and Australia, reversed earlier pros-
pects for good wheat harvests in 1935. These
events gave promise (subsequently borne out)
of a second short world crop in succession and
suggested that in 1935-36, at long last, the
current wheat “surplus” might disappear.

THE 1934 WHEAT CROPS

In general.—The world wheat crop ex-Rus-
sia, now appraised at close lo 3,300 million
bushels, was underestimated early in the crop
year as each of several previous ones had been.
Late in July 1934 the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture expected the crop of Eu-
rope ex-Russia to be 340 million bushels less
than in 1933.¢ Oflicial estimates now standing
show a reduction of only 214 million (Table I).
A month later, when their appraisal of Euro-
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pean crops had been raised, they anticipated
that the world crop ex-Russia would be 430
million bushels less than in 1933.1 Final fig-
ures will probably show a reduction of only
about 300 million. The Canadian official re-
view of the wheat situation for August 30,
1934, expressed the probability that Europe
ex-Russia would harvest 300 to 350 million
bushels less wheat than in 1933, and that
“about two-thirds of this reduction [over 200
million] will occur in normally importing
countries.” The reduction in importing Eu-
rope now appears to have been only 98 million
bushels.

Since mid-September 1934, mostly before
mid-January 1935, our summary totals for
1934 for the world ex-Russia have been raised
by about 130 million bushels.? This proved
important, though it appears moderate beside
the net increase of nearly 330 million bushels
in the appraisal of the 1933 crop since mid-
September 1933.3 Disregarding some signifi-
cant upward revisions before mid-September
1934,* the major changes in our totals may be
summarized as follows, in million bushels:
France, +34; Poland, +26; other importing
Europe, +31; northern Africa, +11; ex-Euro-
pean importing countries, -24.5

Viewed in longer perspective in Chart 2, the

1 World Wheat Prospects, Aug. 29, 1934, p. 1.

2 The following summary figures for 1934 crops, in
million bushels, were published in our “Surveys,” in-
cluding tentative estimates or mid-range figures for
a few countries when official estimates were lacking:

World|{North-| Four North-
ex- ern | chief | Lower| Other| ern |Others
1934-35 Rus- | Hemi-|  ex- Dan- |Burope| Africa| ex-
gia |sphere porters| ube ex- | India
porters
Sept. ......... 3,167 | 2,752 1,140 255 1,190 86 147
Jan. .......... 3,279 | 2,827 | 1,161 249 1,267 87 166
May .......... 3,283 | 2,843 1,145 249 1,279 91 170
Sept. ......... 3,209 | 2,862 1,145 251 1,284 97 171
Dec. ...o.vin.n 3,295 | 2,859 1,147 251 1,281 97 168
Change ....... +128 | 4107 +7 —4 +91 | +11 +21

Later revisions, including increases for Canada and per-
haps Czechoslovakia (see below, pp. 129, 177 footnote
n), are likely to raise the 1934 total slightly further.

3 See WHEAT STUDIES, December 1934, XI, 127-28,
and below, Table I.

4In Germany successive estimates rose from 146
million bushels in July to 166 million in September
and a final figure of 167 million.

5 Including Uruguay and Chile, which are more
commonly net exporters (see Table XXV).
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reduction in the 1934 crop, by 300 to 409
million bushels from those of the four preced-
ing years, is most comparable with the drop in
1914 from the level of 1911-13. The other
striking reductions shown on the chart were
from the preceding peaks of 1903, 1906, 1915,

CHART 2—WHEAT ACREAGE, YIELD PER ACRE, AND
ProbuctioN, Ex-Russia, 1900-35*
(Million acres; bushels per acre; billlon bushels;
logarithmic vertical scale)
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* See footnote 1, p. 103. For years prior to 1925, totals are
those given in WaeaT StUDIES, April 1933, IX, 264 (col. 2),
adjusted by substituting United States figures given in re-
vised official estimates mimeographed September 1934.

1923, and 1928. Almost all of the earlier sharp
reductions were due largely to short yields,
and not (except between 1915 and 1916) to
significant reductions in acreage. In 1934,
by contrast, the short world crop was the
joint result of reduced acreage and low yields,
for the most part in the major exporting
areas. Wheat acreage ex-Russia (mainly har-
vested acreage) was the smallest since 1926
and 7 per cent below the peak 3-year average
for 1930-32. The average yield per acre ex-
Russia was less below recent levels, and not
so low as in 1924 and 1929; yet it was among
the smallest in this century except during
1916-20.

By regions.—On both acreage and yields,
however, one needs to look beyond world to-
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tals and averages. Illuminating group totals
of wheat areas for recent years are shown
in the accompanying table, in million acres.

World | Four Import-| Others
Perfod eX- chief All |Danube| ing ex-
Russia ex- otherse! basin Eu- Rus-
porters rope® slas
S
1924 (low) ....| 215.2 | 101.4 | 113.8 | 18.1 56.5 29.2
1 IO 239.2 | 119.5 | 119.7 | 18.4 60.2 41.1
1930 (peak) ...| 248.3 | 125.3 | 123.0 | 20.0 62.5 | 40.5
1525 SR 236.3 106.8 128.5 20.0 £6.9 42.6
1934 iiiiiienes 228.2 96.0 132.2 19.3 66.8 46.1
Change
1083-34....... — 8.1 | —10.8 +2.7 -7 — .1 +3.5
1930-34....... ~20.1 { —29.3 +9.2 —.7 +4.3 +5.8

a Excluding China, Manchukuo, Turkey, Asia Minor.
v Including French dependencies in northern Africa.

Reductions in acreage between 1933 and
1934, and the much greater reductions from
the world peak in 1930, were in the four
chief exporting countries. Slight reduction
in the Danube basin was more than offset by
increases outside Europe and, between 1930
and 1934, in importing Europe as well. Chart
3 makes evident the striking contrasts be-

CoART 3.—WHEAT YIELDS PER ACRE, 1934, Com-
PARED WITH RANGES AND AVERAGES FOR 1924-33%

(Percentages of 192433 averages)
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* Hollow bars indicate ranges, solid bars the 1934 yields,
f'ach expressed as a percentage of the 1924-33 average shown
n flgures. Based on data in Tables I and IV.

tween the relatively low yields per acre in
1934 in most of the export areas (and India)
and the relatively high yields in northern
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Africa, importing Europe, and other countries
as a group.

Chart 4 (p. 106) brings out correspond-
ing facts for the more important wheat-pro-
ducing areas for the years since 1924. Several
points deserve emphasis. Crops were distinctly
large in 1934 in what we term “importing Eu-
rope” (though six countries within it were net
exporters in 1934-35). They were of record
size in the exporting countries of northern
Africa, which are French dependencies. They
were large also in some ex-European coun-
tries that have hitherto generally been net
importers, notably Japan and South Africa,
though small in Egypt, Manchukuo, and New
Zealand. With the exception of Argentina,
Poland, and northern Africa, on the other
hand, most of the usual exporting countries
ex-Russia had small or short crops.! This was
true of the Danube basin and Australia, which
had had large crops in 1933, and of Canada
and the United States where the 1933 crops
had been small. The United States crop of
1934 was below 500 million bushels for the
first year since 18902 and under 60 per cent of
the average for 1928-32.

Importing Europe had a crop second only
to the bumper harvest of 1933. According to
official estimates now standing, the net re-
duction was only 98 million bushels. The
crops of France, Germany, and Italy were
smaller in 1934 than in 1933—129 million
bushels less as now reckoned. Reductions in
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Austria, and Bel-
gium-Luxemburg, now totaling some 28 mil-
lion bushels but perhaps somewhat less, were
more than offset by increases of 59 million
bushels over 1933 in all other Europe ex-
Danube.

Nowhere in importing Europe was the 1934
wheat crop really small. The only ones now
reckoned below the corresponding average
for 1929-33 were in Italy and Czechoslovakia;
but even in Italy, where the reported crop was
65 million bushels less than in 1933, the 1934
harvest could hardly be called small (see
Chart 15, p. 130). The German crop was
larger than any post-war crop prior to 1932,

10n the peculiar situation in the USSR, see p. 111,
2 Agriculture Yearbook, 1935, pp. 349-50.
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and above the pre-war average for the cor-
responding territory. The French crop was
the largest in post-war years except that of
1933. Poland’s crop was among the largest
cven in recent years.

THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 1934-35

further under the new wheat policies adopte(d
in 1932; yields per acre in the islands were
slightly above the highest previous record:
and the combined crop was nearly doublc
that of 1931 when acreage had fallen to the

Cuanrr 4.—WuzaT ProbucrioN, YIELD PER ACRE, AND ACREAGE IN Major AREAS EX-Russia, 1925-35*

(Million bushels; bushels per acre; million acres)
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* Data in Tables J-1V. Sce footnofe 1, p. 103.

Outside of the countries just mentioned,
wheat crops of importing Europe and north-
ern Africa were cither of record size or one of
the largest for many years. Conditions were
exceptionally favorable in the British Isles,
the Iberian peninsula, and northern Africa.
Morocco, Algeria, and Portugal each har-
vested the largest crop ever reported, and the
Spanish crop was not far below the record
crop of 1932. In the United Kingdom and the
Irish Free State, acreage expanded somcwhat

lowest point in more than a century. In the
Netherlands, the Scandinavian® and Baltic
states, and Switzerland, large acreage and
high yields resulted in 1934 crops above the
previous record level of 1933.

Turkey, which is nowadays a large wheat
producer, had a big crop of about 100 million
bushels, as in 1929-31 and 1933. In Egypl,

1 A slight reduction in Sweden was more than offset
by increases in Denmark and Norway,
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on the other hand, the crop was the smallest
since 1928 (Chart 16, p. 131). Acreage was
held down, as in the preceding year, to about
the lowest point since 1925, because larger
areas were put into cotton; and rust and
other factors greatly reduced the yield.t

Among ex-European importing countries
there were two notable crops. Thanks to
yields far above average (though still low)
on a large acreage, the Union of South Africa
had a record wheat crop nearly 40 per cent
above the average for 1929-33. Japan, with
high yields on a record acreage, had also a
record crop—for the first time in forty years
practically sufficient for her net domestic re-
quirements. The crop of Chosen (Korea) was
the largest since 1926. Japan’s rice crop was
exceedingly poor; but a heavy carryover re-
mained from the record crop of 1933, and rice
imports from Chosen and Taiwan (Formosa)
were very large.

Two other oriental countries, which are

1 Commercial Intelligence Journal, Nov. 24, 1934,
p. 777. High water on the Nile prevented sowing of
maize in some flooded areas, but this did not mate-
rially affect the wheat acreage.

2 See Chinese official Crop Reports, and data given
by a Chinese wheat authority in an article by the
Minister of Industry, in the official Chinese Economic
Journal, August 1935, XVII, 121. With these figures
one may contrast the estimates given in a recent re-
port from the Shanghai representative of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (Press Release No. 546-36,
Sept. 30, 1935) that China’s crop of 1934 was 840
million bushels compared with a 1931-34 average of
780 million. At best, no estimates of Chinese crops
can as yet be considered very trustworthy.

88See Table XV for United States carryovers by
types. Those of Canada included a good deal of Garnet
wheat, which is inferior in milling quality.

4 For some years American millers have believed a
great deal of wheat in the huge stocks would prove un-
millable, What is millable, however, depends in part
on what is available. The carryover on July 1, 1935,
was inferior to what had been milled from the crops of
1933 and 1934, but superior to much of the poor 1935
crop,

S In the latest issue of Broomhall’s Corn Trade Year
Book (April 1935, p, xi), however, the editor compares
Argentine wheats of recent years unfavorably with
those of 1928-29; and adds that “the quality of French
wheat is also poor” and that Russian and Hungarian
wheats are not equal to those of pre-war years.

¢ See pp. 127, 162. Domestic food use of durum is
around 13 million bushels a year. In years of large
€rops much durum is fed on farms, large quantities are
exported as grain (Table XVI) or in processed form,
and variable quantities are blended with other wheats
to produce bread flour.
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excluded from our totals for the world ex-
Russia, also deserve brief comment. For sev-
eral years prior to 1932, the Manchurian prov-
inces of China shipped surplus wheat abroad.
In 1934 Manchukuo, under the control of
Japan, had the smallest of three successively
diminished crops, less than 45 per cent of the
average for 1927-31 (Table II). The 1934
crop of China proper was materially overesti-
mated early in the season, and is now offi-
cially regarded as below rather than above
the average for recent years (Table VIII).
Four crop reports showed estimates succes-
sively reduced from 892 million bushels in
June 1934 to 800 million in December. In
January 1935 the estimate was put at 815 mil-
lion, which compares with a 1931-34 average
of 865 million (Table VIII) and an estimated
“normal” of 830 million.? China’s rice crop
also was small in 1934—perhaps 20 per cent
below average.

Type and quality.—In the world crops of
1934, as in those of 1933, soft wheats strongly
predominated. Initial carryovers in North
America consisted largely of hard bread
wheats,® and that in the United States was
drawn upon for domestic consumption.*
Large carryovers elsewhere, however, con-
sisted mainly of soft wheats, and these were
drawn down during the year. Hard wheats
constituted an unusually small fraction of in-
ternational shipments. Canada shipped spar-
ingly, Russia almost none, and Hungary little,
while the United States—formerly an exporter
of hard wheats—was a net importer. Much
of the Argentine exports to Europe, however,
consisted of harder wheats than have been
common in past years, and these were liked
by European millers.5

In the United States crop of 1934 (Table
VI), durum wheat was most conspicuously
short. As compared with a crop of 98 million
bushels in 1928 and an average of 55 million
in 1928-32, the 1934 outturn is estimated at
only 7 million bushels. Moreover, this fol-
lowed a small crop of durum from which only
a small carryover remained (Table XV). In
consequence, durum prices rose to a level
which induced the import of some 6 million
bushels paying a 42-cent duty.® The crop of
hard red spring was also the shortest in many
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years.! Now estimated at 54 million bushels,
it compares with the recent low of 70 million
in 1931, a high of 202 million in 1928, and a
1928-32 average of 154 million. The crop of
hard red winter, though slightly larger than
in 1933, was little more than half the average
for the preceding five years. The crop of white
wheat, largely grown in the Pacific Northwest,
was the smallest in several years but nearly
80 per cent of the 1928-32 average. The crop
of soft red winter was only slightly below its
average for the same period, which was raised
by the huge crop of 1931.

Partly because of generally dry weather
when the 1934 wheat crops were maturing
and being harvested, they were of unusually
high quality almost everywhere. Though spe-
cific data on quality are limited, this is re-
flected in almost all available evidence on
test weight per measured bushel, grades, pro-
tein analysis, and flour yield per bushel. A
few examples will suffice.

In the United States all of the five types of
wheat were of exceptionally high quality in
practically all respects, as the small 1933
crops of hard red winter and hard red spring
had also been.? The average protein content
of hard red spring-wheat inspections in Can-
ada (samples of No. 3 Northern and better)
was 14.1 per cent, the hest of the six years for
which official tests have been made (Table
I1X); and that of amber duru.m was also fairly

1 Comparable data extend back only to 1923. The
total spring-wheat crop (91 million bushels) fell be-
low that of 1931 (114 million), which until 1934 was
the smallest since separate estimates have been made
(1909).

2 See U.S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics (Grain
Division), Summury Report [on] Quulity of the 1934
Crops [of]1 Wheat, Barley, Oats, and Rye . . . ., Nov.
21, 1934. Official data are not available to continue
Table XI of WaeaT Stubies, December 1933, X, 126.

8 Pelshenke’s investigations of samples from four
recent crops (as reported by J. H. Shollenberger in
Foreign Crops and Markets, Sept. 23, 1935, pp. 430-31)
showed the following percentage distribution, in terms
of protein content on a 13.5 per cent moisture basis:

Over11.2 11.2-10.4 10.3-8.6 Under 8.6
Crop per cent per cent per cent per cent
1931......... 13.3 22.2 58.6 6.1
1932......... 8.4 15.7 55.5 20.4
1933......... 24.4 21.9 44.0 9.0
1934......... 46.1 14.4 32.2 7.3

4+ World Wheat Prospects, Aug. 29, 1934, pp. 3, 14.
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high. In the Danube basin the quality of the
crop was reported generally good. The Ger-
man crop of 1934 was of unusually high
gluten content.* In France official analyses
showed the highest test weight per bushel in
several years, and the crops of northern
Africa were reported excellent in quality ag
well as quantity.+

For a few countries some qualifications
must be made. In Canada, some 75 per cent
of the hard red spring wheat inspected graded
No. 1 Hard to No. 3 Northern. Though very
good, this percentage was not so high as in
four of the five preceding years. There was
a considerable proportion of low-grade wheat,
though this was by no means as large as in
1928 and several earlier years. Grades 4 and
5 accounted for 12 per cent, considerably
more than usual, and 2.4 per cent was classed
as No. 6 or feed wheat. In addition, some 10
per cent was classed as “tough” or “damp”
because of excessive moisture for straight
grades (Table IX). A good deal of the Argen-
tine crop was of poor quality. In Australia,
f.a.q. standards for the different states were
rather below than above average, in Victoria
owing to injury from late rains. In Italy, test
weights were reported to run from 77 to 78
kilos per hectoliter as compared with 80 for
the excellent crop of 1933.

FacTtors AFFECTING S1zE oF CRroPs

Economic forces, government measures (in
net effect), and adverse weather combined to
reduce wheat acreage ex-Russia for the 1934
harvests. Among these, drought was of para-
mount importance, most notably in North
America. Drought was also primarily re-
sponsible for low yields where they occurred,
and favorable weather for high yields where
such were obtained.

Broadly speaking, wheat prices were very
low during the season for planning and
planting wheat for the 1934 crop—not so far
below previous levels as to bring about much
further contraction of acreage, but only in
rare instances such as to stimulate acreage
expansion. Even in several European im-
porting countries which have held prices of
domestic wheat far above those in exporting
countries, prices were lower in 1933-34 than
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in several preceding years.! In the United
States, mainly because of short crops in 1933,
the devaluation of gold, and unusually effec-
tive tariff protection, wheat prices were much
ahove earlier low levels, but they were still
regarded as unremunerative to most grow-
ers. In Canada there was some shift from
wheat to coarse grains on the basis of rela-
tive prices. In Argentina linseed prices were
relatively attractive, leading to temporary
shifts from wheat to flax.? In Australia, where
wheat growing and sheep raising are not
merely complementary but competitive, wool
prices were so sharply higher in 1933-34 as to
stimulate wheat farmers to expand sheep at
the expense of wheat.? In Japan, prices of
wheat were relatively better than those of rice
and the barleys.t Altogether, these and other
economic influences alone would have made
for little aggregate change in wheat acreage
sown; increases in the United States might
have offset reductions elsewhere.
Government influences on wheat acreage
were divergent. In some countries, persist-
ence in established policies tended to stimu-
late expansion. In a few others, more or less

1 See data for a few countries in Table XXXIV, in
terms of pre-devaluation gold cents per bushel.

2 Latest data indicate that the Argentine area sown
to wheat for the 1934 crop was reduced (by less than
the linseed area was increased) to about 93 per cent
of the average area sown in 1928-32, The average for
1931-33 (used under the International Wheat Agree-
ment) was particularly low for Argentina because ad-
verse weather reduced sowings in 1931. From this
average the reduction in 1934 was very slight, accord-
ing to revised figures shown in Table VII.

% Average prices of wool, in pence per pound, are
summarized for recent seasons in the official Produc-
tion Bulletin No. 28, September 1935, p. 35:

Greasy, Greasy Greasy, Greasy
Year total merino Year total merino
1927-28 .... 19.50 19.50 1931-32.... 8.46 8.30
1928-29 ... 16.44 16.50 1932-33 .... 8.72 8.50
1929-30 .... 10.29 10.50 1933-34 .... 15.84 15.80
1930-31 ..., 8.36 8.70 1934-35 .... 9.75 9.70

“See C. L. Alsberg, “Japanese Self-Sufficiency in
Wheat,” Wagar Stupiss, November 1935, XI1I, 91.

5 See J. S. Davis, Wheat and the AAA (Washington,
D.C., 1935), pp. 96-104, 12934, 347-53.

8 Ibid., chap. x, especially pp. 334-40.

" Some commitments were qualified by unpublished
reservations.

8 Davis, op. cit., pp. 317-18, 322-23.

e % See International Institute of Agriculture, Monthly
Top Report . . .., December 1934, XXV, 930.
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effective efforts were made to reduce acreage
sown.

In the United States, the first year’s wheat
program of the Agricultural Adjustment Ad-
ministration called for a 15 per cent reduction
from the average sown for 1930-32. The net
reduction in sown acreage was under 8.5 per
cent, and that attributable to the program not
much over 5 per cent. Though over 75 per
cent of the base acreage was reported “signed
up,” compliance was not perfect. Contraction
by signers was partly offset by expansion of
others, since contracts were signed by nearly
all who intended in any case to reduce, while
many who preferred to maintain or expand
their wheat acreage did not sign.® If, how-
ever, the drought had not supervened to re-
duce acreage for harvest, the AAA would have
brought about more reduction than it can
properly take credit for.

Under the International Wheat Agreement,
the three other major exporting countries ap-
peared to have agreed to reduce their sown
acreage for 1934 by 15 per cent from the aver-
age for 1931-33; but none took steps to force
so substantial a cut, and in Australia, where
alone the outcome practically fulfilled the
pledge, economic forces rather than govern-
ment measures were primarily responsible.®
The similar pledges of the Danube exporting
countries and signatory importing countries’
not to increase their wheat acreage were re-
sponsible for few if any active changes in gov-
ernmental policy.8

The wheat acreage reported for the Dan-
ube basin countries was nearly 5 per cent
below that of 1933 (Tables I, III). In Italy,
Germany, France, Spain, and Sweden, which
together have about four-fifths of the wheat
acreage of importing Europe, there was a
net reduction from 1933 aggregating about
2.2 per cent. For the most part these reduc-
tions, which totaled about 1.0 million acres,
were due to adverse weather for fall sowing?®
together with some winterkilling. All of the
other seven European signatory countries re-
ported increases in acreage, to the highest
level since the war; and their aggregate ex-
pansion of .7 million acres represented a 6
per cent increase over 1933.

Among countries that did not sign the
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agreement—most of them minor wheat pro-
ducers—acreage expansion was the rule, un-
der more or less continued government stimu-
Ius. Indeed, unwillingness to change policies
already in operation was doubtless a potent
reason for not signing, even on the part of
such co-operative nations as the Netherlands,
Denmark, Norway, and Finland. The largest
increase was in India, where the wheat area
increased from 33 million acres to 36 million,
a high record (Table I). In the aggregate,
some 13 other non-signatory countries in-
creased their wheat area between 1933 and
1934 by .65 million acres, or 7 per cent. Far
higher percentage increases occurred in the
Irish Free State, Norway, Switzerland, and
the Union of South Afriea.

Under agrarian pressure to protect wheat
growers from depressed prices, financial pres-
sure to curtail imports, and a variety of argu-
ments for increased self-sufficiency in wheat,
the smaller wheat-importing nations have,
like the larger ones, expanded their wheat
acreage and production greatly since 1929.
This movement has extended to South Amer-
ica, South Africa, and the Orient., The Japa-
nese Imperial Government adopted in 1931 a
“five-year wheat plan” under which, sup-
ported by economic influences, the wheat area
rose between 1931 and 1935 by .4 million
acres, or over 30 per cent.!

Weather conditions accounted for minor
changes in wheat acreage in several coun-
tries. In some, more favorable weather made
for increase in sowings as compared with
1933. This was true, for example, of United
States winter wheat, and it may have been a
factor in numerous countries where acreage
was increased. To a greater degree adverse
weather curtailed sowings, as it did in France,
Germany, and Italy, the Danube basin (where
a late corn harvest in 1933 was also a factor),
even more in the North American spring-
wheat belt, and to some extent in Australia,
Argentina, and elsewhere.?

In the world acreage totals, and particu-
larly in the United States, abandonment of
sown acreage was still more important.
Largely because of adverse weather in the fall
and winter, 21 per cent of the winter-wheat
acreage was abandoned or not harvested for
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grain;? this was much above average though
less extreme than in 1933, when 33 per cent
was abandoned (Table VII}). Contrary to al]
precedent, the spring drought caused about
half of the spring-sown acreage to be aban-
doned, and the loss of acreage was greater in
spring wheat than in winter wheat. If similar
data were available for the Canadian spring-
wheat belt and the Danube basin, abnormal
abandonment would be shown there as well.+
Abandonment of winter- and spring-wheat
acreage in the United States alone amounted
to 18 million acres as compared with an aver-
age of 7 million in the three years 1930-32;
the difference alone accounts for over two-
thirds of the net decrease in world wheat acre-
age from the 1930-32 average to 1934.
Drought also was the major factor respon-
sible for very low yields per harvested acre in
the United States and per sown (or harvested)
acre in Canada,’ as in 1933; for yields well

1 Alsberg, op. cit., pp. 67-100.

2 Davis, op. cit.,, pp. 111-14, 130, 349, 351.

3 Some fall-sown acreage was cut for hay by con-
tract signers in order to comply with terms of their
“adjustment contracts.”

4 For Canada, official data on spring-wheat acreage
refer only to sown acreage (Tables I, III). In France
and Germany, winterkilling was reported larger than
usual—in Germany nearly 6 per cent.

6 The official summary of the development of the
crop is given thus in the Monthly Review of the Wheat
Situation, Sept. 22, 1934, pp. 26-27:

“The Prairie Provinces experienced a very unfavour-
able growing season with large areas affected by
drought, soil drifting, extreme heat, pests, hail and
frost. The most adverse conditions were experienced
in the southern and central areas of the three prov-
inces while northern districts again received adequate
rainfall. The season commenced with extremely dry
weather during the month of May, resulting in soil
drifting, especially in southern areas. In many cases
growth did not commence until the early part of June.
In June timely rains were received and crops through-
out western Canada responded to improved conditions
with a marked recovery throughout the drought area.
The rains also assisted in checking the damage of
grasshoppers. In July drought conditions returned
and moisture reserves were insufficient to carry the
crop through the hot dry weather experienced during
the latter part of July and the early part of Au-
gust. . . . During the latter part of August damaging
frosts were received in northern Saskatchewan and
Alberta, These frosts lowered both yields and grades
and were particularly damaging to late crops.”

In Saskatchewan, where the damage was greatest,
the yield per sown acre was 8.6 bushels, little over
half of the long-time average.
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helow average in the Danube basin, India,*
and Australia (Tables I, IV); and for reduced
yields in Germany, Italy, and Czechoslovakia.
Of the major exporting countries, Argentina
alone had a yield above average; and among
the usual exporting countries only the French
dependencies in northern Africa, which har-
vest early, had record yields.

In most of the more humid countries of
importing Europe, where excess of moisture
is more to be feared than deficiency, yields
generally averaged high (Table IV) in spite
of damage done (especially in Germany) by
rainfall deficiencies in the spring months. In
the drier Iberian peninsula also, as in Mo-
rocco, Algeria, and Tunis, excellent yields
were the rule. Record yields were secured in
the United Kingdom, Portugal, Sweden, and
two of the Baltic states. The same was appar-
ently true in Japan and South Africa. Among

1 Since reduced yields were offset by increased acre-
age, India’s wheat crop was about the same in 1934
as in 1933 or the 1929-33 average (Table I), and far
above poor crops such as those of 1919, 1921, and 1928.

2 Official estimates are given thus under “Latest
News” in the International Institute of Agriculture,

Monihly Crop Report . ..., August 1935, XXVI, 641:
Two

Year Wheat| Rye | bread [Barley| Oats | Malze | Total
| grains

Provucrtion (million unils of 60 lbs.)

1928-32 av... 798 788 1,586 219 522 126 2,453

1933, 0.0t 1,019 889 1,908 288 560 176 2,938

934,00, 1,117 740 1,857 251 694 141 2,943
AREA (million acres)

1928-32 av,..| 80.35 | 65.37 | 145.72 | 18.04 | 42.96 9.62 216.3

1933, ..., 82.14 | 62.72 | 144.86 | 17.93 | 41.22 9.78 213.8

1934, &7.10 | 59.37 | 146.47 | 20.96 | 44.51 9.09 221.0

3 See various numbers of World Wheat Prospects,
issued monthly by the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
especially that for Nov. 24, 1934, In its monthly re-
view for March 1935, the International Institute of
Agriculture reported that the Secretary of the Wheat
Advisory Committee (Andrew Cairns) figured on a
crop of 775 million bushels as compared with the
1928-32 average of 797 million.

*Close observers consider that the official allow-
ance for heavy harvesting losses suffered in 1933 was
much too low, and that the wheat actually garnered
was 10 to 20 per cent below the official estimate of
1,019 million bushels. See World Wheat Prospects,
Nov, 24, 1934, p- 5.

50n Jan. 1, 1935, bread rationing was abolished,
and increases in wages were made to all low-paid
WOfkers with a view to compensating them for paying
Holng{ prices for bread. See article by L. Volin, in
Foreign Crops and Markets, Jan. 28, 1935, pp. 77-81.
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net-importing countries,only Belgium, Czecho-
slovakia, and Italy reported yields below the
10-year average 1924-33, and at least one of
these seems to be below the truth (see p. 129).

RussiA’s Cropr AND EXPORTS

Early in the spring of 1934 indications
pointed to a big wheat crop in the USSR : the
sown acrcage was large; a relatively large
proportion was sown to winter wheat, which
usually yields better than spring; fall plow-
ing for spring secding was larger than usual;
and spring wheat was sown relatively early.
However, as in the United States, winterkill-
ing and severe drought caused heavy aban-
donment of fall-sown acreage, and persistent
drought reduced yields per acre on what re-
mained. In the summer and autumn of 1934,
Soviet officials considered the total grain crop
equal to that of 1933, as official estimates now
show it.2 Foreign observers, however, gen-
erally believed that the wheat crop would
prove much smaller than that of 1933, which
standing official estimates count slightly
larger than the bumper crop of 1930.4

No official estimate of the 1934 crop was
published until July 1935; at the surprising
figure of 1,117 million bushels, it exceeded
that for 1930 by 128 million and that for 1933
by nearly 100 million (Table I). Poor crops
in 1931 and 1932 had forced severe restraints
on wheat consumption and brought carry-
overs down to minimum levels. Two big
wheat crops in succession could be expected
not only to relieve the internal shortage and
permit reconstitution of reserve stocks, but to
make possible liberal exports as well. Early
in the season it was clear, however, that,
while timely rains had greatly aided spring-
sown crops, prolonged drought had played
havoc with the important winter-wheat crops
in the Ukraine and North Caucasus, from
which wheat flows most readily into export
through the Black Sea. Under the circum-
stances, with export prices still very low, the
policy was to restrict exports to negligible
amounts, to take steps to facilitate increased
domestic consumption by the increasing pop-
ulation, and to build up large reserves.’

In the ten years ending July 1935, Russian
wheat exports averaged only 31 million bush-
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els a year, net, out of crops officially esti-
mated to average 858 million (Tables I,
XXII). Nearly 60 per cent of the net exports
of this decade were made in two years follow-
ing the bumper harvest of 1930, when wheat
consumption was drastically restricted in
order to obtain much-needed foreign exchange
from grain export sales. In striking contrast
with net exports of 179 million in those two
years are net exports of only 36 million in the
past two crop years combined. Even more
striking is the contrast between 114 million
bushels in 1930-31, after one big crop, and
less than 2 million bushels in 1934-35, fol-
lowing two crops cven larger.

OTHER GrAINS, HAY, AND POTATOES

An outstanding feature of the crop year
1934-35 was the drastic effect of severe
drought upon United States crops of other
grains and hay as well as wheat. Total grain
production in 1934 was only about 42 per cent
of the 1924-29 average, and hay production
less than two-thirds of the corresponding
average. Crops of rye, barley, oats, and corn
were the smallest in several decades, as shown
by comparative data in million bushels:

Period Rye Barley Oats Corn¢
1909-13 av. ....... 33.8 163 1,080 2,632
1928-32 av. ....... 38.7 283 1,218 2,562
1933 ... .. ..., 21.2 156 732 2,352
1934 ............. 16.0 118 526 1,377

..... (1870) (1900) (1881) (1881)

¢ Grain equivalent on entire acreage.
harvested as grain go back only to 1919.

Data on amounts

The combined production of corn, barley,
oats, and grain sorghums is estimated by the
Department of Agriculture at 50.8 million
short tons, only about half of the average of
100.6 million in 1928-32. The official index
of crop production (based on production of
seven grains, tame hay, cotton, tobacco, and
white and sweet potatoes) was the lowest
since 1890 and only two-thirds of the average
for 1909-13; in per capita terms it was the
lowest on record (1866-1934) .2

So extreme a feed shortage presented a
serious national problem.? It entailed drastic
slaughter of livestock for lack of feed, includ-
ing 8.3 million head of cattle purchased
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through the Agricultural Adjustment Admin-
istration and the Federal Surplus Relief Cor-
poration.* It led also to imports of feed graing
which, though very small in relation to the
feed shortage, were large in comparison with
any in recent years and turned former ex.
port balances into net import balances.s

In Europe ex-Russia the 1934 crops of bread
grains, feed grains, and potatoes, considered
as a whole, turned out better than was ex-
pected and proved of good size though smaller
than in 1933 (Table V). In lotal, the rye crop,
which is important for both food and feeq,
was a little below average instead of large
as in 1933 or short as in 1931. Only in the
Danube basin was the crop relatively small,
The Baltic states had the largest rye crops
since the war, and Scandinavia the largest
since 1926, before Sweden shifted so heavily
from rye to wheat. The European barley crop
was somewhat farther below recent averages,
but larger than in 1931 or crops prior to 1928.
The reduction from 1933 or the average was
most pronounced in the Danube basin, where
the crop was the smallest in more than a
decade. European production of oafs was the
smallest since 1924, but still only about 10
per cent below the average for 1929-33. The
reduction was relatively greatest in Germany
and France. Production of maize, which is a
food crop as well as a feed crop in Italy and
the Danube basin, was large—much larger
than in 1933. Production of potatoes, which

1 Gross exports, three-fourths of which were shipped
in August-November 1934, were 4.1 million bushels;
imports exceeded exports in August 1934 and April
1935 (Table XXVII),

2 8ee chart in Davis, op. cit, p. 112, The revised
figure for 1934 differs slightly from that shown on the
chart.

8 Late in 1934 the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
issued an extensive analysis of the situation created
by the drought.

1See D. A. FitzGerald, Livestock under the AAA
(Washington, D.C., 1935), chap. x.

5 The following illustrative data from Agriculture
Yearbook, 1935, and Foreign Crops and Markets on net
exports (with net imports shown in parentheses) are
in thousand bushels, including products in terms of
grain:

July-June Corn Barley Oats
1924-29 av. ....... 20,796 35,695 19,763
1929-34 av. ....... 5,649 9,510 4,216
1933-3¢ .......... 4,721 1,552 1,251
1934-35 .......... (18,103) (14,107) (14,499)
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are a feed crop as well as a food crop in sev-
eral countries, was even larger than the pre-
vious record crop of 1932.

Since Europe is a net importer of feed
grains, their international position had some
hearing on the world wheat situation. During
most of the crop year 1934-35 this position
was relatively tight, chiefly for three reasons:
the United States was a net importer, instead
of a net exporter; the Danube basin had poor
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crops of the small grains; and Argentina, the
outstanding maize exporter, had harvested in
April-May 1934 a very small crop of that
grain which followed one not much larger.
At higher prices for feed grains, less moved
in international trade (roughly reflected in
Table XX). The position was materially eased
when Argentina harvested in 1935 what
proved to be a bumper crop of maize
(Table V).

II. MARKETING AND VISIBLE STOCKS

GOVERNMENT MEASURES

The year 1934-35 witnessed few relaxations
of government controls affecting marketing
and disposition of domestic wheats. Instead,
most of the changes in national policy and
programs, particularly in continental Euro-
pean countries, involved extension or tight-
ening of such controls.

A German law of June 27, 1934, effective
July 1, gave the Minister of Agriculture com-
plete control over sale, handling, and process-
ing of grain. The Reich Grain Office was given
authority to decide how and to what extent
producers of wheat and rye for food may or
must sell, at fixed prices; to issue regulations
to dealers in wheat and rye; and to instruct
processors how much they may purchase and
sell within stated periods, what rates of ex-
traction they shall employ, and what mini-
mum stocks they must hold. These powers
were extensively used. The newly created
Czechoslovakian Cereal Company was given
a monopoly of the grain trade of that coun-
try, from July 1, 1934, In Spain, under a de-
cree of the same date, the wheat trade was put
under control of local (communal) wheat-
trading commissions (juntas de contratacion
de trigo), each consisting of the head of the
municipal government (alcalde) or one of his
councilors, one member elected by local wheat
growers, and a third by local millers and
wheat buyers. A high degree of regulation
Wwas continued in various other countries—
through state agencies in the Irish Free State,
France, her dependencies in northern Africa,
the Netherlands, Italy, and several of the
Baltic and Danube states.

In Czechoslovakia the new state monopoly
undertook to buy all wheat and rye at speci-
fied prices. In Norway, Sweden, Switzerland,
and Greece state agencies offered such high
prices (fixed for June and July in Sweden)
that they got practically all the farmers’
wheat. In Germany, Spain, and Italy, and
France in the early part of the crop year,
prices on a rising scale were fixed for pur-
chase through the private trade, which in Ger-
many was subject to thoroughgoing control.
In Poland, some of the Baltic states, Italy, and
Rumania state agencies bought up supplies
with a view to regulating the flow of grain and
supporting prices, subsequently disposing of
some of their holdings for export. Loans de-
signed to facilitate holding by growers were
offered in Poland, Spain, Italy, and Japan. In
France some 22 million bushels was pur-
chased for a “security stock.”

In order to force domestic wheat through
the mills, several countries required, as in
previous years, that mills use not less than
stated percentages of domestic wheat in their
grist. In France this was 100 per cent for
bread flour (counting wheat from northern
Africa as domestic). In Sweden during most
of the year it was 90 per cent for mills in the
compulsory cartel, 100 per cent for others. In
Italy also it was very high. In the Netherlands
it was 45 per cent, having been raised over the
past few years as domestic crops have in-
creased. In the Irish Free State it was even-
tually fixed at 1034 per cent. To get wheat
used up, France fixed a low maximum rate
of extraction (65 per cent). To dispose of
government-controlled stocks of old wheat,
France and Italy required mills to include in



114

their grist, while these stocks lasted, certain
minimum percentages of such carryover
grain, purchased at fixed prices.

As the foregoing examples inadequately
suggest, not only international trade but in-
ternal trade in wheat and flour was subject in
Europe, in 1934-35, to more extensive na-
tional control than since war-time controls
were liquidated.

RATE oF MARKETING

Marketings in the United States were un-
usually early in 1934-35, in proportion to the
total for the season. Official data indicate
that wheat farmers marketed at country
points 42 per cent of the season’s total mar-
ketings in June—July (Table X). July—June
receipts at thirteen primary markets east of
the Rockies totaled 160 million bushels;
nearly 50 million bushels of this were received
in July 1934. This was much larger than in
July 1933, but in later months of 1934-35 re-
ceipts fell below corresponding figures for
1933-34. These peculiarities were due in part
to the unusual crop distribution, with very
short crops of spring wheats. Hard win-
ter wheats, however, were harvested early
and were shipped promptly in response to
good milling demand.

In Canada also farmers marketed more
heavily than usual in the early part of the
season, considering the small size of the crop.
Receipts at country elevators and platform
loadings in August — October 1934 exceeded
those of 1933 by 10 million bushels, and rep-
resented nearly two-thirds of the season’s
total as compared with 55 per cent in 1933
(Table X). In both countries reported mar-
ketings represented an unusually small per-
centage of the amount of the crop or the quan-
tities estimated as “sold or for sale.”

Australian farmers, who had held persis-
tently in the early months of 1934, sold more
freely in the second half of the year, and re-
turned to their holding tactics only in June—
July 1935.

In the United Kingdom more wheat was
marketed than in any year except 1918-19
for decades. The crop was the largest since
1921 and, like that crop, of high quality.
Moreover, the wheat policy inaugurated in
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1932 impels farmers to sell all except their
“tail corn” even if they need wheat for feed,
for the subsidy is paid in proportion to certi-
fied sales of millable wheat.! In 1934-35 such
sales represented 96 per cent of the esti-
mated crop. Much of this, of course, was
bought by wheat farmers for seed or poultry
feed and by other farmers for the latter use;
and other large amounts were ground by
“provender millers” into meal for feed on
farms and elsewhere.

In Germany the new grain-control agency
assigned quotas to farmers to insure mini-
mum deliveries in the different parts of the
crop year. In Bulgaria growers were required
to deliver to the monopoly all but specifically
exempted quantities. In various other conti-
nental countries, including Poland, Italy, and
Spain, efforts were made to induce farmers to
hold back their wheat through making loans
on it as collateral.

VISIBLE SUPPLIES

Stocks of wheat statistically reported in
trade channels, commonly termed “world vis-
ible” supplies, had risen in successive years
from a low level in 1925-26 to a record level
in 1931-32,2 and subsequently receded as the
huge stocks in United States terminals were
drawn down (Chart 5). As this shrinkage
continued in 1934-35, world visibles fell to
lower levels than in any year since 1928-29.
Primarily because of huge Canadian stocks,
however, total visibles remained far above
“normal” levels such as are roughly reflected
in averages for 1925-26 to 1927-28.

After two very short crops in succession,
commercial stocks of United States wheat fell
in April-July 1935 slightly below the corre-
sponding averages for the three pre-depres-
sion years just mentioned. Though Canada’s
crops too were small in 1933 and 1934, stocks
of Canadian grain in North America fluctu-
ated in 1934-35 on a level generally higher
than ever before, far above that of 1931-32
and much farther above the 3-year average

1 See below, p. 155. Thus the wheat policy has in-
creased the business of the “inland corn trade.”

2 See charts in our previous crop year “Reviews,”
especially December 1931, VIII, 141, and December
1932, 1X, 73.
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mentioned above. This was an unwelcome
consequence of the price-supporting policy.

Australian visibles—which, like Canadian,
include wheat at country stations—were well
above former averages through most of the
year. Because of Australia’s small crop of
1934, they were lower at their peak than

CHART 5.—WHEAT VISIBLE SUPPLIES, WEEKLY, 1934-35,
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ever, these visibles ran high throughcut the
calendar year 1934 and were at record levels
through January 1935 (Table XI). The high
level inadequately reflected the backing up of
wheat, followed by gradual disposition of
stocks, under the influence of the Argentine
Grain Board’s stabilization activities in the
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* Weekly data for the series summarized monthly in Table XI.

in any of the three preceding years; but
they were relatively high in the early months
of the crop year as a result of retarded selling
by Australian farmers from the preceding
¢rop, and again in June-July 1935 for much
the same reason.

Argentine visibles always constitute a mi-
nor fraction of the world total since they in-
clude only wheat at terminals, where storage
Space is limited.! In comparison with data for
corresponding weeks in earlier years, how-

1933 crop (see p. 155). The lowness of the
peak in April 1935 was mainly incidental to
the unchecked flow of exports from the mod-
erate crop of 1934.

Stocks of wheat afloat to Europe fluctuated
on a low level throughout 1934-35, for several
reasons. Much as in the preceding year, the
volume of international trade was very small;
shipments on consignment were smaller than

1 The record peak, in early May 1934, was little over
22 million bushels.
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in several recent years; stocks of domestic
wheat were generally abundant in Europe;
and restrictions on imports and milling con-
tinued generally such as to render difficult,
and/or to increase the risks of, laying in
stocks of import wheat at low prices. In con-
trast with the preceding year, when crop
scares had led to increased purchases in May—
July 1934, fears of shortage in 1935-36 did not
become imporiant market factors until after
mid-July 1935. So exireme was the decline in
shipments Lo Europe in July (see p. 122) that
stocks afloat to Europe fell to an extraordi-
narily low point—Iless than 17 million bushels
at the end of the crop year.!
Stocks in British ports, on the contrary,
were well maintained through the year, al-
though far below the record level of 1931-32
(when Russian wheat accumulated there),
and not so high as in 1933-34. In 1934-35
little wheat was shipped to the United King-
dom unsold; but with import wheat readily
available at low prices in lerms of sterling,
British stocks were kept well above the pre-
depression average and, till lale in the crop
year, above that of 1932-33 as well. These
stocks too, however, reached their lowest
point of the crop year al the end of July 1935.
The course of world visible supplies was
peculiar in three particulars (Chart 5). First,
the total rose but little—net, practically not
at all—between early August and mid-De-
cember, when ordinarily the greatest rise oc-
curs. For this peculiarity the unusually slight
increase and subsequent net recession of
United States visibles were mainly respon-
sible; these in lurn were the result of light
marketings from a short crop moving rap-
idly into consumption, combined with current
drafts on terminal stocks. In addition, Cana-
dian visibles rose much less than usual,
chicfly hecause the crop was small; Austra-
lian and Argentine visibles declined much
more than usual in this period, in conse-
quence of liberal shipments from large sup-
plies remaining from the 1933 crops; and

1 Weekly data since the war show a previous post-
war record low of 20 million bushels, reported for
Dec. 23, 1933; and 31.4 million, reported for July 30,
1932, as the previous low for a weekly date nearest
Aug. 1.
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stocks afloat to Europe, which tend to rise gt
this season, declined instead as Canada ex.
ported at only a moderate rate while olher
exports from the Northern Hemisphere were
very small.

Second, the characteristic midwinter peak
in world visibles was much less than usna]
above the preceding midsummer low. Under
the influence of factors already noted, stocks
in Canada and afloat to Europe increased bhut
little and soon declined; stocks in the Uniteq
States and in British ports diminished; and
Australian and Argentine visibles rose less
strikingly and began to decline earlier than
usual.

Third, the year’s peak in world visibles was
reached some weeks earlier than usual. This
was chiefly because North American visibles
persistently declined after early November
while Australian and Argentine wheat, from
crops of small and moderate size respectively,
moved rather freely into export until June.

CHART 6.—ST10CKS 0 WHEAT AND FLOUR IN CoM-
MERCIAL ELEVATORS AND MILLS IN GERMANY,
MonTnvLy From JuLy 31, 1932*
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* Offleial data as reported in International Institute of
Agriculture, Monthly Crop Report and Agricultural Statistics.

Two other series of data on visible supplies,
which are not included in our totals hecause
they are available for only a limited period,
deserve brief comment. Stocks of import
wheat in Antwerp, Rotterdam, and other con-
tinental European ports were of good size in



INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Oclober—March, but fell rapidly in the spring
1o an unusually low level in August 1935.2 In
Germany, largely because of official pressure,
wheat and flour stocks in commercial chan-
nels were unusually heavy throughout the
crop year, as shown by Chart 6; but they de-
clined rapidly in the spring, eventually below
the high figure for July 31, 1934.> Stocks of

IIT.

International trade in wheat and flour in
1934-35 continued profoundly under the in-
fluence of national measures. Nowadays, one
can use the phrase “world wheat market”
only in a limited sense, very different from
that which was appropriate in pre-war and
pre-depression years. Import barriers, with
tariffs outstripped in importance by milling
regulations, import quotas or monopolies, and
exchange controls, have never been more gen-
eral or more restrictive in time of peace.® If
these seemed to impose less immediate limi-
tation on wheat imports than in some pre-
vious years, this was only because, under
their persisting influence, domestic produc-
tion and carryovers in various countries had
so increased that big supplies of native wheat
effectually served as barriers to imports.

Moreover, refunds of import duties and
direct subsidies on exports affected an even
larger volume of shipments than in 1933-34,
with France replacing the United States in the
leading role. Exports under special intergov-
ernmental arrangements, and generally han-
dled through official control agencies, in-
creased in number if not in volume aflected.
The Argentine Grain Regulating Board ex-
certed little influence as compared with its
major role in the first half of 1934. On the
olher hand, government-financed holding in
Canada had a powerful inlluence on the vol-
ume, distribution, and course of shipments;

! See below, p. 142, footnole 2.

*Data on Italian stocks have been reported monthly
”'11).' from July 31, 1934. Sce International Institute of
:\'grlcultm'c, Monthly Crop Report . ..., March 1935,
XXVI, 240, and later issucs.

“‘In view of the space devoted to this topic in
carlier issues of our “Reviews” and “Surveys,” we
mflke no attempt here to go into all the complex de-
tails of changes in policy or procedure in 1934-35.
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domestic wheat were unquestionably heavy
throughout the year in France, northern
Africa, Spain, Portugal, Sweden, and several
other countries, all of which faced problems
of surplus disposal. These facts largely ex-
plain why, toward the end of the crop year,
stocks afloat to Europe were allowed to run
and fall so low.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE

and toward the close of the crop year, wheat
prices and international movements were fur-
ther affected by trade expectations that this
holding policy would shortly be reversed.
Ocean freight rates on wheat continued at
about the lowest levels ever known. In terms
of gold (Chart 7), average rates for the year

CHARrT 7.—OCEAN FREIGHT RATES ON WHEAT TO
Eurore, ANNUAL AVERAGES FroM 1922-23%
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¢ To United Kingdon,

4 To Liverpool.

¢ To Antwerp and IHamburg.
were generally lower than even in 1933-34,
the chief exception being on the route from
Canadian Atlantic ports to the United King-
dom. The factors chielly responsible for the
decline to low levels are: the plethora of ocean
shipping even before the depression; declin-
ing costs of shipbuilding and operation; the
diminished volume of international trade



118

during the depression; and the very light in-
ternational movement of wheat in the past
two years. In comparison with pre-war rates
or pre-depression levels, the most striking
declines are shown in rates on the longest
routes, from Australia, Argentina, and North
Pacific ports to Europe; from Australia and
Argentina to the Orient similar declines were
important. Corresponding figures expressed
in current United States cents (Table XXVI)
are higher for the past three crop years, but
this is largely a reflection of the depreciation
of the dollar.

VoLUME AND COURSE OF TRADE

In total, the international movement of
wheat and flour in 1934-35 fell below all fore-
casts. In terms of net exports of net-export-
ing countries, it was the smallest since the
war. Except for the war year 1917-18, ship-
ments to Europe in 1934-35 were the smallest
in the present century. Aggregate net ex-
ports of flour were the smallest since 1920-21.

In general.—In gross volume, international
trade in wheat and flour in 1934-35 was ap-

CHART 8.—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT
AND Frour, FroM 1900-01*
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* Data from Broomhall’s Corn Trade Year Books, and
Corn Trade News. See Table XX.
¢ For 53 weeks.

proximately at the low level reached in 1933-
34, with reduced shipments to Europe more
than offset by an increase to ex-Europe.
Broomhall’s data shown in Chart 8, however,
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are not closely comparable in the two years,
The latest total is for 53 weeks instead of the
usual 52; and it includes a considerable part
of the shipments to the United States, which

CHART 9.—NET EXPORTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR By
ExprorT AREAS, FROM 1922-23%
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Broomhall has hitherto ignored. In other re-
spects his series is more comprehensive in
recent years than in earlier ones; hence fully
comparable data would show 1934-35 rela-
tively lower than it appears.

Net exports of net-exporting countries, 2
better index of the volume of trade, were
about 532 million bushels in 1934-35, as com-
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pared with 553 million in the preceding year
and a peak of about 950 million in 1928-29
(Chart 9). Average figures for comparison
are (a) 800 million bushels for the nine years
ending with 1931-32, and (b) about 675 mil-
lion bushels for the five years before the war.

Canada’s exports constifuted a smaller frac-
tion of the total trade than usual, and a
smaller fraction of her exportable supplies
than ever before. Argentina exported more
than Canada, and a larger part of the total (34
per cent) than in any previous year. The
United States was a net importer for the first
year in almost a century. Net exports from
North America (160 million bushels) fell
strikingly below those of Argentina and Aus-
tralia (290 million), by a far larger margin
than in 1933-34. Net exports from the Dan-
ube basin were smaller than in any recent
year except 1932-33, and those from Russia
and India were negligible. But the French de-
pendencies in northern Africa exported a rec-
ord volume, and no less than ten European
countries were net exporters in 1934-35.

The decline in net imports of Europe ex-
Danube is shown in Chart 10 in relation to
crops and total disappearance. Two facts
stand out clearly: the marked increase in
wheat production in this area since the then
bumper crop of 1929; and the failure of do-
mestic utilization to expand beyond the level
reached in 1928-29. In 1934-35, importing
Europe had a large crop, held consump-
tion about constant, drew upon large accumu-
lated stocks, and thus was able to get along
with very light imports. Capone, however,
was right in saying:?

-... The magnitude of the internal suppliesin most
of the European countries resulting either from
the plentiful harvests of 1934 or from the stocks
carried over from previous years, would not have
Faused such an appreciable reduction in demand
if these countries had not at the same time taken
steps to support domestic wheat prices and, in a
more radical and general way, to protect national
currencies, which constitute an increasingly diffi-
cult obstacle to the movement of goods.

The notable shrinkage in European im-
ports, which is reflected in Charts 8 and 10, is

! G. Capone, in International Institute of Agricul-
ture, Monthly Crop Report . . .., May 1935, XXVI, 334.
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indicated by the following data on net imports
of Europe ex-Danube, in million bushels:

192429 1929-34 1933 1934
Area average average —34 -35
British Isles .......... 224 240 238 218

France, Italy, Germany 216 94 20 4
Other Europe ex-Danube 191 175 128 128

509 350

............. 386

The reduction in British and Irish imports
was moderate, yet appreciable. The combined
net imports of France, Italy, and Germany,

CHART 10.—WHEAT SUPPLIES AND DISAPPEARANCE
1N ImrorTING EUROPE, FROM 1922-23*
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* Data from Table XXXII. “Disappearance’ represents
crop plus net imports adjusted for estimated changes in
stocks,

formerly major net importers, showed a strik-
ing shrinkage from an average of 216 million
bushels in pre-depression years to 4 million
in 1934-35. If their imports from French
dependencies in northern Africa were de-
ducted, the latest net figure would be net ex-
ports of about 20 million bushels. The shrink-
age was also marked in other continental Eu-
ropean countries outside the exporting area of
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the Danube basin. Their combined net im-
ports in 1934-35 were much the same as in
1933-34 but only two-thirds as large as the
average for the five pre-depression years.
Poland and Lithuania were joined as net ex-
porters by Sweden, Estonia, and Latvia. Spain
and Portugal had large surpluses, but chose
not to export wheat. Total net imports of
Europe ex-Danube were 280 million bushels
less than the average for the five years ending
with 1928-29. Continental European coun-
tries shipped fair quantities to Great Britain
and ex-Europe, and their gross imports from
overseas countries appear to have been not
much over 100 million bushels.

Forecasts of the volume of trade in 1934-35
proved seriously in error, especially in re-
spect to European imports and Canadian ex-
ports. In August-September 1934 all indi-
cations seemed to point toward an interna-
tional movement in 1934-35 some 40 to 60
million bushels larger than in 1933-34;* the
actual volume of trade was about 20 million
bushels below the low level of 1933-34.2 Early
forecasts were far too high, chiefly because
1934 crops in importing Europe had been
greatly underestimated (see p. 104). Even
successive downward revisions of forecasts
proved inadequate, however, chiefly because
import purchases were notably restricted late
in the crop year.

Broomhall’s successive forccasts of inter-
national shipments for 53 weeks and our pub-
lished forecasts of net exports for 12 months
compare as follows with the actual results,
in million bushels:

Broomhall (shipments) T'ood Rescarch Institute
To Total | Europe
Date To ex- | Total net, | net im- Date
. 1 Europe| Eurone exports| ports*
Aug. 15 ... 448 128 576 600 | 420-445 Sept. 16
Feb. 6..... 416 136 552 575 395 Jan. 156
May1l..... 404 140 544 555 390 May 15
Actual....| 381 146 527 532 375 Actual
Net change| —67 418 —49 —68 | —45-70 Net change

e Of net-importing countrics only.

Forecasts of European net imports made by
other authorities all proved far too high. The
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international Wheat Advisory Committee first
suggested, in August 1934, a figure of 4¢5
million bushels. The U.S. Department of
Agriculture put out a forecast of 450 milliop
in late September 1934, lowered it to 440 mil-
lion a month. later, and again to 400 million
late in January. The International Institute
of Agriculture forecast 430 million in Octgo-
ber 1934, and 390 million in March 1935; their
reported actual figure was 357 million.

Shipments to ex-Europe ran above forecasts
chiefly because of heavy exports to the United
States (mainly from Canada), some of which
Broomhall included in his shipments figures
as he had not previously done; but Austra-
lian shipments to the Orient materially ex-
ceeded expectations.

Early in the season Broomhall expected
Canada to contribute 50 per cent of {otal
shipments; she actually contributed only 31
per cent of a much smaller total, and the
difference amounted to 122 million bushels.
As late as February 14, 1935, Mr. McFarland
expressed confidence that Canada’s exports
would exceed 240 million bushels;? they
proved to be only 165 million. On the other
hand, shipments from Argentina, Australia,
and miscellaneous countries all exceeded
Broomhall’s successive forecasts of movement
from these areas, except that for Argentina
as of May 1.4 Our corresponding forecasts of
net exports by sources, at first given in terms
of ranges, proved less wide of the mark; but
we substantially overestimated Canadian ex-

1 See WHEAT STUDIES, September 1934, XI, 26-27.

2 Ibid., September 1935, XII, 16-17, and Table XXI
below. Broomhall’s figures for shipments show an in-
crease of 3 million bushels, but his totals for 1934-36
cover 53 weeks instead of the usual 52, and are other-
wise too inclusive for appropriate comparison with
previous years.

3 Address at Moose Jaw, quoted below, p. 154.

4 Details are as follows, in million bushels:

Aus-

Date Canada Argentina tralia Others
Aug. 1 288 160 96 24
Oct. 31 280« 168 88 32¢
Feb. 6 240 168 96 48
May 1 200 184 104 56
Actual 166 183 112 66

« Followed by “?” beginning Jan. 9.
b “Txpected importer on balance.”
f
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ports and underestimated those of miscella-
neous exporting countries.

The course of shipments is perhaps best
reflected in Broomhall’s weekly data, slightly
smoothed by the use of 3-week moving aver-
ages. These are shown in Charts 11-13 in

CyanT 11.~—~INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT
AND FLrour, 1934-35%

(Mlllion bushels; 3-week moving average)
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* Based on Broomhall’s data from sources noted under
Chart 8. Averages are for corresponding weeks in the 10-
year period ending July 27, 1935.

comparison with corresponding averages for
the ten preceding years. These bring out the
exceedingly low level of total shipments, ship-
ments to Europe, and shipments from North
America; and the relatively high level, unu-
sually well maintained through the year, of

1 Details are as follows (except for the United
States), in million bushels:

Can- | Argen-| Aus- | Dan- North-
Date ada tina |tralla| ube | USSR | ern |Others
Africa
—_—

Sept. 15 ... 280) | {160} | (110) | {16] |({Under)| {20 1
210 186 136 20 16 16 2
Jan. 16 ....,.. 210 100 120 17 3 25 8
May 16 ....... 190 180 115 18 2 28 22
Actual ......,. 165 182 | 109 | 22 2 24 28

A_s of Sept. 15 we forecast net exports of under 10 mil-
lion bushels from the United States; and later that the

United States would be a net importer, as the event
proved,
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shipments from Argentina and Australia.
They also afford illustrations of certain char-
acteristic features of the movement, and pe-
culiar departures from the usual course which
call for explanation.

On the whole, the course of trade was domi-
nated by import purchases rather than by
export pressure. This was chiefly because,
under the market control exercised in Canada,
sales of Canadian wheat fell off when com-
peting wheats were freely sold; and there was
little of the distress selling which has oc-
curred in several earlier years. Furthermore,
European import purchases exerted a domi-
nant influence on the course of the movement
as a whole. Shipments to ex-Europe were
relatively light during the winter months, but
through most of the year they ran surpris-
ingly close to the average for the preceding
decade.

CHART 12.—SHIPMENTS To EUROPE AND TO EX-
Eurorg, 1934-35, COMPARED WITH AVERAGES*

(Million bushels; 3-week moving average)
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The usual striking increase of shipments
from late July to late October was notably
absent. Exports from the United States, Rus-
sia, and the Danube basin, which usually con-
tribute to this seasonal increase, were very
small (Table XXVII). Canadian shipments,
held down by quasi-official market support,
rose very moderately and even receded after
August instead of rising further. Most ex-
ceptionally through this period, Argentine
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and Australian shipments from heavy stocks
consistently exceeded North American ship-
ments; and {luctuations in Southern Hemi-
spherc shipments largely accounted for
marked fluctuations in total shipments.

CHART 13.—SHIPMENTS FROM MAsor EXPORT AREAS,
1934-35, COMPARED WITH AVERAGES*

(Million bushels)
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* See footnote to Chart 11.

In November—January the course of ship-
ments was most nearly similar to the usual
one. The sharp decline to mid-December re-
flected slowing down of Canadian shipments
after the close of navigation on the St. Law-
rence, while Australian and Argentine ship-
ments fell to seasonal lows; and the ensuing
rise was due mainly to expansion of new-crop
shipments from the two latter countries. The
midwinter peak was reached around Febru-
ary 1, as usual; but this was not, as com-
monly, the maximum for the year, for Argen-
tine shipments increased less than usual at
this season and Australian far less.

The decline from the midwinter peak was
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unusually small; shipments from Canada ang
Australia were well maintained at their low
level, and Argentine shipments increased in
March instead of declining.

The characteristic rise in May and the sub-
sequent decline were extraordinarily pro-
nounced and, contrary to the usual experi-
ence, the spring peak was considerably higher
than either autumn or midwinter peak. Ca-
nadian shipments, which commonly increase
after the opening of the St. Lawrence, con-
tributed less than usual to the spring rise and
fell off more than usual from mid-May to mid-
June. Argentine shipments, contrary to their
usual course, rose sharply and then declined;
and Australian shipments did also, though in
less marked degree. In addition, shipments
from miscellaneous countries, which are usu-
ally light at this season, increased materially
in April-May. The sharp advance in wheat
prices from mid-March to mid-April (see p.
149) stimulated European import purchases
for May shipment, which drew wheat from
all quarters where it was freely available.
France,! Sweden, Poland, the Danube states,
and northern Africa took this opportunity to
reduce excessive stocks by liberal sales for
export (Table XXVII},

After the prompt recession from the rela-
tively high spring peak, shipments fell off
more sharply than usual in the closing weeks
of the crop year. For the extreme of this re-
cession, hand-to-mouth buying by European
importers was primarily responsible. This
was influenced in June by crop news which
then indicated much larger crops in North
America, and good crops in Europe in 1935.
Through July 1935 world wheat shipments
declined to an extremely low point. This de-
cline was due primarily to the virtual cessa-
tion of import purchases early in the month,
when the view gained ground that Canadian
wheat, instead of being sold sparingly for
export, would soon be rather freely available
at lower prices (see p. 1560). This view was
not easily dislodged, and the price recovery
on crop scares later in July did not lead fo
heavier purchases in time to affect shipments
materially.

1 Sales of French denatured wheat in British ports
were reported on Mar, 25--26, Apr. 2—4, 8, 26, and May 3.
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TRADE OF EXPORTING COUNTRIES

Canada.—For the first year since 1919-20,
Canadian exports of wheat and flour (165
million bushels net) were exceeded by those
of Argentina. Canada had abundant supplies
of wheat—sufficient, indeed, to have exported
twice as much as she did without leaving her
granaries bare. There was no lack of eager-
ness to export: in fact, it was extremely dis-
appointing to Canadians that Broomhall’s
early forecast of 288 million bushels proved
so much too high. The light exports were in
large measure the result of three factors:
importers’ demands, as we have seen, were
much less urgent than had heen expected; the
price-supporting policy pursued by John L
McFarland, with the backing of the Dominion
government, served indirectly to hold down
Canada’s share of the export movement; and
trade expectations of a different policy in
1935-36, under the new Canadian Wheat
Board, adversely affected export sales late in
the crop year.*

Since November 1, 1930, Mr. McFarland
had been general manager of Canadian Co-
operative Wheat Producers, Ltd., the central
selling agency of the three provincial pools.
To this position he was appointed from pri-
vate business, with the approval (and pre-
sumably at the behest) of the Canadian banks
and the Dominion government, after the 1930
debacle in wheat prices had forced the pools

1This board was appointed on Aug. 15, 1935, with
Mr. McFarland as chairman, under provisions of the
Canadian Grain Board Act, approved on July 5. Early
in December, after the Liberal victory in the October
elections, the personnel of the board was changed,
James Murray succeeding Mr. McFarland as chairman.

2 Recent publication of considerable evidence, long
kept secret, now makes possible analysis of these op-
crations, which we hope to make the subject of a sub-
sequent issue of WHEAT STUDIES.

3 Se(‘a A. E. Taylor, “World Wheat Prices, Canadian—
Argentine Spreads, and the Ottawa Agreement,” WHEAT
Stupies, Octoher 1935, XI1, 49.

4 Southwestern Miller, Nov. 12, 1935, pp. 23, 25.

i In a campaign speech late in August 1935, H. H.
Stevens ((ormerly minister of trade and commerce in
the Bennett government of Canada) stated that two or
three years ago he had worked out a plan acceptable
to the Chinese government whereby China would have
taken 50 million bushels of Canadian wheat in ex-
change for 16-year bonds; but the Canadian govern-

ment chose not to approve the deal. See ibid., Sept. 3,
1936, p. 36.
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into financial straits; the government sought
to rescue them in order to avert serious reper-
cussions on the banks and on business. Mec-
Farland closed the pool’s sales offices abroad,
and subsequently sold only to the trade. He
sought to follow a merchandizing policy,
hedging pool grain as private merchants do.
But he had taken over the burden of handling
some 76 million bushels of unhedged wheat,
and eventually faced, as the Federal Farm
Board earlier had done, the pressure to under-
take market stabilization operations on a large
scale. In each of the past three years these
operations, conducted with the financial guar-
antee of the Dominion government, have ex-
erted marked influence on world wheat devel-
opments.? Here it is appropriate merely to
consider their bearing on international trade
during 1934-35.

In virtual control of the Winnipeg market
(see below, pp. 142, 149), McFarland had
four objectives: to keep wheat prices to grow-
ers as satisfactory as possible; to keep to a
minimum actual and potential losses to the
Dominion government; to further export sales
and thus to reduce the Canadian carryover;
and to maintain the good will of the grain
trade at home and abroad. These objectives
could not all be secured at once. In practice,
steps taken with the first two aims primarily
in view served to restrict Canadian exports
and to arouse increasing criticism from the
trade.

Even the United Kingdom imported little
more from Canada than from Argentina, de-
spite the British import duty on ex-Empire
wheat. At price relations prevailing, British
millers were evidently content to use an un-
usually small percentage of Canadian wheat
in their mix and a larger fraction of Argen-
tine.* The United States became Canada’s
second largest customer. Even so, exports to
this country were much less than had been
expected. Efforts were vainly made to secure
a liberal interpretation of the American tar-
iff phrase ‘“unfit for human consumption.”
Equally vain were Mr. McFarland’s reported
negotiations for the sale of 50 million bushels
of wheat for relief disposition.* No other steps
were taken to expand Canada’s exports
through special deals,® subsidies, or sales at a
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loss. Most of the rest of the Canadian exports
moved to Europe. Little went to the Orient,?
or to ex-Europe as a whole (Table XXIV).
Of the Canadian exports, 4 million bushels
of wheat, plus a little flour, moved out of
Port Churchill by the Hudson Bay route on
which the first experimental shipments were
made in the summer of 1931.2 The volume
shipped overseas through United States ports
declined to the smallest figure in many years
—something like 30 million bushels, as con-
trasted with an average of around 150 million
in the four years ending with July 1929.8 The
rest of Canadian wheat grain exports moved
out of Canadian Atlantic and Pacific ports,
with Vancouver and Prince Rupert handling
well over half of the wheat grain and the vari-
ous eastern Canadian ports an unusually
small volume (Table XIX).
Argentina—Exports of wheat and flour
from Argentina were not only exceptionally

1 Toward the end of the crop year, Japan imposed
a 50 per cent ad valorem additional duty on imports
of wheat and flour (and other specified products)
from Canada, in retaliation for Canadian duties on
imports from Japan. Commercial Intelligence Journal,
July 27, 1935, p. 153.

2 See WHeAT STuDIES, August 1932, VIII, 453-55.
Canadian Grain Statistics gives initial stocks and ex-
ports by crop years (practically all shipped in Sep-
tember and October) as follows, in thousand bushels:

Stocks Grain Flour Total
Year Aug. 1 exports exports exports
1931 (... cees 545 .. 545
1932 ..ooiiiiin 2,291 2,736 22 2,758
1933 ...l 2,430 2,708 . 2,708
1934 ... 2,476 4,050 66 4,116
1985 ......... . 2,389 ..

8 Canadian official data understate exports to the
United States. A fairly reliable (though still rough)
indication of Canadian exports through United States
ports may be gained by subtracting general imports
of wheat grain according to United States statistics
(see Table XVII, making allowance in 1934-35 for
imports from other countries) from the Canadian total
of exports fo and through the United States (Table
XIX). Some reasons for the decline in recent years
(apart from the shrinkage of Canadian exports) are
given in WHEeAT STubnies, October 1933, X, 28-30.

4 See further below, pp. 154-55.

6 World Wheat Prospects, Nov. 24, 1934, p. 18.

6 See WueaT STUubpies, January 1932, VIII, 224-26;
December 1932, 1X, 104, 112.

7 Chinese official data show wheat imports from
Argentina by calendar years as follows, in thousand
bushels: 1932—27%; 1923—4,939; 1934—3,566. Japa-
nese official data suggest that some Argentine wheat
was imported in 1934, and show a total of 872,000
bushels in January-September 1935.
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large in 1934-35 (Table XXI); they exceeded
early expectations, and also Argentina’s export
surplus from the crop of 1934.

Operations of the Grain Regulating Board
had been important for several months in
the preceding crop year, when its wheat pur-
chases of 1933 crop wheat at minimum prices
were largely responsible for the fact that
large stocks remained in Argentina to he
shipped after August 1, 1934. Before that
date, however, the board had practically com-
pleted its purchases and sold four-fifths of its
holdings. In August-January following, it
gradually sold the balance of its stocks, but
the quantities and prices were such as could
not greatly affect wheat prices or the course
of exports. When the new crop came forward
in November-December 1934, wheat prices
remained above the board’s unchanged buy-
ing price and the wheat moved out freely.!

Argentina shipped the great bulk of her
wheat to the United Kingdom and continental
Europe. Though much of it was shipped “to
orders,” this did not, as in some years, reflect
“distress wheat.” Owing to the lack of pres-
sure of other export wheats, Argentine grain
was absorbed with reasonable readiness. Dur-
ing the year, intergovernmental clearing ar-
rangements were made with Germany,’
Brazil, and various other countries by which
Argentine wheat could be purchased.

Argentina continued to hold the great bulk
of the Brazilian market (Table XXIV) in
which her participation had been heavily re-
duced in 1931-33 while Brazil used up the 25
million bushels of United States stabilization
wheat obtained in exchange for coffee.t Argen-
tina also continued to ship to China and Ja-
pan, whose markets her wheat first entered
in 19327 Though comprehensive data are
lacking, we infer that Argentine wheat and
flour exports to the Orient in 1934-35 éx-
ceeded Canadian.

Australia—Exports of 109 million bushels
from Australia in 1934-35 were much less
than in the years following the big crops of
1930-32, and had also been exceeded in some
earlier years. They were, however, 23 million
bushels larger than in 1933-34, though the
crop of 1934 was 44 million bushels smaller
than that of 1933. Australian farmers had sold
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with reluctance in 1933-34, and large stocks
remained on August 1; in 1934-35, sales by
farmers and for export were more freely made
until June, and stocks were drawn down to
more usual levels by August 1. This situation
explains why Australian exports almost com-
pletely failed to show in 1934-35 the seasonal
variation that is usually so pronounced (see
Chart 13, p. 122). Contributing to this same
result was the exceptional fact that nearly
one-third of the exports were shipped in the
form of flour (see below, p. 134).

The geographical distribution of Australian
exports was also unusual. Australia’s exports
to the Orient were again heavy, after a reces-
sion in 1933-34 because of compelition of
subsidized Pacific Northwest wheat. Though
helow high figures of the three years ending
with 193233, her exports to Japan, areas un-
der Japanese control, China, and Hong Kong
totaled about 42 million bushels in July-June
1934-35. This constituted not only the lion’s
share of wheat and flour exports to the Orient,
but about 40 per cent of Australia’s total ex-
ports of these products (Tables XXII, XXIV).
Because of quality considerations, most of the
Victorian wheat exports were shipped to the
Orient. In all, Australia exported to the Ori-
ent in 1934-35 about as much wheat grain,
and nearly three times as much flour, as to
the United Kingdom.!

Other exporting countries.—Exports from
the Danube countries were unusually small in
1934-35. This was largely because the 1934
crops were so short; indeed, net exports from
the region as a whole, in total only 22 million
bushels, were less than the amount by which
we estimate that its wheat carryovers were re-
duced (Tables XII, XXI). While Hungary
and Yugoslavia exported throughout the year,
Rumania and Bulgaria permitted shipments
only late in the season (Table XXVII) when
good crops were in prospect for 1935. Almost
all of the exports from this region, even from
Hungary, were in the form of grain. Almost
all were shipped under special intergovern-
Imental arrangements which were negotiated,
for example, by Hungary with Italy and Aus-
tria, by Yugoslavia with Germany and Aus-

; I_See data in the Quarterly Summary [of] Aus-
ralian Statistics, Bull, No. 140, June 1935, p. 40.

125

tria, and by Rumania with Germany and
Czechoslovakia. Such bargains, which have
gradually evolved from preferential arrange-
ments inaugurated in 1931 and have since
been of increasing importance, are designed to
afford outlets for grain surpluses of the ex-
porting countries on preferential terms, and
to insure to importing countries the liquida-
tion of frozen credits or preferential outlets
for their goods.

In Poland, early estimates indicated a crop
too short to permit exports. It proved, how-
ever, to be of good size, and Poland exported
3.9 million bushels net—not much less than
the record figure of 4.6 million in 1925-26.
The exports moved with the aid of an export
premium of 6 zloty per quintal (about 31
cents per hushel). Much went to Germany,
under an extension of the German-Polish rye
agreement, and was imported duty-free by
the Reich Grain Office.

Three of the Baltic states, which have been
stimulating expansion of their wheat acreage
and had good yields in 1934, were net ex-
porters in 1934-35: Lithuania as for several
years past, but in larger volume; Estonia for
the first time; and Latvia for the first time in
appreciable amounts. Some of this wheat
moved (e.g., to Finland) under special inter-
governmental agreements. The net total,
however, was little over 2 million bushels.

Sweden, which has followed a similar
policy, had big crops both in 1933 and in
1934 and faced a surplus problem in 1934-35.
Imports for blending were reduced to the low-
est level in years—about 1.5 million bushels;
and 3.3 million bushels were exported with
the aid of a bounty, chiefly in March-July
1935 (Table XXVII).

The outstanding European exporter in
1934-35 was France, hitherto almost invari-
ably a net importer; in terms of gross or net
exports, indeed, she ranked fourth among the
exporting countries—ahead of the United
States, Russia, Hungary, and India. This ex-
traordinary situation resulted in part from
the unusual conjuncture of three big crops
in succession in 1932-34, and in part from
government measures regulating milling, re-
stricting imports, and lowering the quality
while holding up prices of flour and bread.
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The crop of 1934, after the oflicial estimates
had been raised, was ample to cover usual
domestic use; but carryover stocks had been
at the record height of over 100 million bush-
els, and her northern African dependencies
chanced to have excellent crops and record
supplies for export. Their combined net ex-
ports, in fact, slightly exceeded those of the
Danube basin (Table XXII).

To cope with this serious surplus problem,
the French government took a series of steps
modifying and supplementing those in force
in 1933-34.* In August-September, licenses
were issued for the export of 13 million bush-
els.? The export bounty was raised from 80
francs per quintal to 90 (about $1.63 per
bushel). Exports of bread wheat from French
Morocco to France were permitted only under
terms which required that, for every 100 quin-
tals so exported, 60 must be exported outside
of France or stored for carryover.? Other
measures designed to hold down exports from
northern Africa to France, except of durum,
were taken.? When the international Wheat
Advisory Committee met in November 1934,
France secured approval of other exporting
countries for the export of 33 million bushels
of domestic wheat, two-thirds of which was to
be denatured.” Substantial premiums for de-
naturing wheat, first provided {or under a
decree of August 5, 1933, were continued.

The statistics of French trade in wheat and

1 See articles in Foreign Crops and Markets, Sept.
24, 1934, pp. 332-43; Feb. 18, 1935, pp. 157-81; Oct. 7,
1935, pp. 492-96; and Internalional Review of Agri-
culture, March 1935, XXVI, E 97-108. See also above,
p. 113, and below, pp. 140, 143, 153.

2 Foreign Crops and Markets, Nov. 12, 1934, p. 500.

8 World Wheat Prospects, Oct. 31, 1934, p. 12,

4 ]bid., and Commerce Reports, Aug. 11, 1934, p. 93;
Dec. 15, 1934, p. 380; Jan. 26, 1935, p. 60.

5 International Institute of Agriculture, Monthly
Crop Report . ..., March 1935, XXVI, 178. At the
May 1935 meecting of the committee, this was altered
to permit over two-thirds to be exported without
denaturing.

¢ Broomhall reported that export licenses were is-
sued for a total of 5.1 million quarters (40.8 million
bushels). Corn T'rade News, Sept. 18, 1935.

7 World Wheat Prospecls, Dec. 29, 1934, p. 19.

8 Commercial Intelligence Journal, Aug. 25, 1934,
p- 305. After the small 1934 crop was harvested, mini-
mum prices and export bounties were continued. Com-
merce Reports, Jan. 26, 1935, p. 61.
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flour for August-July 1934-35 may be sum-
marized thus, in thousand bushels:

Other Flour

Durum wheat as wheat Total

Imports:
N. Africa .... 6,745 9,835 3,636 20,216
Others ...... 1,770 8,703 64 10,537
Total ..... 8,515 18,538 3,700 30,753
Exports, total .. 26 38,051 10,159 48,235
Net exports ....(8,489)" 19,513 6,459 17,483

¢ Net imports.

Wheat grain exports thus reached about 38
million bushels,’ against imports of 27 million
bushels. In addition, flour exports exceeded
flour imports (mainly from northern Africa)
by the equivalent of 6.5 million bushels.
Through most of the crop year French wheat
was a significant factor in European markets,
wherever it was admitted. Much of the
wheat, and some of the flour exports, went
into feed use in Denmark, the United King-
dom, Germany, and elsewhere.

Other exporting countries.—Net exports of
French Morocco, Algeria, and Tunis in Au-
gust~July 1934-35 exceeded French imports
from these dependencies in the same period
by about 4 million bushels; and we infer that
some such amount was exported to Italy and
other Mediterranean countries. The Nether-
lands, though still one of the largest wheat
importers of continental Europe, has sold
abroad some of its surplus domestic wheat at
only a fraction of the price paid to wheat
growers by the official agency. Exports were
reported as 2,172,000 bushels in 1933-34 and
1,352,000 bushels in 1934-35. Turkey was
reported to have sold 625,000 bushels to the
Reich Grain Office, Germany,” and actually
exported more than this. Uruguay presum-
ably exported, with the aid of an export
bounty, some of the surplus wheat from the
big crop of 1933 which was bought up by the
Bank of the Republic at prices fixed by law’*

THE UNITED STATES AS A NET IMPORTER

For the first year but one since colonial
days, the United States was a net importer
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of wheat.! The precise difference between
jmports and exports cannot be ascertained,
for we lack some essential data on stocks of
wheat and flour and on actual rates of mill-
ing extraction. Roughly, wheat imports ex-
ceeded exports of wheat and flour (including
shipments to United States possessions) by
9 to 4 million bushels. The net import balance
was clearly insignificant, yet it is in striking
contrast with our past record as a net exporter
of wheat and flour, as shown by Chart 14.
Moreover, several component elements call
for elucidation.

Cuant 14.—UNITED STATES NET EXPORTS OF WHEAT
AND Frour, FrRoM 1870-71*

(Million bushels)
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* Chiefly official data for July—June years, such as given
in Table XVII, and including shipments to Alaska, Hawalii,
and Puerto Rico; for certain war years, our revisions as
given in WaEeAT STUDIES, December 1927, IV, 101.

Though our 1934 crop was extremely short,
primarily because of drought, initial stocks
of wheat were so large that total supplies were
statistically ample for food, seed, and liberal
feed use for a year and a carryover above
“normal.” Yet 14 million bushels were im-
ported duty-paid for domestic use (Table
XVIII). Of the total, nearly 6 million were
imported paying the full duty of 42 cents per
bushel. This consisted almost wholly of Cana-
dian durum needed to supplement extremely
short domestic supplies for semolina manu-
facture. Over 8 million bushels were im-
Dorted, mainly for feed use, paying a duty of
10 per cent ad valorem.? This consisted chiefly
of low-grade hard red spring wheat from
Canada, where such wheat was abundant
(Table IX) and could be had at heavy dis-
Counts. Over the low duty it was commer-
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cially feasible to import such wheat because
United States feed supplies were so short that
feed prices were high (see p. 112). There
were complaints that some wheat imported at
the low duty was used in milling flour, but
such volume must have been small, and very
little bread wheat was imported over the 42-
cent duty.®

Some wheat was brought into the country
that appears not to have been included in im-
port statistics up to the end of June 1935.
Some of this, chiefly Argentine wheat, re-
mained in bonded warehouses at the end of
the year, and much of it may later have been
re-exported.* We infer that such imports in
1934-35, for a disposition not fully determined
by June 30, 1935, amounted to about 2 million
bushels, and that United States imports and
net imports in 1934-35 (Tables XVII, XXII,
XXX) were correspondingly understated.

About 11 million bushels of wheat—rather
less than in most recent years—were imported
for milling in bond.®* Nearly all of this was

1In the exceptional year ending Sept. 30, 1837, flour
exports were unusually small (318,700 barrels) and
wheat exports were negligible. These were more than
counterbalanced, to the extent of 2.4 million bushels,
by imports of 4 million bushels of wheat grain.

2 These imports might well have been larger if the
Administration had not delayed for several weeks, or
made less conservative, its decision interpreting the
clause in the Tariff Act providing for the low duty
on wheat grain “unfit for human consumption,” or if
the Canadians had denatured such wheat before ship-
ment.

3In the present crop year, by contrast, imports
(larger in volume) are predominantly of bread wheat.

4 Treasury data on stocks in bonded customs ware-
houses, presumably awaiting importation and pay-
ment of duty, increased nearly 400,000 bushels during
the year, to 459,762 bushels on June 30, 1935. Other
wheat stocks in honded warehouses in the United
States (U.S. Department of Agriculture weekly reports
of Commercial Grain Stocks in Store at Principal
United States Markets) were first reported to include
Argentine wheat on Dec. 29, 1934. In the middle of
March 1935 Argentine wheat first exceeded 300,000
bushels, on June 1 reached a peak of 1,449,000 bushels,
and fell from near this level on July 20 to negligible
quantities by mid-August. Data are not yet available
on how much Argentine wheat was brought in and just
how it was disposed of.

5 Table XVIII shows the amounts so imported for
grinding in bond, from 1925-26, as well as dutiable im-
ports for domestic use. The Tariff Act of 1922 (effec-
tive Sept. 21) authorized wheat to be imported duty-
free for milling in bond for export as flour. The Tariff
Act of 1930 (effective June 17) modified this by re-
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hard red spring wheat from Canada, hitherto
praclically the only source of such imports.
Disregarding changes of stocks in bonded
mills during the crop year, and applying the
average Canadian rate of extraction (4.48
bushels per barrel), these imports correspond
to 2,470,000 barrels of flour.

Assuming that this much of our flour ex-
ports was so milled from imported wheat, and
deducting it [rom reported flour exports of
3,939,000 barrels, we have a balance of
1,469,000 barrels representing approximately
the total exports of flour milled from domestic
wheat., Adding flour shipments to Alaska,
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, the larger total is
2,049,000 barrels.

Of the flour milled from domestic grain,
637,000 barrels were exported under subsidy
through the North Pacific Emergency Export
Association: 338,000 barrels to China, sold
largely if not wholly in July-August 1934,
under the RFC loan to the Chinese govern-
ment; and 299,000 barrels of other exports
under subsidy, on sales effected largely in the
preceding crop year. Unsubsidized commer-
cial exports of flour milled from Pacific North-
west wheat amounted to some 482,000 barrels,
probably about half of which went to the
Philippines; and 177,000 barrels moved to
Alaska and Hawaii. From other areas, flour
shipments to Puerto Rico were 404,000 bar-
rels' and commercial exports about 350,000.

The foregoing provisional calculations sug-
gest that in 1934-35 our flour exports plus
shipments to possessions were the product of
about 9.4 million bushels of domestic wheat.

Wheat grain exports were only 3 million
bushels. This was almost wholly white wheat

quiring that a compensatory duty be collected on such
wheat if the flour was to he exported to a country
which accorded a preference on United States milled
flour. This provision, inserted at the instance of export
millers in the Southwest, has applied to milling in
bond for export to Cuba; and various changes in the
Cuban preference have led to corresponding changes
in the rate of duty applied to this wheat.

1 Some of this may have moved from the Pacific
Northwest.

2 Sce WHEAT STUDIES, August 1934, X, 398-99, and
J. S. Davis, Whea! and the AAA, p. 456.

3 See Tables I1-1V, XXII, XXXI, and below, p. 155.

+ Commercial Intelligence Journal, June 22, 1935,
p. 1158. In both countries flour imports are dutiable,
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(Table XVI), and nearly all of this repre.
sented export sales made through the Norip
Pacific Emergency Export Association before
June 30, 1934, but not shipped till after the
port tie-up was ended on July 31.2 Wheat ¢x.
port sales under this subsidy arrangement
were negligible in 1934-35, for the Secretary
of Agriculture turned a deaf ear to repeated re-
quests from Washington and Oregon that itg
operation be continued or resumed. Wheat
prices in the Pacific Northwest (even on dis-
count wheats), and elsewhere even more, were
above levels at which appreciable exports of
wheat could be commercially made.
Altogether, including shipments to posses-
sions, exports of domestic wheat grain and
flour milled from domestic wheat amounted
in 1934-35 to about 12.4 million bushels,
made up about as follows: unshipped sub-
sidized sales in the preceding crop year, 3.9
million; additional exports under subsidy,
1.8 million; shipments to possessions, 2.6
million; and commercial exports, 4 million.

TRADE oF OTHER IMPORTING COUNTRIES

The British Isles imported less wheat and
flour (net) than in any year since 1925-26,
though we estimate domestic disappearance,
feed included, to have reached a record total
of nearly 300 million bushels. Under the
favor of nature and the governments of the
United Kingdom and the Irish Free State, do-
mestic wheat production was unusually high;
and there were heavy stocks to draw upon.
Hence net imports of the United Kingdom
were reduced 21 million bushels below the
average for the five preceding years, and those
of the Irish Free State by 2 million.? British
imports are subject merely to a low duty
(2s. per quarter, or about 6 cents a bushel)
on wheat from outside the Empire. Irish im-
ports were limited only by quotas and milling
regulations until a duty of 6d. per cwt. (also
about 6 cents per bushel) came into effect on
May 15, 1935.+

Germany, which had been a small net ex-
porter of wheat in 1933-34, resumed her nor-
mal position of a net importer in 1934-35.
Her net imports, however, were only 10 mil-
lion bushels (Table XXII), and in view of her
carryover (see p. 142) it appears that she
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might have got along with less. Early in the
season there was acute fear of shortage of
food and feed. Wheat exports were pro-
hibited. Imports through the Reich Grain
Office, set up to administer rigid control
of the grain trade, were admitted duty-free.
And contracts were made for imports from
Argentina, France, Poland, Yugoslavia, Ru-
mania, Turkey, and perhaps other countries,
through various forms of clearing agreements.?
Wheat consumption in Germany, though
much lower than at its peak of around 200
million bushels in 1927-30, was about equal
to the average for 1929-34 (Table XXXI).

Belgium was the leading importer of con-
tinental Europe, with net imports of about
40 million bushels. Unlike most other coun-
tries, Belgium has not seriously undertaken
to expand her wheat production. Wheat im-
ports are admitted duty-free,” though low
license fees on imports (10 francs per quintal
or about 9 cents a bushel) were collected
through most of the year* to provide funds
to pay domestic wheat growers a bounty of
double this amount.

The Netherlands has stimulated domestic
production to an embarrassing extent, and
subjected the grain trade and milling industry
to rigid control. Her net imports in 1934-35
were under 20 million bushels, less than two-
thirds as much as they averaged in the five
years before the wheat policy inaugurated in
July 1931 had time to be effective.

Denmark had net imports of 19 million
hushels, a record quantity; but this was only
because feed grains were relatively dear and
cheap wheat could be had from France, Swe-
den, and Poland as well as Argentina. Nor-
way continued to control wheat and flour

'IE'ffective Oct. 22, 1934, the tariff on wheat other-
Wise imported was raised to a prohibitive level ($3.86

I)erl bushel). World Wheat Prospects, Oct. 31, 1934,
p. 12,

¢1bid,, July 23, Nov, 24, Dec. 29, 1934.

3 Flour imports for food use are prohibited, except
under restricted quotas for manufacture of certain
products chiefly for re-export; but imports for feed use
are subject to a low duty of 4.6 francs per quintal.

1()!‘;‘5Suspended on Mar, 31 and reinstated on Aug. 18,

v 5 H. Béker, “Measures of Planned Economy in Ag-
“Cll.lture in Czechoslovakia,” International Review of
Agriculture, November 1934, XXV, E 511-15.
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imports through its state monopoly; but, as
heretofore, these were not subjected to re-
strictions and consumption was permitted to
continue its upward trend (Tables XXII,
XXXD.

In Czechoslovakia, under a governmental
order of July 31, 1934, there was formed a
Czechoslovakian Cereal Company with shares
held by grain dealers, millers, agricultural co-
operators’ and consumers’ societies, and with
an executive committee of five, consisting of
a chairman appointed by the government and
vice - chairmen appointed by each of the
groups mentioned. This company was given
a monopoly of imports of grain and grain
products (subject to the authority of the
Minister of Commerce), exports of grain, pur-
chase of grain from farmers, and first sale
of such domestic or imported grains. Initially
the government fixed prices, “Prague parity,”
and ‘“supplements” beginning September 1
and extending to June 1, 1935. On this basis
the company fixed local purchase prices. It
also determined selling prices of domestic and
imported cereals. The government reserved
the right to fix selling prices for flour, other
milling products, and bread.?

The monopoly took over the stocks held by
a former semi-official syndicate, and operated
under contracts arranged with Yugoslavia
and Bulgaria. Despite what was considered a
very poor crop, net imports were only 1.4
million bushels, and what were considered
burdensome stocks remained to be carried
over. We can ill believe that domestic use of
wheat declined to anything like the extent
that the sum of crop and net imports shows
(Table XXXI); it seems more probable that
the crop was somewhat underestimated.

In Italy, a short crop in 1934 more than
overbalanced the large initial stocks. Wheat
consumption appears to have been radically
reduced, doubtless facilitated by a good crop
of maize. Net imports were held down to 11.5
million bushels. Much of this was obtained
through intergovernmental negotiations with
Hungary and France, and in part from north-
ern Africa. Italy continued a large exporter of
wheat products, and exports of semolina and
paste di frumento are not deducted in our
calculations of the net import balance.
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Italian Fascist leaders have recently cele-
brated the close of a decade of the “wheat
campaign” inaugurated under the decree-law
of July 4, 1925.* The goal of this battaglia del
grano was self-sufficiency in wheat. A Perma-
nent Wheat Committee was set up, headed by
Il Duce, Mussolini. It declared at the outset
that the objective could be attained by im-
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million acres. To this end the commiftee
promptly took numerous measures? which
have been persistently followed up. These havye
been supplemented by high tariffs on wheat
flour (first reimposed on July 24, 1925, anq
subsequently raised), milling regulations, anq
other controls of various kinds.

Chart 15 summarizes the relevant statisti-

CHART 15.—WHEAT ACREAGE, PropuctioN, NET IMPORTS, AND DISAPPEARANCE IN ITALY, FroM 1920-91*

(Million ucres; bushels per acre; million bushels)
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provement in yield without expansion of the
wheat area above that sown for 1924—11.3

1 See monthly survey of Italian trade and industry
for Oct. 1, 1935, published by the Association of Italian
Corporations and the Fascist Confederation of Indus-
trialists.

2 See an excellent article by Giulio Costanzo in In-
ternational Review of Agricultural Economics, Janu-
uary-March 1926, IV, 70-86.

8 Late in October, however, it was reported that the
Fascist government is encouraging Italian farmers to
sow a “full” acreage, doubtless in response to the
threat of “economic sanctions” and possibilities of
worse.

4 A significant part of the improvement in yield is
attributed to important progress in the use of varicties
better adapted to growing conditions in different sec-
tions of the country. These have been developed largely
by Nazzareno Strampelli and since 1919 by the gov-
ernment-supported Grain Breeding Institute (Istituto
Nazionale di Genetica per la Cerealicoltura) in Rome,
of which Strampelli is the founder and director. Sce
N. von Gescher, “Cereal Selection in the Mediterranean
Countries. (1) Italy,” International Review of Agri-
culture, December 1934, XXV, T 528-36.
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cal data for a period beginning six years be-
fore the campaign was inaugurated. Acreage
in wheat has been increased slightly: in 1935
it was 10 per cent higher than in 1924 and
some 5 per cent above the pre-war average;
but again the Permanent Wheat Committee
considered the present area adequate.® Yields
per unit of area have risen strikingly, though
still fluctuating violently from year to year.!
One observes, however, that the upward trend
of yields per acre is merely a continuation of
that in the early post-war years; and also that
the increase in the past decade has been little
greater than that for importing Europe as a
whole (see dotted curve of yield), although
several countries of western Europe had pre-
viously attained much higher standards of
cultivation than prevailed in Italy. This
achievement is worthy of celebration, though
it is impossible to ascertain how much of it
is attributable to the wheat campaign. The
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second half of the chart shows how impres-
sively, as the annual outturn has risen, Italy’s
net imports have shrunk—from around 80
million bushels a year to around 10 million
a year in the past four crop years. From this
standpoint the efforts have succeeded.

Italy’s close approach to self-sufficiency in
wheat, however, has probably been due at
Jeast as much to incidental restraint of con-
sumption as to government measures to in-
tensify production. It was no part of the
program of the wheat campaign to restrict
Italian consumption of wheat. Such restric-
tion has certainly occurred in recent years
and apparently most notably in 1934-35. For
some thirty years prior to the great depres-
sion, Italy showed a strong upward trend in
domestic utilization of wheat, briefly inter-
rupted only during the war. This was the
result of fairly rapid increase in population
coupled with shifts from corn and other food-
stuffs to wheat in improvement of the food
standard of living.! This upward trend has
been reversed; and in 1934-35, if the crop esti-
mate is accepted, per capita consumption for
food appears to have been only about five-
sixths as large as the average for 1924-29.

It is naturally impossible to allocate re-
sponsibility for this decline. The depression
itself has doubtless tended to restrict wheat
consumption in Italy, as in various other
countries (see p. 136); and some of the forces
that elsewhere have made for declining trends
in per capita consumption are presumably
at work there also. With due allowance for
these factors, however, we consider that offi-
cial measures making wheat, flour, bread, and
spaghetti dear (and to some exient of inferior
quality) have been potent factors in the de-
‘cline in consumption and consequently in net
Imports.

Some pertinent data on three countries that
lie outside of western Europe are presented
in Chart 16, to illustrate various ecircum-
stances in which net imports have declined.

1 8ee the 50-year record as computed by M. K. Ben-
nett, in “per Capita Wheat Consumption in Western
gléll‘ope » o« v, WHeAT Stupies, March 1935, XI, 289,
402; and ef. J, H. Shollenberger, “Bread Grain Con-
Sumption and Trade in Italy,” Foreign Crops and Mar-
kets, June 24, 1935, pp. 762-71.
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CHART 16.—WHEAT SUPPLIES AND DISAPPEARANCE
IN Greece, Egyrr, AND Braziv, From 1922-23*
(Million bushels)

40 e s

GREECE P
-~

=140

T —
-~ \\.— -

A= ""Crop+net imports

BO| oo et T e 30

Nelimﬂy'\ /
20{— P s e | e NS 20

_______ \Cg{: /

Tl ~ -

Vo | SRS RS AR RN S BN I — 30

10 7 e R Yo}
[} -l i) 4 A | o
1922 1924 1926 1928 1930 1932 1934
-23 -25 -27 -29 -31 33 -35
Yo 5 - B0
BRAZIL
|Crop+net imports
40|~ = N =140
L — —_—— /
/ , AN
.\\,/ Net imports
30} ekl \W%__ — "F\ e 30
20 - e e s F-1¢]
10 - 10
§ Ao Lrop P O
\‘~ ——'__—"” AR it
0 | | ] ] | 1 o
1922 1924 1926 1928 1930 1932 1934

* See Tables 1I, VIII, XXII, XXV, XXXI.

Greece is one of the few countries in which
an upward trend of wheat utilization, if one
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accepts official data at their face value, was
promptly resumed after only a slight break
early in the world depression.® Under protec-
tive measures, wheat acreage has expanded,
yields per acre have been raised, and produc-
tion has remarkably increased (Tables II-
IV). Imports of wheat and flour have been
greatly curtailed, yet by no means eliminated.

Egypt presents a striking contrast. In 1928-
29, following a small crop, her net imports
were 13.6 million bushels; in 1934-35, after
a crop equally small, they were only 2.2 mil-
lion bushels. Domestic use of wheat has
fallen strikingly in recent years, under the
influence of reduced income of the masses,
prices of flour and bread kept up by extreme
protective duties, and other factors.?2 To coun-
teract price advances brought about by specu-
lative purchases of the short crop of 1934, the
government set up a committee to import
Australian wheat on government account
duty-free, store it at government expense,
and sell it to consumers. This it did to a
limited extent, at a profit on sales below pre-
vailing market prices. Also, by decree of
February 7, 1935, import duties were some-
what reduced.?

Brazil remains a heavy net importer of
wheat and flour; and her crop, though slightly
increased, furnishes a small fraction of her
consumption. The striking increase in con-
sumption in the first post-war decade was
followed, however, by a decline; and her im-
ports fell correspondingly. In 1933 and 1934
there was some recovery, but it is too early to

1 Combined data for the Baltic states — Finland,
Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia—show a resumption of
the upward trend after a somewhat longer check, but
a reduction of net imports accompanying expansion of
production. See Tables XXII, XXXI.

2 Commercial Intelligence Journal, Nov. 24, 1934,
pp. 777-78. Another factor has been the increasing
admixture of rice with wheat flour.

3 Commerce Reports, Mar. 16, 1935, p. 177.
4 Sce charts, data, and discussion in C. L. Alsherg,

“Japanese Self-Sufficiency in Wheat,” WHEAT STUDIES,
November 1935, XI1, 57-100.

5 Some high-gluten flour, imported (chiefly from
Canada) for manufacture in bond into ajinomoto for
domestic use and export, is not included in Japanese
trade statistics. Ibid., pp. 82-83.

6 It is proper to include 1932-33 in this average,
since the small net imports of that year were a conse-
quence of imports for stock in the preceding crop year.
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be certain that the upward trend is being
resumed.

South Africa presents a picture interme.
diate between that of Egypt and Brazil. Under
high tariffs imposed on March 18, 1930, wheat
production in the Union has increased greatly,
while the former upward trend of consump-
tion has been reversed. In the six calendar
years 1924-29, South Africa used an average
of 14 million bushels of wheat a year, of which
net imports of wheat and flour made up
nearly one-half. In the five years 1930-34
domestic use averaged 12.7 million bushels,
to which net imports contributed only 1.6
million (Table XXV). The bumper crop of
1934 created a wheat surplus problem, and
imports have latterly been negligible.

Japan presents a striking case, which we
have recently discussed at length.* Before the
war, she was a small net importer of both
wheat grain and flour. Since then, her domes-
tic use of wheat has risen materially. Under
the influence of the war and her tariff policy,
however, flour imports have shrunk to negli-
gible amounts.’ After the end of the war, with
the aid of a drawback of duty paid on im-
ported wheat when flour is exported, flour ex-
ports rose notably, particularly to China.
Japan also ships substantial amounts of flour
to her dependencies, Chosen and Taiwan.

Imports of wheat grain have varied greatly
from one year to another, but until 1932-33
they were well maintained and on the whole
enlarged. In increasing measure, however,
they were milled into flour for export. Net
imports of wheat and flour (inclusive of trade
with Chosen and Taiwan as well as with for-
eign nations, Kwantung Leased Territory,
and Manchukuo) averaged 13.5 million bush-
els a year in the eight years ending with 1932-
33.% During this period, the Japanese wheat
crop was fairly constant at around 30 million
bushels, while domestic utilization of wheat
failed to expand as it had in earlier decades;
on the whole, the margin between domestic
consumption and production narrowed.

Chart 17 illustrates these statements and
shows the striking changes that have occurred
in the past three years: notable expansion of
the Japanese wheat crop under government
stimulus and favoring conditions; shrinkage
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of net imports to the vanishing point; and
maintenance of wheat grain imports, at a level
well below the earlier average, only through
substantial enlargement of flour exports. The
jmperialistic advance in Manchuria has been
accompanied by expansion of flour exports
to Manchukuo, at the expense of Chinese
mills: but in 1934-35 Australia exported more
flour to the new kingdom than Japan did.
Japanese exports of flour beyond her sphere
of influence are relatively small, though lat-
terly some Japanese flour has “invaded” the
Philippines.

Cuarr 17—WuEAT SUPPLIES, TRADE, AND Disapr-
PEARANCE IN JAPAN, FroM 1922-23*
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*Data in Wuear Stupies, November 1935, XII, 98, and
below, Table XXXL Trade data here include trade with
Chosen and Taiwan. Flour converted to wheat equivalent
at 4.5 bushels per barrel.

In China, Shanghai is by far the principal
wheat importing center, with more milling
capacity than all the rest of the country com-
bined. Its mills are reported to have used the
following amounts of wheat in recent crop
years, in thousand bushels of 60 pounds:!
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July-June Imported Chinese Total

1931-32 ....... 38,000 4,222 42,222
1932-33 ....... 33,5656 7,555 41,111
1933-34 ....... 18,667 21,111 39,778
1934-35 ....... 14,888 26,667 41,555

Total millings have thus been fairly constant,
but imports have lost ground to native wheat
since 1931-32, when the flood disaster fol-
lowed years of political disturbance and im-
ported wheat could be had very cheap.
Wheat grain imports into Shanghai and
into China as a whole are summarized below,
in thousand bushels, for 2% years ending
June 30, 1935, with separate figures for im-
ports by principal countries of export:?

Calendar Shang- TFrom | From | From | From
year hai Total | Aus- | Argen- [ Canada| United
tralia tina States

1933, .0viiunnnn 31,377 | 39,367 | 30,850 | 4,940 3,573 30
1924....0aes, 15,000 17,067 1,583 3,660 317 11,333
1935 (6 mos.) .. 14,033 16,283 12,100 3,867 37 177

Commercial imports from the United States
have been negligible in this period, and from
Canada in the past two years. Most of the
subsidized imports from the Pacific North-
west arrived before August 1, 1934. In 1934
35 the great bulk of the wheat imports came
from Australia, though Argentine wheat con-
stituted a larger fraction (24 per cent) than
ever before.

China proper is reported to have had net
imports of wheat and flour of 18.45 million
bushels, or a little more than in 1933-34. Of
the flour imports reported as 746,000 barrels,
338,000 were purchased through the North
Pacific Emergency Export Association® and
nearly as much from Australia. Japan has
latterly had but little share in this trade, so
far as customs statistics of the two countries
reveal. Flour exports from China to Manchu-

1 Commercial Intelligence Journal, Nov. 30, 1935,
p. 954.

2 Ibid., p. 955. Cf. World Wheat Prospects, Dec. 29,
1934, p. 23.

8 This was bought at an average price of $3.27 per
barrel, f.o.b. Pacific Coast ports. The total cost
($1,105,385.80) represented little over one-fourth of
the loan commitment ($4,000,000) available for flour
purchases, whereas the full amount of the loan avail-
able for wheat purchases had been used in the pre-
ceding crop year. See J. S. Davis, Wheat and the AAA,
pp. 283-84, 287, 290.
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kuo, which in 1933-34 had substantially ex-
ceeded total flour imports, fell from 1,170,000
barrels to 500,000 in 1934-35; and with in-
creasingly rigid Japanese control in Manchu-
kuo this outlet is rapidly being closed to
Chinese mills.!

THE Frour TrADE

International trade in wheat flour shrank
further in 1934-35, to the lowest level since
1920-21. Aggregate net exports of net-ex-
porting countries have run about as follows,
in million barrels:

1920-21 .... 25.1 1925-26 .... 35.7 1930-31 .... 34.5
1921-22 ..., 32.6 1926-27 .... 35.8 1931-32 .... 29.4
1922-23 ..., 35.7 1927-28 .... 34.3 1932-33 .... 26.6
1923-24 ..., 46.4 1928-29 .... 42.0 1933-34 .... 27.2
1924-25 ..., 41.0 1929-30 .... 35.3 1934-35 .... 26.3

The latest figure is in striking contrast with
those for peak years such as 1923-24 and

1 I, J. Rossiter, Shanghai, reported to the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics (Press Release 546-36, Sept. 30,
1935) figures from which the following are computed:

Flour
(thousund bbls.)

Net imports
(thousand bus.)

Year Total Wheat Flour Imports Exports
1933-34 ..... 17,855 19,911 (2,056) 713 1,170
1934-35 ..... 18,451 17,444 1,107 746 500

The flour exports are given as to Manchuria, and the
figure in parentheses represents our computation of
net exports in terms of wheat.

2 See A. E. Taylor, “Decline in Wheat-Flour Export
during the Depression,” WHeAT StUbIes, October 1934,
X1, 39-73.

3 A notable illustration is that of the Irish Free
State, which imposed a duty of 85 cents a barrel, effec-
tive July 7, 1931, on wheat flour imported without
special license; beginning Nov. 22, 1932, prohibited
imports of British flour as part of her economic war
with the United Kingdom; and from May 31, 1933, put
flour imports under strict licensing and restrictive
quotas with a view to milling all her own flour.

Brazil prohibited flour imports for eighteen months
beginning Aug. 28, 1931, while she was using wheat
obhtained from the U.S. Grain Stabilization Corpora-
tion in exchange for coffee; this prohibition affected
chiefly United States and Argentine millers.

4+ So also did the French dependencies in northern
Africa, taken together.

5 Both totals would be slightly larger if Japanese
exports to her possessions were included.

6 Official data for annual average values of Aus-
tralian flour production and exports, for the ten years
ending with 1932-33, show export values per ton lower
than those for domestic use in all but one year (1924~
25) and the largest percentage difference in the depres-
sion years when values per ton were lowest. See data
cited on p. 138, footnote 1, and others occasionally
reported in the Commercial Inielligence Journal.
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1928-29, and even for the less exceptional
years from 1922-23 to 1930--31. Since the lat-
ter year, net imports of almost every flour-
importing country have declined notabhly
(Table XXIII); most extreme have been the
declines in the Irish Free State, the Nether-
lands, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Finland, and
Egypt. Exceptions showing recovery in 1934-
35 include Cuba and a few other ex-European
countries.

The general shrinkage of flour imports in
recent years has most adversely affected
North American, British, French, and Hun-
garian millers. It is due mainly to three di-
verse factors:* (1) import prohibitions or
restrictions of many kinds imposed by flour-
importing countries, often with a view to
building up their domestic milling indus-
tries:® (2) reduced incomes and import pur-
chasing power in numerous countries, includ-
ing those which have little or no milling in-
dustry; and (3) relatively high prices of
wheat in North America, as the joint result
of governmental or quasi-governmental meas-
ures and drought. In the second respect there
was some improvement in 1934-35; in the
others, the position was the most restrictive
since the war.

Among flour - exporting countries, reduc-
tions since 1929-30 have been general and
drastic, with a few notable exceptions. Aus-
tralia, Japan, Italy, and Poland have ex-
panded their flour exports; each exported
record quantities in 1934-35,* and their com-
bined net exports represented 13.2 million
barrels out of the total of 26.3 million. Aus-
tralia’s flour exports have exceeded those of
Canada each year since 1931-32 and those of

‘the United States since 1932-33, and in 1934-

35 they were four-fifths as large as those from
her two major competitors combined. Though
no formal subsidy is given, export sales have
been made at prices below those ruling within
Australia, even before taxes on flour for do-
mestic use were imposed.> The expansion of
Japanese flour exports, already discussed, has
been favored by poor crops in Manchukuo.
Japan and Australia both shipped heavily to
that market in 1934-35. Italy’s exports have
consisted mainly of flour, semolina, and
wheat pastes, in amounts more than covered
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by imports of superior wheats; somec low-
grade Italian flour has been used in Great
Britain for manufacture of dog biscuits. Po-
Jand’s flour exports have moved with the aid
of an export bounty. United States flour ex-
ports in 1934-35, as we have seen (p. 128),
consisted predominantly of imported wheat
milled in bond; the rest comprised mostly
flour milled from Pacific Northwest wheat
for export under virtual subsidy, and ship-
ments to United States possessions.

Imports of Aastralian and British flour into
Canada, particularly into Vancouver, have at-
tracted considerable attention in late years,
and aroused agitation for curtailing such im-
ports in the interests of Canadian growers
and millers.! The movement is, of course,
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very small in proportion to Canadian millings
and exports: in 1934-35 flour imports were
only about .2 million barrels as compared
with flour exports of 4.75 million and pro-
duction of over 14 million. Three factors
chiefly account for the recent rise in flour
imports: (1) the imported product is almost
wholly the product of soft wheat, of which
western Canada produces very little while
eastern Canada had a very small crop in
1934;% (2) Canadian prices of soft wheat flour
have been held up, partly by shortage of
domestic “Ontarios” and partly by the meas-
ures taken to support wheat prices in Canada
as a whole; and (3) ocean freight rates from
both Australia and Great Britain to Canada
have fallen very low.

IV. DISAPPEARANCE AND CARRYOVER

Wheat “disappearance,” for the world ex-
Russia, seems to have been lower in 1934-35
than in any of the six years preceding except
1929-30 (Table XXXII). Still, it was only
about 65 million bushels less than the average
for those six years, and higher than in any
year prior to 1928-29,

It is hardly to be doubted that on the whole,
outside of Russia, slightly less wheat was

10n June 12, 1934, the Dominion government an-
nounced that Australian flour imported into Canada
would be dutiable at $1.35 per barrel, the “general
rate.” Before this order went into effect on Sept. 12,
however, the Australian government agreed to prohibit
further shipments of such flour to castern Canadian
ports, and Canada agreed that it should continue to
enter western Canada duty-free. Commerce Reports,
Sept. 15, 1934, p. 169.

2 Production outside the Prairie Provinces had av-
craged 21 million bushels a year in 1929-33; the crop
was 19 million bushels in 1933 and only 12 million in
1934, The Ontario crop of 1934, about 8.5 million
bushels, was only half as large as in several preceding
years,

31n 1930-31 and 1931-32, wheat prices were very
l({\V, the United States corn crop harvested in the fall
of 1930 was short, and unusually large amounts were
used in this country and Canada for feed (Table XXX).
In 1934, an even shorter corn crop in the United States
was preceded by two small ones in Argentina, then fol-
lowed by a bumper Argentine crop.

| *Using the word “guestimate” to mean something
etier than a guess but resting on too slender a basis
to be called an estimate.

used for human food in 1934-35 than in 1933
34, or than in the two or three years before
the depression began, despite the increase of
population over this period. In the past year,
however, as in the depression years that pre-
ceded it, feed use of wheat was much heavier
than in any year prior to 1930-31.2 In several
countries such disposition in 1934-35 was
favored by shortage of feed supplies, by very
low prices of wheat and low-grade flour (ab-
solutely or relatively), and/or by direct gov-
ernment intervention as in France. Moreover,
exports to China, Manchukuo, Hong Kong,
and Kwantung were larger than in 1933-34,
close to the average for six preceding years,
and more than double the lower level that had
characterized all but exceptional years prior
to the depression (Table XXIV).

Disposition for seed use has not greatly
changed in recent years, though it varies
from year to year. In general, contraction of
sown acreage in the major exporting coun-
tries has been much less than the reduction
of harvested acreage, and it has been partly
offset by acreage expansion in various im-
porting countries where more seed per acre
is customarily used.

With no pretense to accuracy, we venture
to present the following “guestimates”™* of
wheat disappearance in three major channels,
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in million bushels, comparing two 3-year pe-
riods ending about July 31:

Total Food Seed Feed
World ex-Russia:

1927-30 average .... 3,550 2,950 400 200
1932-35 average .... 3,600 2,880 390 330
Change ......... +50 —70¢ —10 4130

Europe ex-Danube:
1927-30 average .... 1,670 1,440 115 115
1932-35 average .... 1,675 1,370 128 177
Change ......... +5 —-70 413 462

¢ This is shown despite an Increase of about 20 million
bushels in average shipments to China, Hong Xong, Man-
chukuo, and Kwantung.

The margin of error in these figures is, we
think, not so wide as to throw doubt on the
broad indications which they bring out.

In Europe ex-Danube as a whole, total
wheat disappearance has not varied much in
the past seven years, but there has been no
general resumption of the upward trend that
marked the first decade after the war (see
Table XXXII and Chart 10, p. 119). Growth
of population in “importing Europe,” in the
aggregate, has been overbalanced by decline
in per capita consumption of wheat for food,
which in 1934-35 probably reached the lowest
in nearly a decade.! On the other hand, seed
use had risen slightly over a period of years,
owing to expansion of wheat acreage; and
feed use was heavier in 1934-35 than in any
other recent year, and absorbed much more
wheat than was used for seed.

Foop Use oF WHEAT

Wheat consumption for food has declined
per capita since 1929 in most wheat-consum-
ing countries; and in many countries, as well
as in the aggregate, even in absolute amounts.
The per capita decline has occurred not only
in most European countries, where devices for
protecting domestic wheat growers have in-
cidentally often made flour and bread rela-
tively dear, and in many cases less palatable.
It has occurred also in the United States, Can-

1In the Danube basin, aggregate consumption for
food was unusually low in 1934-35, for wheat crops
were short and the corn crop was good.

2 How far careful study would bear out this wide-
spread conviction, we are unable to say.
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ada, and Australia and in ex-European couy.
tries such as Egypt, South Africa, Brazil,
Japan, and Chosen. It has occurred where per
capita wheat consumption is high, as in Great
Britain and France, and where it is Iow, as ip
Germany and the ex - European importing
countries just mentioned. Unfortunately, an-
nual data on production and stocks of flour
are nowhere good enough—even in the Uniteq
States, Canada, and the United Kingdom-—1¢
permit one to arrive at precise figures on
flour disappearance in food channels, to say
nothing of total wheat ingestion for food; hut
incomplete data and divergent estimates coy-
ering periods of years are adequate to support
these conclusions. This phenomenon of the
latest depression is in striking contrast to the
tradition among millers in Anglo-Saxon coun-
tries that hard times make for increased bread
consumption.?

At present one can only guess at the rela-
tive importance of the factors that have been
responsible, in varying degree in different
countries, for reduced per capita consumption
in the recent years of depression; but several
are clearly distinguishable. Decreased physi-
cal needs for food, not merely because of
increased mechanization but with lessened
physical labor associated with unemployment
and part-time employment, are presumably
one of the more important. Also, since fewer
have been actively employed in factories and
these on the average at fewer hours per day,
fewer luncheons have been taken to work. To
some extent, presumably, the use of lower-
grade flours (particularly in households) has
made baked products less palatable and there-
fore caused less to be consumed. This has
been important in many countries of Europe,
notably in Germany, France, and Italy, de-
spite efforts of millers to improve their tech-
nique to offset great reductions in (or even
elimination of) the harder wheats in their
mill mix. There too, and probably in the
United States in the past two years, relative
dearness of wheat products as compared wilh
alternative foods has been a major or minor
factor. At least in the more prosperous coun-
tries reduced patronage of hotels and restau-
rants, reduced consumption of sweet goods,
and reduced waste in households—all forced
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by reduced income—are doublless other fac-
tors. In countries with low standards of liv-
ing, as in Italy, Egypt, the West Indies, and
much of ex-Europe, reduced incomes and re-
strictions on imports have been important.

For the United Stales, Holbrook Working’s
standing estimates of wheat milled less the
wheat equivalent of flour exported (or
shipped to possessions) increased from 468
million bushels in 1922-23 to 512 million in
1928-29—an average increase of about 7
million hushels a year (Table XXX). At this
rate of increase, the corresponding figure
for 1934-35 would have been over 550 mil-
lion bushels;* actually, the latest estimate is
only 459 million bushels—some 90 million
less. The average for the five years ending
with 1934-35 (476 million bushels) is 22 mil-
ion bushels less than that for the five years
ending with 1928-29, though the population
had increased about 7.2 per cent between the
two periods. Other estimates differ in detail
but point to a broadly similar result.

1 Or 537 million, at the average per capita consump-
tion of 1922-23 to 1928~29.

2 Accelerated milling in the months preceding the
imposition of the wheat processing tax effective July 9,
1933, resulted in an accumulation of flour stocks,
which were drawn upon in 1933-34. Hence net mill
grindings and domestic disappearance in that crop
year were less than consumption. See J, S. Davis,
Wheat and the AAA, pp. 200-201, 355-56.

8 See Table XXVIII, and WaueaT Stupits, December
1927, IV, 101,

41 With the evidence now available, one is surprised
to note that experts of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, writing in its Yearbook for 1921 (p. 159),
§1)01ll(1 have found a long-time trend toward increas-
Ing per capita consumption of wheat in this country,
which rising trend they believed had already been
resumed after an interruption during the war.

5 President J. B. Smith of the Millers National Fed-
cration, the new leader of the movement in this coun-
try, recently said in his address before the American
Bakers Association: “The public is not going to eat
'n‘wre bread just because some group advocates it.
They will only eat more of it because they like the
quality of it better . . . .”—Southwestern Miller, Oct.
22, 1935, p. 21.

% Based on data of Bureau of Internal Revenue. Be-
Cause of permitted delays in payments, collections in
August—.]u]y represent processing in July—June.

7‘See Monthly Bulletin of Agricultural Statistics,
April 1926, p. 100; April 1935, p. 106; and August 1935,
D. 245. We use these figures in preference to those for
flour production less net exports (in wheat equiva-

lent), since they take account of unreported grindings
for consumption.
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Wheat grindings in the United States rose
slightly in 1934-35 from the low point to
which they had fallen in the preceding crop
year.? But the total, which Working estimates
at 480 million bushels, was about 80 million
less than the average for the five years pre-
ceding the latest depression, and lower than
in any other year since 1897-98 except 1920-
21, when a huge carryover of flour remained
to be sold.? In 1934-35 the high quality of
the grain available enabled mills to use
slightly less wheat per barrel of flour; flour
exports continued severely restricted; and
flour consumption remained at a low level,
though perhaps 1 per cent above the round
figure of 100 million barrels in 1933-34. At
.8 of a barrel, the estimated flour consump-
tion per capita was about 12 per cent lower
than it averaged in the five pre-depression
years, and only about three-fourths as large
as the average in the five years before the
World War.t Millers have embarked on a
vigorous campaign designed to arrest and if
possible reverse the downward trend in flour
consumption.’

It is thus far impossible to ascertain how
much of the wheat milled in the United States
in 1934-35 was (a) processed for wheat grow-
ers under tax -exemption provisions, (D)
processed for charitable distribution without
net payment of the processing tax, and (c¢)
subject to tax but illicitly escaping it. In the
year ending July 1935 wheat processing taxes
were collected, net, on about 344 million bush-
els;¢ but this understates, by a substantial
amount, wheat grindings subject to the tax on
which the tax will eventually be paid if the
Supreme Court does not interfere. Since the
decision on the Schechter (NRA) case on
May 27, 1935, many millers have refused to
pay further processing taxes into the Treas-
ury; and gross collections of the tax have
dropped from an average of 10.6 million dol-
lars in August-May 1934-35 to an average
of 1.3 millions in August—October 1935.

Other countries.—Wheat milled for food
use within Canada increased fairly steadily,
according to official estimates,” from 40.9
million bushels in 1922-23 to 44.1 million in
1928-29—an average increase of .6 million
bushels per year. At this rate of increase, the
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corresponding figure for 1934-35 would have
been 47.5 million bushels; the preliminary
estimate is 42.8, nearly 5 million bushels less.
The average for the five years ending with
1934-35 (42.64 million bushels) is less than
that for the five years ending with 1928-29
(42.96 million), though the population had
increased about 9.4 per cent between the two
periods. In the past three crop years, per
capita consumption for food in Canada has
averaged about 4 bushels, as compared with
about 4.5 bushels a decade earlier.

For Australia the available evidence is in-
sufficient to yield conclusive support to trade
convictions that per capita consumption of
flour there continues to decline. Official data
on flour production and exports, for July—
June years through 1933-34, point to a de-
clining trend of per capita retention over a
period of some years but to some recovery
since 1930-31.2 If data on flour stocks were
available for June 30 as well as November 30,
the recovery would probably appear slight
instead of considerable. The wheat equivalent
of the flour retained for domestic use appears
to have been a little higher in the past three
years than in several that preceded (Table
XXX, C); but this appears to be due in part
to an increase in flour stocks.?

In Argentina, alone among the major ex-
porting countries, domestic flour consump-
tion appears to have risen considerably during
the depression, at a rate not much slower than
in the years preceding (Table XXX, D); and
if we may trust official estimates of the popu-
lation, per capita consumption has remained
at about the level it had reached in 1927-29.

In the Danube basin, particularly in Ruma-
nia and Yugoslavia, a marked though tem-
porary reduction in food use of wheat seems

1 See Commonwealth Bureau of Census and Statis-
ties, Canberra, Production Bulletin No. 28, September
1935, pp. 26, 115, and Milling (Liverpool), Oct. 12, 1935,
p. 410.

2 Since 1929-30, moreover, slightly more wheat has
been used to mill a ton of flour. The common rate of
conversion officially employed is 48 bu. per ton of
flour. The average for six years ending with 1929-30
was 47.6 bu., and for the next four years 48.2 bu.

3 Based on computations made with the aid of
stocks data for Nov. 30, 1930-34, given in International
Institute of Agnculture, Monthly Crop Report .
February 1934, XXV, 149; and January 1935, XXVI 70

THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION,

193435

to have occurred in 1934-35, as it had (w,
years earlier. Chiefly responsible was the cop.
juncture of short crops of wheat—coupleq
with measures in support of wheat prices—
and good crops of corn. The same conjunc-
ture led, somewhat surprisingly, to a similar
result in Italy, where wheat control measures
were even more restrictive of consumption.

In the United Kingdom the flour levy wag
collected in 1934-35 on 33.1 million sacks of
flour destined for domestic consumption, or
about 2% per cent less than in the preceding
year. The average for the two years (9,386
million pounds) represents about 220 million
bushels of wheat, or 4.72 bushels (201 pounds
of flour) per capita. This relatively low figure
is in harmony with the widespread impres-
sion among millers and bakers in the United
Kingdom that food consumption of wheat
has continued to decline during the depres-
sion and subsequent recovery. There, as in
the United States, millers are engaged in a
vigorous campaign to stimulate the public to
increase the use of baked goods.

We have already referred (pp. 128-32) to
the situation in various other countries. Prob-
ably the greatest shrinkage in wheat for food
since 1928-29 has taken place in Germany,
where wheat had gained heavily at the ex-
pense of rye in the first decade after the war.
Wheat consumption there, however, appears
to have been somewhat enlarged in 1934-35,
despite the reduced domestic crop in 1934.
Broadly speaking, food use of wheat may be
presumed to have been fairly liberal in 1934-
35 in Poland, the Baltic states, Greece,
Spain, Portugal, and the exporting countries
of northern Africa, where 1934 crops were
large; and to have been relatively low in
Czechoslovakia, Austria, and Egypt. For
France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and the
Scandinavian countries, the position is ob-
scure because of fairly important feed use,
to which further reference is made below; 2as
well as because of imperfect data on stocks,
such as obscure the position in Japan. In New
Zealand, total domestic utilization for food
and feed has averaged about the same in the
five crop years ending November 30, 1935, as
in the five calendar years 1926-30.2 Since a
large part of the crop goes into feed use, it is
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not yet clear whether food use has risen or
declined.

FEED USE OF WHEAT

Statistical data on the use of wheat for feed
to poultry and other livestock (including
dogs) are comparatively scarce, and nowhere
satistactory.r Our comments on the larger
importance of feed use in recent years, how-
ever, call for some summary of rough figures
for several countries, with the aid of Ben-
nett’s recent studies.z We believe that in the
aggregate feed use of wheat was about as
large in 1934-35 as the average for the three
years ending July 31, 1935, though the distri-
bution by countries was different. High qual-
ity of the 1934 crops in general militated
against heavy feed use, and so did regional
shortages in the Danube basin, Germany, and
parts of the United States. On the other hand,
the feed shortage in the United States, the
relatively tight international position of feed
grains, low wheat prices in Great Britain,
the subsidized denaturing and export from
France, and similar steps by other normally
importing countries of Europe, all favored in-
creased diversion of wheat into feed chan-
nels. We feel safe in concluding that at least
300 million bushels, and possibly 350 million
or more, were fed to livestock in 1934-35 in
the world ex-Russia.

In the United States, feed use of wheat,
domestic and imported, on farms of wheat
growers and others, probably amounted to
between 90 and 100 million bushels in 1934
35. This was rather more than in 1933-34,
when corn and other feed crops were not
nearly so short; but it was not as large as in
the three preceding years when wheat was
much more abundant and cheaper (Table

) I.The same is true of the much smaller fraction that
1 dnl'erted to manufacture of beverages and a variety
of minor industrial uses.

2M. K. Bennett, “Per Capita Wheat Consumption in
Western Europe,” WaEeAT STUDIES, March 1935, XI,
255-305.
0 *Davis, op. cit.,, pp. 300-302, 140. Subsequently,
he Federal Surplus Relief Corporation arranged for
tl?e purchase of Pacific Northwest wheat for relief
disposition in the southeastern states; but almost
none was bought before June 30 and up to the end of

September 1935 only about 2 million bushels had been
Ppurchased,
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XXX, A). Generally high quality of the 1933
and 1934 wheat crops doubtless reduced the
volume fed, but we infer that some inferior
wheat stored from earlier crops was diverted
to feed use.

Early in 1935 plans were formulated for
disposing of part of the Pacific Northwest
surplus of discount wheats through subsi-
dized shipments for feed use — of cracked
wheat to the Dakotas, at reduced freight rates,
and of whole wheat to New England; and for
amending or supplementing the North Pacific
export agreement so as to carry these plans
into effect through the Export Association.
Shortly, however, winter-wheat prospects east
of the Rockies so gravely deteriorated that the
AAA feared another crop failure. On March
20 contract restrictions on spring-wheat seed-
ings were relaxed, and the Secretary of Agri-
culture withheld his approval of the Pacific
Northwest arrangements.®

In Canada feed use of wheat was about as
heavy as in 1933-34 but rather less than in
the three preceding years. The total may
have reached 25 million bushels, including
loss in cleaning (Table XXX, B). More might
have been so used there if the United States
had not afforded a good market for consider-
able amounts of low-grade and feed wheats.

In Australia feed use of wheat, especially
for poultry, has been tending upward, and
appears to have been heavy in one or two re-
cent years of large crops and low prices. We
infer that less was so used in 1934-35 than
a year or two earlier, but that the total may
have approached or exceeded 8 million bush-
els. In Argentina, for which the evidence is
still scantier, possibly as much —if so, an
exceptionally large amount for Argentina—
was so used in 1934-35; during much of the
year pasturage was very poor, there was a
good export demand for feed grains, and
large supplies of maize were not available
until April 1935.

Feed use of wheat has evidently continued
to increase in the United Kingdom. In 1934-
35 most of the crop that was not sold by
farmers (about 3 million bushels) and prob-
ably over half of the sales certified as millable
was used for feed as grain (chiefly for poul-
try) or meal. In addition to some 35 million
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bushels of domestic wheat, a good deal of
imported wheat and some flour (particularly
from France) were used for feed. In all, we
estimate that from 50 to 55 million bushels
of domestic and imported wheat and flour
went into feed use in the United Kingdom in
1934-35.

Denmark also used wheat heavily for feed
during 1934-3b, as in several previous years.
The wheat crop was of record size; other feed
grain was relatively dearer than usual; and
wheat imports at the record level of 19 mil-
lion bushels included much subsidized wheat
from France and Sweden.! Food use presum-
ably accounted for only 9 to 10 million bush-
els,? and seed use is small. Probably at least
20 million bushels—two-thirds of the 31.5
million of crop plus net imports—was used
for feed.

In the Netherlands, until the new wheat
policy was adopted in 1931,% nearly all of the
domestic crop was used for feed. Since mill-
ers were required in 1934-35 to use 35 per
cent domestic wheat in their mixes, something
like 10 million bushels of the record crop of
18 million bushels was ground for flour. Seed
use took around half a million bushels more.
Part of the rest was exported (see p. 126), but
something like 6 million bushels—much as
before 1931—went to feed use, and possibly
some imported wheat besides.

In Sweden, the policy of denaturing wheat
presumably gave an impetus to feed use in
1934-35, and probably something like 10 mil-
lion bushels was so used domestically, in
addition to exports of 3.3 million. Imports
of maize and maize products were restricted
from July 1, 1934; and late in the crop year,
maize importers were constrained to agree
to buy denatured Swedish wheat or rye to the
extent of 90 per cent of their purchases of im-
ported maize and maize products plus their
local purchases of wheat and rye.

In France, feed use of wheat presumably
reached record heights in 1934-35, under the
influence of the denaturing policy. Trust-
worthy data on the amount of wheat dena-
tured, and how much of this was exported,
are not yet available to us. Including dena-
tured wheat, probably 40 million bushels,
more or less, were used for feed in France.
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In Belgium, where feed use of wheat hgg
risen greatly in the past decade, some 13 ¢,
15 million bushels of domestic and importeq
wheat (and feed flour) were probably so useq
in 1934-35. In Switzerland the correspong-
ing figure was probably 3 or 4 million bushels,
In other European couniries including Gey-
many, we infer that very little wheat was useq
for feed in 1934-35 except what could not he
used in milling.

CARRYOVERS

Largely owing to the short world crop of
1934 and exceptionally heavy diversion of
wheat to feed use, the world wheat carryover
ex-Russia’ was reduced by some 275 million
bushels in 1934-35. Of this total reduction,
about 125 million bushels were recorded in
visible supplies (Table XI) and German com-
mercial stocks, and around 150 million in the
larger volume of stocks for which records are
incomplete. The reduction was five times ag
great as in 1929-30, when the world wheat
crop was short but feed use and exports to
the Orient were both much smaller than last
year. The 1935 total was lower than in any
year since 1928, Still it was much higher than
in any earlier year, except possibly in 1916
following the huge world crop of 1915.¢

Early in the crop year 1934-35 there were
hopes, and even expectations in responsible
quarters, that reductions in wheat output and
a tight position in other grains would cause
the abnormal surplus of wheat stocks to he
absorbed within the year.” These hopes and

1In 1933-34 Denmark had imported a good deal
from Germany for feed use.

2 Bennett, op. cit., pp. 272, 304.

3 See articles by J. C. MacGillivray in Commercial
Intelligence Journal, Feb. 9, 1935, pp. 192-94; Mar. 30,
pp. 511-18; June 1, pp. 964-68.

+ Ibid., June 1, 1935, pp. 991-93.

5 See p. 103, footnote 1.

6 We feel safe in saying this, though our detailed
estimates run back only to 1922.

7 This view was forcibly expressed by the late Sir
Herbert Robson, leading British grain importer, in a
letter to the London Times, July 19, 1934, and it was
held by some leading delegates to the international
Wheat Advisory Committee in London Aug. 14, 1934
See Davis, op. cit., p. 342. World Wheat Prospecls
dated Sept. 27, 1934, began its summary thus: “World
wheat supplies promise to be adequate for prospective
utilization in spite of small yields in some of the im-
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cxpectations vanished within a few months,
as the size of initial stocks came to be more
correctly judged,t as European crop estimates
were revised upward, as restraints on im-
ports and consumption were in general rig-
orously maintained, and as shipments to
Europe from overseas countries disappointed
all forecasts. The reduction in stocks that
took place represented a substantial step
toward the readjustment of current supplies
to current disappearance; but it was by no
means radical enough to change the world
wheat position from surplus to scarcity, as a
moderately greater crop reduction had strik-
ingly done in 1924.2

As shown by Chart 18, all the major com-
ponents except Canadian stocks in North
America declined substantially; but almost
everywhere except in the Danube basin, in
India, and afloat to Europe wheat stocks re-
mained above pre-depression “normal” levels
at the end of the crop year.

The most striking reductions in carryover
in 1934-35 were in the United States® and the
Danube basin, where very short crops were
the principal cause; in Argentina and Austra-
lia, whence heavy shipments were made from

portant wheat producing countries according to the
United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics. By
the end of the season, however, it is to be expected
that stocks will be reduced to about a mormal level
50 that there will be a basic improvement in the
general wheat situation, the influence of which will
cxtend beyond the current crop year.” As the picture
gradually changed, World Wheat Prospects gave no
prominence to the revised views which its writers
presumably held. Our own forecast in mid-September
1934 (WaEaT STUDIES, X1, 29-30) was that world wheat
stocks would be reduced substantially, but by “nearer
to 310 than to 410 million bushels,” leaving the world
carryover still far above normal levels.

L World Wheat Prospects for July 23, 1934, said:
“The world wheat carryover now appears to be about
50,?00,000 bushels smaller than last year.” Our own
e‘stlmates, on a slightly different basis, pointed in
September 1934 to an increase of 45 million bushels,
now revised to 58 (Table XII).

) 28ce our review of the crop year 1924-25, WHeAT
Stupies, November 1925, II, 1-64.

*Judging by official estimates for the past seven
years (Table XV), the United States carryovers of
hard red spring wheat and durum were very sinall,
U.IOSG of soft red winter and white wheats not exces-
Stve, and that of hard red winter by no means above a
reasonable level in view of the small production of
hard red wheats in the 1935 crop (Table VI).
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available supplies; and afloat to Europe, in
consequence of drastic curtailment of import
purchases in the closing weeks of the crop
year. The aggregate reduction in these five
items was 254 million bushels, according to

CHART 18.—WHEAT STOCKS IN IMPORTANT AREAS
EX-Russia, As oF August 1, 1923-35*
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p. 103.

our present estimates (Table XII). On the
other hand, Canada’s carryover was 215 mil-
lion—including Canadian wheat in the United
States—only slightly under the peak of July
31, 1933 (see below, p. 142). Even so, stocks
in the four chief exporting countries as of
August 1, 1935, were down to about 500 mil-
lion bushels for the first time since 1928.
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Carryovers in European importing coun-
tries remained excessively high. Though per-
haps 47 million bushels below their peak on
August 1, 1934, they were otherwise at prob-
ably record levels. These contained a very
small proportion of imported wheat, except
in the United Kingdom.? Stocks of domestic
wheat were abnormally heavy in France,
Spain and Portugal, Sweden, the Netherlands,
and probably several minor countries. Stocks
in commercial elevators and mills in Germany,
which had run much heavier throughout
1934-35 than even in the preceding year of
large crop, fell sharply in May—July to slightly
below the record level of July 31, 1934, but
remained far above customary levels.? Stocks

1 The Bureau of Agricultural Economics has re-
cently published estimates of carryovers of old wheat
in Europe and elsewhere, as of about Aug. 1, 1934 and
1935, in comparison with estimated “normals” and
forecasts of carryovers on Aug. 1, 1936 (World Wheat
Prospects, Oct. 29, 1935, pp. 7-9). These estimates
differ in detail from ours (published only in sum-
mary) covering a longer series of years; but the totals
for importing Europe show a decline of 51 million
bushels in 1934-35, which agrees closely with our own
figure.

2 Commercial stocks in Antwerp, Rotterdam, and
Amsterdam about Aug. 1, 1935, were only 1,144,000
bushels as compared with 3,671,000 and 5,238,000 on
corresponding dates of 1934 and 1933. See Interna-
tional Institute of Agriculture, Monthly Crop Report
. ..., August 1935, XXVI, 654. A somewhat different
series reported to the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
and summarized from time to time in World Wheat
Prospects, gives confirmatory evidence of light stocks
of import wheat in continental European ports in
July—-August 1935.

3 See International Institute of Agriculture,
Monthly Crop Report . . . ., August 1935, XXVI, 653.
Total grain stocks in these positions (including wheat
and rye flour for bread) were as follows, in million
units of 60 lbs.:

Year ‘Wheat Rye Barley Oats Total
1932 ....... 10.4 7.3 2.6 .9 21.2
1933 ....... 19.1 13.9 3.6 1.2 37.8
1934 ....... 48.7 29.6 3.2 .9 82.4
1935 ....... 45.3 39.2 1.8 3.7 93.0

Stocks of rye, barley, and oats on July 31, 1935, were
thus higher than on the corresponding date of any
preceding year for which data are available. See
below, p. 143.

4 From speech of Mr. Ralston, member of a special
committee on Bill 98, the Canadian Grain Board Act:
House of Commons Debates (Official Report — unre-
vised edition), July 4, 1935, p. 4570.

5 See J. S. Davis, Wheat and the AAA, pp. 25-26.

6 Ibid., pp. 137-38; and AAA Press Releases 734-35,
1094-35, and 1547-35, Oct. 6, Dec. 3, 1934, and Feb. 8,
1935.
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in farmers’ hands in Germany as of July 31
were estimated at 3.9 million bushels in 1934
and only 1.7 million in 1935. Carryovers of
old wheat were evidently light in Italy byt
heavy in northern Africa.

We infer that in Japan stocks of native anq
imported wheat were both fairly large (Table
XII), and that stocks of native wheats ij
Uruguay and South Africa, which are not coy.
ered in our estimates, were also (see below,
p- 143). There are indications that in Russig,
where stocks had been reduced to a low point
after the short crop of 1932, considerable
stocks were built up from the big crops of
1933 and 1934 (see p. 111); but for lack of
specific data we make no attempt to include
this item in our totals,

Of the wheat carried forward in midsum-
mer 1935, a considerable fraction consisted of
holdings by government or quasi-govern-
mental agencies. The largest block, of course,
was that of Canadian wheat held by Mr. Mc-
Farland. As of May 31, 1935, these holdings
totaled 228,562,000 bushels.* While they were
doubtless reduced during the next two months,
we infer that as of July 31, including futures,
they approximately equaled the total Cana-
dian carryover reported as 215 million bush-
els. This figure is comparable with the 256
million bushels of United States wheat which
the Grain Stabilization Corporation held on
July 1, 1931.5

In the United States, 4 to 5 million bushels
of the carryover were in government hands.
In the summer and fall of 1934, to insure
against scarcity of suitable seed wheat for
1935 sowings, a Seed Conservation Committee
purchased in trade channels quantities of se-
lected spring wheat. Actually, very little of
the durum and less than half of the hard red
spring were disposed of for seed use, though
some was distributed to farmers on relief
through orders issued by state emergency re-
lief administrators in the northwestern states.
In the eastern half of the spring-wheat belt,
seed was in general commercially available at
prices more attractive than the cost prices
fixed by the committee for its sales through
county drought committees ($1.35 for Mar-
quis and Ceres, and $1.60 for durum varieties,
including storage charges to January 1, 1935)
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The act providing for seed loans to growers
without free cash or other credit was ap-
proved late in the season (March 31, 1935),
and to many potential borrowers the regula-
tions seemed rigid, the terms harsh, the
amount obtainable too limited, and the delays
irritating and serious.® After the end of the
sowing season, the committee sold part of its
surplus wheat on the open market. Early in
August it announced that the remainder (then
including about 3.1 million bushels of hard
red spring and 1 million of durum) would be
held pending determination of need for these
reserves in 1936.2

In France, the government had acquired
some 22 million bushels as a “security stock”
and then “took in charge,” at prices attractive
to sellers, much of the rest of the carryover (in
total estimated at 74 million bushels) with a
view to working it off on millers in the early
months of the new crop year.? Under pres-
sure from France, some bread wheat was car-
ried over on government account in French
Morocco (see p. 126). In Czechoslovakia the
grain monopoly, which early in August 1934
had taken over stocks of about 7 million bush-
els each of wheat and rye, found itself with
embarrassingly large stocks on July 31, 1935.1
In Italy almost all of the government-financed

t Harsh criticisms of the government procedure are
set forth in A. W, Erickson, “Seed Loans and the Devil
in the Dakotas,” Northwestern Miller, Sept. 11, 1935,
pp. 715, 724-25. We have inadequate basis for saying
how far these reflect the actual situation.

2 A few weeks later it was decided to sell about two-
thirds of these balances. A4AA News Digest, Aug. 10,
Sept. 7, 1935.

8 Foreign Crops and Markets, Oct. 7, 1985, pp.
492-96.
. 1t World Wheat Prospects, Sept. 27, 1934, pp. 19-20;
Commercial Intelligence Journal, Oct. 12, 1935, p. 629.

8 Northwestern Miller, July 3, 1935, p. 49. Cf. World
Wheat Prospects, May 31, 1935, p. 25.

?Commercial Intelligence Journal, Aug. 25, 1934,
D. 305; Commerce Reports, Jan. 26, 1935, p. 61.

7 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Press Service Let-
ler No. 23-36, July 6, 1935. See further below, p. 158.

. ®See H. Boker, “Regulation of the Cereal Market
M Germany,” International Review of Agriculture,
August 1934, XXV, E 342-46,

*E. Martinez de Bujanda, “The Wheat Trading

(iommissions ... in Spain,” ibid., October 1934, XXV,
E 472-77,
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stocks from the big crop of 1933 had been
disposed of before August 1.

Even in small wheat-producing countries
there are numerous examples of reserves in
government hands. Toward the end of the
crop year the state grain office in Latvia of-
fered price reductions to millers who agreed
to purchase their bread grain requirements
solely from government stocks.® In Uruguay,
where the Bank of the Republic had bought
up at fixed prices most of the exportable sur-
plus from the big crop of 1933, these stocks
were not fully disposed of by the end of 1934¢
or even by July 31, 1935. In South Africa the
bumper crop of 1934 created a wheat surplus
problem, and a holding policy was determined
upon. Under the Wheat Industry Control Act
of 1935, the Union set up a board of nine
members representing wheat growers, millers,
consumers, and the government. Its principal
functions are to levy and collect processing
taxes of not over 7.3 cents per bushel, and to
employ the funds so raised to compensate
wheat growers, under specified conditions, for
losses sustained in withholding wheat from
the market.”

In Germany, though the Reich Grain Office
probably held little wheat on July 31, its regu-
lations were largely responsible for the heavy
reserves of grain carried over by the mills.®
Similar measures were applied in Spain?® and
elsewhere.

Some omissions from the foregoing list de-
serve passing mention. Australia has not yet
resorted to the device of financing wheat hold-
ing, though some of its financial aid to wheat
growers (see below, p. 157) may have helped
in this direction. The Argentine Grain Regu-
lating Board, which had held 32 million bush-
els on August 1, 1934, held no wheat a year
later. In the United Kingdom it was again
found unnecessary to call upon the Flour
Millers Corporation to take over any stocks of
millable wheat at the end of the crop year.

The distribution of the 1935 carryovers,
and the degree to which they were held sub-
ject to government control, have considerable
significance for 1935-36. Special importance
attaches to the concentration of exportable
carryovers in Canada and of heavy stocks in
European importing countries.
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V. PRICES AND

Wheat price developments have latterly
been exceptionally complex. For some years
prior to 1929-30, the world wheat market was
comparatively open and free. Under these
circumstances, regional price differences and
price spreads between types always merited
consideration, but they were usually kept
within limits in the changing price structure.
Moreover, some form of the gold standard
was so nearly universal that fluctuations in
international exchanges were so small that
series of wheat prices could be expressed,
without being misleading, in single units such
as cents per bushel, shillings per quarter, or
francs per quintal. Since the onset of depres-
sion in 1929, however, national measures af-
fecting trade, currencies, and exchanges have
so multiplied that we no longer have a world
wheat market in the former sense, and more
or less independent national ‘“management”
of numerous currencies has swept away the
former bases for expressing price series in any
single currency unit.

This condition persisted in 1934-35. Ex-
change fluctuations, fortunately, were less
pronounced than in the two crop years pre-
ceding, though stability of international ex-
changes was by no means attained. But trade
barriers and national controls were on the
whole maintained or intensified, and were un-
usually effective. Of special importance dur-
ing the year were semi-official market support
in Canada, export dumping of wheat by sev-
eral European countries, and unusual price
relations among wheats of different types
(e.g., durum, hard red spring, and Pacific
Northwest types) and origins (e.g., Canada,
Argentina, and France). Under the circum-
stances, it is especially difficult to get a clear
piclure of the salient features of wheat price
movements and the price structure. Repre-
sentative complexities and divergences are
brought out in Tables XXXIII and XXXIV and
in several charts in this section.

WheaT Price LEVELS

In Chart 19 monthly average prices of wheat
“parcels” (less than full cargoes) imported
into the United Kingdom?® are shown (4) in
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British currency converted to cents per bushg]
at the old par (£1 = $4.8665), reflecting prices
as quoted in shillings per 480 pounds; (B)
converted to current U.S. cents per bushel a¢
sterling rates of exchange in New York; ang
(C) in terms of pre-devaluation gold cents

CHART 19.—Britisg PARceLs PRICES, AVERAGEp
MoNTHLY FROM AvuGusT 1931, oN THREE Baseg*
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* Qur computations from data in London Grain, Seed and
Oll Reporter; see Table XXXIV, footnote b. TFor explanation
of bases A-C, sce accompanying text.

with the use of London prices of gold. Curve
A rises sharply after the British abandoned
the gold standard in September 1931. Curve B
rises sharply after the United States followed
suit in April 1933. Each of these sharp ad-
vances was accompanied by a much smaller
advance in curve C; but each time the latter
subsequently sank to fresh low points. In
1934-35, as in much of 1933-34, curves A and
B run fairly close together, while curve C is on
a much lower level throughout. The three

1 British parcels prices are a convenient rough
index of “world wheat prices,” so far as there is such
a thing; but the index is defective in that, since the
composition of the “parcels” varies greatly from year
to year and within a year, its course is materially in-
fluenced by such variations, considering the very dif-
ferent levels at which different wheats sell, See M. K.
Bennett, “British Parcels Prices: A World Wheat Price
Series,” WHeAT Stunies, July 1928, 1V, 289-306; and
A. E, Taylor, “World Wheat Prices, Canadian—Argen-
tine Spreads, and the Ottawa Agreement,” ibid., Oclo-
ber 1935, XII, 35-56.
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curves show the course of this series of prices
as it might appear, respectively, in Liverpool,
Chicago, and Paris. Unfortunately, none of
these three viewpoints is adequate, and even
all together are not. We should like also to
see a wheat price series refined by removal of
the influence of such major currency changes
as the British and American departures from
the gold standard. This we cannot get. Un-
questionably the so-called “gold price” of
wheat would be different if these policies had
not been resorted to; and we believe such a
curve D would be higher than curve C through-
out its course, and in 1934-35 perhaps nearer
to curves 4 and B than to curve C.

In the International Wheat Agreement
signed late in August 1933, the signatory im-
porting countries undertook to begin lowering
their tariff barriers when British parcels
prices in terms of gold cents had averaged over
63.02 cents per bushel for sixteen consecutive
weeks, and to make effective alterations in
other import restrictions in 1934-35 “if world
prices have taken a definitely upward turn
from the average price of the first six months
of the calendar year 1933.”! From Chart 19
one can observe how far short of these goals
were actual “gold” prices in the two years to
which the agreement was designed to apply.

An outstanding fact of the crop year, in-
deed, was that the net advance of wheat prices
in 1934-35 was so slight, in the face of so
many bullish factors including a marked re-
duction in accumulated wheat stocks. Almost
all forecasters materially overestimated the
extent of the price recovery, initially in part
because supplies were underestimated and
throughout because European demand was
overestimated. The crop-year average price of
wheat imported into Great Britain was only a
little above its low point in 1983-34: in cur-
rent U.S. cents it rose from 68 to 77 cents per
bushel; in pre-devaluation gold cents from
43 to 46 (Table XXXIV). In terms of gold,
and also in terms of current prices deflated by
a British wholesale price index, the 1934-35
average was otherwise the lowest for much
Inore than a century. In terms of gold, prices
In Buenos Aires and Melbourne (Australia)

!See J. S. Davis, Wheat and the AAA, pp. 323-24,
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averaged only 34 cents in 1934-35, practically
at the low level reached in 1933-34.

In the United States the average farm price
of wheat rose to only 87.2 current cents, as
compared with 72.0 cents in 1933-34 and a
pre-war b-year average of 88.4—despite the
fact that in 193435 the United States became
a net importer, the tariff was unusually price-
effective, and visible supplies and year-end
stocks were strikingly reduced. When, in the
twelve months ending March 1933, the de-
pression was about at its worst, American
wheat stocks were at their peak, and price-
supporting measures were least effective here,
the United States farm price averaged 36.1
cents a bushel. After devaluation of the dol-
lar by 40 per cent, the inauguration of acreage
restriction and surplus disposal, two excep-
tionally short wheat crops in succession, and
extremely short feed supplies, the large abso-
lute advance to 87.2 cents in 1934-35 seems
very moderate. It was much below expecta-
tions.

As shown by Chart 20, farm prices hung
close to the pre-war average through the crop

CuART 20.—UNITED STATES FARM PRICE OF WHEAT
COMPARED WITH “PARITY PRICE,” MONTHLY
FROM JuLy 1933*

(Cents per bushel)
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* Data of Bureau of Agricultural Economics.
Davis, Wheat and the AAA, pp. 191-98.

See J. S.

year 1934-35, except for one month at the
beginning and one at the end of the year.
Since the index of prices that farmers pay
for commodities bought was considerably
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above its pre-war average (touched on March
15, 1933), the computed “‘parity price” of
wheat kept well above average farm prices.
Until June 1935, however, the “disparity” was
less than the wheat processing tax rate, which
has been held at 30 cents a bushel since it
became effective July 9, 1933.1

It is appropriate to view wheat prices in
1934-35 in a longer perspective. For this pur-
pose, actual prices or price averages are less
suitable than average prices for some impor-

tant country adjusted, however crudely, for .

changes in commodity price levels. Chart 21

THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION, 1934-35

pressed in U.S. cents per bushel of purchasing
power in 1910-14.

On the basic curve is superimposed another,
This represents a free-hand smoothing of the
annual data, to get an approximation to chang-
ing trends over periods of several years; thig
curve is of major interest and importance, hut
need not be discussed here. In addition is
shown a band, 5 cents wide, centered on 3
straight line mathematically calculated from
all the annual data shown. This shows the
broad drift of this series of deflated prices
over an extended period of time. If corre-

CHART 21.—DEFLATED PrIcES oF Britisit IMPoRT WHEAT, ANNUALLY FroM 1870-71*
(U.S. cents per bushel, 1910-14 basis)
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Price averages In

sterling are divided by corresponding averages of the Sauerb eck-Statist index of wholesale commodity prices expressed In

terms of its average for 1910-14. The results are converted to U.S. currency at $4.8665 to the dollar.

Wraesr Stupiks, December 1934, XI, 149,

gives such a series for the past sixty-five years.
It shows annual averages of monthly average
prices of wheat imported into Great Britain,
the outstanding import market, “deflated” by
the Sauerbeck-Statist index of wholesale
prices. Roughly speaking, prices are here ex-

1In 1933-34, as the lower section of the chart
shows, the processing tax rate failed to cover the
calculated “disparity” except in July—August 1933 and
June 1934, .

2 See chart based on prices of British domestic
wheat, in A, F. Wyman and J. S. Davis, “Britain’s New
Wheat Policy in Perspective,” WugeaT Stubies, July
1933, IX, 334.

See Chart 7 in

sponding data were available for earlier years,
some such long-term drift would be shown to
extend much farther back.? Though the slope
of the line would vary with the period cov-
ered, there would be no question that the
“secular trend” has been downward rather
than horizontal or upward. The decline is
such as to suggest a drop averaging about 6
cents of pre-war purchasing power per dec-
ade. Ample reasons for some such downward
drift in “wheat values” per unit can be found:
the expansion and expansibility of world wheat
production at reduced real costs per bushel;
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cheapening of ocean transport;* and latterly,
falling rates of population increase in impor-
tant wheat-consuming countries, and declin-
ing per capita consumption of wheat for food.
Exlrapolation of even well-established secular
trends is hazardous; yet there is no present
ground for expecting this long-term drift to
he reversed, though the trend line may rise as
it did for twenty years prior to the World War.

At actual levels of recent depression years,
as in the middle ’nineties, wheat has been ab-
pormally cheap in relation to other commodi-
ties, just as it has been abnormally dear in
occasional other years or periods of years.
The relative cheapness was most extreme in
1933-34, but not much less in 1934-35. For
the past five crop years the price, thus de-
flated, has averaged about 75 cents per bushel
(1910-14 basis) as compared with an average
of about $1.07 for the four crop years that
preceded the World War. We venture to sug-
gest that something like half of this drop is a
reflection of the long-time downward drift of
wheat “values.”

It is not premature to predict that the cor-
responding figure for 1935-36 will be higher,
though probably not within the “drift zone.”
Yet, we think it safe to say, the “economic
normal” level for the years immediately ahead
must be several cents below the average for
the decade ending with 1929-30, and even far-
ther below that for the five years that imme-
diately preceded the World War, If this view
is well founded, one cannot accept pre-war
averages as “normal” for either the present or
the near future, even when prices are ad-
justed for changes in commodity price levels.2

While the data shown are for Great Britain,
and data for other countries would result in
different trends, the broad inferences drawn

1For recent years, see p. 117. This factor, like the

;’ggoﬁrst mentioned, was of great importance in 1870-

2Cf. Davis, Wheat and the AAA, pp. 433-38.

#Deflated Chicago prices would show a much
sllg.hter downward drift through the same 65-year
beriod. Sce chart in H. C. Farnsworth, “Decline and
I}ecovery of Wheat Prices in the ’Nineties,” WHEAT
STupiEs, June-July 1934, X, 291.

4 FOr more detailed discussion covering minor flue-
tuations, see our “Survey” issues in WHEeAT STUDIES
f"l" September 1934 and January, May, and September
1935: X1, 8-12, 209-14, 338-43, and XII, 7-13.
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from them hold in some degree for the United
States? and major exporting countries such as
Canada, Argentina, and Australia. In retro-
spect, those who regarded wheat price levels
as abnormally low in the years preceding this
depression were wrong; and those who ex-
pect wheat prices to recover to “pre-war pari-
ties” are presumably equally wrong. Political
measures aimed at restoring prices to such
“parities” are directed against the powerful
pressure of economic forces.

THE CoURSE oF FUTURES PRICES

One cannot well speak of the course of
wheat prices in 1934-35. Different series show
not only widely different levels but often
widely divergent courses, and the course of a
single series depends partly on the currency
unit in which it is expressed. In various Euro-
pean countries prices were fixed by govern-
mental edict, often on a rising scale through
the season, as in Germany and Czechoslovakia.
In others they were subject to influence from
purchases by governmental agencies, as in
Poland, France (after mid-December), and
several of the Danube states. In Canada there
were not only government-supported pur-
chases but price pegs in the futures market.

If one plots the monthly data for the series
shown in Tables XXXIII and XXXIV, the sev-
eral curves reveal striking departures from the
courses already shown for 1934-35 in Charts
19 and 20. Peak prices of the year were
reached in August 1934 by British parcels,
various wheats in Liverpool, and in Winni-
peg, Buenos Aires, and Melbourne; in Septem-
ber by most of the American series and in
France; in February 1935 in Hungary; in May
in Italy; in June in Germany and Yugoslavia;
in June-July in Great Britain (native wheats).
For most of the series significant in connec-
tion with international trade the low was in
one of the winter months, while for most of
the American series it was in June or July
1935. With full awareness of such diversities,
we turn to consider the course of prices in the
world’s four leading futures markets, as
shown by daily quotations in the respective
currencies in Chart 26 (p. 182) and by selected
daily series expressed in current cents in
Chart 22.4
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Futures prices reached their peak for the
crop year on August 10, 1934. They had risen
sharply in May. The gain was held in June,
except in the United States where the May rise
had been most spectacular. In July and early
August all markets advanced by around 20
cents a bushel. This advance came chiefly
in response to sensational drought and crop
news from North America. Eventually har-
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much less than the December, which droppeq
31 cents a bushel between August 10 and De-
cember 31. The downward drift in the Liver-
pool May future continued through Febry-
ary.! The lowest closing price in American
currency, on March 12, was 37 cenls below the
corresponding peak of August 10, 1934, and
prices had not been much higher for several
weeks preceding.

CuART 22, —DAILY CLOSING PRICES OF SELECTED WHEAT FUTURES IN LEADING MARKETS, 193435
(U.S. cents per bushel)
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* See footnote under Chart 26, p. 182.

vests hore out these bullish reports and simi-
lar but less striking ones from the Danube
basin and Australia. From late in May, more-
over, these influences were powerfully rein-
forced by growing convictions that importing
Europe would harvest crops substantially
smaller than in 1933. In the last two weeks
of the advance the Liverpool market led the
others, as British importers and speculators
acted on their judgment that the time had
come to buy wheat heavily.

A sharp recession ensued in the week be-
ginning August 11, as a few bearish news
items made their impact on a vulnerable mar-
ket position. The recession was resumed in
September, and by early October practically
the whole advance from early July had been
wiped out. In Liverpool and Buenos Aires the
drift continued downward through December,
though the Liverpool May future declined

This extreme price decline was basically at-
tributable in large part to ripening convictions
that wheat supplies of importing Europe,
from carryovers and new crops both larger
than earlier anticipated (see p. 104), were s0
abundant that the drafts on accumulated
world wheat stocks would be far less than
had been expected. International shipments,
which had held up remarkably in April-June
1934 and increased more than usual until
mid-August, remained low in the ensuing
months and in November-December declined
mgre than in 1933 (see p. 121). Pressure of
Argentine and French exports was heavier
than had been expected. Growing assurance

1In terms of U.S. currency, the decline continued
into March, but a substantial fall of sterling exchange
in February and early March was a complicating fac-
tor. Compare Charts 22 and 26, and WHEAT STUDIES
May 1936, X1, 339.
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(hat ample supplies for importers would be
available, even with Canada selling reluc-
tantly, destroyed the foundation for the earlier
price advance. This done, liquidation of an
unusually heavy volume of speculative ac-
counts (notably in Liverpool) greatly magni-
fied the extent of the recession and naturally
affected its course.!

In Winnipeg the price decline was checked
in mid-course. About September 30, Mr. Mec-
Farland publicly asserted that supply and de-
mand relations did not justify “any such ab-
surd prices” as were currently quoted in Liv-
erpool or Buenos Aires, blamed the decline on
a speculative “bear raid,” and called for in-
vestigation and appropriate action.? No ex-
tended investigation was made; but under
pressure from the Dominion government, pre-
sumably on Mr. McFarland’s advice, the Win-
nipeg Grain Exchange shortly announced that
beginning November 1 trading in futures
would be prohibited below fixed limits set as
follows: December future, 75 cents; the May,
80, the July, 80%.* When the May future ran
out, the peg for the July was lowered to 80
cents. This was also made the minimum for
the August future when trading in it was first
permitted on June 14, 1935.4

In the light of the year as a whole, the price
decline against which Mr. McFarland pro-
tested appears to have been due, not to tempo-

18ee our “Survey” covering that period, WHxEeaT
Stubiks, January 1935, XI, 209-12.

2 Northwestern Miller, Oct. 3, 1934, and WHEaT
Srupies, January 1935, XI, 209 n., 213. Compare Secre-
tary of Agriculture Hyde’s outburst in September
1930 with reference to Russian short-selling on the
Chicago market, and the subsequent action by the Chi-
cago Board of Trade. WuEAT STUDIES, February 1931,
VII, 262-66,

3 See Chart 26, p. 182. In the preceding crop year,
following the collapse of the speculative advance in
Jl'lly 1933, the Winnipeg Grain Exchange had pro-
hl}.)ited trading in futures from Aug. 15 to Sept. 14 at
prices below closing prices on Aug. 14, When those
Pegs were removed, futures prices fell. See Chart 11
in WheaT Stubies, December 1934, XI, 155.

*After a subsequent rise in world market prices,
the new Canadian Wheat Board, on Sept. 7, 1935, fixed
its buying price for the year at 87% cents—Ilike fu-
tures quotations, on the basis of No. 1 Manitoba
Northern, Fort William.

40(" Pl:iv'ate estimates published April 1 had averaged
Y0 million, and ranged from 470 to 508 million. The
post-harvest estimate, 432 million as of August 1,
was close to the forecasts as of April 1 and May 1.
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rary speculative pressure, but to correctly re-
vised views of supplies and requirements. The
price pegs (though they were seldom actually
touched) served for the time to hold up prices
in Canada; but this Ilimited exports of Cana-
dian wheat and flour, and also compelled Mr.
McFarland to increase his holdings to take up
the hedges that speculators usually carry.

Support of prices in Canada helped indi-
rectly to hold up futures prices in Chicago, for
it reduced the risk of duty-paid imports of
milling wheats. From October till early April
Chicago prices fluctuated within a compara-
tively narrow range, with only a slight sag-
ging tendency after early December. At its
lowest point on March 18, Chicago May was
25 cents below its peak of August 9 preced-
ing, but only 5 cents below the close on Octo-
ber 3 (the low of early October). New-crop
futures in Chicago fluctuated more widely
than the May future, as prospects for the
1935 crop changed; and from mid-January to
mid-April, as dry weather continued, July and
December futures rose toward the May.

Advances were the rule from March 12 to
April 13, when the Liverpool May fulure rose
about 12 cents a bushel and other markets
except Winnipeg rose nearly as much from
their recent lows. This advance appears to
have been initiated mainly in response to a
mild war scare in Europe following Hitler’s
announcement on March 16 that Germany was
about to re-establish compulsory military
training. The advance was sustained by evi-
dence of continued large sales to the Orient
and improvement in European purchases. In
North American markets, however, the rise
was slight until, after severe dust storms early
in April, the official forecast of the United
States winter-wheat crop gave the surprisingly
bullish figure of 435 million bushels.® This
striking price advance had a marked influ-
ence in stimulating export shipments, which
reached a notably high peak in mid-May (see
Chart 12, p. 121).

Again, however, the bullish appraisal of
the position was short-lived; and by the end
of May most of the price advance had been
lost except in Buenos Aires, where heavy
shipments of exportable stocks had been
made. In Chicago, indeed, improving pros-
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pects for 1935 domestic crops of both winter
and spring wheat! led to a striking decline
from mid-April to mid-June, as traders
veered to the view that Chicago prices could
not remain in 1935-36 as far above Liverpool
as they had in 1934-35, if they did not even
fall to an export basis. Neither advance nor
recession was pronounced in Winnipeg, where
price-supporting operations had checked ear-
lier declines, the opportunity to export was
welcomed as price relationships improved,
and price support again came into play on the
recession.

In late June 1935, wheat crop prospects
were such as to point to another big world
harvest, and a large surplus over prospective
disappearance in 1935-36. Six weeks later,
maturer prospects pointed to a short crop
like that of 1934. This abrupt and striking
reversal was due mainly to the rapid spread of
severe rust epidemic in North America, par-
ticularly in the spring-wheat belt, and to
inadequate rainfall in Argentina and Aus-
tralia.? The price influence of this develop-
ment, however, was for a time offset by one
that proved temporarily powerful and of no
small influence for a longer period.

Early in July, Liverpool prices broke
sharply. The July future dropped from 80 on
June 11 to 68 on July 6—the lowest point of
the year, and a little lower than the July 1934
future had stood a year earlier. In Chicago
the break was nearly as large, but there it
merely canceled an earlier brief advance
based on alarming reports of rust infection in
the spring-wheat belt. In Winnipeg the break
was halted by price pegs. In Buenos Aires
also, where only a moderate export surplus
remained, it was also much less than in Brit-
ish markets.

The break was due to European interpre-

1 The official forecast of winter wheat was raised
from 432 million bushels as of May 1 to 441 as of
June 1 and 458 as of July 1. With an initial forecast
of 273 million bushels of spring wheat on July 1, the
total United States crop was then officially forecast at
731 million bushels. The final estimates, published
Dec. 18, 1935, are shown in Table II.

z2“World Wheat Survey and Outlook,” WwHgraT
Srupikes, September 1935, XII, 1-7. 8 Ibid., pp. 9-10.

¢ We include very few comments on the spreads
between near and more distant futures in individual
markets, which are represented in Chart 26, p. 182.
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tation of news from Canada, where a bill tq
set up a Canadian Grain Board (approveg
July 5) was the outstanding issue before the
Dominion Parliament and the public.® Thig
news led British traders to expect that the
new board would adopt a policy of much
freer selling, in order to dispose of the huge
stocks accumulated through earlier price-
supporting operations (see p. 142), and that
such selling would necessarily force down
prices in importing markets.

In the second half of July, Liverpool priccs
rose enough to wipe out the loss. This ad-
vance was due primarily to increasingly gen-
eral acceptance of the fact that North Ameri-
can crops had seriously deteriorated and that
early-season prospects in Argentina and Aus-
tralia were poor. In Winnipeg and Buenos
Aires, prices closed higher than a month ecar-
lier; and in Chicago, where domestic crop
news was worst, most definite, and most in-
fluential, prices closed 8 cents above the peak
of July 3 and 15 cents above the low of July 6.
The smaller advance in markets outside the
United States was due to the facts that the
crop scare was as yet taken less seriously
abroad and that the fear of free Canadian sell-
ing was not dispelled. Also, with Canadian
policy still undetermined, vivid memories of
two successive years of costly bullishness be-
fore mid-August may have limited the extent
of price recovery.

SIGNIFICANT PRICE SPREADS

A full discussion of price divergences dur-
ing 1934-35 — between countries, between
markets, between types and grades, and be-
tween different futures—would require al-
most a volume in itself. Here only a few out-
standing comparisons can be made.*

Futures prices—Price differences among
the leading world wheat futures markets in
1934-35 are graphically represented in Chart
22 (p. 148) by spaces between selected curves
of daily futures data, and in the upper section
of Chart 23 by weekly average spreads above
and below a Liverpool future as a base.

Through most of the year Liverpool and
Buenos Aires futures moved roughly parallel,
with Buenos Aires of course below. The
spread was wide in most of July—December
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1934, when Argentina was shipping freely
from her heavy stocks. It was somewhat nar-
rower in most of January-May 1935, when
shipments from the moderate new crop were
fairly steady instead of showing a marked
seasonal increase followed by marked decline.
In July 1935 the spread narrowed as Liver-
pool futures first sank abruptly and then re-
covered with evident reluctance.

CHART 23.—SIGNIFICANT WHEAT PRICE SPREADS,
WEEKLY, 1934-35*
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* Futures spreads are computed from weekly averages of
data plotted in Chart 22, using Liverpool December, May,
and October futures as successive bases. Cash spreads are
computed from Liverpool prices in U.S. currency; see Table
:VXXIV, and corresponding weekly data in our “Survey”
1ssues covering the period.

More striking is the fact that Winnipeg
futures (based on No. 1 Manitoba Northern)
were above corresponding Liverpool futures
after mid-September 1934, whereas with huge
stocks of wheat in Canada Winnipeg futures
Normally run below Liverpool. Mr. McFar-
la.nd’s operations and the price pegs in Win-
Nipeg prevented futures there from following
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Liverpool futures closely; the relations, in-
deed, were such as ordinarily reflect short
supplies of at least high-grade wheat in Can-
ada. The spread between Winnipeg and Bue-
nos Aires was far wider than usual, whereas
in the absence of control measures in either
market it might well have been narrower than
usual. The Winnipeg-Liverpool spread nar-
rowed late in May 1935, as Winnipeg prices
sagged moderately while North American
prospects for 1935 harvests improved, and
again in June, as Liverpool prices rose. This
spread widened again early in July as the peg
kept Winnipeg prices from falling when
Liverpool dropped.

Chicago futures continued, as in 1933-34,
far above Liverpool, by a spread that was on
the whole wider than in that year but varied
even more. With the United States off an
export basis, despite the absence of govern-
ment stabilization operations, Chicago futures
fluctuated within narrower limits than Liver-
pool. In May, however, when United States
crop prospects pointed to fairly good harvests
in 1935, the spread narrowed greatly as Chi-
cago prices declined heavily while Liverpool
remained fairly stable. The spread remained
narrow through most of June, but later wi-
dened sharply when crop prospects strikingly
deteriorated.

Liverpool cash prices—The lower section
of Chart 23 shows weekly spreads in prices
of two Canadian grades and Australian f.a.q.
wheat from Argentine Rosafé, as reflected in
Liverpool prices of parcel shipments. As
usual, Australian wheats sold generally sev-
eral cents above duty-paid Rosafé. The strik-
ing feature of this chart, however, is the size
of the premium on No. 3 Manitoba, which
British millers consider for most purposes
not greatly superior to Rosafé. Examination
of various possible explanations leaves no
doubt that price - supporting operations in
Canada resulted in prices for Canadian
wheats in Liverpool that reflected relative
scarcity of available supplies of these wheats
there,! even though the Liverpool price level
was held down by knowledge that large sup-

1 A. E. Taylor, “World Wheat Prices, Canadian—Ar-
gentine Spreads, and the Ottawa Agreement,” WHEAT
Stungs, October 1935, XII, 35-56.
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plics remained in Canada. For August-July
1934-35, parcels prices averaged as follows, in
current U.S. cents per bushel: Rosafé, 69
(plus duty about 75); Australian f.a.q., 79;
No. 3 Manitoba, 88 (Table XXXIV); No. 1
Manitoba, 97. Through most of the year No. 1
Manitoba sold in Liverpool at unusually wide
premiums over No. 3, although there was no
real shortage of No. 1 in Canada, and at Win-
nipeg monthly average spreads were only 5
to 8 cents a bushel (Table XXXIII).

United States cash prices.—Chart 24 illus-
trates the unusually wide and varying spreads
of cash prices of five distinct types of United
States wheat, calculated from quotations in
the leading market for each type, all measured

Cuart 24.—Casa WHEAT SPREADS IN UNITED
STATES MARKETS, WEEKLY, 1934-35%
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* See Table XXXIII, and corresponding weekly data in
our “Survey” issues covering the period.

from the lowest-priced wheat deliverable
without premium or discount on Chicago
futures contracts. For the broad divergences
displayed, the prime factors were the varying
degrees of shortage in the 1934 crops and
initial stocks (Tables VI, XV), in relation to
the demand for the various types—with soft

red wheats most abundant and durums most .

scarce.

Durum wheats were extremely high, with
their “ceiling” fixed largely by imports of
Canadian durum duty-paid, until spring pros-
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pects were interpreted as foreshadowing 4
much larger crop in 1935. Hard red spring
wheats were also unusually high, though not
at levels permitting competitive imports for
food use. Toward the end of the season they
rose to still higher premiums as severe rust
damage blighted early prospects for a big crop
in 1935; indeed, since durum varieties were
more resistant to rust, premiums on durum
fell below those of hard red spring in June.

Since both hard winter and hard spring
wheats in 1933 and 1934 ran very high in
protein, premiums for protein content were
extremely small in 1934-35. The rough paral-
lelism between prices of representative bread
wheats in Minneapolis and Kansas City re-
flects the fact that at some such difference
southwestern wheats could and did move to
northwestern milling centers. Such demands
for hard winters, resulting from short sup-
plies of spring wheat for northwestern mills,
were partly responsible for keeping Kansas
City futures unusually close to Chicago fu-
tures during the year.

Hard red winters in Kansas City sold gen-
erally above soft red winters in St. Louis,
contrary to the usual existing relationship.
In the spring months, as supplies of bread
wheats ran low, they rose to unusually high
premiums over the Chicago basis, except for
an interruption in June when prospects for
the 1935 crop of hard winter temporarily im-
proved.

In the Pacific Northwest, prices of repre-
sentative soft white and western white wheats
(at Seattle and Portland) practically never
fell more than 20 cents per bushel below Chi-
cago basic cash prices. The average spread
(about 15 cents a bushel) was not much
greater than it had been in 1933—34—despite
the cessation of the export-subsidy scheme
after August 8, 1934, and the very limited
government aid in removing the surplus.
Throughout the vyear, Pacific Northwest
wheats were selling too high to move into
export in substantial amounts; and toward
the close of the season they sold for scveral
weeks at a smaller discount below Chicago
than in all but a brief period in 1933-34.

1 See Chart 12 in our previous “Review,” WHEAT
Stupies, December 1934, XI, 159.
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The great bulk of the regional surplus,
including the large carryover from the pre-
ceding year, went into domestic consumption
_in the Pacific Northwest and California,
castward by rail, or by coastal routes to At-
jantic and Gulf ports.* The hard white wheats
of this region sold at moderate premiums
over the soft wheats, and were shipped heav-
ily to Minneapolis, Chicago, and other points.
The surplus soft white wheats (other than
club) found a ready market not only in the
southeastern states, but in midwestern mill-
ing centers for blending with the very hard
red winters of the 1934 crop.

European domestic wheats.—In Great Brit-
ain, domestic wheats were available in such
abundance that they sold at unusually heavy
discounts under prices of import wheats.
Whereas in 1930-31 and 1931-32 prices of
domestic wheat had averaged higher than
import wheats, and in 1932-33 as high, aver-
ages for August-July 1934-35 were (in cur-
rent U.S. cents) 77 cents for all imported
wheat and 66 cents for native wheat (Table
XXXIV). In percentage terms so heavy a dis-
count is without precedent. Converted into
gold, the annual average price of British
wheat fell still lower than in 1933-34—to 39
cents per bushel. The seasonal low is usually
reached shortly after harvest. In 1934-35 it
was much later. Under the joint influence of
the decline of import prices and the fact that
it only gradually came to be realized that do-
mestic marketings would be as heavy as they
proved (see p. 114), prices of British wheats
kept on declining through March 1935.

In the Irish Free State, the ascertained

1 Rail shipments, for which data are not available,
were exceptionally heavy. Shipments of wheat and
flour by water totaled 39.8 million bushels, including
11.9 million to California, 19.9 million to Atlantic
and Gulf ports (a record quantity). Of the export
shipments of slightly under 7.0 million bushels, about
3.9 million represented sales made before July 1,
1934, See above, p. 128; and, for comparable carlier
data, Wrear Stupics, August 1934, X, 421-22.

2Sce Commercial Intelligence Journal, June 22,
1935, p. 1128. Growers were paid a subsidy covering
the difference between 23s. 6d. and the ascertained
average price of August-December, and between 26s.
and the ascertained average price of January—July.

8 TFor 1935-36 this was fixed in August at 25 per
cent, as compared with 4 per cent in 1933-34 and 10%
per cent in 1934-35. Ibid., Sept. 21, 1935, pp. 502-03.
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average price of domestic wheat sold to reg-
istered millers and dealers ran slightly over
17s. per barrel of 280 pounds (about 85 cents
a bushel).2 Undoubtedly the requirement that
mills use certain minimum percentages of
home-grown wheat* enhanced the domestic
price.

In France, quoted prices of domestic wheat
were held up by government action through
most of December, despite the burdensome
stocks, close to $2.00 a bushel in current
U.S. cents. Thereafter, with a change in
government policy, they averaged around
$1.40 per bushel. The computed average
for the crop year, 97 cents gold, was certainly
the lowest for many years. There is no doubt
that French wheat growers felt the decline
in prices severely. In view of the peculiar
complexity of wheat marketing and milling
arrangements in 1934-35, however, one can-
not well compute what growers actually re-
ceived for what they sold or what French
mills had to pay for what they milled.

In Germany and Italy, with reduced wheat
supplies and stringent government control,
prices of native wheats in leading markets
were held up to prices that averaged about
$2.20 a bushel (Table XXXIV), rising stead-
ily in Germany through the year, and in Italy
sharply in February-May to decline in June—
July as a big crop matured. In terms of gold,
these prices averaged higher than in 1933-34,
but lower than in most preceding years since
1923-24 or in the five years before the war.
In Hungary, government measures main-
tained prices at levels that averaged $1.35
per bushel (Tisza wheat, 78-kilo, in Budapest)
in U.S. currency and 80 cents in gold—the
highest since 1929-30. For Yugoslavia, cor-
responding figures were 77 cents and 46 cents.
For the other Danube states the data are much
less satisfactory.

These few examples imperfectly illustrate
the virtual independence of wheat price struc-
tures in the various European countries. They
were all subject to common influences arising
from the world wheat situation, but in con-
tinental countries these influences were rela-
tively slight as compared with those exerted
by controls or manipulations of imports, ex-
ports, milling, stocks, and prices.
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VI. CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

FALLIBILITY OF FORECASTS

Ten years ago, after reviewing the striking
events of the crop year 1924-25, we com-
mented upon the radical errors in appraisals
and forecasts which had characterized that
season, and concluded:?!

.+ .. No lechnique has yet been developed for
forecasting the quantities that will be demanded
at various levels of price, taking into account the
complicating factors, or for asserting what prices
are or are not warranted by a particular set of
conditions . . . . The outcome of the year’s ex-
perience should lead growers, traders, and gov-
crnments alike to realize their nced for ampler
statistical material and improved methods of an-
alysis.

Instances of serious misjudgments have ap-
peared in several subsequent years. Despite
notable improvements in scope and quality
of information and analyses in the past dec-
ade, such misjudgments were numerous and
important in 1934-35. As one example among
many that have been touched upon in this
review of the crop year, we venture to quote
from a public address in mid-season by Mr.
McFarland, the dominant figure in Canadian
wheat operations. Speaking at Moose Jaw
on February 14, 1935, he concluded a detailed
analysis of Canada’s immediate wheat posi-
tion thus:

It is therefore evident {[that] from whatever
angle you approach the question of exports, our
carryover will be well under 100 millions on Au-
gust 1st next, which contrasts with the whispering
campaign going around recently, to the effect
that Canada’s foolish policy will leave us with a
carryover of 200 millions.

With a prospective carryover down to around
80 million bushels, as compared with 194 millions
last year, and 211 in 1933 following the big crop

1 WHEAT Stupies, November 1925, 11, 49.

2 See J. S. Davis, Wheat and the AAA, pp. 328-33.

8 These were very inadequately covered in the three
annual reports of the Federal Farm Board, and also
in brief portions of a 37-page report by Senator
McNary for the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry pursuant to S. Res. 42 and 364 (72d Cong.):
“Activities and Operations of the Federal Farm
Board,” 74th Cong., 1st Sess., Sen. Rep. No. 1456, July
29, 1935.

of 1932, and finally as compared with 127 milliong
in 1930 [compare Table XIII], there is surely
ample proof that ‘““the scene has completely
changed” for this season at least.

With the world wheat situation nearer to nor-
mal than at any time for the past six years; with
present subsoil moisture conditions on this con.
tinent far below normal, we should not regarq
a probable carryover in Canada of 80 million
bushels, or even more, as a calamity to be avoideq
by now attempting to force our wheat on world
markets at a price below what it has cost to pro-
duce.

The carryover of Canadian wheat in Canada
proved to be, not around 80 million bushels,
but 203 million—very close to the forecast
of the whisperers whose opinions Mr. McFar-
land flouted. As the crops of 1935 finally
turned out, however, this secemed to the new
Canadian Wheat Board by no means the
calamity that Mr. McFarland might have
deemed it in February. A year hence we shall
see how far other forecasts for 1935-36, on
the basis of which that board fixed its buying
prices in September 1935 above the pegged
levels of the preceding year, have been borne
out by events.

Excusably erroneous forecasts helped to
wreck the Federal Farm Board, the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement,? and various
wheat programs in France and elsewhere,
and have caused “the best-laid plans” of the
AAA to “gang aft agley.” With the price
stabilization operations financed by the Farm
Board?® and those which are not yet ended in
Canada, it is pertinent to contrast Argentina’s
brief and conservative experiment.

The Argentine Grain Regulating Board be-
gan operations December 4, 1933, shortly after
the government had undertaken, through ma-
nipulation of foreign exchange, to “reflate”
Argentine commodity prices by 20 per cent.
The grain board thereupon offered to buy
all wheat, maize, and linseed offered to it
at detailed schedules on the basis of prices
f.o.b. Buenos Aires, 20 per cent above the
very low prices that prevailed on Novem-
ber 28. The basic buying prices were: wheat,
5.75 pesos per quintal; maize, 4.40; linseed,
11.50. Prices of the two latter grains quickly
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rose above these levels, and the board was
offered only negligible amounts.t

For six months, however, the board’s buy-
ing prices for wheat were attractive to farm-
ers, and it bought in all some 147 million
hushels of that grain. During this period of
heavy purchases, although the board sold
wheat for export at about 10 per cent below its
hasic price, only limited amounts were sold;
and Argentine exports were thereby held far
helow normal levels considering the supplies
available. When world market prices rose in
the spring of 1934, however, the board had to
purchase very little more, and was able to
sell more freely at a moderate profit. By Au-
gust 1, 1934, it held only 32 million bushels,
and this volume was gradually worked off
in succeeding months. Purchases of old-crop
wheat were ended on November 1. The board
had the courage to resist pressure to raise
its basic prices on the new crop, and at the
old basic price no more wheat was offered to
it. A preliminary report was issued after the
first twelve months of operations, and a de-
tailed analysis was published soon after liqui-
dation was completed on January 15, 1935.2

From the outset, the board was reasonably
assured of financial resources (from profits
on exchange control) with which to cover all
prospective losses. As it turned out, the losses
amounted only to about 3 million dollars, and
most of the exchange profits remained to be
appropriated to other uses. Apparently the
hoard accepted this as good fortune, was con-

1In July 1935 the board bought and quickly resold
150,000 tons of maize; and since early September it has
acquired additional amounts as market prices have
ruled at or below its basic price.

2For the second of these, see a valuable article in
the publication of the Bank of the Argentine Nation
(Buenos Aires), Economic Review, October—December
1934, VII, 143-48. Subsequently the Ministry of Agri-
culture has published a well-documented report:
Memoria de la Junta Reguladora de Granos, Campaiia
1933-34 (Buenos Aires, 1935).

80n Dec. 13, 1935, however, the board announced
new hasic buying prices of 10 pesos per quintal for
the short crop of 1935,

*See Ada F. Wyman and J. S. Davis, “Britain’s New
\V!leat Policy in Perspective,” WHeaT Stubpies, July
119-53,. IX, 305-50. The low dufy on imports from ex-
Empire countries, levied in accordance with the Ot-

tawa Agreement, is no part of the domestic wheat
Program,
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tent to let well enough alone, and made no
attempt to prolong the experiment with or
without prognostications regarding crops,
carryovers, import demands, or prices.?

We do not condemn forecasts, and shall
continue our own efforts to make both ap-
praisals and forecasts as best we can. Yet we
believe that the time has come to recognize
frankly that, at best, such appraisals and
forecasts not only are but will remain fallible
—too fallible, in fact, to afford a reliable
basis for several types of economic planning
and attempts at control that have come into
vogue.

THE MODERATE BRITISH SCHEME

Of the various national wheat policies
adopted, that of Great Britain may be con-
sidered one of the few that is regarded as
satisfactory to the country itself and is only
mildly harmful to the world situation. Con-
vinced, rightly or wrongly, that British wheat
growers were under-remunerated, the govern-
ment evolved an ingenious scheme of subsi-
dizing them. This was embodied in the Wheat
Act, 1932.* The scheme in operation has stim-
ulated re-expansion of wheat acreage and pro-
duction from the low point in 1931, but with a
limiting factor mentioned below. Even with
good yields in 1934, the crop was only about
25 million bushels above the low average for
1928-32, and no large further expansion is in
prospect. The scheme stimulates the sale of
all domestic millable wheat but involves no
governmental interference with the trade. It
does not force domestic wheat into food use,
interfere with its extensive use for feed, or
adversely affect the quality of wheat food
products. Their price is raised, but only
slightly, by a moderate tax called a “quota
payment” levied on flour destined for British
consumption.

This levy provides the “Wheat Fund” out
of which the Wheat Commission pays growers
a subsidy per bushel of millable wheat sold.
This “deficiency payment” varies with two
factors. It is designed to cover the difference
between a standard price of 10s. per cwt.
(about $1.34 per bushel) and the “ascertained
average price” of British millable wheat sold
during a season, but on not over 27 million
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cwt. (50.4 million bushels). If certified sales
exceed this, the total subsidy is calculated on
the limited figure and the deficiency payment
per unit sold is correspondingly less.

Chart 25 summarizes some salient facts in
the experience during the past three years. In

Cuant 25.—THREE YEARS OF RESULTS UNDER THE
Bririsa WHEAT AcTt, 1932*
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1932-33, when sales fell far short of 27 million
cwt., the total subsidy was figured on nearly
the total sales,® and the deficiency payment
brought the average grower’s total return al-
most up to 10s. per cwt. In 1933-34, with a
marketed supply well over 27 million cwt.,
the realized price plus deficiency payment was
only 9s. 6d. In 1934-35, with a marketed sup-
ply of nearly 36 million cwt., the correspond-
ing sum was 8s. 8d., or only 87 per cent of the
standard price.?

The chart brings out how impressively large
have been the deficiency payments in com-
parison with actual average prices, and how
large the subsidy has been in comparison

1 Not all, since it was calculated not on actual sales
in 1933-34, but on the slightly lower figure (19.8 mil-
lion cwt.) that had been officially forecast in February
1933.

2 Small amounts are deducted to cover administra-
tive expenses, and interest on invested funds is cred-
ited to the Wheat Fund.

3 See Wyman and Davis, op. cif., p. 344, footnote 1,
and Charts 9 and 10, pp. 334, 339.
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with growers’ returns from sales. This is due,
of course, mainly to the fact that the standarq
price ‘was set at what proved to be a generoysg
figure* while import prices have continued
low. The expansion of British wheat oulturp,
however, has forced the price of native wheat
farther than usual below prices of imported
wheats (see above, p. 153). This expansion
appears uneconomic, at least in some signifi-
cant senses; and one may cuestion whether
there is economic justification for subsidizing
British wheat growers so liberally, at the ex-
pense of flour consumers, with the effcct of
inducing them to raise more wheat that goes so
largely into feed use. The subsidy per grower
has averaged as follows: 1932-33, £59; 1933-
34, £83; 1934-35, £72. The total subsidy has
averaged £6,168,000 or, say, $30,000,000 a
year in the first three years’ operations.

If a redistribution of the national income of
this magnitude is acceptable to the nation,
however, the British wheat plan has merits
of a negative sort: it does only limited damage
to British consumers, British agriculture as a
whole, or the world economic situation. Ob-
viously this particular plan could not be ap-
plied universally, but some of its principles
seem worthy of attention elsewhere. Two
(uestions remain: How far are governments
really justified in subsidizing their wheat
growers? Can liberal subsidies be given with-
out tending to expand wheat production and
contract wheat consumption?

OTHER BoUNTIES TO WHEAT GROWERS

The outstanding example of subsidies to
wheat growers occurs in the United States.
Both in 1933-34 and 1934-35, sums approxi-
mating 100 million dollars a year have been
distributed as “adjustment payments” to
wheat growers who were under contract to
restrict their sown acreage within limits an-
nually fixed by the Secretary of Agriculture.
Similar payments are being made in 1935-36.
Unlike the British scheme, the American
wheat adjustment program makes the grow-
er’s “bonus” independent of his sales or sell-
ing price; instead, it is paid on a volume repre-
senting 54 per cent of the average wheat crop
on his land in 1928-32, and at rates per bushel
depending largely on specific revenues avail-
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abler Thus far the payments have been fi-
panced by processing faxes of 30 cents per
pushel levied on wheat milled for domestic
consumption (with certain exceptions); but
the conslitutionality of this tax is being chal-
Jenged and since May 1935 millers have tended
lo withhold payment of their assessments.
New four-year contracts have recently been
signed by wheat growers. Under the new
contract and recent amendments to the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act,? the program is
modified in various particulars but the AAA
contemplales no reduction in the huge sub-
sidies to wheat growers.

Canada paid wheat growers a bonus of 5
cents per marketed bushel of the 1931 crop, to
a total of about 15 million dollars; but owing
partly to fiscal stringency, there has been no
renewal of this direct hounty.

For the past four crop years? the Common-
wealth government in Australia has given
subsidies to wheat growers in amounts sum-
marized by fiscal years (July-June) in the
labulation below, in thousand pounds:*

Special
Year Total Bounty Relief relief
1931-32 ... ... 3,429 3,429 RN
1932-33 ...... 2,000 R 2,000
1933-34 ...... 3,053 e 3,053 ..
1934-35 ...... 4,066 1,482 2,011 573

18ee J. 8. Davis, Wheat and the AAA, especially
chaps. v and vi.

2 Public No. 320, 74th Cong., 1st Sess., approved
Aug. 24, 1935. See AAA, Compilalion of Agricultural
ddjustment Act as Amended and Acts Relating There-
lo, as of August 27, 1935.

*For the crop of 1930 an export bounty had been
promised but could not be financed. )

+ Commonwealth Bureau of Census and Statistics,
Production Bulletin No. 28, September 1935, pp. 121~
23. Data for 1934-35 are subjeet to revision.

i ®The commission submitted a supplement to the
first report on Nov. 27, 1934, and its second and final
report on Feb, 2, 1935.

¢ The commission had estimated that about 50 per
cent of the crop was produced at costs of 3s. a hushel
or less at railway stations, and that interest on debt
(included in this) represented over 7d. per bushel.

" Commercial Intelligence Journal, June 1, 1935,
pp. 968-70,

X "_See bid., July 13, 1935, p. 59; Whea! and Grain
“0lew (Melbourne), Oct. 9, Nov. 9, 1935. In mid-Octo-
b_el‘ proposals for a federal compulsory pool and con-
tinnation of the flour excise were rejected, and agree-
:)"Ic"t reached on plans involving a fixed price of 4s.
%‘- (about 93 cents) per bushel, f.a.q., f.o.r. seaboard,
or wheat milled for use in Australia.
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In 1931 a bounty of 4%d. per hushel was
offered to growers on wheat marketed before
October 1, 1932, and was paid on 182 million
bushels out of the crop estimated at 191 mil-
lion. In 1932-33 the Commonwealth grant
was distributed by the states on the basis
of acreage sown, though not necessarily uni-
formly; and the New South Wales share was
supplemented by a state appropriation from
the proceeds of a tax on flour. A similar
policy, with a larger Commonwealth appro-
priation, was followed in 1933-34.

In its first report, dated July 30, 1934, the
Royal Commission on the Wheat, Flour and
Bread Industries® recommended that the Com-
monwealth government grant to growers a
bounty on wheat produced in 1934, to be fi-
nanced in part by a variable tax on flour. On
August 2, 1934, the Commonwealth Premier
announced, in accordance with this recom-
mendation, that such a bounty would be paid
in the amount of £4,000,000 (about $16,000,-
000), on the basis of a price of 3s. per bushel
(60.3 cents) at ports of export, increasing if
the price were lower and decreasing if it were
higher. In effect, this was to guarantee a mini-
mum return of about 3s. 7d. per bushel, f.0.b.
ports, or about 3s. on farms.® Actually, a
bounty of 3d. per bushel marketed was paid
in addition to large sums for relief. A flour ex-
cise tax was imposed during the year, but
about three-fourths of the cost of the bounty
was met from customs revenues, which had ex-
ceeded budget estimates.” Fresh decisions on
future policy have recently been reached sub-
ject to sanction by the several parliaments.®

In most countries of Europe and ex-Europe,
price support through a great variety of mech-
anisms and devices has been the commonest
form of aid to wheat growers, with an in-
creasing drift toward the practice of high
fixed prices to growers for a season or part of
a season and but few instances of cash boun-
ties. There is also a growing prevalence of
taxes on domestic and imported wheat used
for domestic food consumption, or equivalent
high prices charged to mills for such whealt.
To keep the cost of direct or indirect subsidies
from falling on overstrained national budgets,
the burden is shifted increasingly to consum-
ers of wheat products, with a consequent tend-
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ency to restrain their consumption—in vary-
ing degrees in different countries.

ACREAGE RESTRICTION

With the passage of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of May 12, 1933, the United
States inaugurated a policy of wheat acreage
restriction. This has since been pursued,
though with successive relaxations of the
limits initially fixed.! Under the International
Wheat Agreement, signed late in August 1933,
the four major exporting countries apparently
agreed to cut down their acreage sown for the
1934 crop, and the signatory European coun-
tries agreed (with some reservations that have
not been published) to take no further steps
to expand their wheat acreage. As we have
seen, those measures were responsible for
little of the acreage contraction that actually
occurred in 1934, and the wheat acreage of
European countries which did not sign the
International Wheat Agreement increased
somewhat in that year.? Nevertheless, this
undertaking marked the turning point of a
trend toward stimulated expansion of wheat
acreage in parts of Europe, and more coun-
tries are taking steps toward restraint of
further expansion if not of contraction.

Under the British Wheat Act, 1932, a spe-
cial committee was appointed in February
1935 to consider whether a change should be

1 Davis, op. cit., especially chaps. iii, iv. Contract
signers were called upon to restrict their sown acreage
to stated percentages of their base acreage (typically
the average sown for harvest in 1930-32). These per-
centages were: 1934—85; 1935—90 (restrictions large-
ly removed in March 1935); 1936—95.

2 Ibid., pp. 334-41, and above, pp. 109-10.

8 Wheat Act, 1932, Report of the Standard Price
Committee (Cmd. 4932). The committee recommended
that a fresh inquiry be made after a further period of
years.

¢ See references cited on p. 126, footnote 1.

8 World Wheat Prospects, Sept. 28, 1935, p. 16;
Northwestern Miller, Nov, 27, 1935, p. 588; and Com-
mercial Intelligence Journal, Nov. 30, 1935, p. 979.

¢ Commercial Intelligence Journal, Mar. 30, 1935,
p. 513.

7 Ibid., Sept. 14, Nov. 30, 1935, pp. 411, 959. The
Canadian trade commissioner reported late in October
that the new crop was expected to reach 20 million
bushels. The latest official estimate (Table II) is
lower.

& Alsberg, “Japanese Self - Sufficiency in Wheat,”
Waeat Stupies, November 1935, XII, 90.
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made in the standard price in a sense guaran-
teed to British wheat growers on maximum
certified sales of 27 million ewt. This commit-
tee unanimously reported, on June 6, 1935,
that no change was advisable;®* and no jn-
crease in the quantitative basis is contem.
plated. Since further increase of marketed
supply might entail still more reduction of the
realized price plus subsidy per bushel sold,
the stimulus to further expansion of acreage
in Great Britain is limited.

France, after difficult experiences with an
acute and persistent surplus problem, hag
taken various steps to enforce restrictions on
acreage sown to wheat, which were first pro-
vided for in the law of December 28, 1933.¢
Czechoslovakia, faced with embarrassing
stocks and a large new crop, has recently
taken measures to reduce the wheat acreage
for 1936 to 92 per cent of the 1935 level.’ In
the Netherlands, where domestic wheat pro-
duction has increased to an embarrassing
extent, mild measures are being applied to
keep the acreage within limits.® In the Union
of South Africa, which now faces a wheat sur-
plus problem, the government vainly besought
farmers to hold down their sowings in 1935.7
The Japanese government has recently mod-
erated its efforts to increase domestic wheat
production further.s

In Italy the official attitude unfavorable to
further expansion of wheat acreage has been
temporarily reversed since economic sanc-
tions have been invoked to hamper her cam-
paign in Ethiopia. The Irish Free State is
vigorously pursuing a policy of transforming
that country from a heavy net importer of
wheat and flour into one that will be self-suffi-
cient in wheat; and the wheat acreage, which
had dwindled to almost nothing, rose in 1935
to the highest point since 1871.

Broadly speaking, however, national and in-
ternational efforts toward control of wheat
acreage give no sign of contributing signifi-
cantly to solve the world wheat problem. It
is far easier to stimulate expansion than to
enforce limits or contraction, particularly
while other measures are in operation tend-
ing to keep farmers from going out of wheat.
While anything approaching real “control” of
acreage sown to wheat is difficult, control of
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wheat yield per sown acre, and therefore of
wheat production, seems beyond hope of
achievement.

TueE PERSISTING SURPLUS PROBLEM

One who looks merely at statistical totals
is tempted to ascribe to low wheat prices
and /or to government efforts to restrict acre-
age the responsibility for the declines in world
wheat acreage that occurred in 1933 and 1934,
and the low level that 1935 data will show,
and for the short world crops of 1934 and
1935. Actually the effective influence of these
factors on acreage has been slight in compari-
son with that of adverse weather, which re-
duced sowings and caused heavy abandon-
ment of sown acreage (notably in North
America). The reductions in harvested area
by no means represent a durable readjust-
ment; and with only average weather condi-
tions, a “snap-back” of world wheat acreage
is to be expected even without the stimulus
of higher world wheat prices. Low average
yields in 1934 and 1935 were clearly accidents
of nature, and government measures were in
no sense responsible for them.

Small world crops in these two successive
years have gone far toward correcting the
current wheat surplus condition that has per-
sisted since the huge world harvest of 1928.
This, however, will not suffice to eliminate the
wheat surplus problem. This problem arises
from the fact that wheat producers in the
world as a whole are ‘“geared” to produce
larger crops than can be sold, under prevail-
ing and prospective conditions, at prices that
growers and governments regard as remuner-
ative. With average abandonment of sown
acreage, and average Yyields per harvested
acre, the next world wheat crop may well ex-
ceed what will disappear during 1936-37 ex-
cept by diversion into feed use and the Orient
under stress of low prices. In this larger
sense, it is hardly too much to say, no signifi-
cant net progress has yet been made toward a
genuine economic equilibrium in the world
wheat economy.

Data and estimates of feed use of wheat in
fecent years indicate that with higher prices
a considerable contraction in this outlet must
be expected. With higher prices in world
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markets, or even apart from this, the Orient
will probably afford a smaller outlet than it
has in recent years. Japan as we have seen,
has become practically self-sufficient in
wheat, and her larger neighbor has caught
the same fever.

In China the Minister of Industry, Chen
Kung-Po, considers how to attain self-suffi-
ciency in food supply one of the pressing
problems facing his country and his own
office.t At his request, experts on rice (Chao
Lien-Fang) and on wheat (Shen Chia-Han)
have outlined ten-year plans involving expan-
sion of Chinese production and gradual reduc-
tion of imports. Among the six steps listed as
essential to success in “our plan for self-suffi-
ciency,” number 5 reads: ‘“we have to adopt
a protective tariff policy to stop the dumping
operations of foreign wheat and flour deal-
ers.”? The Minister himself, beyond giving the
experts’ recommendations his broad endorse-
ment, proposed that Chinese millers should

1 See his article with this title in Chinese Economic
Journal, August 1935, XVII, 97-135, and his article in
the preceding issue (July 1935) on “The Place of
Agriculture in National Reconstruction.”

2 Ibid., p. 133. The wheat expert, referring to under-
selling of native wheat by imported, observed (pp.
131-32): “. ... Surplus supplies abroad are often
shipped to China for sale at sacrifice prices with which
Chinese dealers cannot compete on account of the
high freight they must pay owing to inadequate means
of transportation. The heavy taxes on wheat, coupled
with the high commission charged by middlemen and
the exorbitant interest which farmers are forced to
pay, also all help to send the price of Chinese wheat
to higher levels. The methods of relief are twofold—
to diminish as much as possible the cost of production,
transportation, and marketing, and to adopt imme-
diately a protective tariff policy. The latter measure,
however, has the objection that it is an international
question, and may lead to retaliatory measures by
other countries. The best thing to do, therefore, is to
make only a moderate increase in the import tariff,
while adopting a ‘milling regulation’ system as has
been done in many European countries. Chinese mills,
by such a regulation, would be restricted in regard
to their use of imported wheat, and be required to
consume a minimum gquantity of domestic grain.
Shanghai mills, which are the principal buyers of
foreign wheat, would be thus deprived of their present
freedom of action and be forced to take a certain defi-
nite proportion [of] Chinese wheat. This increased
purchase of home supplies, in addition to may [sicl
other advantages, will have the effect of causing
silver to flow from the big ports to the interior. As
to the mills in provinces away from the coast, the
use of foreign wheat can be even more easily stopped
by controlling the supply.”
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be required to cut down their use of foreign
wheat by 10 per cent a year, adding: “These
suggestions are not without precedent in other
countries, and are reasonable only when the
domestic supply is sufficient to meet the entire
demand, and the products are at least of
equal quality to the imported varieties.”t At
a meeting on October 2, 1935, the Central Po-
litical Council “adopted the general principle
of a plan to improve wheat and rice produc-

1 Chen Kung-Po, op. cit., p. 135.

2 Commerce Reports, Oct. 12, 1935, p. 259.

3 Professor Emil Laur of Switzerland, in a recent
protest against a publication of the Economic Com-
mittee of the League of Nations, argues (Journal of
Farm Economics, November 1935, XVII, 748-53): “Ag-
ricultural protectionism [in Europel evidently was
not the cause but a consequence of the agricultural
crisis.” So far as it goes, this statement is largely
correct; but in our view the intensification of Euro-
pean protective measures since 1929 has profoundly
accentuated and prolonged the world agricultural
crisis, notably with respect to wheat. This they have
done by enlarging wheat production and diminishing
wheat consumption within Europe.

4See J. S. Davis, “The World Wheat Problem,”
WHEAT Stupies, July 1932, VIII, 437-43.
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tion in China,” and proposed immediate creg-
tion of a bureau to study the subject with ay
annual bhudget of 500,000 yuan.z

FFood-use data and estimates for the worlg
ex-Russia, however, suggest that if wheat cop-
sumption were no longer effectually restricteq
by governmental policies,® a substantial ex-
pansion of this outlet is possible and even
probable, in many countries and the world
as a whole, if not everywhere. Now, as hereto-
fore, we venture no prediction as to when gov-
ernment policies will be reoriented in the
direction of allowing wheat to flow with the
former substantial freedom into channels of
trade and consumption; but we continue to
believe that the solution of the world wheat
problem is to be found in this direction, and
that it is not to be found in the national poli-
cies which have been applied with increasing
assiduity and frequent change since 1929.
One by one these policies have been tried, with
more or less temporary local success, but at
heavy cost in many forms. One by one, with
rare exceptions, they have proved wanting.

This review wuas written by Joseph S. Davis



APPENDIX

Tapre L—WHEAT PRODUCTION, ACREAGE, AND YiELD PER ACRE IN PRINCIPAL PRODUCING ARrEAS, 1924-34%

e

World ex-Russlas Four chlef exporters North LEurope ex-Russia
orth-
Year North- | South- India | ern Otherse| USSR
ern ern United | Can- | Aus- | Argen- Africat| Lower | Other
Total | Heml- | Hemd- | Total | SBtates | ada | tralle tina Danube®| Europe| Total

sphere | sphere

A. ProbpucTioN (million bushels)

1924, ..... 3,055 | 2,652 | 403 | 1,458 | 840 | 262 165 | 191 361 51 204 853 11,0571 128 480
1925...... 3,302 2,946 | 356 | 1,370 669 | 395 115 | 191 331 68 296 11,10011,396 137 764
1926, . ... 3,365 2,924 . 441 | 1,632 834 | 407 | 161 | 230 325 57 294 922,1,216 1 137 898
1927...... 3,580 | 3,118 | 462 { 1,755 875 | 480} 118 | 282 335 60 272 11,00211,274| 156 792
1928...... 3,903 13,337 | 567 1,989 913 | 567 | 160 | 349 291 69 367 [1,04211,409) 145 807
1999......1 3,424 | 3,070 | 354 | 1,417 | 822 | 305 | 127 | 163 321 7 303 11,146)1,449 | 160 694
1930...... 3,705 | 3,214 | 491 | 1,757 890 | 421 214 | 232 391 64 353 11,0061,359, 134 989
1931, 0.0 3,669 | 3,206 | 463 | 1,664 932 | 321 191 | 220 347 69 370 1,064 11,434 155 753
1932...... 3,703 | 3,193 | 510 | 1,644 | 746 | 443 | 214 | 241 337 751 221 |1,26911,490) 157 744
1993...... 3,616 | 3,082 | 534 | 1,274 | 529 | 282 | 177 | 286 353 70 367 11,37911,746| 173 {1,019
1934...... 3,295 12,859 | 436 | 1,147 | 497 | 276 | 133 | 241 351 97 251 {1,28111,532 168 |1,117
Average

1929-33...] 3,623 | 3,153 | 470 | 1,551 ) 784 | 354 | 185 228 | 350 71 323 11,17311,496; 156 | 840
1909-13...| 2,998 | 2,721 | 277 | 1,126 | 682 | 197 90 | 147 352 58 | 330 11,0161,346| 116 | 757

B. AcrraGe (mlllion acres)

18.1 | 49.3] 67.4]

1924...... 215.2 1 185.2 1 30.0 | 101.4| 52.5 | 22.1 | 10.8 | 16.0 | 31.2 | 7.2 8.0 . 54.4
1925...... 218.11186.7 31.3 [ 101.0 | 52.4 | 20.8 {10.2 | 17.6 | 31.8| 7.9 | 18.5 | 50.8| 69.3]| 8.1 61.5
1926...... 227.41193.2] 34.2 | 110.4| 56.8 | 22.9 | 11.7 | 19.0 | 30.5| 8.1 | 18.7 | 51.3| 70.0} 8.4 ' 73.9
1927...... 223.31196.8) 36.5 | 114.6 ) 59.6 | 22.5 | 12.3 ) 20.2 | 31.3} 7.1 | 18.9 | 52.4} 71.3 9.0“ 71.4
1928...... 241.41200.21 41.1 | 120.5| 59.2 | 24.1 | 14.8 | 22.4 | 32.2 | 8.4 | 19.6 4‘ 51.8| 71.4| 8.9 ' 68.5
1929......1239.21204.1| 35.0 | 119.5| 63.3 | 25.83 | 15.0 | 15.9 | 22.0 | 8.5 18.4 | 51.7| 70.1, 9.1 | 73.5
1930...... 248.3 1206.5 | 41.8 | 125.3 | 62.7 | 24.9 | 18.2 , 19.5 | 31.6 | 8.9 | 20.0 | 53.6| 73.6| 8.9 | 83.5
1931...... 240.21204.8| 35.4 | 114.2| 57.1 1 26.4 | 14.7{ 16.0 | 32.2{ 8.1 ! 20.9 ; 55.0! 75.9] 9.8 91.1
1932...... 244.91207.1| 37.8 | 117.9] 57.1 | 27.2 /1 15.8 | 17.8 | 33.8 | 8.8 | 18.8 | 56.4| 75.2] 9.2 | 85.3
1933...... 236.3|198.5| 37.8 | 106.8 | 47.9 | 26.0 | 14.9 { 18.0 | 33.0| 9.0 | 19.9 . 57.9| 77.8] 9.7, 82.6
19;\'%4 ...... 228.2 1193.4| 34.7 96.0 42.2 | 24.0 ] 12.6 | 17.2 | 36.0 | 9.0} 19.3 ; 57.8] 77.1{10.0 | 87.1
verage |
1929-33...1241.8 1 204.2 | 37.6 | 116.7| 57.6 | 26.0 | 15.7 | 17.4 | 32.5 | 8.7 19.6 ; 54.9| 74.5| 9.3  83.1
1909-13...1 196.1 | 170.9 | 25.2 80.5 | 48.1 9.9] 7.6 ) 14.9 ] 29.2| 6.5 19.6 | 53.2| 72.8] 7.1 74.0
C. YIELD PER ACRE (bushels)
1924...... 4.2 14.3| 13.4 4.4 16.0 | 11.8 | 15.2 | 12.0 | 11.6 | 7.1 | 11.3 | 17.3| 15.7; 16.0 | 8.8
1925...... 15.1} 15.8! 11.4 13.5| 12.8 | 19.0 | 11.2 | 10.8 | 10.4 | 8.7 | 16.0 | 21.71 20.1,16.9 | 12.4
1926...... 14.81 15.1| 12.9 14.8| 14.7 | 17.8 | 13.8 | 12.1 | 10.7| 7.0 | 15.7 | 18.0| 17.4116.3 | 12.2
1927...... 15.3| 15.8| 12.6 15.3| 14.7 | 21.4| 9.6 | 14.0 | 10.7| 8.5 14.4 | 19.1] 17.9. 17.3 | 10.2
1928...... 16.2 ] 16.7 | 13.8 16.5| 15.4 | 23.5 | 10.8 | 15.6 9.0 8.2 18.8 | 20.11 19.7/ 16.3 | 11.8
1929. 14.3| 15.0 10.1 11.9413.0 | 12.1 | 85| 10.2 | 10.0 | 9.1} 16.5 | 22.2 20.71 17.6 k 9.4
1930...... 1491 15.6 | 11.7 40| 14.2 |16.9 | 11.8 | 11.9 | 12.4| 7.2 ; 17.6 | 18.8. 18.5, 15.1 | 11.8
1931...... 15.3 15.7| 13.1 4.6 16.3 | 12.2 112.9 | 13.7 | 10.8 | 8.5 17.7 | 19.3| 18.9: 15.8 | 8.3
1932...... 15,1 15.41 13.5 3.9 13.1 | 16.3 | 13.6 { 13.5 | 10.0 | 8.5 11.8 | 22.5| 19.8. 17.1 | 8.7
1933...... 153} 15.5| 14.1 11.9 11.0 { 10.8 | 11.9{ 15.9 | 10.7 | 7.81 18.4 | 23.8 22.4 17.8 | 12.4
1923(; ..... 14.4| 14.8| 12.6 11.9| 11.8 | 11.5 | 10.6 | 14.0 9.8 1 10.8} 13.0 22.2‘ 19.91 16.8 1 12.8
rage | !
1924-33.. .| 15.0! 15.5] 12.7 14.1114.1 |16.2111.9| 13.0 | 10.6 | 8.11 15.8 | 20.3: 19.1: 16.6 - 10.6
1909-13...| 15.3| 15.9] 11.0 14.0{ 14.2 | 19.8 l 11.81 9.9 | 12.0, 8.9 16.8 ; 19.1l 18.5 16.3 % 10.2

j‘Dnla summarized from Tables II and III. Yield per acrec averages for 1924-33 are simple averages of annual yields,
While those for 1009-13 are computed from average production and acreage data.
“,E‘xcludes China and other countries listed in Table VIII b Morocco, Algeria, Tunis.
‘l‘;’;‘ Turkey, Asin Minor, Manchukuo listed in Tables II-1V. ° Hungary, Yugoslavia, Rumania, Bulgaria.
5. Department of Agriculture estimated totals for the

;‘;)‘;g“;sex-ﬂussin ex-China average 3,766 million bushels for

[161]
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TABLE I.—WuEAT PRODUCTION IN PRINCIPAL PropuciNG CouNTRIES, 1924-35%
(Mlllion bushels)

Year U.8. 8. | U.B. Can- Aus- | Argen- | Uru- | Chile | Hun- | Yugo-|{ Ru- Bul Mo- Al- 1 Pupig
total | winter | spring | ada tralia tina guay gary | slavia | mania | garis | roeceo | gerla
1924...... 840.1 |571.6|268.5|262.1 | 164.6| 191.1 | 9.9 | 24.5 | 51.6 | 57.8] 70.4)24.7 | 28.8 | 17.3 | 5.1
1925...... 669.1 |401.1(268.01395.5 [114.5| 191.1 | 10.0 | 26.7 | 71.7 | 78.6|104.7 | 41.4 | 23.9 | 32.7 | 11.8
1926...... 833.5 [631.9]201.6407.1}160.8| 230.1 | 10.2 | 23.3 | 74.9 | 71.4,110.9| 36.5 | 20.6%| 23.6 | 13.0
1627...... 874.7 | 547.7|3827.1|479.7 {118.2| 282.3 | 15.4 | 30.6 | 76.9 | 56.6] 96.7| 42.1 | 23.5| 28.3 | 8.1
1928...... 913.0 |577.41335.5|566.7 | 1569.7| 349.1 | 12.3 | 29.7 | 99.2 1103.3 | 115.5| 49.2 | 24.7%| 30.3 | 13.7
1929...... 822.2 |586.1,236.1|304.5{126.9| 162.6 | 13.2 | 33.5 | 75.0 | 95.0| 99.8| 33.2 | 31.8 | 33.3 | 12.3
1930...... 889.7 1631.2|258.5|420.7 1213.6| 232.3 | 7.4 | 21.2 | 84.3 | 80.3|130.8|57.3 | 21.3 | 32.4 | 10.4
1931...... 932.2 1818.0|114.3|321.3 { 190.6} 219.7 1 11.3 | 21.2 | 72.6 | 98.8|135.3 | 63.8 | 29.8 | 25.6 | 14.0
1932...... 745.8 [478.3|267.5|443.1[213.9| 240.9 | 5.4 | 28.7 | 64.5 | 53.4| 55.5| 48.1 | 28.0 | 29.2 | 17.5
1933...... 529.0 1850.8|178.2|281.9 [177.3| 286.1 | 14.7 | 35.3 | 96.4 | 96.6|119.1| 55.5 | 28.9 | 32.0 | 9.2
1934...... %96.9 1405.5| 91.4|275.8 1133.5) 240.7 | 9.7 | 30.1 | 64.8 | 68.3| 76.6|41.6 | 39.7 | 43.5 | 13.8
1935...... 603.2 1433.4(169.8|274.0 1 140.0| 150.0 | ... .. | 74.0| 73.1! 91.9| 47.9 | 17.8 | 31.2 | 17.3
Average
1929-33g... 783.8 1572.9(210.9| 354.3 [184.5| 228.3 | 10.4 | 28.0 | 78.6 | 84.8|108.1 | 51.6 | 28.0 | 30.5 | 12.7
1909-13...} 681.7 |436.1|245.7|197.1 90.5} 147.1 | 6.5%| 20.1 | 71.5| 62.0) 158.7%| 37.8 | 17.0 | 85.2 | 6.2
Year Unlted | Irish |France| Italy Ger- | Czecho- | Aus- [Switzer-| Bel- |Nether-| Den Nor- Bwe Spain |Portu-
Kingdom| F.8. many |slovakia] tria land | giume | lands | mark way den gal
1924...... 52.9 | 1.03 1281.21170.1| 89.2| 32.2 | 8.5|3.33 |13.3| 4.6 | 5.9 .49 | 6.8 1121.810.6
1925...... 52.9 .75 1830.83|240.8 | 118.2| 39.3 | 10.7 | 8.76 | 15.0 | 5.6 | 9.7 .49 | 13.4 |162.6 | 12.5
1926...... 51.0 | 1.16 [231.8]220.6 | 95.4| 39.9 9.4|14.04 {13.4| 55| 8.8 .59 | 12.2 | 146.6| 8.6
1627...... 55.8 |1.42 1276.1]195.81120.5| 47.2 | 12.0 | 4.12 | 17.0{ 6.2 | 9.4 .60 | 15.3 1144.8111.4
1928...... 49.8 | 1.19 |281.3|228.6 |141.6| 52.9 | 12.9 | 4.24 | 17.9 | 7.3 | 12.2 .80 | 18.3 [122.6| 7.5
1929...... 49.8 | 1.18 |337.3|260.1|123.1| 52.9 | 11.6 | 4.21 | 13.5 | 5.5 | 11.8 .75 1 19.0 {154.2| 10.6
1930...... 42.2 11.09 [228.1}210.1(139.2] 50.6 | 12.0 | 3.60 | 13.7 | 6.1 | 10.2 .72 1 20.8 [ 146.7|13.5
1931...... 37.8 .78 1264.1244.4 |1155.5| 41.2 | 11.0 | 4.04 | 14.2 | 6.8 | 10.1 .59 | 17.0 |134.413.0
1932...... 43.6 .83 1333.5/276.9 | 183.8| 53.7 | 12.2 | 4.00 | 16.1 | 12.8 | 11.0 .75 1 26.5 |1184.223.8
1933...... 62.4 | 1.98 1362.3|298.5205.9| 72.9 | 14.6 | 4.96 | 16.1 | 15.3 | 11.7 .76 1 29.2 1138.2| 16.0
1934...... 69.8 | 3.80 [338.5|232.8 (166.5| 50.0 | 13.3 | 5.34 | 15.5 | 18.0 | 12.5 | 1.20 | 28.4 |173.6| 24.7
1935...... 62.8 | 3.50 (278.8283.5|171.8) 62.1 | 15.6 | 5.82 | 14.8 | 15.9 ¢ 12.9 | 1.71 | 23.2 | 149.5] 15.9
Average
1929~33g... 47.2 | 1.17 |305.1|258.0 (161.5| 54.8 | 12.3 | 4.16 | 14.7 | 9.3 | 11.0 71| 22.5 |151.5|15.4
1909-13... 59.6 325.6|184.4|131.3| 37.9 | 12.8 | 3.31 | 15.8 | 5.0 6.3 | .31 | 8.1[130.4|11.8
Fin- Lsto- | Lithu- Tur- Asla Man- South | New
Year Poland | land |Latvia] nla anla | Greece key | Minore | Egypt | Japan | Chosen | chukuo| Mexico | Africa lﬁc;ﬁl
1924...... 37.5 .79 1 1.58 B4 8.3 7.7 | ..., 12,3 |34.2 254 10.3 |29.6}10.4| 7.1| 5.45
1925...... 63.9 93| 2.16 79 5.3 11.2 | 39.5| 10.7 | 86.2 | 29.5| 10.5 {85.3 | 9.2 9.2| 4.62
1926...... 52.5 .92 | 1.86 .88 4.2} 12.4 | 90.7| 13.9 | 87.2 | 28.4 | 10.2 | 5.6 | 10.3 | 8.3 | 7.9
1927...... 61.1 | 1.06 | 2.64 | 1.08 52| 13.0 | 49.0| 14.8 | 44.3 | 29.2| 9.0 | 53.1 | 11.9 | 5.7 | 9.5
1928...... 59.2 |1.00|2.50 | 1.04 6.3 | 13.1 | 59.2] 6.7 | 37.330.8| 8.6 |54.0|11.0| 7.2 8.8
1529...... 65.9 .76 | 2.34 | 1.26 9.3 | 11.4 | 99.9| 16.8 { 45.2 {30.5 | 8.3 | 47.8 | 11.3 [ 10.6 | 7.24
1930...... 82.3 87 14.06 | 1.64 9.0 9.7 | 93.91 19.4 | 39.8129.5| 9.0 {49.8|1t1.4| 9.3} 7.58
1931...... 83.2 |1.12 {3.39 | 1.74 8.3 | 11.2 [104.9| 14.2 | 46.1 | 30.9 | 8.3 | 58.1 | 16.2 | 13.7 | 6.58
1932...... 49.5 | 1.48 | 5.29 | 2.08 94| 17.1 | 69.0| 9.8 | 52.6|31.3| 8.6 |41.6| 9.7 |10.6|11.06
1933...... 79.9 | 2.46 1 6.72 | 2.45 8.2 | 28.4 | 99.6| 13.5 | 40.0 | 40.4 | 8.9 | 81.7 | 12.1 | 11.6 | 9.04
1934...... 76.4 | 3.28 [8.05{3.11 | 10.5 | 25.7 | 99.7} 14.5 | 37.3 | 47.7 | 9.3 | 23.5 | 11.0 | 15.3 | 6.50
1935...... 73.4 |3.2816.91 | 2.60 9.6 | 30.9 | 93.2| .... | 43.2 1 48.7| 9.0 {30.4}10.3]|17.8| ...
Average
1$29-33...| 72.2 |1.84 | 4.36 | 1.83 | 8.8 | 15.6 | 93.5| 14.7 | 44.7 | 32.5 | 8.6 | 45.7 | 12.1 | 11.2 | 8.30
1909-13...] 61.7 14 (1.48 | .36 ( 3.3| 16.3¢| ....| .... | 83.7|25.1| 6.9 |....|11.5°] 6.83| 6.92

* Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and Internation al Institute of Agriculture. Figures for 1935 are preliminary;
those in italics unofficial. Averages for 1909-13 are U.S. Department of Agriculture estimates for post-war boundaries.
Dots (...) indicale that comparable data are not available.

¢ Mean of maximum and minimum production reported.

v Four-year average.

o Including Luxemburg.

¢ One year only.
¢ Syria, Lebanon, Alouite; for Palestine, see Table VIII.
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TasLE II—WHEAT ACREAGE IN Princiran Propucing COUNTRIES, 1924-35*
(Milllon acres)
Yoar U.8. U.8. | U8 i Can- Ausg- | Argen- | Uru- | Chlle | Hun- | Yugo- { Ru- Bul Mo- Al- [ 'Tupis
total winter | spring | ada® tralla tina guay gary | slavia | mania | garla | roceo | geria
1924..... 52.46 | 35.42 17.04! 22.06) 10.82| 15.98 851 1.43 1 3.50 | 4.24 | 7.84 | 2.49 | 2.46 | 3.53 1 1.20
1925..... 52.44 | 31.96| 20.48 20.79{ 10.20 | 17.62 96 | 1.45 | 3.52 | 4.31 | 8.16 | 2.55 | 2.62 | 3.61 [ 1.62
1926..... 56.82 | 37.60| 19.22 | 22.90| 11.69| 18.95 99 | 1.48 | 3.71 | 4.18 | 8.22 | 2.62 | 2.56 | 3.74 1 1.84
1927..... 59.63 | 38.20: 21.43:22.46| 12.28} 20.20 | 1.15 | 1.84 | 4,02 | 4.52 | 7.66 | 2.67 | 2.30 | 3.47 | 1.38
1928..... 59.23 | 36.85]22.37124.12 | 14.84, 22,43 | 1.08 | 1.72 | 4.14 | 4.68 | 7.92 | 2.81 | 2.66 | 3.66 | 2.02
1929..... 63.32 141.19122.13125.261 14.98| 15.90 | 1.10 | 1.72 | 3.71 | 5.21 | 6.76 | 2.66 | 3.01 ; 3.80 | 1.73
1930..... 62.66 | 40.93121.73|24.90| 18.16| 19.53 96| 1.61 | 4.19 1 5.25| 7.55 | 3.01 | 2.96 | 4.03 | 1.90
1931..... 57.10 | 43.08114.02 | 26.36| 14.74| 16.03 | 1.08 | 1.52 | 4.01 | 5.29 | 8.57 | 3.05 | 2.54 | 3.64 | 1.98
1932..... 57.11 | 35.22121.90127.18| 15.77| 17.79 951 1.47 1 3.79 1 4.82 | 7.09 | 3.12 | 2.71 | 3.74 | 2.39%
1933..... 47.91 [ 28.48]19,42125.99| 14.90| 18.04 | 1.19 | 2.10 | 3.92 | 5.14 | 7.70 1 3.10 | 3.21 | 3.99 | 1.75
1924..... 42.25 182.97{ 9.2823.98|12.57 17.20 { 1.10 | 2.12 | 3.80 | 5.00 | 7.61 | 2.94 | 3.02 | 4.07 [ 1.90
1935..... 49.83 {31.00(18.83!24,12| 11,97 .... {1.23}2.05( 3.84 | 5.19 | 7.65 | 2.84 | 3.21 | 4.08 {1.83
. C
(s | 57.63 | 37.78 | 19.84125.94 | 15.71| 17.46 | 1.06 | 1.68 | 3.92 | 5.14 | 7.53 | 2.99 | 2.89 | 3.84 | 1.95
909-13. .| 48.08 129.06|19.01| 9.94| 7.60| 14.88 J79% 1,00 | 3.71 | 3.98 | 9.527) 2.41 | 1.70 | 3.52 | 1.31
Year United | Irlsh | France! Italy Ger- | Czecho- | Aus- |Switzer-| Bel- |Nether-| Den- Nor: Swe- | 8paln |Portu-
Kingdom| F.8. many [slovakia| tria land | glume | lands | mark | way den gal
1924..... 1.60 | .033 |13.62]11.28| 3.62 | 1.50 | .482 | .111 | .362 | .118 | .149 | .021 | .322 [10.38| 1.04
1925..... 1.55 | .022 | 13.87111.67| 3.84 | 1.53 | .484 | .112 | .392 | .132 | .199 | .022 | .363 [ 10.7211.05
1926..... 1.65 | .029 | 12.97|12.14| 3.96 | 1.80 | .500 | .127 | .386 | .132 | .252 | .022 | .381 {10.78|1.06
1927..... 1.71 | .034 | 13.06|12.30§ 4.32 | 1.85 | .505 | .127 | .427 | .153 | .274 | .025 | .561 |10.83|1.06
1928..... 1.46 | .031 | 12.96|12.26| 4.27 | 1.92 | .514 | .127 | .445 | .148 | .252 | .028 | .561 |10.57|1.10
1929..... 1.38 | .029 | 13.34|11.79] 3.96 | 2.02 | .515 | .129 | .377 | .112 | .260 | .030 | .574 |10.62|1.08
1920..... 1.40 | .027 | 13.28111.92( 4.40 | 1.96 | .508 | .134 | .436 | .142 | .249 | .030 | .647 |11.13|1.10
1931..... 1.25 | .021 :12.84111.88( 5.36 | 2.05 | .517 | .134 | .404 | .192 | .259 | .029 | .683 111.24|1.27
1932..... 1.34 | .021 | 13.4312.18| 5.64 | 2.06 | .534 | .137 | .417 | .297 | .245 | .028 | .688 |11.25)1.46
1933..... 1.74 | .050 ! 13.50112.59| 5.73 | 2.27 | .543 | .140 | .406 | .338 | .265 | .028 | .799 111.17|1.42
194..... 1.87 | .094 |13.35112.24| 5.43 | 2.30 | .568 | .165 | .425 | .366 | .280 | .046 | .718 | 11.10|1.46
1935..... 1.88 ... | 13.21112.39) 5.20 | 2.39 | .609 | .164 | .425 | .377 | .311 | .059 { .673 [11.06]1.30
Average
1929-33..] 1.42 | .030 | 13.28112.07| 5.02 | 2.07 | .523 | .135 | .408 | .216 | .256 | .029 | .678 |11.08|1.27
1909--13. . 1.89 16.5011.79 | 4.03 | 1.72 | .635 | .105 | .431 | .138 | .154 | .012 | .255 | 9.55]1.21¢
Fin- Esto- | Lithu- Tur- Asia Man- South | New
Year Poland | land | Latvia| nla ania { Grecce key | Minore| Egypt | Japan | Chosen | chukuo | Mexleo | Africa 17;131&&
1924..... 3.16 | .037 | .106 | .044 | .210 | 1.15 | 4.13 | 1.46 | 1.42 | 1.15 ] .884 | 1.84 | 1.40 | .76 |.167
1925. 3.20 | 088! .119{ .051 | .277 | 1.15 | 7.06 | 1.31 | 1.38 | 1.15; .887 | 2.17 | 1.13 | .97 | .152
1926..... 3.25 | .039, .122 | .059 ¢ .303 | 1.30 { 7.99 | 1.28 | 1.53 | 1.15 | .895 | 2.21 | 1.29 | .88 !.220
1927.,... 3.36 | .044 | .145 | .067 | .297 | 1.23 | 5.05 | 1.29 | 1.66 | 1.16 | .897 | 2.81 | 1.31 77 1 .261
1928 ..... 3.19 | .046 | 1644 .070 | .393 | 1.33 | 7.06 | 1.10 | 1.59 | 1.20 | .896 ; 3.25 [ 1.28 | .82 .255
1929..... 3.53 | .034 | .145| .082 | .488 | 1.24 | 6.36 | 1.00 } 1.61 | 1.21 | .874 | 3.20 | 1.29 | 1.08 ; .236
1930..... 4.07 | 035 179 | .090 | 415 | 1.43 | 6.39 | 1.25 | 1.52 | 1.20 | .848 | 3.41 { 1.22 | 1.27 | .249
1931..... 4.50 | .045 | .215| .099 | .478 | 1.50 | 8.77 | 1.27 | 1.65 | 1.23 | .B17 | 3.92 ] 1.50 | 1.74 | .269
19-?2 ..... 4.26 | .059 | .255 | .128 | .509 | 1.50 | 8.56 | 1.12 | 1.76 | 1.25 | .793 | 3.45 | 1.10 | 1.53 | .303
1983..... 4,19 | 091! .309 | .155 | .499 ¢\ 1.71 | 7.26 | 1.21 | 1.43 |} 1.51 | .790 | 3.40 | 1.17 | 1.26 | .286
1934..... 4.32 | 125 | .351 | .161 | .514 | 1.96 | 6.87 | 1.18 | 1.44 | 1.59 | .789 | 2.04 | 1.22 ; 1.52 | .229
15)\3‘;5 ..... 4.40 | .136 | .347 | .154 | .521 | 2.02 | 5.48 | 1.29 | 1.46 | 1.63 eeo 1023711200 ... | 246
Average
1929-33.. 4.11 | .053 | .219 | .111 | .478 | 1.48 | 7.47 | 1.17 | 1.59 | 1.28 | .824 | 3.48 { 1.26 | 1.38 | .269
1909-13..} 3.34 | .008 | .085 | .023 | .211 | 1.137| ... ...} 1,31 ] 1.18 | 574 ver | 2,177 .74 L1241

* Ior general notes see Table II.

¢ Including Luxemburg.

Sce also Table VII. Mainly harvested acreage, but sce note a.

',' Il’cl‘miﬂg sown acreage for spring wheat.
" Four-year average.

¢ Three-year average.

f Onc year only.
¢ Two-year average.

¢ Syria, Lebanon, Alouite.
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TABLE IV.—WHEAT YIELD PER ACRE IN PriNcIPAL PropuciNg CouNTRIES, 1924-35%

{Bushels per ucre)

Year U.8. U.8. U.S8. Can- Aus- | Argen- | Uruo- Chile Hun- | Yugo- Ru- Bul Mo- Al- | Tunig
total winter | 8pring | ada tralla |- tina guay gary | slavia | manla | garla | rocco | gerla
1924..... 16.0 | 16.1 | 15.8 | 11.8 | 15.2 | 12.0 | 11.7 | 17.1 | 14.7 [ 13.6 { 9.0 | 9.9 | 11.7 | 4.9 | 4.3
1925..... 12.8 | 12.6 | 13.1 | 19.0 | 11.2 | 10.8 | 10.5 | 18.4 ] 20.3 | 18.3 } 12.8 | 16.2 | 9.1} 9.1 | 7.2
1926..... 14.7 | 16.8 | 10.5 | 17.8 ] 13.8 | 12.1 | 10.4 ) 15.7 | 20.2 | 17.1 | 13.5 1 14.0 | 8.0 | 6.3 | 7.1
1927..... 14.7 | 14.3 | 15.3 | 21.4 96| 14.0 | 13.4 1 16.6 | 19.1 | 12.5 | 12.6 | 15.8 | 10.2 | 8.2 | 5.8
1928..... 154 | 15.7| 15.0( 23.5 | 10.8 | 15.6 | 11.3 | 17.3 | 23.9 | 22.1 | 14.6 | 17.5 | 9.3 | 8.3 | 6.8
1929..... 13.0 | 14.2 | 10.7 | 12.1 8.5 10.2 | 12.0| 19.4 | 20.2 | 18.2 | 14.7 | 12,5 | 10.6 | 8.8} 7.1
1930..... 14.2 | 15.4 | 11.9 | 16.9 | 11.8 | 11.9 7.7113.21 20,1} 153|173 | 19.1| 7.2 | 8.1 5.5
1931..... 16.3 | 19.0 8.2 12.2 | 12.9 | 13.7 | 10.4 | 14.0 | 18.1 | 18.7 | 15.8 | 20.9 { 11.7 | 7.0 7.1
1932..... 13.1 | 13.6 | 12.2 } 16.3 | 13.6 | 13.5 571951170 | 11.1| 7.8)154]10.3| 7.8| 7.3
1933..... 1.0 | 12.3 ) 9.2 10.8 | 11.9} 159 | 124 | 16.8 | 24.6 | 18.8 ) 15.5 | 17.9 | 9.0 | 8.0 5.3
1934..... 11.8 | 12.3 | 9.8 | 11.5 | 10.6 | 14.0 881 14.2 | 17.1| 13.7| 10.1 | 14.1 | 18.1 | 10.7 { 7.3
1935..... 12.1 | 14.0| 9.0 11.4 | 11.7 oo | 193] 14,1 12,0 16.9 | 5.5 | 7.6 9.5
Average

1924-33..| 14.1 | 15.0 | 12.2 | 16.2 | 11.9 ) 13.0 | 10.6 | 16.8 | 19.8 | 16.6 | 13.4] 15.9 | 9.7 | 7.6 6.3
1909-13..| 14.2 | 15.0 | 12.9 | 19.8 | 11.9 9.9 8.2+ 20.0 | 19.3 | 15.6 | 16.7¢| 15.7 | 10.0 | 10.0 | 4.8

Year United | Irlsh | Prancc| Italy Ger- | Czecho- | Aus- Switzer-[ Bel- Nether-| Den- Nor- Swe- | Spaln |Portu-

Kingdom| ¥.8. many |slovakia| tria land | glum? | lands | mark way den gal

1924..... 33.1 | 81.2 206 15.1| 24.6 | 21.5 | 17.6 | 30.0 | 36.8 | 39.2 | 39.4 | 23.5 | 21.1 | 11.7 {10.2
1925..... 34.1 | 34.1| 23.8 1 20.6 | 30.8 | 25.7 | 22.0 | 33.6 | 38.3 | 42.4 | 49.0 | 22.3 | 36.8 | 15.2 | 11.9
1926..... 30.9 | 40.0 | 17.9 | 18.2 | 24.1 22.2 | 18.9| 31.9 | 34.8 | 41.6 | 34.8 | 26.6 | 31.9 | 13.6 | 8.1
1927..... 32.6 | 41.8 | 21.1| 15,9 | 27.9| 255 | 23.7| 32.5 | 39.8 | 40.2 | 34.3 | 24.2 | 27.3 | 13.4 [ 10.8
1928..... 34.1 | 38.4| 21.7| 18.6 | 33.2 | 27.6 |- 25.1 | 33.4 | 40.3 | 49.6 | 48.5 | 28.5 | 32.7 | 11.6 | 6.8
1929..... 36.1 | 40.7 | 25,3 | 22.1 | 31.1| 26.2 | 22.4 | 32.6 | 35.8 | 48.8 | 45.3 | 25.0 | 33.1 | 14.5| 9.9
1930..... 30.1 [ 404} 17.2 | 17.6 ( 31.6 | 25.8 | 23.6 | 26.9 | 31.4 | 42.6 | 41.0 | 24.0 | 32.2 | 13.2 | 12.3
1931..... 30.2 | 37.1120.6 | 20.6 | 29.0 | 20.1 | 21.3( 30.1| 35.2 | 35.2 | 38.8 | 20.4|24.9 | 12.0 (10.2
1932..... 32.5 | 39.5] 248227 32.6) 26.1 | 22.8| 29.2 | 38.6| 43.1| 44.9| 26.8 | 38.5 | 16.4 | 16.3
1933..... 35.9 | 39.6 | 26.8|23.7| 35.9| 32.1 | 26.9| 35.4 | 39.7 | 45.3 | 44.2 | 27.1 | 36.5 | 12.4 | 11.3
1934..... 37.3 | 40.4 ) 25.4| 19.0 | 30.7 | 21.7 | 23.4| 32.4 | 36.5 | 49.2 | 44.6 | 26.1 | 39.6 | 15.6 | 16.9
1935..... 33.4 .| 2111229 33.0) 26.0 | 25.6 | 35.5 | 34.8 | 42.2 | 41.5 | 29.0 | 34.5 | 13.5 | 12.2

Average

1924-33..] 33.0 | 38.3 | 22.0{ 19.5 ] 30.1 | 25.83 | 22.4 | 31.6 | 37.1 | 42.8 | 42.0 | 24.8 | 31.5 | 13.4 | 10.8
1909-13. . 31.6 19.7 | 15.6 | 32.6 | 22.0 | 20.2 | 31.6 | 36.7 | 36,1 | 41.1 | 25.5 | 31.8 | 13.7 | ...
Fin- Esto- | Lithu- Tur- Asfa Man- South | New

Year Poland { land | Latvia| nia ania | Greece key | Minorc| Egypt | Japan | Chosen |chukuo | Mexlco | Africa | Zea-

1924..... 11,9 | 21.4| 14.9 | 12.3 | 15.8{ 6.7 .| 8.4 241|221 | 11,7 16.1| 7.4 9.4 3826
1925..... 19.9 | 24.4 | 18.2 | 15.5 | 19.1 9.8 56| 82| 26.2|25.7|11.8| 16.3 | 8.2 | 9.5(304
1926..... 16.2 1 23.7 ) 15.2 | 14.9 | 13.8 9.5 | 11.4 10,9 24.3 | 24.7 | 11.4{ 16,1 | 8.0 9.4 {36.1
1927..... 18.2 | 24.2 | 18.2 | 16.1 | 17.7 | 10.5 9.7(11.5| 26.8 | 25.2 | 10.0 | 18.9 [ 9.1 | 7.3]36.6
1928..... 18.6 | 21.7 | 15.2 | 14.8 | 16.1 9.8 84| 6.1|23.5|25.7] 9.6| 16.6| 8.6 | 8.834.6
1929..... 18.7 | 22.5|16.1} 15.4 | 19.1| 9.2 | 15.7| 16.8 | 28.0 | 25.2| 9.5 | 14.9 | 8.8 | 9.8 [30.7
1930..... 20.2 | 24.7 | 22.7| 18.2 | 21.7 6.8 | 147|155 26.1} 24.6 | 10.6 | 14.6 [ 9.4} 7.3 |30.4
1931..... 18.6 | 24.9 | 15.8 | 17.6 | 17.4 7.5 | 12.0 | 11.2 | 27.9 | 25.1 | 10.2 | 14.8 | 10.8 | 7.9 | 24.5
1932..... 11.6 | 25.1 ] 20.7 | 16.2 | 18.5 | 11.4 8.1| 88| 29.9|25.0]|10.8| 12.1| 8.8| 6.9|36.5
1933..... 19.1 | 27.0 | 21.7 | 15.8 | 16.4 | 16.6 | 13.7 | 11.2 | 28.0 | 26.8 | 11.3 | 9.3 | 10.3 | 9.2 |3L.6
1934..... 17.7 | 26.2 | 22.9 | 19.3 | 20.4| 13.1 | 14.5| 12.3 | 25.9 | 30.0 | 11.8 | 11.5 | 9.0 10.1 |28.4
1935..... 16.7 | 24.1)19.9 | 16.9 | 18.4 | 153 | 17.0 | ... | 29.6 | 29.9 | ... | 12.8| 86| ... | .-
Average
1924-33..| 17.3 | 24.0 | 17.9 | 15.7 | 17.6 | 9.8 | 11.0¢| 12.7 | 26.5| 25.0 | 10.7 | 15.0 | 8.9 | 8.5|382.4
1909-13..) 18.4 | 17.1 | 17.4 | 15.8 | 15.5 | 14.4°| ... .. | 25.6 1 21.3 | 12,0 ... | 8.4|287

* Computed from data in Tables I and III. Averages for 1924-33 are simple averages of annual yields; 1909-13 aver
ages arc computed from average production and acreage data,

¢ Four-year average. ¢ Average for 1925-33.

b Including Luxemburg. ¢ One year only.

o Syria, Lebanon, Alouite,
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TapLE V—RYE, FEED GrAIN, AND PoTaT0o PRODUCTION IN PrinciraL ProbUCING AnRgas, 1929-34*
(Million bushels)

- Rye
Yenr Baltie Nether-
Europe QGer- Poland | Czecho- | Austria | France Spain | Danube | coun- Seandi- | lands, USSR | United
ex-Russia| many slovakla hasin tries navia | Belgium States
1929.... 939 | 321.0 | 276.0 | 72.2 20.1 36.5 22.9 60.3 47.7 27.2 | 40.9 802 35.5
1930.... 923 | 302.3 | 273.9 | 70.4 20.6 | 28.4 21.5 | 67.1 62.8 27.8 | 24.0 929 46.3
1931.... 775 | 263.0 | 224.5 | 54.6 18.9 29.5 21.1 53.9 40.1 19.9 35.0 866 | 32.3
1992.... 931 | 329.3 | 240.6 | 85.7 24.2 33.9 25.9 58.2 54.4 26.4 38.0 867 40.6
1933....] 1,003 | 343.6 | 278.5 | 82.1 27.0 35.3 20.7 74.6 59.1 28.5 38.5 952 21.2
19%4. ... 893 | 299.5 | 254.5 | 60.0 22.6 33.0 22.2 47.0 67.2 32.1 41.1 792 16.0
e | 914 | 311.8 | 258.7 | 73.0 | 22.2 | 32.7 | 22.4 | 62.8 | 52.8 | 26.0 | 37.3 | 883 | 35.2
1909-13. 982 | 368.3 | 224.8 | 63.5 23.8 52.5 27.6 69.4 56.0 44.2 40.7 744° | 36.1
CorN BARLEY
Yeur Europe Ru- Yugo- Hun- ) United | Argen- | LEurope | Ger- Danube United
ex-Russia| mania slavia gary Italy USSR | States tina? cx-Russiu} many basin USSR | States
1929....| 705 251 163 71 100 119 2,536 281 827 146 186 331 280
1930....| 611 178 136 55 118 105 2,065 420 758 131 175 31 304
1931....| 629 239 126 60 77 187 2,589 299 690 139 121 238 199
1032....| 762 236 189 96 119 135 2,907 268 718 148 132 231 302
1933....| 612 179 142 71 102 189 2,352 257 775 159 163 360 156
1934....| 724 | 191 | 203 83 126 | 151 | 1,877 | 451 | 715 | 147 92 | 314 | 118
Ave
{99033, 664 | 217 | 151 | 71 | 103 | 147 | 2,490 | 305 | 766 | 145 | 155 | 294 | 248
1909-13.| 581 193 112 61 103 52¢ | 2,712 192 701 134 125 418> | 185
OATs PotatoEs
Year
Europe Ger- Scandi- United | Kurope Ger- Czecho- British
ex-Russial many France | Poland navia USSR States [ex-Russia| many Poland | slovakia| France Isles
1929....] 2,060 | 509 373 203 169 1,084 | 1,118 || 5,186 | 1,473 | 1,167 393 594 331
1930....] 1,713 390 286 162 160 1,145 | 1,277 | 5,053 | 1,731 | 1,135 329 512 254
1931....] 1,695 427 316 159 142 755 | 1,127 | 5,029 | 1,612 | 1,139 357 599 216
1932....] 1,851 458 332 165 168 774 | 1,247 | 5,367 | 1,728 | 1,101 341 606 321
19'33. .ot 1,939 479 391 185 154 1,062 732 § 5,004 | 1,619 | 1,041 301 545 299
1{334. ...| 1,696 376 302 176 165 1,302 526 | 5,458 | 1,719 | 1,230 352 612 296
Average
1929-33.| 1,852 453 340 175 159 964 | 1,100 | 5,128 | 1,633 | 1,117 344 571 284
1909-13.1 1,929 527 368 194 157 925%) 1,143 { 4,183 | 1,374 911 245 527 2564

*Data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and International Institute of Agriculture. Averages for 1909-13 are U.S.
Department of Agriculture estimates of production within post-war boundaries. Luxemburg included with Belgium.

“Many Russtan statisticians regard pre-war averages as
too low for proper comparison with post-war figures.

TABLE VI,—UNITED STATES WHEAT PRODUCTION
BY Crasses, 1928-35%
(Milllion bushels)

b Crops harvested in March-May of the following calen-
dar year.

TABLE VII.—WHEAT ACREAGE IN THE UNITED STATES
AND ARGENTINA, 1929-35*
(Million acres)

U.S. total U.S. winter | U.S. spring Argentina
Harvest
year Har- Har- Har- Har-

Sown |vested| Sown |vested| Sown | vested| Sown | vested
1929...) 66.8 163.343.9|41.2| 22.9122.1,20.5|15.9
1930...] 67.3 [ 62.7|45.0(40.9)22.3 | 21.7}21.3|19.5
1931...] 65.6 | 57.1145.2|43.1] 20.4 | 14.0| 17.3 | 16.0
1932...1 64.9 [ 57.1]42.3|35.2] 22.6|21.9|19.8] 17.8
1933...1 67.0 | 47.9,42.7|28.5 24.3|19.4|19.7| 18.0
1934...1 60.3 142.2{41.8[33.0{ 18.5| 9.3|18.8|17.2
1985... ....% 49.8/44.3{31.0( ....% 18.8| 14.2] ....
Average
1930-32] 65.9 1 59.0| 44.2(39.7| 21.8|19.2]|19.5{17.8
1031-33; 65.8 | 54.0|43.4|35.6 22.4 | 18.4|18.9| 17.3

G Hard Soft Hard

TOp of red red White red Durum | Total

— winter | winter spring

1?28 ..... 392 128 93 202 98 913
1.()29 ..... 370 166 85 145 56 822
1980...... 403 | 179 | 88 | 161 | 59 | 890
1331 ..... 516 254 70 70 21 932
1332 ..... 280 150 83 191 42 746
I(J.:SB ..... 169 148 85 109 18 529
1;):34 ..... 202 168 66 54 7 497
985.. ... 198 185 83 110 28 603
(A‘voruge

1928-32..| 392 175 84 154 55 860
fl'l)x:)L“tGSt cstimates of the U.S. Department of Agriculture

Agriculture Yearbook, 1935, and Crops and Markets.

* Latest official data.

¢ Not

yet available.
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TanLe VIII.—WHEAT PropucTioN IN MISCELLANE-
ous COUNTRIES, 1929--34*

{Million bushels)

Year China¢ | Persia | Pales- | Brazil Peru | Cyprus
tine
1929..... 3.23 | 6.27 | 4.47 | 2.20
1930..... ... | 3.21 | 5.20 | 4.52 | 1.87
1931..... 873 4.1 | 2.93 | 6.04 | 3.48 | 1.62
1932..... 902 50.9 | 1.88 | 6.25 | 3.12 | 1.14
1933..... 869 1.63 | 6.43 | 2.67 | 1.64
1934..... 815° 3.05 ees .. ) 2.20
Average

1929-33.. 865° 2.58 | 6.04 | 3.65 | 1.69

* Available official estimates for countries not included in
Table II and producing over 1 million bushels a year. For
the last four countries, data for 1925-28 are given in WHEAT
Stupies, December 1934, Table VIII.

¢ ixclusive of the three northern provinces now com-
prised in Manchukuo (not officially recognized by China and
most foreign countries).

b First estimated at 892 million bushels; see p. 107.

¢ For 1931-34. The ‘“‘normal” crop is stated to be 830
milllon bushels,

THE WORLD WHEAT SITUATION,

193435

TABLE IX.—PnroreiN CONTENT AND GRADINGS o
CanapiAN Hanrp Rep SpriNg WHEAT, 1925-35+*

Pro- Percentage of Inspections grading
Aug.- teln

July con- Tough,
tents {No. 1%| No. 2( Nos, | Nos. {No. 6, and Othep

1-8 4-5 | feed |dampe
1925-26..(....123.0{27.7164.8] 4.2} .3!29.4| 1.3
1926-27..(....(10.1]19.2(38.0| 5.0| 1.4] 55.3| .3
1927-28..|....| 1.0| 8.0(32.2|17.9| 4.2, 45.3| 4
1928-29..|....| 1.3|12.4(35.0{40.1/22.6 | 1.6 | .7
1929-30..113.3(41.3(39.2(93.5| 2.9 .4| 1.5| 1.7
1930-31..(13.1142.8|22.5/70.3| 2.1| .1|25.3]| 2.2
1931-32..(13.734.5|35.9(81.4| 4.1| 1.0|12.3| 1.2
1932-33..114.0157.5130.8192.0| 2.7} .3| 4.1| 9
1933-34..]13.9|48.3130.5/83.5| 4.2 .8|10.8| .7
1934-35..114.1 43.1‘24.5 74.8111.9} 2.4|10.2} .7

* Data from Annual Reports of the Dominion Grain Re-
search Laboratory and Canadian Grain Statistics. Exelusive
of durums, white springs, and winters, ete.

« Average (by weight) of samples of No. 1 Hard to No. 3
Manitoba Northern, 13.5 per cent moisture basis.

b Includes No. 1 Hard and No. 1 Northern.

¢ Wheat of straight grades, but with higher moisture con-
tent. Before 1930-31 called “No grade.”

¢ Including “smutty,” ‘“rejected,” “condemned,” and
“sample.”

TaBLE X.—WHEAT MARKETINGS IN NorTH AMERICA, MONTHLY, FROM 1929-30

Ycar June July Aug. | Sept. Oct. Nov. Dee. Jan, T%eb, Mar. Apr. May June July | T'otal
UN1TEp STATES: PERCENTAGE MARKETED BY FARMERSS
1929-30...| 5.1 | 25.5| 22.3| 14.0| 86| 4.8| 4.5| 3.1 | 2.9, 25| 25| 2.6 1.6 100
1930-31...| 8.9 | 25.2| 21.0} 12.3| 7.1 4.5| 4.7 47| 47} 35| 3.1| 3.9]| 1.4 100
1931-32...0 6.0 | 27.6| 185, 9.5| 7.5 | 43| 4.4, 4.0| 58| 3.4 3.5 40| 1.5 ... | 100
1932-33...] 4.8 | 18.7| 19.6| 14.0| 7.8 55| 4.8| 3.6 | 3.4| 3.4 4.3 | 5.4 4.7 ... | 100
1933-34...| 9.0 | 21.5| 20.4} 13.8| 7.0 50| 3.6, 36| 3.3| 3.4 2.7 3.0 3.7 ... | 100
934-35 12.2 | 29.6, 15.4, 9.5| 5.3 4.3 | 45| 2.9| 3.5 2.9 4.4 38.5| 2.0 100
UN1TED STATES: RECEIPTS AT 14 PRIMARY MaRrKETS? (million bushels)
1929-30... 94.21101.7| 47.0| 36.3 | 20.6 | 22.9 | 17.5 | 19.9 | 16.7 | 13.4 | 16.5 | 18.7 | ... | 42
1930-31... 99.0| 85.5| 62.6| 28.9{ 24.6 | 21.5| 29.5 | 30.7 | 30.8 | 21.2| 30.9 | 29.7 | ... | 4%
1931-32. .. 104.0| 61.5| 38.9| 32.7 | 26.4 | 13.8 | 17.1 | 25.0 | 13.4 | 13.2 | 153 13.5| ...} 375
1932-33... 41.0| 40.7| 38.4| 27.2 | 17.6 | 13.9 | 12.8 | 9.9 | 12.7| 15.8 | 23.3 | 28.6 | ... | 282
1933-24... 37.2| 26.7| 22.6| 17.6 | 11.6 | 11.2} 8.7 | 10.0] 9.1 8.4 12.5 | 23.4 oo | 199
1934-35... 49.7] 23.00 19.1| 12.9 9.2 7.8| 5.1| 3.8} 4.7 6.4 | 83| 10.0 ... | 160
Canapa: RECEIPTS AT COUNTRY ELEVATORS AND PraTrorm Lospines® (million bushels)

1929-30... 14.21109.6| 52.9 | 19.5 | 10.9 | 5.8| 4.9| 5.5 | 2.7| 4.0| 4.4| 3.0 | 237
1930-31... 21.21105.1| 53.8 | 52.4 | 17.3 | 9.3 | 9.8| 9.6 8.4 | 6.4| 8.2 | 5.4 807
1931-32... 11.9| 47.4| 74.1 | 43.1} 19.7 | 10.9 | 12.2 | 12.9 6.0 8.2|15.0| 3.8| 265
1932-33... 17.6| 120.5| 82.7 | 36.5 | 18.5 | 11.3 | 11.5| 20.8 | 10.3 | 10.8 | 19.5 | 10.5 | 37L
1933-34... 25.6) 55.6| 46.4 | 23.0| 10.3 | 10.4 | 8.3 | 9.1 7.3| 8.3|12.3] 10.9| 228
1934-35... 30.8| 55.6| 50.8 ) 23.6  12.5| 3.9| 8.8 8.4 6.8 5.6| 9.3 13.3| 22

“ Estimales of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics on ness. Includes Chicago, Detroit, Duluth, Indianapolis, Kan-

the basis of reports from about 3,500 mills and elevators.
Based on June-May for Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, New Mex~
ico, Arizona, and California; on July-June for other states,
See Agricullure Yearbook, 1935, p. 359.

b Trade data, here compiled from Survey of Current Busi-

sas City, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Omaha, Peoria, Sioux
City, St. Joseph, St. Loulis, and Wichita; and Toledo before
June 1933.

° Data for Prairie Provinces only, computed from officlal
figures given in Canadlan Grain Statistics.
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TanLE XI.—~WoRLD WHEAT VISIBLE SUPPLIES, AucusT 1, 1925-35, aNp MoNTHLY 1934-35*
(Million bushels)

U.H. grain Canadian grain Total Afloat Total
Date Potal North to U.K. U.X. and Aus- Argen-
United United | America | Europe ports aflout tralla tina
States | OCanada | Canada | States
Aug. 1
1925, vireeien 116.6 34.0° 2.4 18.5 3.0 57.9 33.4 8.4 41.8 8.4 8.5
1926, ....000nnn 121.9 34.6* .3 21.1 3.7 65.7 38.6 7.0 45.6 6.2 4.4
1927..ccivnnenn 150.9 33.7 1.3 37.8 4.8 77.6 46.1 8.2 54.3 12.8 6.2
1928, . .cvvnnnen 200.2 63.1 2.3 52.4 13.6 131.4 43.6 9.8 53.4 9.5 5.9
1929, .0 vvinennn 325.4 | 136.4 2.3 83.8 22.9 245.4 37.6 6.2 43.8 20.0 16.2
1930, .. ccienns 358.0 | 161.9 4.0 89.5 16.1 271.5 39.2 6.8 46.0 33.5 7.0
1931, ..o ieninn 447.8 | 233.6 22.9 105.8 5.5 367.8 37.9 10.6 48.5 24.5 7.0
1932, 0, 385.5 | 175.9 15.4 116.8 4.7 312.8 31.4 9.1 40.5 26.0 6.2
1933, ..ceevnnnn 423.2 | 135.0 3.7 190.4 6.7 335.8 31.6 11.4 43.0 31.5 12.9
1934, .0 ceviinnnn 423.2 | 115.9 .0 177.6 9.8 303.3 4.8 13.6 48.4 52.0 19.5
1935, . 0eiiiinnn 302.2 34.7 .0 186.8 10.5 232.0 16.9 8.8 25.7 32.0 12.5
1934-35

Sept. 1......... 427.4 | 122.4 .0 183.7 10.0 316.1 37.9 13.0 50.9 40.5 19.9
Oct. 1.....u... 445.2 | 120.1 .8 214.2 14.2 349.3 32.5 14.0 46.5 32.5 16.9
Nov. 1......... 444.8 | 108.5 1.0 237.0 17.6 364.1 33.6 13.9 47.5 18.5 14.7
Dec. 1......... 426.3 99.2 1.0 231.1 23.6 354.9 | 34.1 15.1 49.2 10.0 12.2
Jan. 1......... 447.8 91.0 1.0 230.2 27.6 349.8 25.4 16.1 41.5 45.5 11.0
Feb. 1......... 471.1 75.3 1.0 222.1 24.0 322.4 33.5 14.4 47.9 86.8 14.0
Mar. 1......... 439.5 61.8 1.0 219.2 21.5 303.5 33.7 12.9 46.6 74.0 15.4
Apr. 1......... 411.2 51.9 1.0 215.4 16.2 284.5 29.1 12.2 41.3 68.5 16.9
May 1......... 370.1 39.5 1.0 203.9 11.9 256.3 30.1 10.8 40.9 54.5 18.4
June 1......... 348.1 30.8 2 192.7 9.4 233.1 36.2 10.6 46.8 52.0 16.2
July 1......... 312.9 22.0 .0 189.0 9.3 220.3 27.5 9.8 37.3 41.0 14.3

* Data from Commercial Stocks of Grain in Store in Principal U.S. Markels; Canadian Grain Slatistics; and Corn
Trade News,; except as noted, for the weekly date nearest th e first of cach month.

¢ Bradstreet’s visible supplies, from Bradstreet’s.

TABLE XII.—WoRLD WHEAT SToCKS EX-RUSS1A (APPROXIMATE), ABOUT AucusT 1, 1922-35*
(Million bushels)

Four | Total | United | Cana- Lower North- | Import-| Afloat | Afloat
Year Total | chief | North | States | dian Ausg- | Argen- | Dan- India ern ing tn toex- | Japan
ex- Amer- grain grain | tralia tina ube Africas | Europe | Europe | Europe
porters ica

1922...... 615 241 156 115 41 24 61 26 29 15 240 49 5 10
1923 ...... 5562 | 268 | 171 138 33 33 64 36 36 9 150 39 8 6
1924 ...... 687 | 293 193 145 48 34 66 45 56 18 214 42 8 11
1925...... 528 | 234 148 118 30 28 58 20 51 15 165 33 6 4
1926 ...... 612 | 237 146 106 40 24 67 40 49 24 206 39 7 10
1927...... 654 | 281 177 124 53 35 69 46 36 26 202 46 9 8
1928 ...... 707 | 349 218 126 92 36 95 25 35 22 213 44 13 6
1929...... 976 | 548 377 250 127 41 130 75 29 21 241 38 16 8
1930...... 921 | 549 435 308 127 49 65 44 29 30 217 39 7 6
1931...... 1,010 | 621 481 341 140 60 80 57 71 17 184 38 14 8
1932...... 1,002 | 653 538 401 137 50 65 49 51 11 184 31 10 13
1933......|1,100 | 746 616 398 218 56 75 21 29 16 234 32 1 5
1934...... 1,158 | 693 490 286 204 85 118 o4 29 10 320 35 11 6
1985....., 885 | 502 367 152 215 55 80 20 29 24 273 17 1 9

* Based so far as possible upon stocks reported either officially (c.g.,, North America) or unoflicially (e.g., afloat to Eu-
'l't‘)pc); see Tables XI, XIII, XXX, and WHear STupIES, February 1933, IX, No. 5. United States stocks as of July 1; others
45 of August 1 or nearest date possible.

¢ Algeria, Morocco, Tunis, Egypt.
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TapLe XII1-—WurAatT CARRYOVERS IN THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA, 1922-35*
(Million bushels)

United States (July 1) Canade (Aug. 31, 1922-23; July 81, 1924-35)

Yeur In country U.8. In country Osna-
On il CJommer- In Totalin | grain On mills In In In Total in dian

farms and clal elty four in farms and terminal | transit | flour flve grain In

clevators | stocks | millse |positions| Canada clovators? | elevators millg | positlons| U.4.o

1922..... 32.5 28.8 20.3%) 32.7 | 114.3 0.5 2.4 4.6 6.4 4.6 | 2.6 20.6 1.6
1923..... 35.2 37.1 29.4*| 35.2 | 136.9 1.2 1.4 2.4 2.7 2.8 | 24 11.7 0.5
1924..... 29.3 36.6 38.6¢ 39.8 | 144.3 0.3 7.4¢ 4.7 22.7 5.9 | 4.5 45.2° 3.0
1925.. ... 28.6 25.3 29.3*| 31.6 | 114.8 2.7 2.7 2.7 15.2 3.9 2.0 26.5 3.0
1926..... 27.1 29.5 16.5%| 31.9 | 105.0 1.0 3.9 1.3 24.1 3.2 1 8.9 36.4 3.7
1927..... 26.7 21.8 25.5%| 48.3 | 122.3 1.4 4.2 1.5 35.6 2.3 | 4.2 47.8 4.8
1928..... 19.6 19.3 42.2%) 42.8 | 123.9 2.5 4.2 4.7 48.9 | 13.7 | 6.1 7.6 | 13.6
1929..... 45.0 41.5 95.7*| 64.5 | 246.7 3.3 5.6 6.3 76.3 8.7 7.5 | 104.4 | 22.9
1930..... 60.1 60.2 109.3 | 73.97} 303.5 4.7 5.3 16.8 69.3 | 12.8 | 6.9 | 111.1 | 16.1
1931..... 38.0 30.3 204.0 | 53.771 326.0 | 15.3 | 19.5 34.17 71.1 7.3 | 2.1%| 134.1 5.5
1932..... 92.8 41.6 168.4 | 81.87| 384.6 | 15.9 7.5 33.5° 78.6 9.3 | 2.9*| 131.8 4.7
1933..... 82.3 64.3 123.7 |123.17) 393.4 4.1 | 12.3 77.97 109.3 9.0 | 3.2*| 211.7 6.2
1934..... 60.3 48.2 80.5%| 97.27 286.2¢ .0 8.7 70.47 104.7 7.7 1 2.5 194.0 | 10.0
1935.. ... 41.9 31.5 22.0 | 56.67 152.0 .0 7.9 53.87 126.6 | 12.9 | 2.0*| 203.2 { 11.7

* Official data of U.S. Department of Agriculture and Dominion Burcau of Statistics, chiefly from Agriculture Year-

book, 1935, p.

¢ Estimates of the U.S. Departiment of Agriculture, based
{except for 1922-24) on wheat stocks in, and in transit {o,
city mills reported to the Census Bureau (see flnal column
of Table XIV), raised to allow for stocks in non-reporting
mills.

b Strictly “in country, private, and mill elevators in the
Western Division,”” but see note g.

¢ In bond, chiefly for export as wheat, exclusive of some
bonded wheat in transit by rail.

368, Canada Yearbooks, Cuanadian Grain Statistics, and press rcleases.

¢ Bradstrect’s visible.

o Ifarm stocks as of Aug. 31, 1924.

f Includes wheat “stored for others’ in this position.

¢ Includes stocks in flour mills in the Western Division,

" In the Eastern Division only.

4 This may include somewhat more mew wheat than
usual, since marketings in the Southwest were relatively
carly in 1934, Sece Table X.

TaBLE XIV.—Ciry MiLL Stocks IN THE UNITED STATES, JUNE 30, 1925-35%*
(Million bushels)

Percentage of Wheat in Wheat in

Year census flour Flour a8 | Grand and in
output Country Public Private Transit wheatt total transit

representede | elevators | terminals | termipals? | to mills Millse Total to milla«

1925........ 87.4 2.16 3.44 ceal et 26.721 32.32 15.73 48.05 | ..... r
1926........ 87.4 2.52 3.00 1.14 6.73 22.44 35.83 14.67 50.50 | 29.17
1927........ 90.1 2.56 3.88 1.61 10.39 34.15 52.59 16.76 69.35 | 44.54
1928........ 90.4 1.91 3.68 .65 10.16 29.78 46.08 17.08 63.16 | 39.94
1929, ....... 93.6 3.62 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 | 51.57
1931........ 96.3 2.70 1.48 1.85 11.74 21.00 38.77 13.30 52.07 ) 32.74
1932........ 093.5 2.55 2.33 3.30 9.43 60.33 77.94 15.00 92.94| 69.76
1935........ 95.5 6.91 8.12 10.61 15.08 91.13 131.85 14.07 | 145.92 ] 106.21
1934........ 92.6 4.97 5.22 9.70 13.02 70.06 102.97 18.40 | 121.37| 83.08
1935........ 97.4 2.30 3.53 3.59 6.64 42.64 58.70 17.10 75.80 | 49.28

* As reported to Bureau of the Census, here comnpiled from press releases of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Available lor Dec. 31, 1925, and quarterly from June 30, 1926.

« Derived from biennial census data as stated in ibid.,
December 1934, XI, 182, The 1935 percentage is based on a
preliminary census figure for 1933, of 96.7 million barrels.

bIn private terminal elevators not attached to mills.

°In mills and elevators attached to mills. In addition to
this wheat owned by mills, they reported “stored for
others” as follows, in million bushels: 1931, 17.73; 1932,
6.73; 1933, 9.50; 1934, 6.91; and 1935, 3.37.

See WHEAT STUDIES, December 1931, VIII, 193.

4 In terms of wheat, taking 1 bbl, = 4.7 bu.

o Sum of columns 5 and 6.

f1In 1925 a single figure was reported for wheat in mills,
in private terminal elevators not attached to mills, and in
transit to mills.
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TapLe XV—WHEaT CARRYOVERS IN THE UNITED TABLE XVI.—Un1tED STATES WHEAT GRAIN EX-

StAaTES BY CLASSES, 1929-35* rorrs BY CLASSES, FRoM 1925-26*
(Mtllion bushels) (Million bushels)
- Hard | Soft Hard | Herd | Soft Hord |
July 1 red red ‘White red Durum | Total July-June red red White red Durum | Total
winter | winter spring winter | winter spring
1929 ..., 90 22 18 90 27 247 1925-26..) 9.7 2.5 | 19.2 5.0 26.8 63.2
1930..... 118 33 24 100 28 303 1926-27..| 73.1 | 31.3 | 27.6 2.2 22.0 | 156.2
1931..... 150 26 25 96 28 325 1927-28..) 60.3 | 12.8 | 30.4 6.0 36.5 | 146.0
1932..... 230 67 18 58 12 385 1928-29..| 35.0 3.0 | 15.4 2.2 47.5 | 103.1
1938..... 193 33 38 114 13 391 1929-30..| 54.4 2.7 | 184 1.9 14.8 92.2
1934..... 133 37 30 79 7 286 1930-31..; 47.3 2.6 1 13.7 0.6 12.1 76.3
1985. ..., 71 32 16 28 5 152 1931-32..] 75.5 2.2 | 14.0 0.1 4.7 96.5
—— 1932-33..1 17.0 0 2.2 .0 1.7 20.9
* [stimates of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, as 1933-34..1 1.4 0 17.4 .0 .0 18.8
given in World Wheat Prospects, June 1934 and August 1935. 1934-35. . 2 .0 2.8 0 0 3.0

* Estimates of the U.S. Depariment of Agriculture. For
some cariier data sce World Wheat Prospects, Jan. 25, 1935,

TABLE XVII.—UNITED STATES TRADE IN WHEAT AND FLOUR WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES AND ALASKA,
Hawai1, ANp PUuerTo R1¢o, ANNUALLY FroM 1929-30*

(Thousand bushels)

Wheat grain Flour us wheat Whent and fiour as wheat
July-June o Imports Shipments Net
Re- Net Net less Net to exports
Exports | Imports exports exports Exports exports Iixports re- exports poYses- plus
exports sions shipments
1929-30....1 92,175 | 12,948 60 79,287 | 61,070 | 61,075 | 153,245 | 12,883 | 140,362 | 2,983 |143,345
1930-31....| 76,365 | 19,054 15 57,326 | 55,110 | 55,108 | 131,475 | 19,041 | 112,434 | 2,850 {115,284
1931-82....) 96,519°} 12,885 863 84,497+ 39,276 | 39,275 | 135,795 12,022 | 123,772* 2,797 |126,569°
1932-33....] 20,889 9,379 | 1,606 13,116 | 20,337 | 20,337 41,226 | 7,773 | 33,453 | 3,024 | 36,477
1933-34....] 18,799 | 11,583 21 7,235 | 18,204 | 18,200 | 37,003 | 11,568 25,435 | 2,779 | 28,214
1934-35....] 3,019 | 25,777 184 | (22,574)| 18,513 | 18,497 21,532 | 25,609 (4,077); 2,783 (1,294)

* Data from Monthly Sumunury of Foreign Gonunerce, and “general imports,” since 1933-34, direcl I'rom U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce. Figures in parentheses are net imports. Flour converted to wheat equivalent at 4.7 bushels per
barrel; this rate is somewhat too high, particularly for flour milled in bond from Canadian wheat and flour exports
from the Paciftc Northwest. For earlier data see our previous Reviews and Table XXX below.

¢ Probably understated by 7 to 9 million bushels. See WrxeaT STUDWES, December 1932, IX, 104,

TapLeE XVIIL—UN1TED STATES IMPORTS OF WHEAT TaBLE XIX.—-CANADIAN EXPORTS OF WHEAT GRAIN,

1933-34. .| 8,316| 3,025 | 11,341 149 143

o 1933-34..| 170.2
1934-35..) 7,202| 3,772 | 11,064 | 14,052 | 5,906 | 8,14

1934-85..| 144.4 | 15

44.9 1 125.3 | 74.4
| 53.8| 90.6| 36.2

GRAIN, ANNUALLY FROM 1925-26* ANNUALLY FrROM 1925-26*
(Thousand bushels) (Million bushels)
For grinding in bond For domestic use To or through Overseas from
July- Aug.— Grand U.8. Canadian ports
June 10% ad July total
Free Dutil- | Total Total | 42-cent val, To |
e ablead duty duty#e U.S.e Total | Total® | Atlantie| Pacifle
1925-26. .| 13,421 013,421 1,665| 1,665 0 1925-26..| 275.6 | 10.5 | 152.7 | 122.9 | 70.0 | 52.9
1926-27..113,172 0 (13,172 49 49 0 1926-27. .| 251.3 7.6 1 143.9 1 107.4 | 67.5 | 39.9
1927-28. .| 15,044 015,044 161 161 0 1927-28. .| 288.6 8.5 [ 144.4 | 144.2 } 57.6 | 86.6
1928-29. .| 22,481 0 {22,481 79 79 0 1928-29..1 354.4 | 10.1 | 164.1 | 190.3 | 92.4 | 97.9
1929—80.. 12,903 0 (12,903 45 45 0 1929-30..1 155.8 7.3 76.9 1 78.91 29.8 | 49.1
1930-31..1 19,013 0 (19,013 348 41 307 1930-31..| 228.5 8.1 97.8 | 130.7 | 56.1 | 74.6
1931-32..111,538 | 1,841 |12,879 6 6 0 1931-32..| 182.8 | 4.5 53.21129.6 | 54.2 | 74.9
1932-33. .| 6,628 2,744 | 9,372 7 6 1 1932-33. .| 240.1 .3 55.1 1 185.0 ¢ 85.8 | 96.5
6 2
6 .1

i
|
|

* Oflicial data as now published currently in Monthly Y Oflicial data from Cunudiun Grain Stualislics.
S”"""‘“'U of Foreign Gommerce and Foreign Crops and
ilarkcts: Misleadingly termed *“imports for consumption,”
:r’;il;li;(l\(;xl-}?i;liglnly from “general imports™ as given in .Tul{—Junc crop years) in Table XVIL, col. 2. See p. 124

. . A Including shipments from Port Churchill, Hudson Bay,

bl‘{ew classification in Tariff Act of 1930. sbice 1931-32, See p. 124,

‘}:or export of flour to Cuba; see p. 127, footnote 5.

¢ *Unfit for human consumption,”

¢ These figures understate the truth, which in most years
is closer to Uniled States “‘general imports™ as given (for
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TABLE XX.—INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND OTHER GRAINS, FroM 1928-29*
(Million bushels or unils of 60 pounds)

Wheat, including wheat flour, by areas of origin Other grains

Year ending ——
about Aug. 1 North Argen- Aus- All

Totul | America | tinas tralia other India | Balkansj Russia | Others?® Rye Barley | Outs | Malzoe
1928-29% ... 927.6 | 542.9 | 223.7 | 112.1 48.9 2 37.4 11.3 29.7 | 120.3 | 32.4 {301.8
1929-30....| 612.5 | 318.4 | 151.9 64.6 77.6 4.2 46.8 6.4 | 20.2 30.1 | 113.3 | 35.7 [248.2
1930-31....| 786.7 | 354.3 | 123.2 | 154.0 | 155.2 3.6 37.6 98.7 | 15.3 37.5 | 138.3 | 46.5 |290.5
1931-32....] 769.6 | 331.2 | 138.4 | 153.2 | 146.8 .3 60.0 70.4 | 16.1 52.5 84.3 | 43.8 |409.8
1932-33....| 615.2 | 290.0 | 126.4 | 154.4 44.4 7.2 17.6 | 19.6 26.2 63.1 | 28.5 1333.9
1933-34....| 523.6 | 219.2 | 140.8 89.6 74.0 . 30.4 26.8 | 16.8 26.8 75.8 | 23.0 {262.0
1934-35"...| 526.8 | 166.4°| 182.8 | 112.0 65.6 .3 22.0 1.6 | 41.7 36.7 51.6 | 27.3 |255.4

Average
1929—34%... 661.5 | 302.6 | 136.1 | 123.2 99.6 1.6 36.4 44.0 | 17.6 34.6 95.0 | 35.5 (308.9
1924-29....1 784.2 | 470.5 | 151.2 96.3 66.2 | 10.9 28.0 14.6 | 12.7 45.5 | 102.9 | 41.1 |276.1
‘Wheat and flour to Furope Wheat and flour to ex-Europe

Year ending
ahout Aug. 1 China, | Central North and

U.K. Orders | Continent | Total/ | Total/ | Japan |Amecricas| Brazil Egypt | South Africa | Indfa | Others
1928-294...1 158.8 | 145.1 | 399.3 | 702.8 | 224.8 | 69.5 70.4 30.3 17.8 7.3 27.6 1.9
1929-30....} 137.4 | 120.4 | 225.3 | 483.1 | 129.4 | 33.6 50.1 28.2 7.6 2.7 6.3 9
1930~-31....0 131.0 | 193.7 | 282.8 | 607.7 | 179.0 | 67.4 58.0 26.5 11.1 4.1 11.0 .9
1931-32....| 185.8 | 193.2 | 252.9 | 581.6 | 188.0 | 88.1 56.7 31.2 8.4 3.1 . 5
1932-33....] 161.2 | 127.9 | 159.8 | 448.8 | 166.4 | 91.5 34.7 29.5 3.7 1.0 1.8 4.2
1933-34.... 138.5 | 129.8 | 133.2 | 401.6 | 122.0 | 47.5 | 34.3 31.3 3.6 .8 3 4.3
1934-35¢...] 128.2 | 123.1 | 129.8 | 381.2 | 145.6°| 63.4 27.3 34.0 3.0 1.4 2 |16.5°

Average

1929—34%’... 140.8 | 153.0 | 210.8 | 504.6 | 157.0 | 65.6 46.8 29.3 6.9 2.3 3.9 2.2
1924-29....] 164.6 | 143.6 | 335.8 | 644.4 | 139.7 | 43.9* | 60.5" | 26.6" | 12.7* 6.7 11.00 | 1.3

* Broomhall’s cumulative totals, from the Corn Trade News, converted from quarters of various weights.
¢ Includes Uruguay also.
b North Africa, Chile, Germany, France, etc.
¢ Year ending about April 1,
4 For 53 wecks.

¢ Including 10.8 million bushels to the United States.

7 As reported by Broomhall in different tables.

¢ Includes West Indies, Dutch East Indies, Venezuela, cte.
*1926-29 average.

TaBLE XXI.—SUMMARY OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT AND FLOUR, ANNUALLY FROM 1922-23*

(Million bushels)

Net exports of net-exporting countries Net imports of Europe
ex-Danube, ex-Russia
Year
Aug.—July T'our Prance,
Total | chiet United | Canada | Aus- | Argen-| Lower | USSR | India | Otherse | Total | British | Germany, |Others?
exporters| States tralia | tina | Danube 1sles Italy?®
1922-23....| 714 671 203 279 50 | 139 12 1 29 1 577 | 210 208 159
1923-24....| 829 735 130 346 86 | 173 34 22 20 18 594 | 240 169 185
1924-25....| 775 700 259 192 124 125 26 (17| 38 11 630 | 226 215 189
1925-26....| 702 604 106 324 77 97 45 27 8 18 522 | 208 150 164
1926-27....| 853 741 202 292 103 144 45 50 12 5 679 | 236 262 181
1927-28. ... 823 768 187 332 71 178 32 2 8 13 656 | 232 219 205
1928-29....] 947 891 154 406 109 222 37 (6) | (25) 19 667 | 219 232 216
1929-30....| 629 544 145 185 63 151 56 9 1 19 506 | 224 95 186
1930-31....| 836 651 116 258 152 125 46 114 (5) 25 609 | 245 174 190
1931-32....] 794°! 6187 115° 207 156 140 82 65 2 27 606 | 261 135 210
1932-33....| 629 579 33 264 150 132 12 17 (1) 21 441 | 234 47 160
1933-34....| 553 456 29 194 86 147 35 34 0 28 386 | 238 20 128
1934-35....| 532 456 (4) 165 109 182 22 2 1 51 350 | 218 4 128

* Summarized from data in Table XXII. Figures in paren theses represent net imports, ignored in arriving at totals.
¢ Includes Morocco, Algeria, Tunis, Chile, Spain, Poland,

Germany, France, Sweden, and the Baltic states for years in

which these countries were net exporters, and approximate
net exports by Uruguay and Turkey (as estimated chiefly
from calendar year figures).

» Deducting net exports by one or more of these coun-

tries in years in which they were net exporters.

¢ Probably understated by 7 to 9 million bushels.
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TABLE XXII.—INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN W HEAT AND FLOUR, ANNUALLY FrROM 1925-26*
(Million bushels)

A. Nert ExrorTs

Year United | Canada Aus- Argen- Hun- Yugo- Ru- Bul- USS8RY India | Morocco | Algeria
Aug.-July | Statese tralia tina gary slavia mania garia
1925-26....| 106.2 | 324.2 77.2 97.3 | 19.79 | 10.81 9.93 4.37 27.1 8.0 .75 4.57
1926-27. ... 201.7 | 292.5 | 102.7 144.4 | 21.88 9.70 | 11.18 2.25 49.5 | 11.5 1.60 1.61
1927-28....| 186.7 | 332.5 70.7 | 178.1 | 21.84 .05 7.46 2.04 1.6 8.5 3.33 5.30
1928-29....; 153.9 | 406.2 | 108.6 | 222.4 | 26.00 8.80 1.59 .28 (5.8)| (25.0) 4.35 3.28
1929-30....| 144.8 | 184.9 62.6 | 151.0 | 30.05 | 22.92 2.82 | (1.42) 8.8 .6 3.79 4.62
1930-31....| 116.0 | 258.4 | 152.3 124.7 | 18.28 5.61 | 16.08 5.91 113.7 (4.9) | 2.03 9.56
1931-32....| 114.8°| 206.9 | 156.3 140.3 | 18.26 | 14.90 | 37.36 | 11.27 65.0 2.0 7.56 5.86
1932-83....| 382.9 | 264.1 | 150.2 | 132.3 7.48 97 .05 3.14 16.7 (.9 5.72 8.46
1933-34....| 29.2 | 194.4 86.1 147.1 | 29.32 1.05 .23 4.49 34.3 .4 8.57 |12.15
1934-35....| (4.0)| 164.9 | 109.1 181.5 | 12.80 4.26 4.22 37 1.9 1.0 7.60 |13.08
Ave
1999 34....| 87.5 | 221.7 | 1215 | 139.1 | 2068 | 9.09 | 11.31 | 4.68 | 47.7 | (.6) | 5.53 | 8.13
B. NeT IMPORTS
Year Tunis Egypt United Irish Franced | Italy Ger- Belglume®| Nether- Den- Nor- | Sweden
Aug.-July Kingdom r.S. many lands mark way
1925-26....| (2.65) | 12.78 | 189.4 18.8 24.6 67.9 57.4 39.2 27.2 6.00 6.70 6.10
1926-27....| (.30) 8.77 | 216.0 19.9 83.6 86.6 91.8 39.5 28.4 7.24 6.22 6.02
1927-28. ... (.57) 6.59 | 213.6 18.6 42.5 87.7 88.5 41.8 31.0 | 10.96 6.78 8.42
1928-29....] (5.31) | 13.65 | 200.8 18.5 66.6 87.7 77.6 41.9 30.0 | 16.67 9.15 8.05
1929-30....; (5.81) | 11.27 | 206.1 17.8 5.5 42.1 47.8 42.4 30.6 7.97 6.96 7.32
1930-31.... (5.84) | 10.17 | 225.5 19.4 62.0 81.2 31.2 48.5 35.4 | 11.73 8.53 4.87
1931-32....1 (8.52) 7.44 | 240.8 20.2 79.1 33.0 23.2 46.6 31.2 | 17.55 8.70 6.83
1932-33....1 (5.35) .48 1 216.0 18.2 32.1 10.5 4.6 39.3 27.3 | 12.16 8.69 3.23
1933-34. ... .06 .23 | 218.3 19.7 17.5 8.1 (5.4) 41.9 22.4 | 12.61 8.47 1.22
1934-35....] (3.69)"| 2.18 | 200.6 17.0 | (17.5) 11.5 10.1 39.7 19.5 | 18.99 8.88 | (1.78)
Average
1929-34.... 5.09 5.92 | 221.3 19.1 39.2 35.0 20.3 43.7 29.4 | 12.40 8.27 4.69
B. Net ImrorTs (Continued)
Year Spaln Portu. Switzer- | Austria | Czecho- | Poland | Finland | Latvia | Estonia| Lithu- Greece | Japan?
Aug.-July gal land slovakia ania
1925-26....] (.73)] 5.13 15.6 14.7% | 21.7 | (4.60) | 5.23 1.56 97 LWt 18.8 | 22.7
1926-27....] (1.01)] 6.12 16.3 16.9 20.1 8.07 5.14 1.68 9 LWt 19.4 | 15.3
1927-28....| 2.92 9.96 18.4 16.5 21.4 8.62 6.04 1.51 1.12 vennt 19.5 | 16.3
1928-29....| 17.20 8.86 16.6 14.6 17.4 2.45 6.93 2.99 1.25 .04 22.0 | 17.2
1929-30....| 3.41 6.58 16.0 19.6 13.7 (.21) | 5.93 2.44 1.19 (.10) | 21.7 13.6
1930-31....] (.19)1 2.71 18.5 16.1 17.6 | (4.41) | 5.27 1.55 .82 (.96) | 24.1 | 17.8
1931-32....| 10.76 2.80 21.1 13.7 24.8 | (3.30) | 4.51 .96 .44 (.10) | 23.7 | 20.4
1932-33....| (.02)| 1.36 19.1 13.3 12.1 (1.18) | 4.47 .03 .00 (.07) 19.7 3.7
19:{33—34.... (.08) .98 17.6 10.5 2 1 (2.49) | 4.56 (.00) .00 (.05) | 10.5 3.1
1934—~35.... .00 .70 17.9 9.8 1.4 | (3.89) | 4.25 (1.10) (.20) | (.97) 14.6 1.1
verage
1929-34....| 2.78 2.89 18.5 14.6 13.7 | (2.32) | 4.95 1.00 .49 (.26) | 19.9 11.7

* Data from official sources, in large part through International Institute of Agriculture. Figures in parentheses repre-
sent, under A, net imports; under B, net exports. Table X XV gives calendar year data for other countries.

:Including shipments to possessions. ¢ Including Luxemburg.
Grain only through 1929-30; July-June through 1927- ! Eleven months.
28; gross exports in 1925-26 and 1926-27. ¢ Exclusive of trade with Chosen (Xorea) and Taiwan
° Probably understated by 7 to 9 million bushels. (Formosa).
' “Net imports in “commerce général,” compiled directly ® July~June.
rom Statistique mensuelle du commerce extéricur de la t Not available.

France,
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TapLE XXITIT.—INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN WHEAT FLOUR, ANNUALLY FROM 1925-26*
(Thousand barrels of 196 pounds)

A. Nur ExponTs
Year Total net| TFour ex-|{ United Canada Aus- Argen- Lower Hun- Yugo- Ru- Bul- Indig
Aug.-July | cxportse | porters? | Statces¢ tralia tina Denube gary slavia manla garia
1925-26....| 35,738 | 27,628 | 10,130 | 10,847 | 5,009 | 1,642 | 3,441 1,817 310 849 465 685
1926-27....| 35,828 | 30,032 | 13,913 9,190 | 5,169 | 1,760 | 3,208 1,587 302 983 336 7
1927-28....| 34,254 | 28,228 | 12,226 | 9,792 | 4,381 | 1,829 | 2,664 2,108 (28) 441 115 671
1928-29....] 42,009 | 83,307 | 13,992 | 11,732 | 5,845 | 1,738 | 2,886 | 2,615 23 1974 51 497
1929-30....| 35,306 | 26,176 | 13,477 6,695 | 4,676 | 1,328 | 3,217 2,889 162 162 4 567
1930-31....| 34,526 | 25,348 | 12,314 | 6,677 | 5,307 | 1,050 | 2,415 | 2,045 43 215 112 525
1931-32....] 29,867 | 21,577 | 8,286 | 5,363 | 7,139 789 | 1,959 | 1,086 | 53 | 437 | 383 | 4%
1932-33....| 26,608 | 17,488 | 4.806 | 5,344 | 6,404 | 844 | 505 a1 | 29 7 28 | 172
1933-34....| 27,229 | 16,623 | 4.439 | 5,365 | 5,571 | 1,248 | 826 748 | 28 3 47 | 132
1934-35....| 26,345 | 17,466 | 4,489 | 4,552 | 7,334 | 1,091 433 413 | 20 0 0 | 155
A e
1999°34....| 30,607 | 21,442 | 8,682 | 5.889 | 5,819 | 1,052 | 1,784 | 1,442 | 63 | 165 | 115 | 364
B. Ner Imronts
Year Moroceo | Algeria Tunis Egypt Unlted Irish France® Italy Ger- Bel- Nether- | Spain
Aug.-July Kingdom 8. many gium/ lands
1925-26. ... 81 5 07 2,436 | 2,468 | 1,749 |(2,309) (334) | 1,411 | (151) | 1,269 | (157)
1926-27. ... 90 36 (24) 1,891 | 4,046 | 1,855 (772) (195) 492 (64) | 1,751 | (218)
1927-28.... 66 (98) (9 1,490 | 3,163 | 1,907 |(1,150) (207) 2 | (145) | 2,008 | (82)
1928-29....| 102 (115) (50) 2,586 | 2,129 | 1,677 | (1,752) (441) (401) | (176) | 1,639 | (74)
1929-30.... 16 (40) (79) 2,411 | 3,962 | 1,838 | (3,202) (666) (263) | 158 1,305 | (34)
1930-31.... 50 (107) (123) 1,816 | 4,189 | 1,863 | (3,477) (492) 56 8 1,903 | (38)
1931-32.... 48 (51) (64) 1,239 | 2,853 | 2,053 |(2,300) (995) 85 (11) 333 (9
1932-33.... 32 (233) (59) 104 | 2,713 916 | (1,824) | (1,732) | (1,103) 6 463 (5)
1933-34.... (20) | (405) 14 50 | 4,307 556 | (1,631) | (1,804) | (2,818) | 125 446 | (16)
1934-35.... (26) | (410) (274)" 37 | 2,906 269 | (1,385) | (1,864) (299) 50 458 0
A
1929-34....| @5 | (167 | (62) | 1,124 | 3,605 | 1,445 | (2.487) | (1,138) | (809)| 57 | 890 | (20)
B. Ner Imponrts (Conlinued)
Year Den- Norway | Sweden | Austria | Ozecho- | Poland | Finland | Latvia | Estonla | Greece Japant | Brazil/
Aug.-July mark slovakia
1925-26....| 495 775 (17) 1,279 | 3,252 43 1,115 o 76 1,506 | (1,016) | 2,129
1926-27....| 690 611 76 1,763 | 1,691 76 1,098 (7) 75 1,194 (591) | 2,444
1927-28....] 828 754 136 1,821 | 2,106 84 1,293 3 76 617 | (1,000) | 2,345
1928-29....; 782 961 150 1,38 | 1,978 1 1,481 4 84 376 |(2,310) | 2,049
1929-380....] 716 701 147 1,917 | 1,694 (60) 1,269 (21) 63 252 (981) 11,707
1930-31....; 790 710 34 1,574 | 1,235 | (301) | 1,097 (36) 44 85 | (1,664) {1,306
1931-32....| 651 688 19 640 598 | (259) 814 0° 4 34 [(1,716)1 258
1932-33....| 395 577 4 293 219 | (119) 631 0r 0e 11 }(3,368) | 147
1933-34....| 289 472 3 506 8 | (144) 585 0° 0’ 7 | (2,830) {1,021
1934-35....| 236 507 1 394 8 | (382) 433 0 0 17 | (3,651) | ...
Aversge
1929-34. ... 568 | 630 a1 986 | 751 | (7 | 819 | (1) | 22 78 [(2,112)| 888

* Data from oflicial sources, in large part through International Institute of Agriculture. Figures in parentheses repre-
Dots (...) indicate that data are not available.

sent, under A, net imports; under B, nct exports.

« Sum of net exports ol net-exporting countries in the

years in which they were net exporters.

b United Stales, Canada, Australia, and Argentina.

* Including shipments to possessions.

7 Gross exporls.
¢ Exports in “commerce général,” compiled directly from
Stalistique mensuelle du commerce extérieur de la France.

! Including Luxcmburg.

# Net imports of less than 500 barrels.

' Eleven months.

t Exclusive of net exports to Chosen and Taiwan, which
were 2.11 million barrels in the calendar year 1933 and
averaged 2.50 million in 1929-33.

J July—June.
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TapLE XXIV.—ExXPorTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR TO SPECIFIED EX-EUROPEAN COUNTRIES FROM PRINCIPAL
SouRrces or ExpPorTS, ANNUALLY FROM 1925-26*

(Million bushels)
A. To JAPAN rrOM NORTH AMERICA AND AUSTRALIA

Wheat and flour Total from Wheat from Flour from
July-June
United Aus- Unlted Aus- United Aus-
Total Wheat Flour States | Canada | tralla Btates Canada | tralia States | Canada | tralia
1995-26....] 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 .03
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....| 29.17 | 28.19 .98 3.24 8.21 } 17.72 3.06 7.45 | 17.68 .18 .76 04
1931-32....1 31.44 | 30.48 .96 1.79 8.11 | 21.54 1.65 7.37 | 21.46 .14 .74 .08
1932-33....| 22.68 | 21.89 .79 .13 4.47 | 18.08 .12 3.87 | 17.90 .01 .60 .18
1933-34....| 19.11 | 17.65 1.46 5.74 5.38 7.99 5.74 4.19 7.72 .00 1.19 27
1934-35....| 20.44 | 19.18 1.26 22 4.69 | 15.53 19 3.46 | 15.53 .03 1.23
Average
1929—34%.... 24.25 | 23.26 .99 4.02 6.59 | 13.64 3.95 5.79 | 13.52 .07 .80 .12
1924-29....| 23.37 | 22.86 .51 5.41 11.73 6.23 5.34 11.32 6.20 .07 .41 .03

B. To CHina, MancHUKUO, HoNG Kong, AND KWANTUNG FROM NORTH AMERICA, AUSTRALIA, AND JAPAN
)

‘Wheat and flour Total from Wheat from Flour from
July-June
United United Aus- United Aus-
Total Wheat ! Flour States Canada | States Canada | tralia States | Canada | tralia | Japane
1925-26....| 24.95 8.12 | 16.83 5.29 | 13.72 .00 7.69 .43 5.29 6.03 .47 | 5.04
1926-27....| 17.36 4.24 | 13.12 6.06 6.96 .30 3.94 .00 5.76 3.02 .21 | 4.13
1927-28....) 20.12 1.26 | 18.86 8.72 6.11 .00 1.26 .00 8.72 4.85 .29 | 5.00
1928-29....| 49.57 | 12.56 | 37.01 13.18 | 22.47 1.25 8.61 2.70 | 11.93 | 13.86 15 [ 11.17
1929-30....1 22.32 1.29 | 21.03 10.52 6.05 .16 1.13 .00 | 10.36 4.92 15 | 5.60
1930-31....| 54.58 | 33.55 | 21.03 12.34 9.21 1.88 7.21 24.40 | 10.46 1.94 .38 | 8.25
1931-32....| 72.13 | 48.90 | 23.23 | 25.20 5.18 | 14.37 3.63 31.00 | 10.83 1.65 2.88 | 7.87
1932-33....| 71.94 | 41.81 | 30.13 2.78 9.73 .01 8.06 33.74 2.77 1.67 | 10.04 | 15.65
1033-34....| 82.93 | 12.14 | 20.79 | 11.67 1.42 | 10.30 .36 1.48 1.37 1.06 5.09 | 13.27
1934-35....| 47.21 | 14.09 | 33.12 3.18 1.12 .89 .04 13.16 2.29 1.08 | 12.72 | 17.03
Average
1929-34....| 50.78 | 27.54 | 23.24 | 12.50 6.32 5.34 4.07 18.13 7.16 2.25 3.71 | 10.12
1924-29....| 23.94 5.35 | 18.59 7.31 | 10.20 .38 4.34 .63 6.92 5.86 .35 | 5.48
C. To Brazi. rrom NORTH AMERICA AND ARGENTINA D, To Ecypr rrROM NORTH AMERICA AND AUSTRALIA
Wheat and flour ‘Wheat and flour from Wheat and flour Wheat and flour from
July~June
United Argen- United Aus-
Total Wheat Flour States | Canada tina Total Wheat Flour States® | Canada?| traliac

1925-26....| 21.94 | 13.52 | 8.42 4.06 | 1.00 | 16.88 | 12.28 .67 | 11.61 1.4 .76 | 10.08
1926-27....| 28.07 | 19.03 | 9.04 7.37 | 1.20 | 19.50 | 15.83 | 4.62 | 11.21 1.58 .67 1 13.58
1927-28....| 81.77 | 22.64 | 9.13 4.10 17 | 27.50 || 12.55 | 3.83 8.72 .82 .62 | 11.11
1928-29....| 84.25 | 25.80 | 8.45 3.91 .05 | 30.29 | 19.57 | 4.94 | 14.63 1.03 1.65 | 16.89
1929-30....| 80.83 | 23.73 | 7.10 3.67 .04 | 27.12 9.39 | 1.85 7.54 .99 .22 | 8.18
1930-31....] 28.24 | 23.08 | 5.16 4.03 .34 | 23.87 || 11.38 | 3.14 8.24 .87 .12 110.89
19'31~32. -..| 30.89 | 29.98 91 15.23 .00 | 15.66 7.98 | 1.64 6.34 .76 .04 | 7.18
1932-33....| 27.15 | 26.40 75 9.30 .00 | 17.85 3.77 | 1.04 2.73 .62 .03 | 3.10

1933-34....] 28.05 | 23.97 4.08 .92 .28 26.85 2.79 .20 2.59 .63 .02 2.14
193“71;35.... 28.54 | 25.87 2.67 .59 .00 27.95 3.23 .89 2.34 .67 .01 2.55
£20

1?29—34.... 29.03 | 25.43 | 3.60 6.63 A3 | 22.27 7.06 | 1.57 5.49 1 .09 | 6.20
1924-29....] 27.31 | 18.83 | 8.48 4.54 51 | 22.26 )| 14.36 | 3.19 | 11.17 | 1.16 .83 1 12.37

. * Data from ofticial statistics of exporting countries. Argentine exports to the Orient, of some importance since late
In 1932, are not included. See also Table XXV.
? Total flour exports (excluding shipments to Chosen and ® Flour only, as wheat.

;Ir‘laiwnn), the bulk of which now go to Manchukuo (for- ¢ Wheat to Egypt (and Sudan to 1929-30); flour to Egypt
erly Manchuria) and Kwantung. and Sudan.
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TasLe XXIV (Conlinued) . —Expronrts or WHEAT AND FLOUR TO SPECIFIED EX-EUROPEAN COUNTRIES ¥RoM
PrincipaL SOURCES oF EXPorTS, ANNUALLY FROM 1925-26

(Million bushels)

E. To West Innies ¥rRoM NORTH AMERICA F. To SoutH AFRICA FROM CANADA AND AUSTRALIA
TFlour from ‘Wheat and flour Total irom Wheat from Flour from
July-June Total ———
flour United Aus- Aus- Aus-
States Canada Total Wheat Flour Oanada tralia Canada tralla | Canada | trallp
1925-26....| 12.94 8.24 4.70 4.70 3.37 1.33 .49 4.21 .25 3.12 .24 1.09
1926-27....| 13.22 9.19 4.03 3.58 2.36 1.22 .66 2.92 .35 2.01 .31 91
1927-28....) 13.30 8.93 4.37 8.84 7.44 1.40 .84 8.00 .50 6.94 .34 1.06
1928-29. ...} 14.62 9.49 5.13 7.78 6.29 1.49 2.46 5.32 2.15 4.14 .31 1.18
1929-30....| 12.69 8.77 3.92 3.23 2.14 1.09 .81 2.42 .60 1.54 .21 .88
1930-31....| 11.72 7.33 4.39 5.14 4.51 .63 3.75 1.39 3.85 .96 .20 43
1931-32....| 10.69 6.78 3.91 4.08 3.99 .09 3.56 .52 3.53 .46 .03 .06
1932-33.... 9.41 5.52 3.89 .26 .23 .03 .23 .03 21 .02 .02 01
1933-34....] 9.50 5.60 3.90 .08 .07 .01 .04 .04 .03 .04 .01
1934-35....| 9.06 6.00 3.06 1.68 1.67 .01 1.66 .02 1.65 .02 .01
Average
1929—35.... 10.80 6.80 4.00 2.56 2.19 .37 1.68 .88 1.59 .60 .09 .28
1924-29....| 13.38 9.02 4.36 6.10 4.7 1.39 1.03 5.07 .73 3.98 .30 1.09

TaBLE XXV.—INTERNATIONAL TRADE 1IN WHEAT
AND FLour, aND NET SUPPLIES, IN SPECIFIED
Counrnies, 1924-34*

(Million bushels)

Calen- } China Tur- Uru- South| New
dar | proper key Brazll | guay Chile | Africa | Zea-
year land
Net Imports (NET EXPorTs IN PARENTHESES)
1924. .| 31.50 2891 | (5.18)| (7.20)| 7.70 | 3.55
1925..) 911 ... | 2774 | (228)| (512)] 6.13 | 2.64
1926. .| 2245 26 | 31.52 | (1.32)| (1.06)] 4.54 | 2.97
1927..) 14.42 (.45)] 32.60 | (1.94) 30 | 5.81 | 142
1928. .} 16.73 148 {3653 | (6.05)| (.54)] 881|121
1929..] 48.61 540 13594 | (4.28)} (29| 7.70 | .52
1930. .| 22.55 (.29} 31.79 | (2.69)] (1.90)| 2.80 | .73
1931..| 66.03 (.63)| 32.46 .62 (.10)| 341 | .74
1932..| 51.94 | (1.19)} 28.62 07 .60 93 | 1.98
1933. . 4747 ... |3379 ] 181 3.22 | (.08)| (.14)
1934..) 26.73 34.94 Lo (LT6) 75 64
NET SurpLiks (CARRYOVERS DISREGARDED) %

1924.. 3323 816 | 20.89 [13.67 | 7.73
1925.. ... | 8l64 | 7.63 ) 19.35 [13.26 | 8.09
1926.. 90.99 | 37.19 | 870 | 25.62 |13.75 | 7.59
1927.. 4853 | 37.56 | 850 | 23.60 |13.85 | 9.37
1928.. 60.68 | 41.16 | 9.35 | 30.07 | 14.49 [10.75
1929.. 105.30 | 40.57 | 8.02 | 29.39 [14.94 | 9.35
1930.. 93.57 | 38.06 | 1047 | 31.63 11343 | 7.97
1931.. 104.32 | 37.66 | 7.99 | 21.09 1 12.71 | 8.32
1932.. 67.79 | 34.66 | 11.33 | 21.79 |14.64 | 8.56
1933.. ... | 4004 | .... | 8196 [10.55 |10.92
1934.. 41.37 33.55 (12.34 | 9.68

* Trade data from International Yearbooks of Agricul-
tural Statistics, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Foreign
Trade of Ching (Maritime Customs).

¢ For Southern Hemisphere countries, net imports or net
exports of a given calendar year are combined with the
crop harvested late in the preceding year.

TABLE XXVI.—OcEAN Freiguars oN WHEAT 1o Eu-
ROPE, ANNUAL AND MONTHLY AVERAGES*
(U.S. cents per bushel)

North La
Period Can- | New ern | Black| Plata | Kara-| Aus-
adas | Yorkd | Pa- Seac¢ | down | chie Jtralias
cifies river¢

Jan.-Dee.
1913........ 8.3 5.8 | 25.7 10.6 112.2|20.4

Aug.-July
1925-26..... 9.0 7.0 | 20.0 ... {10.9}13.1(22.3
1926-27..... 12.0 9.7 | 23.9| ... [19.9|15.8|28.5
1927-28..... 7.71 5.6 | 19.5] ... |13.9(13.2|23.2
1928-29..... 85| 6.1 | 19.6] ... |14.9|13.1|23.1
1929-30..... 5.5% 4.7 | 14.7] ... | 8.3 9.9416.7
1930-31..... 5.6¢ 4.6 } 14.5] 7.1 (10.9(12.5|19.3
1931-32..... 4.9 3.9 | 10.94 5.5 | 8.2 (11.2%13.2
1932-33..... 4.04 3.3 9.9 4.8 6.7| ... |11.8
1933-34..... 4.34 4.7 | 12.6°| 6.8% 9.4 15.9
1934-35..... 4.9 4.6 | 12.04 6.5% 9.8 16.2
July ...... 3.9) 4.7 | 10.8" 6.3} 9.8 16.4
Aug. ...... 4.4/ 4.7 | 13.5| 6.4 {10.3 16.6
Sept. ...... 53| 4.7 | 13.5| 6.5 [10.3 17.3
Oct. ....... 5.2 4.6 | 13.6/| 6.6 |10.1 18.1
Nov. ...... 4.8 4.7 ..o 7.0] 9.5 17.8
Dec. ....... 5.0 4.6 | 12.6 | 6.7 9.9 16.8
Jan........ ... 4.6 |11.8] 6.8} 9.7 16.3
Feb. ....... 4.6 | 11.1| 6.6 | 8.6 14.4
Mar. ...... ...| 45 11.0] 6.2 8.8 14.1
Apr. ...... 4.9 4.5 | 11.0| ... | 9.6 14.9
May ...... 5.00 4.6 | 10.9] 6.9 110.3 15.5
June ...... ... | 4.6 | 10.6° 6.1 |10.4 16.0
July ...... 4.6/} 4.6 ... 1 6.2110.5 16.3

* Averages of Friday rates published in International
Crop Report and Agricullural Stalisties, for cargoes except
from New York. Dots (...) indicate that data are unavail-
able or that no rate is reported.

¢ To United Kingdom.,

¢ To Antwerp and Hamburg.

@ Average for months in which quotations are available.

¢ One week only, ! Three-week average.

v Two-week average.

b To Liverpool, parcels.
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TapLE XXVII.—NEr Exrorrs AND NET IMPORTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR, MONTHLY, 1934-35%
(Million bushels)

A. NeTt ExporTs

Month Unlted | Canada} Argen- | Aus- USSR | Hun- | Yugo-] Ru- ; Bul- |Poland] Mo Al- Tunls | India
Statess tina tralia gary | slavia manla‘; garia rocco | geria
AUZ. oeverees 2.60 | 16.44 | 18.99 | 8.52 | (.54) 88| .21 00| .00 ; .39 1.00§ 3.32 {.54 .28
Sepb. veeenns (1.35) 1 19.16 | 15.79 | 7.30 47 90 | .73 .00 .00 4 .12 .50§] ©¢ .35 .10
(0111 (.25) | 23.93 | 14.05 | 10.38 .73 92| .93 00 .00 | .12 70 | 1.37 .40 Al
NOV. ceeneene (.35)|20.85 | 14.45 | 7.85 51 1 1.45 | .69 001 .00 | .07 .47 | 1.16 .29 .09
Dee. veveeans (1.31) | 18.82 | 10.97 | 8.59 Jd1 11.26 | .54 | (.00)] .00 ¢ .12 .81 .73 07
Jan, ....eene (.39)| 6.91 | 17.84 | 12.45 07 83| .07 .00 .00 | .16 .46 .58 57 14(.11)
Teb, covvenns (.37)| 8.56 | 17.60 | 9.20 .14 .96 | .01 00 .00 | .13 .30 | 1.02 .06
MAr. cereenss (1.07) | 11.10 | 17.79 | 10.94 .04 11.50 .49 .00 .00 | .21 .38 .98 .22 .08
ApPL. vvvenen (.41) | 6.23 | 14.50 | 11.06 | (.02) { 1.43 | .22 240 .00 | .17 1.36 .33 .06
May covevens (.19) 1 13.59 | 15.95 | 9.46 07 (1.34| .23 | 1.59 | .37 | .35¢] 3.21 .89 .35 .06
June ........ A2 | 8.35112.25 | 5.72 | .05 90| .09 | 1.61] .00 | .66 .73 .64 .02
July .oonenes (1.06) | 10.90 | 11.36 | 7.63 .25 .42 | .04 .80 | .00 {1.39 .28 75 .10
B. Net IMporTS
British Isles Three variable importers Swit-
Month Bel- [Nether-| Den- | Nor- Swe- zer- Aus-
| Ger- glume | lands | mark | way den Jand tria
U.K I.F.8 Total Total | France’| many | Italy
Aug. ........ 16.39 | 1.84 | 18.23 | 2.57 .89 1 1.43 | .25(4.72,1.20} 1.17 | .62 |(.02)| 1.28 .65
Sept. .....n. 18.62 | 1.26 | 19.88 | 3.85 | 2.54 97 34 15.1811.66F .98 .80 | .04 [ 1.36 .67
Oct. covvunn. 16.49 | 1.84 | 18.33 A7 | (.64)]1.47 ] (.06)) 4.17 1 2.0911.72| .63 .15 | 1.81 12
Nov. .vventn 16.01 | 1.11 | 17.12 61 1(1.15) 1 1.08) .6812.67(2.09|1.94] .68] .16 | 1.4 .74
Dec. ........ 17.86 | 1.96 | 19.82 [ (1.76)(3.17) ;1 1.06 | .35 | 3.56 ; 1.97 | 2.40 | .95 | .14 | 1.96 71
Jan. ........ 11.20 .22 | 11.42 [ (1.12) ((3.14)| .89 |1.13 12,06 {1.7112.73} .80 .14 | 1.25 .64
Feb., ........ 15.59 .95 1 16.54 | (1.04){2.33)| .92 .36]2.90|1.78}1.91| .71 .11 91 .45
Mar. ........ 17.80 | 2.16 | 19.96 .02 | (1.56)| .87 .71 | 3.76|2.00|1.89 | .43 |(.31)| 1.06 .79
Apr. ........ 16.02 | 1.16 | 17.18 94 1 (\72)| .57 [1.09 | 2.23|1.3811.20| .49 [(.60)| 1.36 | 1.03
May ........ 20.41 | 1.87 | 22.28 | (2.43) (3.81)| .48 .90 | 2.45,1.38 | 1.04 | .94 [(.54)| 1.46 | 1.05
June ........ 17.26 | 1.21 | 18.47 ) (.26)1(4.46)| .301!3.83!2.80| .61 | .8 1.031(.37)! 2.12 | 1.20
July ........ 17.13 | 1.39 | 18.52 | 2.19 .06 .16 11.97 1 3.25[1.60 | 1.15| .72 1(.68)| 1.92 | 1.18
B. Nger ImporTs (continued)
COzecho- Portu Fin- Esto- | Lithu- Man- New South
Month slovakia] Greece | Spain gal land {Latvia; nia ania | Egypt | China | chu Japan Zea- Africa
kuo land
1.12 .00 .08 .39 .00 | .00 |(.00)| .04 .41 | 1.71 .06 | .06 .02
.97 .00 .06 .30 .00 | .00 .00 | .04 541 3.43 1 (.29)) .04 .23
.67 .00 .05 .34 .00 | .00 {(.04)| .15 .33 | 2.58 .02 .03} 61
.68 .00 .03 .38 ((.04)1 .00 {(.02)| .02 .46 | 3.81 { (.02)] .05 ‘
.90 .00 .05 .33 [ (.05)| .00 |(.04)| .02 77 12.88 1 .29 .04 .01
.99 .00 .00 29 1 (.01): (.12) | (.08) 1 .45 | 2.94 | 2.50 | (.17)] .05 .00
.74 .00 .05 .22 1(.00)] .00 |(.08)| .34 11.45 | 2.14 .49} 07 {(.00)
1.25 .00 .03 .26 00 | .00 1(.23)| .76 | 3.26 | 1.56 .43y - .01
1.32 .00 .13 .32 1(.03)((.03){(.38) .33 |3.8%43.52| .13 .05 01
2.34 .00 .06 .52 [ (.11)| .00 | (.09) 1 .01 | 3.26 | 2.46 .02} 13 '
2.18 .00 .08 .47 [ (.25) | (.04) ) (.01) .01 | 2.88 | 2.87 |(.14) ) .01
1.42 .00 .08 .43 1(.61) ] (.00) | (.01)| .01 .90 1 1.84 .26 ) .06

. * Data from officlal sources and the International Institute of Agriculture.
Figures in parentheses represent: under A, net imports; under B, net exports.

* Includes shipments to possessions.

* Net imports in “commerce général.”

¢ Including Luxemburg.

Dots (...) indicate data are not available.
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TaBLE XX VIII—~UNITED STATES MILLING AND FLOUR DIsrosITioN, ANNUALLY From 1922-23%

Wheat ground Flour production and disposition Per capits

Milifeed housand barrels) consumption
July- ——————— output —
June (thou- Bhip- Net
Total Per sand Domestic| Imports | ments to | exports | Domestic| Con- Flour Ag
(million | harrel tons) Output | exportse | lessre- | posses- plus disap- sump- | (barrels) | wheatd

bushels) | (bushels) exports sions? |shipments| pearance? tion (bushels)

1922-23..| 539.2 | 4.701 | 4,940 |114,700| 14,883 | 416 601 15,068 | 99,600 99,600| .900
1923-24..| 560.5 | 4.700 | 5,130 | 119,300 17,253 | 156 611 17,708 | 101,600 | 101,500 | .901
1924-25..| 546.6 | 4.651 | 4,880 | 117,500 13,896 591 14,485 {103,000 102,900 ,903
1925-26..| 542.9 | 4.705 | 4,980 {115,400 9,542 567 10,103 | 105,300 {104,700 1 .905
1926-27..} 566.0 | 4.639 | 5,023 | 122,000 13,385 642 14,025 | 108,000 | 106,400 .907
1927-28..) 565.5 | 4.689 | 5,146 |120,600| 12,821 559 13,377 (107,200 | 108,000 { .908
1928-29..! 574.2 | 4.646 | 5,115 | 123,600 12,888 660 13,548 | 110,100 1 109,600 | .909
1929-30..| 572.0 | 4.673 | 5,164 | 122,400| 12,994 620 13,615 | 108,800 109,000} .891
1930-31..1 550.7 | 4.683 | 4,997 [ 117,600 | 11,726 593 12,319 | 105,300 | 106,000 | .857
1931-32..| 526.5 | 4.643 | 4,682 | 113,400 8,356 571 8,927 {104,500 103,000 ; .828
1932-33..| 516.2 | 4.655 | 4,619 |110,900( 4,379 629 5,008 (105,900(102,000 .814
1933-34..| 470.3 | 4.652 | 4,202 |101,100] 3,873 581 4,451 | 96,600 100,000 .793
1934-35..| 480.1 | 4.630 | 4,241 | 103,700} 3,934 576 4,509 | 99,200 101,000 | .797

CO QO GO o M i D R B R R R
S 100D = N3 NS DD DS DD
DL DR DN OTO WW

RS ooRNoWN BN

* Holbrook Working’s estimates of wheat ground, millfee d output, flour output, and flour consumption, comhbined with
official trade data. Sce WwueaT Stunizs, December 1927, IV, 100-01, for corresponding figures back to 1879-80 and notes on
method of cstimation. Estimates for recent years and months (Table XXIX) are now undergoing revision,

a Including flour milled in bond mainly or wholly from ¢ Disregarding variations in flour stocks, which are al-
imported wheat (almost wholly from Canada). Sece p. 127. lowed for in “Consumption.”

° Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and, since January 1935, 4 Converted at rates given in column 2, which are slightly
Virgin Islands. too low for this use.

TaBLE XXIX.—UnNITED STATES FLOUR PrODUCTION AND DIsrosiTioNn, MoNTHLY FrROM JULY 1930%
(Thousand barrels)

Year July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dee. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June Total
A. RBerortep Prontverion, Ay REPORTING MILLS
1930-31...... 9,466 | 10,313 10,674 | 10,816 9,184[ 8,973 { 9,233 | 8,242 | 8,724 | 8,494 | 8,015 | 7,763 | 109,837
1931-32...... 9,852 9,658 9,735]10,399 9,890; 8,148 | 8,180 | 7,692 | 8,483 | 8,196 | 7,739 | 7,820 | 105,792
1932-33...... 7,828 9,005\ 9,395| 9,382 8,719, 8,323 | 8,077 | 7,216 | 8,867 | 9,298 | 8,777 | 8,577 |103,464
1933-34...... 8,275| 6,719 7,540| 8,181 | 8,116, 7,332 } 8,719 | 7,867 | 8,362 | 7,455 | 8,103 | 7,507 | 94,176
1934-35...... 7,825| 8,654 8,822| 9,181 | 8,211| 7,547 | 8,816 | 7,599 | 7,986 | 7,786 | 7,806 | 7,381 | 96,614
B. EstimateEp Torar UNITED STATES PRODUGTION
1930-31...... 10,128 | 11,013 | 11,895 11,534 9,808] 9,575 | 9,891 | 8,840 | 9,351 | 9,107 | 8,599 | 8,331 | 117,572
1981-32...... 10,548 {10,342 | 10,424 | 11,128 | 10,588 | 8,741 | 8,774 | 8,257 | 9,096 | 8,792 | 8,307 | 8,393 | 113,390
1932-33...... 8,401| 9,649 10,062|10,049| 9,346/ 8,926 | 8,667 | 7,752 | 9,503 | 9,960 | 9,407 | 9,195 | 110,917
1933-34...... 8,875| 7,225| 8,096 8,776\ 8,706, 7,875 | 9,347 | 8,442 | 8,967 | 8,006 | 8,693 | 8,060 | 101,068
1934-35...... 7.868| 9,278 9,455| 9,836 8,807 8,103 | 8,918 | 8,159 | 8,569 | 8,357 | 8,378 | 7,927 103,655
G. Ner Exports AND SHIPMENTS T0 POSSESSIONS
1930-31...... 989 1,266| 1,461 1,387 | 1,203| 945 996 808 775 811 838 840 | 12,319
1931-32...... 1,048 692 768 825 905 942 903 753 652 582 388 469 | 8,927
1932-33...... 400 460 419 417 537 446 392 344 392 392 384 425 | 5,008
1933-34...... 337 416 362 352 338 428 415 325 422 469 322 265 4,451
1934-35...... 322 486 489 434 432| 354 318 315 359 333 347 320 | 4,509
D. CALCULATED DOMESTIC DISAPPEARANCE
1930-31...... 9,139 9,747| 9,934(10,147| 8,605| 8,630 | 8,895 | 8,032 | 8,576 | 8,296 | 7,761 | 7,491 | 105,253
1931-32...... 9,500| 9,650| 9,656(10,303| 9,683 | 7,799 | 7,871 | 7,504 | 8,444 | 8,210 | 7,919 | 7,924 (104,463
1932-33...... 8,001] 9,189 9,643 | 9,632 8,809 8,480 | 8,275 | 7,408 | 9,111 | 9,568 | 9,023 | 8,770 | 105,909
1933-34...... 8,538 6,809 7,734| 8,424 8,368 7,447 | 8,932 | 8,117 | 8,545 | 7,537 | 8,371 | 7,795 | 96,617
1934-35...... 7,546 | 8,792 8,966| 9,402 8,375| 7,749 | 8,600 | 7,844 | 8,210 | 8,024 | 8,031 | 7,607 | 99,146

* Reported production and trade data from U.S. Department of Commerce, Wheat Ground and Wheat Milling Products,
Monthly Summary of Foreign Commerce, Foodstuffs Round the World, and Statements Nos. 3009, 3013, and 3015. The
figures for total United States production represent standing estimates by Holbrook Working as in Table XXVIII. Corre-
sponding data for earlier years are given in previous issues of our “Review of the Crop Year.”
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74pLE XXX.—WHEAT SUPPLIES AND Di1srosrrion 1N Four Cuier ExronTiNG COUNTRIES, FROM 1922-23*

(Million bushels)
A. Unrtep STATES (JULY-JUNER)

SBupplies Domestic disappearance Surplus Shipments; Year-
Year over Net to end
Initial Milled Seed Fed on domestic | exports? | posses- | stockse
stockss Crop? Totale (net)d use? farms® |Reslduale; Total/ use sions¢
1922-23..... 114 847 961 468 85.1 49 +14 616 345 205 2.9 137
1923-24..... 137 759 896 477 73.5 67 —1 617 279 132 3.0 144
1924-25..... 144 840 984 479 81.3 56 — 5 611 373 255 2.9 115
1925-26. . ... 115 669 784 495 79.5 28 —20 583 201 93 2.7 105
1926-27..... 105 834 939 501 85.1 34 —12 608 331 206 3.1 122
1927-28..... 122 875 997 503 91.4 44 +41 679 318 191 2.7 124
1928-29..... 124 913 1,037 512 84.6 55 -1 645 392 142 3.2 247
1929-30..... 247 822 1,069 508 83.9 59 —29 622 447 140 3.0 304
1930-31..... 304 890 1,194 493 81.1 158 +21 753 441 112% 2.9 326
1931-32..... 326 932 1,258 485 80.1 171 -+10 746 512 124* 2.8 385
1932-33..... 385 746 1,131 493 83.6 122 + 3 702 429 33 3.0 393
1933-34..... 393 529 922 449 7.9 70 +17 608 314 25 2.8 286
1934-35..... 286 497 783 459 75.5 81 +16 632 151 (4)*y 2.8 152
B. CanapA (AvGusT-JULY)
Supplies Domestic disappearance Surplus Ycar-
Year over Net end
Initial Milled Seed Other Other Other domestle |exports?| stockss
stocks¢ [ Crop? | Total® | (net)¢ use? AbJ Buk Cht [Residual®| Total’ use
1922-23..... 40 400 440 40.9 | 39.8 9.8 12.0 +27 129 311 279 32
1923-24..... 32 474 506 41.5 | 38.7 | 19.4 11.9 4+ 3 115 391 346 45
1924-25..... 45 262 307 42.1 38.5 | 12.0 10.0 -15 88 219 192 27
1925-26..... 21 395 422 42.3 | 39.8 | 11.2 6.3 —-38 62 360 324 36
1926-27..... 36 407 443 42.8 | 39.3 | 12.3 19.1 —-11 102 341 293 48
1927-28..... 48 480 528 43.5 | 42.2 | 27.6 6.7 -3 117 411 333 78
1928-29..... 78 567 645 4.1 | 44.2 | 29.6 12.8 + 4 135 510 406 104
1929-30..... 104 305 409 43.4 | 43.6 7.2 e 6.7 +12 113 296 185 111
1930-31..... 111 421 532 41.9 | 39.2™ 4.5 41 7.7 + 6 140 392 258 134
1931-32..... 134 321 455 41.8 | 36.9™ 2.8 21 6.0 + 2 116 339 207 132
1932-33..... 132 443 575 43.6 | 35.5™ 2.1 | 22 7.2 —11 99 476 264 212
1933-34.. ... 212 282 494 43.1 | 32.7 3.0 17 4.5 + 6 106 388 194 194
1934-35..... 194 2160 | 470 42.8 | 32.3" 3.6 17 4.6 +1 102 368 165 203

* Based on oflicial data so far as possible.

¢ See Table XIII, columns 5 and 12,

U Latest offlcial estimates of U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture and Dominion Burcau of Statistics, respectively.

¢ Exclusive of imports, which are taken into account in
arriving at net exports.

¢ Wheat equivalent of flour production less flour exports.
Tor the United States, Holbrook Working’s cstimates corre-
sponding to data in Table XXVIII; for Canada, official esti-
mates of “wheat milled for food.”

¢ Difference between total domestic disappearance and
the sum of other disappearance items. This is normally a
Dositive item representing dockage (U.S.), fced elsewhere
than on farms where grown, and use of wheat in some pre-
Pnrcd breakfast foods, in mixed feeds, and in industry; but
it is determined in part by errors in estimates of stocks,
Crops, 'speciﬂed domestic use items, and net exporls. Nega-

tive items (e.g., Canada, 1924-27) ordinarily imply more or
less underestimate of the crop and/or overestimates of
amount fed on farms. For Canada the item includes wheat
fed on farms before 1930-31.

7 Total supplies less net exports (and for the United
States, shipments to possessions) and year-end stocks.

7 Official trade data, as in Tables XVII, XXII.

i Does not include all wheat shipped to Canada.

1 Net imports.

4 Unmerchantable.

k¥ Merchantable wheat fed on farms.

! Loss in cleaning.

m Probably too low for close comparison with figures of
earlier years on account of a change in the estimated seed
requirement per acre.

n Likely soon to be raised by 5 or 6 million bushels.
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TasLe XXX (Confinued) —WHEAT SUPPLIES AND DiIsrosIiTioN IN Four CHIEF EXPORTING COUNTRIES,
FroMm 1922--23*

C. AusTtrRALIA (AUGUsST-JULY)

Supplies Domestle disappearance Burplus Estimated year-end stocks
Year over Net
Initial Milled Seed domestic| exports? | Aug.1 Aug.lex- Nov. 30
stocks® | COrop? Total® (net)¢ use? Residuale| Total’ use total® |portabled| totals
1922-23..... 24 109 133 28.3 10.3 +11 50 83 50 33 24 6.0
1923-24..... 33 125 158 27.8 11.0 —1 38 120 86 34 25 9.0
1924-25..... 34 165 199 29.7 10.6 + 7 47 152 124 28 18 4.8
1925-26..... 28 115 143 32.8 11.6 -2 42 101 7 24 13 6.9
1926-27..... 24 161 185 31.0 14.5 + 2 47 138 103 35 25 12.1
1927-28..... 35 118 153 31.6 15.7 -1 46 107 71 36 25 8.9
1928-29..... 36 160 196 29.1 15.9 +1 46 150 109 41 31 15.6
1929-30..... 41 127 168 32.1 19.1 + 5 56 112 63 49 38 13.8
1930-31..... 49 214 263 31.3 15.6 + 4 51 212 152 60 49 16.6
1931-32..... 60 191 251 31.6 16.3 — 3 45 206 156 50 40 10.8
1932-33..... 50 214 264 33.0 15.7 +10 59 205 150 55 44 18.5
1933-34..... 55 177 232 33.0 13.4 +15 61 171 86 85 74 39.4
1934-35..... 85 134 219 33.0 13.0 +9 55 164 109 55 44
D. ARGENTINA (AucusT-JULY)
Supplies Doinestle disappearance Burplus Estimated stocks
Year © over Net
Initial Milled Seed domestie | exportss | Aug. 1 (Aug.lex-; Dee. 31
stocks® | Crop? Totale (net)d use/ Residuale| Totall use totals )portabler} totalt
1922-23..... 61 196 257 43.6 20.6 —10 54 203 139 64 44 10
1923-24..... 64 248 312 49.0 21.3 + 3 73 239 173 66 44 10
1924-25..... 66 191 257 53.0 23.0 -2 74 183 125 58 35 10
1925-26..... 58 191 249 53.9 23.1 + 8 85 164 97 67 43 35
1926-27..... 67 230 297 56.9 24.8 + 2 84 213 144 69 4 15
1927-28..... 69 282 351 59.7 24.9 -7 78 273 178 95 70 15
1928-29..... 95 349 444 60.4 23.4 + 8 92 352 222 130 105 20
1929-30..... 130 163 293 60.0 25.5 -9 7 216 151 65 40 20
1930-31..... 65 232 297 62.5 20.8 +9 92 205 125 80 54 20
1931-32..... 80 220 300 64.8 23.7 + 6 95 205 140 65 38 14
1932-33..... 65 241 306 64.5 23.6 +11 99 207 132 75 48 10
1933-34..... 75 286 361 66.1 22.6 +7 96 265 147 118 90 15
1934-35..... 118 241 359 67.0 16.9 +13 97 262 182 80% 52 ves

* Based on oflicial data so far as possible.

¢ Australia: stocks on November 30 (last column), plus
August-November net exports, plus %2 of net mill grindings
(column 4). Argentina: stocks on December 31 (last col-
umn), plus August—-December net exports, plus 8y of net
mill grindings (column 4).

b Official data or estimates.

¢ Exclusive of imports, which are taken into account in
arriving at net exports.

¢ Australia: official data for July-June years to 1932-33;
our estimates thereafter. Argentina: our estimates based on
official data of flour milled minus flour exports in calendar
years 1922-34,

¢ See footnote e, p. 177; here including feed use,

f Total supplies less net exports and year-end stocks.

7 Ofllcial trade data, as in Table XXII.

& Preceding column minus 42 of net mill grindings for
Australia, 32 of net mill grindings for Argentina,

* Australia: official estimates 1925-34; our approxima-
tions for other years. Argentina: rough approximations to
December 31 stocks of old-crop wheat, based largely upon
estimates by the Times of Argentina.

4 Based on ofllcial data on acreage sown and average seed
requirements.

¥ Official estimates of stocks as of Oct. 15, 1935, point to
a total on Aug. 1 of about 87 million bushels, See Times of
Argentina, Nov. 11, 1935, p. 27.
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TapLE XXXI.—ApPPROXIMATE DoMEsTIC DIsAPPEARANCE OF WHEAT (ALLOWING FOR CARRYOVERS) IN
OrHER COUNTRIES, ANNUALLY FroMm 1925-26*
(Million bushels)

Aug.- Indla | Hun- | Yugo- Ru- Bul- Po- Mo- Al- Tunis | Egypt | British | France Ttaly | Ger- Bel-
July gary | slavia | mania | garia land TOCCO gerla Isles many | glum«
1925-26..1 325 | 50.6 { 56.0 | 91.8] 32.6 | 59.3 | 21.8 | 24.1 7.3 1473 279 | 334 | 293 | 176 | 53.4
1926-27..1 326 | 53.0 | 59.9 | 93.7] 36.8 | 60.6 | 22.0 | 24.2 7.1 | 47.8 | 282 329 | 298 | 186 | 53.7
1927-28..] 328 | 55.8 | 66.2 | 98.2) 40.3 | 63.0 | 22.5 | 25.0 8.5 | 49.5 1 281 330 | 300 | 196 | 58.0
1928-29..| 322 | 55.6 | 79.5 | 103.9| 41.8 | 65.8 | 22.9 | 25.2 8.2 | 51.5 281 331 ) 302 | 205 | 58.4
1929-80..1 320 | 57.9 | 77.6 | 101.1} 43.3 | 68.3 | 23.3 | 25.5 7.9 | 53.3 | 279 332 | 303 | 196 | 53.7
1930-31..1 354 | 59.4 | 80.7 | 107.5| 46.1 | 73.3 | 23.7 | 24.5 7.5 | 54.0 | 278 322 | 301 174 | 59.4
1931-32..1 365 | 60.1 | 83.6 | 104.9| 48.2 | 73.7 | 22.2 | 24.1 7.6 | 53.5 | 293 334 | 290 | 179 | 60.2
1932-33..1 860 | 61.2 | 60.5 | 61.5| 49.1 | 59.1 | 22.7 | 23.1 3.5 | 48.1 1 288 335 | 287 | 173 | 57.4
1933-34..; 353 | 61.7 | 86.6 | 107.1| 50.0 | 73.4 | 20.3 | 19.8; 10.1 | 45.2 | 294 342 | 284 | 177 | 59.0
1934-35..| 350 | 59.4 | 72.9 | 84.0| 47.7 | 74.6 | 23.9 | 25.1 9.8 | 39.8 | 299 346 | 267 | 182 1'55.2
Cruge |
16\2v9735. .| 350 | 60.1 77.8 | 96.4| 47.3 | 69.6 | 22.4 | 23.4 8.5 { 50.8 | 286 333 | 293 | 180 | 57.9
1924-29..| 326 | 52.0 | 62.8 | 93.6| 35.9 | 61.2 | 22.0 | 24.3 7.5 | 48.6 | 281 331 | 295 | 187 | 55.3
Aug.~ |Nether-| Den- Nor- S8we- | 8pain | Portu- | Switzer-| Aus- | Czecho-| ¥in- | Latvia| Esto- | Lithu- | Greece | Japan®
July lands | mark | way den gal land tria |slovakia} land nia ania
1925-26..) 32.8 | 15.7 | 6.99 | 19.5 | 146 | 16.5| 19.4 | 25.8 | 58.5 | 6.00 | 3.72 | 1.76 | 4.76 | 30.0 | 44.0
1926-27..| 33.9 | 16.0 | 7.01 | 19.0 | 147 | 15.8 | 20.3 | 26.5 | 62.5 | 6.22 | 3.71 | 1.79 | 4.71 | 31.8 | 44.0
1927-28..| 36.3 | 20.4 | 7.38 | 22.4 ; 148 | 18.1 | 20.7 | 27.3 | 66.8 | 6.87 | 4,15 | 2.20 | 5.25 | 32.5 | 43.5
1928-29..1 36.8 | 25.7 | 8.65 | 25.9 | 148 | 17.6 | 21.2 | 28.3 | 68.1 | 7.59 | 5.11 | 2.29 | 6.37 | 33.1 | 43.0
1929-30..| 37.5 | 22.7 | 9.01 | 27.1 | 150 | 17.2 | 21.6 | 28.8 | 67.9 | 7.09 | 4.95 | 2.45 | 7.53 | 34.1 | 43.5
1930-31..] 39.9 ) 22.2 1 9.25 | 26.3 | 152 | 16.7 | 22.1 | 29.3 | 67.6 | 6.30 | 4.94 | 2.46 | 8.59 | 34.8 | 43.1
1931-32..; 38.8 1 25.7 | 9.29 | 25.0 | 152 | 16.4 | 23.9 | 26.3 | 67.2 | 5.63 | 4.73 | 2.18 | 9.02 | 34.9 | 43.6
1932-33..) 39.6 | 25.2 ) 9.44 | 27.6 ) 159 | 22.7 ) 23.4 ) 25.5 ) 66.9 | 5.95| 5.18 | 2.08 | 9.25 | 36.5 | 41.3
1933-34..1 38.5 | 24.3 | 9.23 | 28.6 | 155 | 17.0} 23.5 | 25.1 | 67.3 | 7.02 | 6.08 | 2.45 ; 8.67 | 38.8 | 41.4
1934-35..) 38.0 | 30.7 | 9.68 | 28.3 | 163 | 21.6 | 23.2 | 23.1 | 50.9 | 7.53 1 6.90 | 2.71 | 9.30 | 40.1 | 44.1
Average
1929-34..1 38.9 | 24.0 | 9.24 | 26.9 | 154 | 18.0 ] 22.9 | 27.0 | 67.4 | 6.40 : 5.18 | 2.32 | 8.61 | 35.8 | 42.6
1924-29..1 34.5 | 18.4 | 7.30 | 21.1 | 145 | 16.8 | 20.1 | 26.6 | 62.2 | 6.45 | 4.04 | 1.89 | 4.92 | 31.2 | 43.3

* Computed from production and trade data given in Ta ble.s II and XXII, and our unpublished estimates of stocks
about August 1. See also Table XXV and, for more detailed analyses by M. K. Bennett for countries of Western Europe
by five-year periods, WuraT STupies, March 1935, XI, 255-305.

“ Including Luxemburg. P Taking account of trade with Chosen (Korea) and Tai-
wan (Formosa).

TABLE XXXII.—WOoORLD WHEAT SUPPLIES AND APPROXIMATE DISAPPEARANCE, ANNUALLY FROM 1922-23*
(Million bushels)

World ex-Russia Four chief exporters Europe ex-Danube ex-Russia
August-
July Domestic

Initial | Crops | USSR | Total | Disap- | Initial | Orops Net disap- | Initial | Crops Net Total | Disap-
_ stocks exports | supplies [pearance| stocks exports | pearance | stocks imports | supplics |pearance
1922-23... 615 | 3,132 1 13,748 | 3,196 | 241 11,552 671 854 240 8201 577 | 1,637 | 1,487
1923-24...[ 552(3,441 22 | 4,015 | 3,328 | 268 |1,606| 735 846 | 150 997 | 594 | 1,741 | 1,527
1924-25...| 687 |3,055| ...* | 3.742 | 3,214 | 293 |1,458| 700 817 | 214 83 630 | 1,697 | 1,532
1925-26...) 528 (3,302 27 |3.857 | 3,245 | 234 |1.370| 604 763 | 165 |1,100 522 | 1,787 | 1,581
1926-27. ., 612 | 3,365 49 | 4,026 | 3,372 | 237 1,632 741 847 1 206 922 679 | 1,807 | 1,605
1927-28...1 654 (3,580 2 | 4,236 | 3,529 | 281 1,755 768 919 | 202 [1,002; 656 | 1,860 | 1,647
1928-29. . 707 13,903 ...® | 4,610 | 3,634 | 349 |1,989| 891 899 213 1,042 667 | 1,922, 1.681
1929-30, ., 976 | 3,424 9 | 4,409 | 3,488 | 548 |1,417| 544 872 | 241 |1,146] 505 | 1,892 : 1,675
1930-31.. . 921 |3,705| 114 | 4,740 | 3,730 | 549 |1,757| 651 1,034 217 11,006 609 | 1,832 i 1,648
1931-32...| 1,010 | 3,669 65 | 4,744 | 3,742} 621 |1,664, 618 | 1,014 | 184 |1,064] 606 | 1,854 | 1,670
1932-33...1 1,002 {3,703 17 | 4,722 3,622 | 653 |[1,644| 579 972 { 184 (1,269| 441 | 1,834 | 1,660
1933-34.. .1 1,100 | 3,616 34 | 4,750 | 3,597 | 746 |1,274| 456 8711 234 (1,379 386 | 1,999 | 1,684
1934-35...| 1,158 | 3,205 2 | 4,455 | 8,670 | 693 |[1,144| 456 880 320 (1,281 350 | 1,951 | 1,678

* Summarized from Tables I, XII, and XXI. @ Net imports.
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Tanre XXXIII.—ANNUAL AND MoNTHLY AviEracE Prices or WHEAT IN Four CHIEF
Exronring COUNTRIES*

United States (July-June)e Winnlpeg? and others (August-July)

Y,L;:lornli?ld Basic | No,2 | No.2 No. 1 No, 2 {Western| Wtd. No.1 | No.3 | Buenos| Mel

Farm All cash H.wW. [ R W, [Dk. N. 8. A.D. White aver- Manl- Mani- Alres | bourne

price classes | (Chie,) | (K. O.) [(St. L.) | (Mnpis.) [(Mnpls.)|(Scattle) age toba toba | 78-kllo? {f.a.¢q,¢

U.S. PrE-pEVALUATION Gorb CENTS PER BUSIIEL
Average
1909-14 ...... 89 e 96 95 103 100 90 e vee 95 cee 97 92
1922-23 ...... 101 114 116 113 128 130 109 . 109 110 106 110 122
1923-24 ...... 94 108 105 107 111 125 108 e 100 102 97 101 102
1924-25 ...... 140 155 154 151 172 164 169 e 156 168 159 157 146
1925-26 ...... 146 156 159 162 171 167 148 . 143 151 142 146 148
1926-27 ...... 123 139 138 136 137 151 157 N 131 146 135 133 137
1927-28 ...... 122 135 137 138 159 147 134 ves 124 146 130 130 133
1928-29 ...... 99 111 116 111 136 128 116 117 105 124 115 108 114
1929-30...... 101 116 117 113 126 127 114 114 121 124 118 108 115
1930-31...... 62 75 82 73 82 81 75 69 61 64 58 56 53
1931-32...... 41 58 55 50 49 72 75 60 50 53 46 44 43
1932-33...... 38 53 52 49 54 57 55 51 44 44 41 40 40
1933-34 ...... 46 57 56 55 58 58 67 48 41 42 39 34 33
1934-35...... 52 65 58 59 58 68 80 50 46 49 45 34 34
U.S. CurkrENT CENTS PER BUSHEL
1932-33 ...... 39 56 54 51 57 59 58 55 47 48 45 43 43
1933-34 ...... 72 90 88 86 90 91 104 75 65 68 63 53 51
1934-35...... 87 109 98 100 98 115 135 84 78 82 76 58 57
1934-35

July ...... 79 95 96 93 92 108 132 80 81 83 7 57 57
Aug. ...... 90 115 104 107 101 120 144 89 87 88 83 70 66
Sept. ...... 92 119 106 108 104 121 151 88 83 85 79 62 60
Oct. ....... 88 114 100 102 100 115 145 85 74 80 74 55 54
Nov. ...... 88 113 101 102 101 114 142 84 74 82 75 53 49
Dec. ....... 91 112 102 104 104 117 141 84 74 80 73 52 47
Jan........ 89 111 100 101 102 118 144 85 74 79 72 53 53
Feb. ....... 88 112 100 100 98 115 136 86 76 79 72 53 05
Mar. ...... 86 106 96 97 95 113 128 82 77 81 4 55 58
Apr. ...... 90 112 99 105 97 119 133 86 84 87 80 62 63
May ...... 88 108 93 99 93 116 118 83 82 86 78 61 63
June ...... 7 96 84 88 86 105 103 74 79 82 74 60 60
July ...... 76 97 87 99 87 113 105 76 79 81 74 60 57

* Basic dala partly from official sources and partly from trade journals, Annual averages are arithmetic averages of
monthly data. Conversions of foreign prices at par when exchanges were near par; otherwise at current exchange rates

except that, after February 1933, gold prices are based on the

@ Data of the U.S. Departinent of Agriculture on farm
prices (as of the fiftcenth of the month), all classes and
grades in six markets, No. 2 Hard Winter at Kansas City,
No. 2 Red Winter at St. Louis, No. 1 Dark Northern Spring
and No. 2 Amber Durum (No., 2 Hard A.D. 1934-35) at
Minneapolis, and Western White at Seattle. See especially
Agriculture Yearbook, 1935, pp. 364-65, and Crops and Mar-
kets and Forelgn Crops and Markets. Monthly prices of the
foregoing scries (except farm prices and Western White at
Scattle) are weighted by carlot sales. Prices of basic cash
wheat (Chicago) are simple averages of weekly average
prices of the cheapest wheat deliverable on Chicago con-
tracts; see Wnrat Stunies, November 1934, XI, 103-24.

b Based on data from Canadiun Grain Stallstics, Grain
Trade of Canada, Monthly Review of the Wheat Situution
(Dominion Burcau of Statistics), and for pre-war years,
Agriculture Yearbook (U.8.), 1923, p. 628, Monthly average

price of gold in London.

prices of No. 1 Manitoba are as reported by the Dominion
Bureau of Statistics; Winnipeg weighted averages are simple
averages of weekly weighted average prices; prices of No. 3
Manitoba are simple averages of unweighted weekly aver-
age prices.

¢ Recent monthly prices are simple averages of daily
quotations from Revista Semanal and Revista Oficlal; pre-
war dala from Estadistica Agro-Pecuaria. For 1922-23 and
1923-24, prices computed by deducting 6 cents per bushel
from Friday prices of Barletta wheat reported in the Times
of Argentina. From Mar. 16 to Dec. 11, 1932, and Dec. 5,
1934, fY., prices are for 80-kilo wheat.

¢ Recent monthly prices are simple averages of daily
quotations from Wheat and Grain Review, Melbourne, of
“Wheat, Trucks, Williamstown.” Pre-war data furnished
by John Darling and Son, Melbourne.
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rapLE XXXIV.—ANNUAL AND MONTHLY AVERAGE Prices or Import AND DoMesTic WHEAT IN EUROPE*

United Kingdom Import wheats Domestic wheats
Year Hun- Yugo- Ru- Bul-
(hugost=July) |y | prrbeh | No.3 | Argen- | Aus- | Great | Framee | Ger- | Italy gary | slavia | manla | garia
and month ports¢ | parcels”| Mani- tine tralian Brit- [(Paris)e} many |(Milan)¢| (Buda- | (Novi- (Bra- (Bour-
tobas | Rosafér| f.a.q.c aind (Berlin)f pest)t | Sad)t ila)y gag)t
|
U.S. PrE-DEVALUSTION GoLp CENTS PER BUSBEL
190614 ... 108 9 | 142 | 135 | 150¢
1922-23 ...... 138 135 131% | 135 145 125 159 110 143 126
192324 ...... 121 123 119% | 122 128 121 135 104 120 135
1924-25 ......| 180 182 181 181 181 160 173 156 185 182
192526 ...... 170 170 168 163* | 176 158 145 161 | 208 149
1926-27 ...... 164 163 164 160 167 149 186 177% | 208 152
1927-28 ...... 155 152 154 151 160 129 173 162 191 152
192829 ...... 132 129 138 128 140 127 167 142 187 118 vee
1929-30 ...... 130 127 137 122 133 112 147 165 187 109 ces 92 R
1930-31 ...... 7% 76 77 72 78 81 184 168 156 72 79% 57 63
1931-32...... 57 59 62 56 61 61 172 152 149 58 7 50 51
1932-33 ...... 52 52 54 49 54 52 116 126 143 65 71 88* 52%
1933-34 ...... 43 43 48 38 45 40 133 119 118 47 40 | 62" 49
1934-35 ...... 46 47 51 41 47 39 97 132 130 80 46 68* 53
U.S. CURRENT CENTS PER BUSHEL
1932-33 ... 5 | 56 | 58 | 53 | 58 | 56 | 124 | 135 | 151 | €9 | 77 | 95 | 56
1933-34 ... 68 | 69 | 77 | 61 | 71 | 64 | 212 | 191 | 189 | 75¢| 64 | 98 | ...
1934-35...... 77 80 88 69 79 66 165 222 220 135 7 114*
1934-35 .
Aug. ...... 78 92 99 82 96 69 199 210 199 132¢ 74 128*
Sept. ...... 81 83 9 75 87 68 200 215 202 134 76 ees
Oct. ....... 80 78 85 66 78 66 198 218 204 133 76 126%
Nov. ...... 80 76 85 64 71 66 199 219 208 132 73 125%
Dec........ 78 80 86 65 73 64 194 220 212 132 71 123*
Jan. ....... 74 76 84 63 70 63 140 221 218 136 75 cee
Teb. ....... 73 77 85 61 71 61. | 144 223 219 144 82 ..
Mar. ...... 72 78 85 62 74 59 140 226 227 142 81 116*
Apr. ...... 74 78 92 72 85 63 139 227 243 134 78 113
May ...... 76 83 89 71 83 71 145 228 256 134 80 105
June ...... 79 80 84 72 82 73 145 229 243 137 83 105
July ...... 77 75 83 72 79 73 131 228 206 130* 76 92*

* See corresponding footnote to Tahle XXXIII.

% Data from Accounts and Papers Relating to Trade and
Navigation of the United Kingdom: declared values of all
imported wheat divided by quantities imported.

¥ Data from London Grain, Seced and Oil Reporter: aver-
ages of all sales of wheat parcels (exclusive of French de-
natured wheat) on British markets.

¢ Data from Corn Trade News: averages of Tuesday quo-
lalions of parcels afloat or for early shipment, mainly to
Liverpool. Australian prices from 1931-32 are averages of
low quotations.

¢ Averages of weekly Gazette prices from the Economist
(London) and the Agricultural Market Report.

¢ Averages of daily prices (marché libre) from Bulletin
des Halles. Annual prices to 1925-26 are prices at Chartres
and are probably about 5 cents lower than Paris prices.
Pre-war prices from Annuaire international de statistique
dgricole, 1915-16, p. 705.

! Data from Wirtschafl und Statistik (post-war), Viertel-

Jahrshefte zur Statistik des Deutschen Reichs (pre-war).
Fixed prices to producers after October 1933,

¢ Data from International Institute of Agriculture, Year-
book of Agricullural Statistics and Monthly Crop Report and
Agricultural Statistics. Prices for Italy are for “soft” wheat;
prices for Rumania are for wheat of good quality.

" See Wunesr STupies, VI, 283, for prices to 1926-27; prices
1927-28 to 1929-30 are prices of Tisza (78 kilo) from
Bulletin statistique mensuel hongrois; prices from 1930-31
are for same quality wheat from Monthly Crop Report and
Agrieultural Statistics.

* Data from U.S. Department of Agriculture. Prices for
Bulgaria are fixed prices paid to producers since January
1934; 1933-34 and 1934-35 prices are converted to gold at
pre-devaluation par of exchange, because of unsatisfactory
character of Bulgarian exchange quotations.

¥ Average for calendar years 1910-14.

¥ Prices missing for some weeks.
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CHARrT 26.—WHEAT FUTURES PRICES IN LEADING MARKETS, DAaILY, 1934-35*

(Currency and quanlity units as deslgnated)
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* Daily closing prices from London Grain, Seed and Oil Reporter, Buenos Aires Revista Oflcial, Winnipeg Grain Trade
News, and Chicago Datly Trade Bulletin,



