
 
 

Give to AgEcon Search 

 
 

 

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library 
 

 
 

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the 
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search. 

 
 
 

Help ensure our sustainability. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AgEcon Search 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu 

aesearch@umn.edu 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only. 
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright 
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C. 

https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu


WHEAT STUDIES 
OF THE 

FOOD RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

VOL. XII, NO. 5 (Price $.50) JANUARY 1936 

WORLD WHEAT SURVEY AND OUTLOOK 
JANUARY 1936 

T HE international statistical position of wheat has changed 
little during the past four months. Crop-year supplies 

available to the world ex-Russia still appear so small as to 
involve heavy drafts upon stocks. Export surpluses exceed 
import requirements by the narrowest margin in eight years. 
Prices have responded to the relative lack of abundance, but 
in mid-January were little higher than in mid-September. 
Deterioration, improvement, and subsequent deterioration in 
Southern Hemisphere crops affected price movements on the 
world's leading futures markets. So also did fixing of a high 
minimum domestic price in Argentina (in mid-December), 
and a shift to freer selling on the part of the Canadian Wheat 
Board. This board now exercises nearly complete control 
over Canadian wheat supplies, which include the great bulk 
of the world export surplus. Its influence on world prices, 
however, will tend to be exerted with reference to the desira­
bility of working down the Canadian carryover. 

A low volume of international trade in 1935-36 seems 
assured. Our forecast of total net exports of some 545 million 
bushels implies that trade will be somewhat more active in 
January-July than it was in August-December. "World" 
year-end stocks still seem likely to fall to a normal level close 
to 625 million bushels. Wheat disappearance in the world 
ex-Russia may be somewhat larger in 1935-36 than in 1934-
35, largely because the North American crops of 1935 con­
tained so much low-quality wheat. For two months or more, 
before new-crop prospects become dominant as price influ­
ences, the Winnipeg May future may be held steady by the 
powerful Canadian Wheat Board. The corresponding future 
at Liverpool may tend to rise slightly, adjusting to the posi­
tion of cash wheat. But the Chicago May future is subject 
to opposing sets of influences affecting its relation to futures 
in foreign markets, and may either advance or decline. 
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WORLD WHEAT SURVEY AND OUTLOOK 
JANUARY 1936 

The international statistical position has 
changed little during the past four months. 
The 1935 world wheat crop ex-Russia is still 
appraised about the same as the short crop of 
1!)34, and world supplies ex-Russia for 1935-
36 appear to be the smallest since 1927-28, 
though some 45 million bushels larger than 
they were appraised last September. World 
export surpluses exceed 

Canadian exports, while Argentine prices 
moved out of line. At Liverpool, Chicago, and 
Buenos Aires, September-December was a 
period characterized by relatively greater 
strength in cash prices than in the prices of 
distant futures. Chicago futures ruled at 
lower premiums over Liverpool than in 1934, 
despite the tighter domestic supply position 

this year and the need for 
larger net imports. import requirements, but 

by a relatively narrower 
margin than in any year 
since 1927-28. The South­
ern Hem i s p her e crops 
turned out 'only a little 
larger than our mid-Sep­
tember forecasts. Improve­
ment in prospects there 
occurred in October - No­
vember, but deterioration 
followed (in Argentina). 

CONTENTS International trade in 
wheat and flour was at a 
low level in August-De­
cember 1935. The distri­
bution of world supplies 
was adverse to heavy 
movement, and there was 
some tendency for Euro­
pean importers to buy 
from hand to mouth until 
policies of the Canadian 
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Wheat price levels of 
September-December in exporting countries 
and on free import markets reflected the rela­
tive tightness in the international statistical 
position, and in terms of current American 
dollars were the highest since 1929. Until 
mid-December, futures prices on leading mar­
kets fluctuated largely in accordance with 
changing Southern Hemisphere crop pros­
pects; rumors of war had only transitory price 
effects. Canadian Wheat Board operations up 
to early December tended to strengthen prices; 
but traders' views of imminent change in pol­
icy from "holding" to "free-selling" appar­
ently constituted a price-depressing factor. In 
mid-December, the markets were surprised by 
the move of the Argentine government in 
fixing domestic buying prices far above cur­
rent levels. At this time, the reorganized 
Canadian Wheat Board sold freely, perhaps 
restraining a general price advance; but in 
leading futures markets except Winnipeg, 
prices late in December and into January were 
higher than in mid-September and not much 
below early-October peaks. Canadian prices 
thus moved into a relative position favoring 
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Wheat Board and crop out­
turns in the Southern Hemisphere became 
clearer. The volume of trade was also low in 
relation to current forecasts of probable crop­
year trade. Yet it compared less unfavorably 
with trade during August-December 1934 
than statistical series widely used in North 
America suggest. Shipments to Europe were 
held to new postwar low levels; ex-European 
trade, swelled by the emergence of the United 
States as a net importer on a fairly large scale, 
was relatively large as compared with pre­
ceding years. 

As of January 1, 1936, world wheat stocks 
ex-Russia were much smaller than in any year 
since 1928. The reduction from 1935 was 
somewhat larger than the reduction of crop­
year total supplies. Canadian stocks were 
notably heavy, though a little below those of 
1935. Argentine and United States stocks were 
notably small, as were stocks afloat and stocks 
of import wheat in Europe. Thus far in 1935-
36, world wheat disappearance seems to have 
been a little larger than in 1934-35, reflecting 
both enlarged use of low-quality feed wheat in 
North America and enlarged human consump-

[ 183 ] 
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tion of wheat both in North America and in a 
few European countries where last year con­
sumption was exceptionally small. 

. World wheat stocks still seem likely to fall 
about to a pre-depression average level, per­
haps around 625 million bushels, by the end 
of the crop year. The Canadian carryover will 
be greatly reduced but will not be small; some 
European countries will hold large stocks; in 
the United States, Argentina, and Australia 
the year-end stocks will be small. World 
wheat disappearance in 1935-36 now seems 
likely to exceed that of 1934-35, but will fail 
to reach the levels of the two peak years 1930-
31 and 1931-32. The probable volume of in­
ternational trade (net exports) in 1935-36 we 
now appraise at 545 million bushels, 15 mil­
lion below our forecast of mid-September. 

The Liverpool May future seems more 
likely to advance than to decline to the end of 
March; but no forces are now apparent which 
should produce a strong price movement in 
this future. The mid-January level was ap­
parently not based upon a preceding specula­
tive advance, so that heavy decline seems im­
probable; and sharp increase would presum­
ably require stimulus from crop scares which 
seldom occur in February-March. The domi­
nant influences in the Liverpool price move­
ment may well prove to be operations of the 
grain boards in Canada and Argentina. Price 
spreads between markets (see p. 214) are 
likely to show more notable changes than 
price movements at Liverpool up to the end 
of March. Thereafter, changing and unpre­
dictable crop prospects may be expected to 
dominate the course of Liverpool prices. 

WHEAT SUPPLIES 

The world wheat-supply position of 1935-
36 appears in mid-January 1936 only a trifle 
easier than we appraised it in mid-September 
1935. Our appraisal of world supplies ex­
Russia shows a net increase of only about 45 
million bushels. This change represents 
mainly revision of 1935 crop forecasts and of 
our estimate of world wheat stocks about 
August 1, together with a small increase in 
our forecast of probable net exports from 
Russia in 1935-36. Our September appraisal 
of the 1935 crop was perhaps slightly above 

most trade estimates, especially as regards 
prospective outturn in the Southern Hemi­
sphere. Hence it is possible that the trade has 
viewed the easing of the crop-year supply 
position as somewhat more pronounced than 
our data suggest. In any event the change in 
the supply position during the past four 
months has been considerably less striking 
than in corresponding months of 1933-34 and 
1934-35. The change has not been such as 
to cause much fluctuation in prices, except 
for a period in October - November when 
Southern Hemisphere prospects improved 
and later deteriorated. 

Changes in crop estimates. - Numerous, 
though small, revisions of crop forecasts and 
estimates have appeared since mid-Septem­
bel'; details are given in Table I. The net effect 
on the world total ex-Russia was enlargement 
from about 3,290 to about 3,315 million bush­
els. In the Northern Hemisphere, the largest 
change was a reduction of 14 million bushels 
in the Canadian official crop estimate (pub­
lished January 23). This was somewhat 
more than offset in net effect on the total by 
upward revision of the United States estimate 
and by the appearance of first official esti­
mates or upward revisions of older official 
estimates in several European countries, of 
which none was significant. 

The Southern Hemisphere crop, which by 
mid-September promised poorly because of 
reduced sown acreage and protracted drought 
in Argentina and parts of Australia, continued 
to suffer from lack of rainfall through Sep­
tember. But in early October, rainfall was of 
normal proportions in Argentina, and later in 
the month very heavy rains fell in both coun­
tries. The first official forecast of the Aus­
tralian crop, 135 million bushels (issued Oc­
tober 18), was apparently above trade expecta­
tions. The second, issued November 29, was 
only moderately larger at 140 million bushels. 
When in November the growing Argentine 
crop was showing improvement following the 
October rains, trade forecasts tended to rise; 
some were as high as 180 million bushels. But 
abandonment proved to be rather heavy, ex­
cessive rains and heat were injurious in De­
cember, and when the first official estimate of 
the crop appeared on December 21 the figure 
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of 144 million bushels was received without 
surprise. Deterioration, improvement, and 
further deterioration of these Southern Hemi­
sphere crops exerted a substantial influence 
on the course of futures prices. The estimates 
now standing exceed our mid-September ap­
praisals by only 9 million bushels; but they 
exceed trade expectations as of late September 
hy a larger amount and fall below trade ex­
pectations as of mid-November. Latest ad­
vices suggest that the standing Argentine offi­
cial estimate may be somewhat too high. 

South Africa is now reported to have har­
vested a record crop, so large as to create a 
surplus problem. Reports from Chile suggest 
good yields. Although information on the 
crops in New Zealand and Uruguay is scanty, 
it now seems appropriate to allow 64 rather 
than 60 million bushels (our mid-September 
figure) for outturn in these four countries. 

Size, distribution, and quality of the world 
crop.-The salient features of the world 
wheat crop of 1935 remain as they appeared 
to be last September, and may be summarized 
hriefly (Chart 1). The world crop ex-Russia 
at 3,315 million bushels is practically the 
same in size as the poor crop of 1934, other­
wise the smallest since 1926, and nearly 600 
million bushels (15 per cent) below the 
bumper crop of 1928. As in 1934, the low 
level of world output mainly reflects small 
crops in North America and the Southern 
Hemisphere. The United States harvested in 
1935 her third successive short crop, though a 
larger one than in 1933 and 1934. Canada 
also reaped her third successive short crop, 
now appraised at only about 277 million bush­
els. The Argentine crop is estimated as the 
smallest since 1916. The Australian crop, a 
little larger than that of 1934, otherwise com­
pares favorably only with the crops of 1925, 
1927, and 1929 in the past decade but faIls 
much below the good crops of 1930-33. Can­
ada, Argentina, and Australia together-the 
principal sources of exports for 1935-36-
harvested the smallest aggregate crop grown 
in these countries since 1920. 

Of the minor exporting countries, the Dan­
ube basin harvested a larger crop than in 
1934, but except for 1934 and 1932 the small­
est in eight years. The northern African crop 

was small, notably in Morocco. The Indian 
crop was a good one, but has not provided 
significant exports even at the highest level 
of prices since 1929. No official estimate of 
the Russian crop of 1935 has yet appeared; 
but removal of rationing of domestic bread 

CHAnT 1.-WHEAT CROPS, 1923-35* 
(Billion bushels) 

::I-! . 
36 ----- - l 

I I 

1.4 

1.2 

8 

3.4 

1.0 

4" ""r ~~-' T' ::::..... [ ._.- ,--: ---- 4 
'.,' /" ...... ;.'" . / " 

,,-'-'_._. • Danube \. / ',_. 
......... .,,'- exporters \.,/ ., . 

. 2 '-- I -.2 

Northern AfrICa __ [ 
-- --

o 
1.0 

.6 

• See Table I. 



186 WORLD WHEAT OUTLOOI( 

consumption coupled with the fairly sub­
stantial export movement since August point 
toward a good crop, perhaps a very large one, 
following the big crops of 1933 and 1934. 

In importing Europe, the aggregate wheat 
crop of 1935 was large, though smaller than 
the bumper crop of 1933. The dislribution of 
the world crop is therefore unfavorable for in­
ternational trade in wheat and flour; for, al­
though export surpluses of 1935-36 are rela­
tively small, so also are European import 
requirements. The crop of Manchukuo is 
appraised above the short crop of 1934; that 
of China proper is reputed to be relatively 
smalJ.1 Wheat crops in Asia Minor were 
somewhat smaller in 1935 than in 1934, but 
by no means short. 

The quality of the 1935 world crop ex­
Russia undoubtedly averages lower than that 
of the 1934 crop, which was unusually good. 
Little can be said as yet of Argentine crop 
quality; early marketings were good, but 
heat and heavy rains in December may have 
proved injurious. Australian quality is better 
this year than last; and in the Danube basin, 
some other eastern European countries, and 
northern Africa quality is good and probably 
up to 1934 standards. Elsewhere in Europe, 
however, the 1935 crops contain appreciably 
more lightweight and moist and sprouted 
wheat than those of 1934. 

The quality of 1935 crops is strikingly in­
ferior in North America, particularly in the 
spring-wheat belt. Here the proportion of 
lightweight kernels, rusted and frosted, is ex­
traordinarily high. In western Canada, only 
53 per cent of the August-December inspec­
tions graded No.3 Northern or better in 1935, 
as against 72 per cent in 1934; not since 1928 
has this proportion run so low. In the United 
States, August-October inspections of hard 
red spring wheat graded only 31 per cent No.3 
and above in 1935, in contrast with 96 per cent 
in 1934. Except Pacific white wheat, which 
is even better in quality in 1935 than in 1934, 
other types have graded low, though by no 
means so low as hard red spring. In protein 

1 The Foreign Service of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture estimates the Chinese crops of 19134 and 
19::15 at 840 and 720 million hushels, respectively; hut 
the estim.ate for 1934 differs from an official one. 

content, the higher grades of Canadian wheat 
average a little lower than in 1934, as does 
the crop of hard red winter wheat in the 
United States; but the American hard red 
spring crop runs somewhat higher. In the 
price structure, protein content has heen 
much less important than test weight. 

All told, much more wheat below custom­
ary milling standards, and indeed unfit for 
milling, was harvested in 1935 than in 1934. 
Measured in terms of standard milling grades, 
the world crop of 1935 is undoubtedly the 
smallest since 1924. 

"Total" supplies.-World supplies of wheat 
ex-Russia in 1935-36 (old-crop stocks carried 
in, new crop, and prospective Russian ex­
ports) are relatively smaller, as compared 
with the supplies of 1934-35, than the 1935 
world crop ex-Russia. We now estimate old­
crop stocks about last August 1 at 892 million 
bushels, a figure 17 million bushels ahove 
our mid-September estimate, but about 260 
million bushels below the stocks carried into 
1934-35 and the smallest since 1928. The 
,1935 crop now seems to approximate 3,315 
million bushels, some 20-25 million more 
than our September appraisal, and Russian 
net exports in 1935-36 now seem more likely 
to reach 35 than 30 million bushels. With 
these changes, and with upward revisions of 
supplies for 1934-35, "world supplies" for 
1935-36 at about 4,240 million bushels seem 
to be about 220 million bushels smaller than 
those of 1934-35. As was clear last Septem­
ber, they are smaller than in any of the five 
preceding years. The reduction from the 
1934-35 level is due to the much smaller size 
of the initial stocks this year than last, not to 
reduction of crop or of Russian exports, which 
(in prospect) are larger this year. Pertinent 
approximations in million bushels are: 

Disap-
Initial Busslan Total peor-

Aug.-July slocks Crops exports supplies ance 

1930-31 921 3,705 114 4,740 3,730 
1931-32 .... 1,010 3,669 65 4,744 3,742 
1932-33 .... 1,002 3,703 17 4,722 3,627 
1933-34 .... 1,095 3,616 34 4,745 3,595 
1934-35 .... 1,150 3,308 2 4,460 3,568 
1935-36 .... 892 3,316 35" 4,243 3,618" 

a Probable Russian exports. 
, Probable disappearance, based on our forecast of prov­

ahle year-end stocks; See p. 212. 
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Supplies for the crop year are suffici<mtly 
small to involve drafts upon stocks in 1935-
3(j, and reduction of the year-end level to 
about normal (see p. 212). World wheat dis­
appearance will probably increase somewhat 
(p. 211). But there is no present indication 
that world requirements for consumption in­
volve true stringency. 

Total supplies in 1935-36, like the 1935 
crops, are so distributed geographically' as 
to hold the volume of international trade to a 
low level. Importing Europe has supplies 
which, though smaller than in the two pre­
ceding years, are nevertheless large enough 
to provide for consumption requirements 
through drafts upon stocks rather than en­
largement of net imports. The United States, 
on the other hand, has the smallest supplies 
from inward carryover and new crop wit­
nessed in postwar years. Net imports on a sub­
stantial scale are necessary, and have already 
been large (see p. 206); but this will not 
suffice to raise the volume of world trade in 
wheat much above the low level of 1934-35. 
Canadian, Argentine, and Australian crop­
year supplies together are the smallest since 
1929-30-though not as short relatively as the 
crops of 1935, because of the big Canadian 
carryover into 1935-36. These three coun­
tries control the bulk of the world export sur­
plus for the crop year. But with the addition 
of increments from Russia, the Danube basin, 
and northern Africa, world export surpluses 
exceed world import requirements. The mar­
gin of excess, however, is much narrower than 
in any year since 1927-28. The international 
supply position of 1935-36 is the tightest in 
nearly a decade. European markets in recent 
months have tended to lose the characteristics 
of a buyers' market so long in evidence, 

1 Crops plus stocks in various areas may be ap­
praised as follows, in million bushels: 

Aug.- Import· United Argon· Aus· Danube! North· .July Ing States Canada tina tralla basin ern 
Europe Africa" -----------------

IfXJC-:n .... 1,223 1,104 532 207 263 307 86 
HJ:i!·:12 .... 1,248 1,258 455 300 251 427 82 
10::2--:::1 .•.• 1,453 1,131 575 306 2M 270 82 
1O:::J-:I1 .... 1,008 922 494 361 232 394 77 
lfJ::~_ .. :~:) .... 1,600 783 470 359 218 305 103 
lH:~r,-ao .... 1.r,:14 755 489 224 105 311 87 

U Algeria, Morocco, TUllis. 

though fears of stringency have not been and 
may not be justified. 

Rye and the feed (lrains.-Certain features 
of the supply position in rye and the feed 
grains affect the wheat situ~tion. In North 
America and on the European import mar­
kets, the non-wheat cereals have thus far 
sold at much lower prices in relation to stand­
ard milling grades of wheat this year than 
last. All United States and Canadian non­
wheat grain crops were much larger in 1935 
than in 1934, especially the United States corn 
crop (which, however, was below average). 
At the beginning of the crop year, Argentina 
held very heavy exportable stocks of old-crop 
corn, and a good new crop, to be harvested 
next March, is now growing. European crops 
of rye, barley, and oats were abundant in 
1935, though not strikingly so. Under the 
existing price relationships, there is probably 
less incentive this year than last to utilize 
wheat of fair grade for feed in western Euro­
pean grain-importing countries. A further 
factor tending to curtail feed use of wheat in 
that area is the reduced supply of subsidized 
exports of soft domestic wheats from some 
European countries to others. But in view of 
the fact that so much wheat unfit for milling 
exists in North America, feed use of wheat in 
the world ex-Russia as a whole may well 
prove to be higher this year than last, even 
though standard grades of wheat are rela­
tively more expensive as compared with 
standard sorts of rye and the feed grains. 
In the Danube basin and perhaps in Italy, 
relatively short corn crops in 1935 may tend 
to enlarge human consumption of wheat. 

WHEAT STOCKS ON JANUARY 1 

Total stocks, January t.-With wheat sup­
plies in the world ex-Russia approximately 
220 million bushels (4.9 per cent) smaller 
for the current crop year than for 1934-35, 
and 500 million bushels (10.5 per cent) smal­
ler than for 1933-34, world wheat stocks on 
January 1, 1936, were presumably reduced by 
at least corresponding amounts. 

Although in certain areas, particularly in 
North America, Czechoslovakia, and Italy, 
wheat consumption was doubtless heavier 
during August-December in 1935 than in 



188 WORLD WHEAT OUTLOOK 

1934, consumption was apparently reduced 
in other areas, notably in the British Isles, 
Denmark, and Spain. Aggregate increases in 
consumption presumably somewhat more 
than oll'sel decreases in consumption plus the 
increase in imports from Russia. As a result, 
wheat stocks in the world ex-Russia on Janu­
ary 1 were probably 225-250 million bushels 
smaller this year than last; and they were 
considerably the lowest since 1928. 

In the United States total wheat stocks on 
January 1 were only a little smaller than last 
year, but around 150 million bushels smaller 
than in 1934. The lower level as of January 1 
this year was due primarily to the reduced 
carryover of July 1, 1935, but partly to heavier 
utilization of wheat for food and feed in the 
first six months of 1935-36 than in the same 
period of either of the two preceding years. 
To judge by the January 1 stocks estimates 
and standing estimates of crops, carryovers, 
and United States net trade in wheat, domes­
tic wheat disappearance in this country ap­
proximated 345 million bushels in the first 
six months of the current crop year, as com­
pared with 340 million bushels in 1934-35 
and 330 million in 1933-34,l 

We estimate United States mill grindings 
of wheat for July-December at 251 million 
bushels, as compared with 247 and 231 mil­
lion bushels in the corresponding months of 
1934 and 1933, respectively. The increase over 
1934 resulted chiefly from an increase in the 
amount of wheat required per barrel of flour, 
in consequence of the greater proportion of 
lightweight wheat in the 1935 crop. A small 
increase in the amount of flour produced for 
domestic consumption was largely offset by 
a decrease in production for export and ship­
ment to possessions. The large proportion of 
lightweight wheat in the United States crop 
of 1935 has tended to increase not only the 
amount of wheat required for milling, but 
probably also the amount of wheat fed. 

In Canada, Argentina, and Australia, Jan­
uary 1 stocks were undoubtedly lower this 
year than last. Although in Canada the crop 
plus carryover was a little larger this year, 
increased domestic use of wheat for food and 
,feed (mainly because of an increased propor­
tion of lightweight grain) and larger net ex-

ports reduced total Canadian wheat stocks in 
Canada to a level about 20 million bushels 
lower on January 1, 1936, than on the same 
date of 1935. But since stocks of Canadian 
wheat in bonded warehouses in the United 
States were 7 million bushels larger this year, 
the reduction in total stocks of Canadian 
wheat in North America was probably only 
10--15 million bushels. The holdings of the 
Canadian Wheat Board on January 1, 19M 
(including futures), apparently amounted to 
about 70 per cent of all Canadian wheat in 
North America and 80 per cent of that remain­
ing in Canada. Argentine wheat supplies as of 
January 1 were the smallest in postwar years, 
and Australian the smallest since 1929-30. 

In importing Europe, stocks both of do­
mestic wheat and of imported wheaP were 
significantly lower on January 1 this year 

1.Jan. 1 stocks were distrihuted as follows, in mil­
lion bushels: 

Country Conllncr- City 
Year FUrlns mills cial mills" Total 

lU:H ......... lOr, 124" 130 133 583 
1!!:l5 ......... VlI! U:l U2 111) 442 
lH:lO ......... 159 7i 77 115') 428 

"In and in transit to mills, here raised to 100 per cenl. 
b Our estimate; olllcinl data arc not available. 

Flour stocks in the United States (not included in 
the official stocks estimates) were at an exceptionally 
low level on .Jan. 1, 1!J36, largely because of general 
anticipation of an early ruling by the Supreme Court 
on the constitutionality of the AAA p"ogram, includ­
i ng federal processing taxes. The decisively invalidat­
ing ruling was handed down on Jan. 6. 

2 Fairly complete stocks figures arc available only 
fol' Germany, and not for all positions even in thut 
country. For the past three years, these stocl,s have 
heen as follows, in million hushels: 

Oet.1 NoV.1 Dec. 1 
------'------1-----------

Sec on <I Heeon<l Hecond I 
___ JPunnH hllndH l i1urms hundg li'ormB hunds 'l'oLul_ 

lIJ3:L '" '" , IG2 - -;;- ---;;- ~~'- -;-;;- -~-7 -I J66 

1034."".122 05 101 (lO 85 67 152 
l!J:l;'".", 120 5R 112 56 07 52 14!J 

English farm stocks are reported as of Jan. 1, but 
the figure for this year is not yet available. Howevel', 
data on British farmers' deliveries (published by 
13roomhall) suggest that llS of .Jan. 1 the amount of 
whellt remaining on farms in Great 13ritain was COIJ­

siderably smaller this year than last, when Lhe Brilish 
crop was suhstantially laI·ger. 

British port stocks approximated only 11 million 
bushels on .Jan. 1 this year as compared with almost 
14 million a year earlier. Stocks in continental Euro­
pean ports have also heen lower in the present crop 
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than in either of the two preceding years. 
This was in part a reflection of relatively 
heavy marketings of domestic wheat and per­
sistent hand - to - mouth buying of import 
wheat in August-December 1935 - develop­
ments associated with the premiums of spot 
over distant wheat. In addition, the better 
distribution of the European crop in 1935 
than in 1934 favored increased consumption, 
and hence heavier reduction of aggregate 
stocks in importing Europe, in the early 
months of 1935-36. 

Visible suppUes.-World visible supplies, 
like total world stocks, were smaller on J an­
uary 1, 1936, than on the same date of any 
year since 1928; but the reduction from Jan­
uary 1, 1935, was less than 10 million bushels, 
only about 5 per cent of the decrease re­
corded as of August 1 (Chart 2 and Table III). 
Between August 1 and January 1 world vis­
ibles increased 140 million bushels this year 
as compared with an increase of only 25 mil­
lion in 1934-35. This contrast primarily re­
flects the peculiar course of world visibles in 
August-December 1934, when visible supplies 
in the United States and Australia declined by 
25 and 6 million bushels, respectively, rather 
than increasing as is more usual. In addition, 
however, the larger increase in world visibles 
this year reflected a surprisingly large in­
crease (in view of the size of the crop) in 
commercial stocks of wheat in the United 
States. 

In spite of a small domestic crop, particu­
larly of spring wheat, commercial wheat 
stocks in the United States increased more 
during July-December 1935 than they did on 
the average in the same months of 1925-27. 
The explanation of this lay not in the volume 
of farm marketings nor in the character of 

year. For Antwerp and Rotterdam, port stocks were 
reported as follows, in million bushels: 

Year Oct. 1 Nov. 1 
1933 .......... 6.9 7.2 
193,1 .......... 0.3 0.8 
1935 .......... 2.4 4.2 

• Preliminary. 

Dec. 1 
0.2 
6.3 
2.8" 

.1 Monthly figures on farm marl,etings in 1935-36 
:~I!l not be available until the close of the crop year. 
1 he above statement is based on data on farm stocks 
!IS ?f .Jan. 1. Particulnrly in the major wheat-pro­
fllclng states, J nnuary stocks represented a strilcingly 
ow percentage of the crop. 

mill buying, but in the unusual trade position 
of the United States. Farm marketings, 
though exceptionally large in proportion to 

CHART 2.-VISIBLE WHEAT SUPPLIES, WEEKLY 

FROM JULY 1935, WITH COMPARISONS* 
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the crop, were significantly below average in 
absolute volume;l and wheat was bought 
freely by mills for domestic use (including the 
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building of stocks).1 But of more importance 
was the fact that the United States imported 
net around 18 million bushels of wheat in 
,July-December 1935 in contrast with average 
net exports of 113 million bushels in the same 
period in 1925-27. As compared with July­
December 1934, larger domestic wheat mar­
ketings and larger net imports more than off­
set the effect of heavier mill buying for domes­
tic flour production and for building stocks. 
As a result, United States visible supplies 
increased about 40 million bushels more dur­
ing July-December in 1935 than in 1934. 

Commercial stocks of Canadian wheat, 
which have recently constituted over half of 
"world" visible supplies, stood at a new high 
level during most of the period under review 
(Chart 2). As in the two preceding years, 
however, the increase in these stocks be­
tween August 1 and January 1 was relatively 
small, reflecting the third small Canadian 
crop in succession. The peak of Canadian 
visibles came considerably earlier than usual 
this year, largely because of the unusual 
course of Canadian wheat marketings. Plat­
form loadings and receipts of wheat at coun­
try elevators in Canada increased markedly 
as the price of wheat rose during September, 
and these receipts and loadings were well 

1 Although stocks of wheat in and in transit to city 
mills increased more than usual, at least during .July­
September, the amount of wheat ground and domesti­
cally retained was considerably smaller than on the 
average in corresponding months of 1925-27. During 
July-September, stocks of wheat in and in transit to 
city mills increased by more than 80 million bushels, 
an increase equaled 01' exceeded in only two of the 
nine preceding years for which data are available. We 
anticipate that the increase during .July-December 
will prove to have been relatively less large. 

2 During September and October, country elevator 
receipts and platform loadings totaled lil3 million 
bushels, representing almost 49 pCI' cent of the total 
crop. Only once before in the preceding decade (1929) 
had September-October marketings represented such a 
large proportion of the Canadian crop. 

8 The following tahulation, in million bushels, 
shows the amount of Canadian wheat located in ele­
vators in Canadian Pacific and Atlantic ports, in U.S. 
Lake and Atlantic ports, and in Alberta elevators: 
Ahout Canadian U.S. Alherta 
Jun. 1 

1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 

seahoard 

........ 20 

........ 24 

........ 29 

........ 34 

ports elevators 

14 42 
14 40 
28 38 
35 36 

Total 

76 
78 
95 

105 

maintained during the first three weeks of 
the ensuing price decline (Chart 3).2 But in 
October-November, when a secondary bulge 
in Canadian marketings usually occurs, no 
increase was apparent this year. 

Exports contributed somewhat to continued 
downward drift of Canadian visible supplies 
in December; and over the next few months 
trade developments seem likely to play an 
increasingly important part in determining 
the course of these supplies. Particularly sig­
nificant is the fact that as of about January 1 
Canadian visibles were distributed in posi­
tions unusually favorable for good-sized win­
ter exports of wheat.s Aside from the large 
quantities of Canadian wheat stored in United 
States Lake and Atlantic portS-Wheat which 
had already been counted in Canadian exports 
-larger supplies than usual were in store in 
Canadian Pacific and Atlantic ports. More­
over, the wheat in country elevators in Al­
berta, which was not much less on January 1, 
1936, than in any other recent year, is mostly 
free to move to export via Vancouver. 

The lowest section of Chart 2 shows the low 
level and stable course of stocks afloat and 
in British ports during August-December. 
Stocks of wheat afloat to Europe, which were 
at a record postwar low level on August 1, 
1935, increased only 3 million bushels over 
this period. On January 1, therefore, these 
stocks were still notably low; indeed they 
were smaller as of that date than in any year 
since 1900, though only slightly below those 
of 1934. 

Port stocks in the United Kingdom changed 
but little during August-December; they re­
mained of moderate size, though smaller than 
in most other recent years. Export wheat was 
not pressed upon British markets as in sev­
eral earlier years; nor, on the other hand, 
were British importers prompted to build up 
stocks in anticipation of higher prices later in 
the current crop year. 

Australian visible supplies, which were 
moderately heavy on Augnst 1, declined 
sharply to late November, then rose to a 
level somewhat above average on January 1. 
As of the same date, port stocks in Argentina 
were somewhat lower than in any year since 
1928. 
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COURSE AND LEVEL OF PRICES 

Wheat futures prices in leading markets 
rose during most of September 1935; fell 
persistently from October 5 to November 13; 
moved erratically until December 12; and 
then rose, first steeply and later more gradu­
ally, until early January 1936. 

Changing crop prospects especially in the 
Southern Hemisphere, operations of and ru­
mors concerning the Canadian Wheat Board, 
changing prospects for war in Europe, and 
(in mid-December) announcement of a high 
fixed minimum price for wheat in Argentina 
dominated the fluctuations of wheat prices. 
In terms of United States currency, the aver­
age level of prices during September-Decem­
ber, at least for standard milling grades of 
wheat, was appreciably higher in 1935 than 
in any of the preceding five years on the duty­
free import markets and in the major ex­
porting countries. This reflected the rela­
tively short world supplies and tighter inter­
national statistical position of 1935-36. The 
abundance of sub-standard grades of wheat 
in North America, however, affected weighted 
average prices there unfavorably. "Parity 
prices" were not reached in the United States. 
British parcels prices failed to attain the level 
of 63 pre-devaluation gold cents per bushel 
which in 1933 had been designated under the 
International Wheat Agreement as the level 
at or above which import barriers would be­
gin to be lowered. 

Writing in mid-September, we presented 
an analysis of probable developments in the 
world wheat situation up to the end of De­
cember, with a statement of prospective price 
efTects.1 The actual price developments from 
mid-September to late December lay on the 
whole within the range of probabilities sug­
gested. The Liverpool December future rose 
"to the neighborhood of $1.00 a bushel" early 
in October, and in late December was above 
the level "of the second week of September"; 
changing Southern Hemisphere crop pros­
pects affected the course of prices; Liverpool 
rose to a premium over Winnipeg; premiums 
of hard wheat over soft declined in the United 

1 WHEAT STUDIES, September 1935, XII, 26-28. 

States. But certain of the influences upon 
price proved different from or were not in­
cluded in our mid-September appraisal, no­
tably a change which occurred in the sales 
policy of the Canadian Wheat Board and the 
sudden fixing of Argentine minimum prices 
at a high level on December 13. The fact that 
our specific suggestion of price levels reason­
ably to be expected was so well realized is to 
be credited in part to the fact that these two 
unforeseen developments largely offset each 
other in their effect on late December prices. 

September 2-0ctober 5.-0n the leading 
futures markets, prices rose during most of 
September and the first few days of October 
(Chart 3). Net advances, measured in closing 

CHART 3.-WHEAT FUTURES PRICES, FROM 

AUGUST 1935* 
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prices of December futures between Septem­
ber 3 and October 2-5, were 16-20 cents at 
Buenos Aires, Liverpool, Chicago, and Minne­
apolis, but only 13 cents at Winnipeg. 

The dominant influences in this price ad­
vance were continued drought in Argentina, 
rumors that the Italo-Ethiopian dispute 
might involve other European powers than 
Italy in war, and general recognition that the 
international Wheat-supply position for 1935-
36 was certain to prove the tightest in sev-
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eral years. Minor influences operative in the 
first half of September were further unfavor­
able crop appraisals from the United States 
and Canada, and (on September 7) announce­
ment by the Canadian Wheat Board that the 
fixed price at which it would purchase wheat 
from producers would be 87 1h cents per 
bushel, basis No. 1 Manitoba Northern at 
Fort William-Port Arthur. This was a price 
above those prevailing prior to the announce­
menU Crop news from Argentina was ap­
parently the dominant influence early in the 
period; fears of widespread war appear not 
to have become prominent until the first few 
days of October. 

Analysis of open-to-close and close-to-open 
changes in prices on the four leading futures 
markets fails to indicate that the general ad­
vance was definitely led by any market in 
this period. The volume of speculative trad­
ing was everywhere moderate rather than 
heavy, and only occasionally were active mar­
kets witnessed during trading sessions. Prices 
tended to advance not during trading ses­
sions, but overnight. At Chicago, however, 
speculative activity during trading sessions 
was in evidence on September 16-19 and again 
on October 1-5. 

The rise of prices was interrupted for 
about a week following September 19. This 
decline perhaps represented a speculative re­
action following the preceding advance. It 
was associated, however, with sharp reduc­
tion in the volume of wheat purchased for im­
port in Great Britain and (on the 27th) with 
reports of rain in Argentina. Winnipeg prices 
were conspicuously weak during trading ses-

1. Simultaneously with the official announcement 
of the fixed pricc to producers, the Winnipeg Grain 
Exchange removed all restrictions on futures trading 
except limitation of futures price fluctuations within 
a day to 3 cents above or below the close of the pre­
ceding day. 

2 At this time Mr. McFarland was technically in 
position to operate without reference to the Wheat 
Board, for his holdings had not been taken over by 
the board. 

S See WHEAT STUDIES, December 1935, XII, 182, Chart 
26. 

4 Sales of cargoes and parcels on the British mar­
ket numbered 115 in the 34 trading days ending Nov. 
13; they had numbered 214 in the 29 trading days 
ending Oct. 5. 

sions-an effect attributed in trade circles 
to heavy hedging pressure rather than to 
sales by the Canadian Wheat Board or hy 
Mr. McFarland.2 

The effects of rumors of war on wheat 
prices became apparent early in October. 
Rainfall in Argentina during the week end­
ing October 7 reached a normal level through­
out the country for the first time since the 
week ending August 12. This was a bearish 
development of first importance, and it was 
not offset by bullish crop developments else­
where; Australian crop news, indeed, also 
turned favorable. But in the judgment of 
wheat traders, prospects for a war involving 
several or many European countries appar­
ently seemed at this time sufficiently definite 
to warrant enhancement of wheat prices, 
even in the face of an improved crop outlook 
in the Southern Hemisphere. Sales of wheat 
futures by official agencies at Winnipeg on 
the bulge of prices were inferred by the trade 
press. 

October .5 -November lB.-From peaks 
reached on October 2-5 in the leading mar­
kets, wheat futures prices fell practicalIv 
without interruption until November 13, by 
amounts ranging from 11 1(0 16 cents per 
bushel. The decline brought prices of Decem­
ber futures back to or somewhat below the 
levels prevailing in mid-Septemher. In all 
four markets the declines were larger than 
such reductions as occurred between mid­
October and late November 1934,3 though be­
yond question the international statistical 
position of 1935-36 was tighter than the 
position of 1934-35. 

Day-to-day market reports throughout the 
period tended to ascribe the weakness of 
prices to improvement in crop prospects in 
the Southern Hemisphere, to fading prospects 
for war in Europe, and to fears that Canadian 
wheat would be pressed heavily for sale for 
export. Under these circumstances, import 
purchases of wheat on British markets were 
held to a low level, no doubt partly because 
forward purchases on the preceding advance 
had been substantial.4 Although Russian 
shipments were heavy, offers of Russian 
wheat were not pressed on the import mar­
kets; there is no convincing evidence that 
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the actual operations of Mr. McFarland or 
the Canadian Wheat Board tended signifi­
cantly to depress prices; and there was no 
hint of speculative "bear" operations or of 
important "long liquidation" on the futures 
markets. Trading on the futures markets, 
indeed, was noticeably quiet. 

Of the three principal price-depressing 
factors, two exerted only transient inl1uence. 
The declining prospect for war in Europe 
appears to have been influential only in the 
first two weeks of the decline, especially at 
Chicago. Fears of export pressure from Can­
ada received little attention in trade reports 
except on October 16 (following the decisive 
defeat of the Conservative party by the Lib­
erals two days earlier) and October 26-28 
(when Winnipeg futures prices first fell be­
low 87Y2 cents, the hoard's fixed price to 
farmers). It is possible, however, that this 
influence was more important on British 
markets than trade reports suggest. The de­
velopment of Southern Hemisphere crops 
was a more tangible bearish influence. Rains 
in Argentina were considerably above normal 
L the two weeks ending October 21, and re­
ports of more ('I' less improvement in the 
crop outlook not only began to appear early 
in the month but continued into November 
in spite of shortage of rainfall in the three 
weeks ending November 11. The first official 
Australian crop forecast of 135 million bush­
els, issued October 18, seems to have ex­
ceeded trade expectations slightly. Further 
evidence of improvement in the Southern 
Hemisphere supply position appeared first 
in relative weakness of offers on the British 
import market made late in October and 
early in November for distant shipments, and 
second in an official estimate of Argentine 
old-crop stocks, issued November 8, which 
exceeded trade calculations. 

November 13-December 12.-Publication 
of the second official Canadian estimate 
checked the decline of futures prices and 
gave impetus to a short-lived advance. Issued 
after the close of futures markets on Novem­
ber 12, this estimate was 17 million bushels 
below the forecast issued two months earlier. 
Before this stimulus lost effect, further 
strength appeared in futures markets, ap-

parently based upon a revival of import de­
mand. This, in turn, appears to have rested 
mainly upon the reduced level of import 
wheat stocks in Europe and upon somewhat 
unfavorable crop advices from Argentina. 
Only in one day during the advance did ru­
mors of war receive attention in trade re­
ports; on the whole, war rumors were insig­
nificant as wheat price influences during 
the whole period November 13-December 12. 

The advance was checked on November 23-
25 in the several markets (except Buenos 
Aires) as offers of new-crop Southern Hemi­
sphere wheat became more pressing on the 
c.i.f. market in the face of restricted import 
demand. On the 27th a further impetus 
toward decline came with announcement that 
subsidized exports from France were to be 
renewed. For the next two weeks the prin­
cipal bearish factors were continued slight 
pressure of new-crop offers from the South­
ern Hemisphere, chiefly Australia; and 
independent weakness in the Winnipeg mar­
ket and in c.i.L of Tel's of Canadian wheat for 
export (after, and perhaps just before, the 
new Canadian \Vheat Board was appointed on 
December 4). These developments offset a 
series of unfavorable crop appraisals from 
Argentina, where at times high temperatures 
damaged the growing crop and, later, heavy 
rains were prejudicial to harvesting opera­
tions and to crop quality. Futures prices at 
Buenos Aires responded to the local influ­
ences. 

As of December 12, prices of December 
futures in all markets except Buenos Aires 
were close to the low points reached on No­
vember 13. But Buenos Aires futures were 
nearer to their peak level of mid-September 
than to the November low. 

Prices from December 12.-0n December 
12, after the close of futures markets, the 
Argentine government announced that the 
Grain Board would pay a minimum price 
of 10 pesos per quintal for new-crop wheat 
of specified type and quality, Lo.b. Buenos 
Aires, with differentials for other qualities 
and positions. The fixed minimum price pre­
vailing since December 4, 1933, had been 
5.75 pesos per quintal; but no purchases 
were made from the 1934 crop, since market 
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prices ruled above this minimum. The new 
price corresponded at current exchange rates 
to 89 cents per bushel, an increase of about 38 
cents over the old minimum. It was some 11 
cents higher than closing prices at Buenos 
Aires (December future) on the 12th. 

All markets responded promptly at the 
opening on December 13. Closing prices at 
Chicago and Winnipeg 'were 5 and 3 cents, 
respectively, above the preceding close, repre­
senting the full advance permitted under 
existing regulations. Liverpool futures rose 
about 6 cents, Buenos Aires about 15-20 
cents. The extent of the rise at Buenos Aires 
was sufficient to bring futures prices slightly 
above the fixed minimum. 

Regarded from the point of view of the 
European importer, the Argentine move was 
inevitably a bullish development. In effect, 
it served notice that the export surplus of 
Argentina might be sparingly rather than 
freely ofTered on import markets. The threat 
was the more efTective because of the cur­
rent relatively tight international statistical 
position, and because the bulk of the wheat 
available for importation already was con­
trolled in Canada by an official agency which 
might conceivably employ "holding" tactics 
such as had been used in Canada in past years. 
Accordingly, there was a rush to buy wheat 
in Britain, and 7 cargoes and 24 parcels were 
reported sold on the c.i.f. markets on Decem­
ber 13-the largest daily volume of business 
done since September 19. Sales were almost 
wholly of Australian and Canadian wheats. 
The Canadian Wheat Board sold freely. 

A transitory reaction of prices occurred on 
December 14. Thereafter, to the end of De­
cember, prices at Liverpool rose gradually 
but practically without interruption. This 
apparently signified further adjustment to a 
cash wheat position immediately tight, as 
evidenced by the rising premium of the De­
cember future over the May; and also recog­
nition of general relative tightness in the 
international statistical position for the crop 
year. Sales of cargoes and parcels on British 
import markets were heavier in the week 
ending December 21 than in any preceding 
week of the crop year. 

At Chicago, futures prices also tended to 

rise; but the advance came mostly in the 
December, wherein (trade journals assert) 
there was a "squeeze." Chicago May and 
July futures advanced less than Liverpool 
futures, mainly because prospects for the 
1936 winter-wheat crop, sown on an area far 
larger than lhat sown for the crop of 1935,1 
became increasingly favorable. At Winnipeg, 
futUres prices for all quoted deliveries failed 
to follow the advances at Liverpool and 
Chicago, unquestionably because the Wheat 
Board sold freely enough to restrain ad­
vances, thus widening the Liverpool-Winni­
peg spreads. 

The advance of futures prices continued 
into early January. For a week following 
January 3 there was a slight recession at 
Liverpool, induced partly by reduction of 
import purchases following a period of active 
trade, and partly also after the 6th by the 
decision of the Supreme Court of the United 
States which in efTect ruled unconstitutional 
the AAA crop-control program. The effects 
of this decision on wheat prices were much 
less striking than many anticipated. MilIers, 
however, tended promptly to reduce the price 
of flour by about the amount of the processing 
tax, of which collection was stopped. Between 
.January 9 and 18 Liverpool futures tended to 
resume their advance; Winnipeg was held 
practically unchanged; and Chicago tended to 
decline slightly. 

Price leuels, September-December.-With 
some regional exceptions, the relatively short 
world wheat crop of 1935 and the relatively 
tight international statistical position of 
1935-36 have been reflected in wheat prices 
throughout the world. 

In the United States, September-December 

1 The area sown to winter wheat for the crop of 
1936 was ofllcially estima ted (on Dec. 20) as 47.53 
million acres, in contrast with 44. 5a miIlion SOWII 

for the 1935 crop. 'I11is was one of the lfu·gest areas 
ever sown, smaller only than those of 1928 and 1(119. 
The AAA had called on whcat farmers who signed 
new contracts to hold their' wintcr-wheat sowings 
5 pCI' cent helow thc corresponding basc acreage (typi­
cally the average arca sown for 1!i30-32). If these did 
so, a notahle expansion of acreagc by non-signers 
took place, for the total sown acreagc was close to 8 
pCI' cent above the 1930-32 average. Condition WilS 

rcported 78.2 per cent as of Dec. 1, 1935, and 77.8 pCI' 

eent a year bcforc, both well below the 10-year avcl'­
agcof82.4. 
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average cash prices, 1934 and 1935, compare 
as follows, in cents per bushel: 

Price Series 1934 19i15 

Farm prices .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 90 90 
Weighted aver., 6 markets ... 114 102 
Chicago basic cash ......... 102 103 
No.1 Dk. Nor. Spr. (Minn.) .. 117 131 
No.2 Hd. Amb. Dur. (Minn.). 145 113 
No.2 I-lard Winter (ICC.) ... 104 114 
No.2 Red Winter, St. Louis.. 102 108 
Western White, Seattle...... 85 84 

Change 

o 
-12 
+ 1 
+14 
-32 
+10 
+ 6 
- 1 

In general, the milling grades of hard red 
spring and hard red winter wheat show the 
larger price increases, as would be expected 
hecause of relative scarcity of such grades. 
Helative abundance of soft red winter, Pacific 
white, and durum wheats are reflected in 
smaller increases or even reductions in the 
prices of those types. Low average quality 
of the crop on account of rust damage finds 
reflection particularly in the weighted aver­
age price, which has ruled 11 cents below that 
of 1934. In some degree the general price 
levels of all types in 1935 reflect an inter­
national situation which has held Chicago 
at a moderate rather than a high premium 
over Liverpool (see p. 196). The "parity 
price" for wheat (new basis) averaged 111 
cents during September-December 1935, or 
21 cents above the farm price. The mere fact 
that three successive very short wheat crops 
in the United States, involving shift of the 
country to an import basis, have not sufficed 
to force farm prices of wheat back to "parity" 
constitutes a striking commentary upon the 
strength of economic forces opposed to attain­
ment of expressed objectives in national agri­
cultural policy and upon the objectives them­
selves. 

Duty-free prices of import wheat in Britain 
and prices in some exporting countries were 
also higher in the closing months of 1935 
than of 1934, as the following tabulation in­
dicates: 

Price series 1934 1935 Change 

British import parcels ...... 79 91 +12 
WCi¥hted average, Winnipeg 76 72 - 4 
No. :3 Manitoba, Winnipeg ... 75 79 + 4 
SO-kilo, Buenos Aires ....... 55 75" +20 
Australian, Melbourne ..... 53 68" +15 
Hungarian 134 140" + 6 Rumanian ................ 

................ 125 90" -35 
" September-November. 

British import prices averaged 12 cents per 
bushel higher this year than last, and were 
the highest (for September-December) since 
1929. Even with the increase, however, the 
level of 1935 was only 54 cents in terms of 
pre-devaluaLion gold dollars. This was about 
9 cents below the fi3-cent level which, under 
the International Wheat Agreement of 1933, 
was to give a signal for lowering import bar­
riers to wheat. Probably no delegate at the 
conference in the summer of 1933, where the 
Agreement was formulated, would then have 
considered seriously the possibility that, with 
the 1935 world wheat crop ex-Russia reaching 
only 3,300 million bushels and following a 
similarly small crop in 1934, the price of Brit­
ish import wheat might average only 54 cents 
gold in September-December 1935. 

Canadian prices of superior wheat, influ­
enced partly by the change in governmental 
policy, increased less than British import 
prices; but the weighted average price was 
lower this year than last in part because of 
the larger proportion of low-grade wheats in 
the new-crop marketings. Price increases in 
Argentina and Australia were relatively large, 
reflecting reduced supplies of old-crop wheat 
and prospects for new crops in 1935 smaller 
or little larger than those of 1934. Hungarian 
prices, affected by governmental controls, 
were not related to international prices in 
either year, and exports were subsidized. 
Rumanian prices were much lower in 1935 
than in 1934, in part because of an easier do­
mestic supply position; but commercial ex­
ports were not feasible. 

Except in England, wheat price levels in the 
large consuming countries of Europe have not 
followed the change in international prices. 
German prices were fixed both in 1934 and in 
1935. Italian prices, in the face of a larger 
domestic wheat crop this year than last, have 
risen greatly - in terms of current United 
States dollars to the highest level in postwar 
years. French prices have fallen sharply with 
adoption of different types of governmental 
price-supporting measures, and in spite of a 
considerably less burdensome domestic sup­
ply position in 1935-36 than in 1934-35. 
During September-December, French prices 
tended to decline (Table V), though an ad-
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vance had been generally expected. The un­
expected decline constituted the main reason 
for adoption of regulations enforcing upon 
millers larger use of "taken-in-charge" wheat 
of the 1934 crop, and for (in effect) subsidi­
zation of exports, beginning in November, 
from the "security stocks."l 

SIGNIFICANT PRICE SPHEADS 

The development of spreads between fu­
tures markets, between cash prices and fu­
tures, between different cash prices, and 
between prices of near and distant futures 
presented in September-December 1935 more 
than the usual array of interesting problems 
of interpretation. It is impossible in limited 
space to cover the whole field, even if adequate 
explanations were in all instances available. 
Brief comments follow, based upon selected 
price spreads shown in Charts 4 and 5. 

Between futures markets.-Chicago futures 
ruled above Liverpool futures throughout 
September-December, except that the July 
future at times fell to a discount. But the 
premium, calculated from December futures 
(Chart 4, upper tier), was mostly 5-10 cents, 
in contrast with a premium of 15-30 cents 
last year when United States wheat supplies 
were more abundant and September-Decem­
ber net imports of wheat were much smaller. 
The smaller premium over Liverpool this 
year than last is explicable not solely by refer­
ence to change in the American gross supply 
position, but by reference to altered price 
relationships between Liverpool, Winnipeg, 
Minneapolis, and Chicago, and to relative sup­
plies of the principal types of wheat in the 
United States. 

The situation may be explained as follows. 
With the marked shortage of hard red spring 

1 See Foreign Crops and Markets, Dec. 16, 1935, and 
World Wheat Prospects, Dec. 30, 1935. 

2 This is true even though Canadian wheat is actu­
ally imported and milled mainly in Buffalo and other 
Lake ports rather than in Minneapolis. 

3 Under any circumstances of domestic crop dis­
tribution, and with a Minneapolis-Winnipeg spread 
of 27 cents under which imports come in from Canada 
and a discount of 'Vinnipeg futures of 5 cents under 
Liverpool, Chicago prices could not run more than 
about ao cents over Liverpool becausc wheat could 
be shipped from Minneapolis to Chicago if the pre­
mium of Chicago over Minneapolis approached 8 cents. 

wheat of milling grade in the United States 
in 1935, Minneapolis near futures were forced 
to rise and hold far enough above Winnipeg 
futures to maintain a fairly steady flow of 
millable wheat from Canada into the United 
States over the 42-cent tariff. 2 The extent 
of the necessary premium is now for the first 
time shown by experience to be about 25-30 
cents per bushel. Under existing circum­
stanGes, the Minneapolis market has no com­
pelling direct connection with the Liverpool 
market, but only an indirect connection 
through Winnipeg. If the premium of Minne­
apolis over Winnipeg is sufficient to induce 
imports into the United States, and averages 
27 cents a bushel, the spread between Minne­
apolis and Liverpool depends heavily upon 
the extent of the Liverpool-Winnipeg spread; 
it cannot be larger than about 27 cents plus 
an existing discount of Winnipeg under Liver­
pool, or minus an existing premium of Winni­
peg over Liverpool. While Winnipeg remains 
below Liverpool, Minneapolis prices must 
follow Winnipeg prices (within limits of a 
few cents); otherwise they would go higher 
than necessary to induce needed imports 
from Canada, or fall so low as to shut off im­
ports. Illustrations of the parallel movements 
of Winnipeg and Minneapolis prices are 
clearly apparent in Chart 4, most strikingly 
after mid-November. 

If Minneapolis prices, when high enough to 
induce needed imports, must run about 27 
cents above Winnipeg prices, and if Winnipeg 
prices run 5 cents under Liverpool, then Min­
neapolis prices cannot exceed Liverpool prices 
by more than about 22 cents. This relation­
ship prevents Chicago prices, under existing 
circumstances, from exceeding Liverpool 
prices by as much as 22 cents. The circum­
stances are that domestic shortage exists in 
the hard red spring wheat deliverable on fu­
tures contracts at Minneapolis, and not in the 
soft red winter wheat deliverable on futures 
contracts at Chicago. Under these circum­
stances Chicago prices naturally run below 
Minneapolis prices,8 though not by any defi­
nite amount; there is latitude for the Minne­
apolis-Chicago price spread to change within 
undetermined limits, and therefore there is 
latitude for the Chicago-Liverpool and Chi-
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cago-Winnipeg price spreads to change. 
Something of this latitude is suggested by 
Chart 4; late in September and in early Octo­
ber the premium of Chicago over Winnipeg 
and Liverpool increased, and late in Decem­
ber Chicago maintained its premium over 
Liverpool better than did Minneapolis. 

CHART 4.-SELECTED INTER-MARKET, INTER-OPTION, 

AND CASH-FuTURES WHEAT PRICE SPREADS, 
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But, under the circumstances which tie 
Chicago fairly closely to Minneapolis and 
Minneapolis to Winnipeg, the premium of 
Chicago over Liverpool depends heavily on 
the Winnipeg - Liverpool price spread. 

Roughly, it may be said that under such cir­
cumstances, near Chicago futures cannot 
carry a premium of more than about 10 cents 
over Liverpool when Winnipeg rules 15 cents 
under Liverpool and Minneapolis runs about 
27 cents over \Vinnipeg. The fact that Chi­
cago December futures held only 5-10 cents 

CHART 5.-INTER-MARKET CASH PRICE SPREADS IN 

THE UNITED STATES, AND SPREADS BETWEEN 

SELLERS' QUOTATIONS OF PARCELS TO THE UNI­

TED KINGDOM, FROM AUGUST 1935* 
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• For weekly average United States prices, see Table V. 
Tuesday and Friday sellers' quotations from London Grain, 
Seed and Oil Reporter. 

above Liverpool in September - December 
1935, as compared with 15-30 cents in corre­
sponding months of 1934, is due to the facts 
(a) that this year Winnipeg near futures ran 
at a discount under Liverpool, last year at a 
premium; and (b) that Minneapolis carried 
a larger premium over Chicago this year than 
last. Last year, therefore, Chicago could hold 
a somewhat higher premium over Winnipeg 
than was possible this year, and a much 
higher premium over Liverpool. 
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It follows that Chicago this year cannot 
initiate subslantial general movements in fu­
tures prices as effectively as in most preceding 
years. A purely speculative movement at 
Chicago, unless based upon factors which 
stimulate nearly equivalent movements at 
Winnipeg also, cannot much afI'ect the course 
of prices in the leading futures markets of the 
world. Chicago is forced to playa more pas­
sive role in price leadership than usual. 

The course of the Winnipeg-Liverpool 
spread during September-December (Chart 4, 
upper tier) is of interest. In mid-August, the 
Winnipeg December future stood about 5 
cents over the Liverpool December; by mid­
October, about 6 cents under. The Winnipeg 
October future meanwhile declined to 10 
cents under the Liverpool October. This 
change cannot be attributed to pursuit of a 
free-seIling policy by the Canadian Wheat 
Board (see p. 201). It reflected, on the one 
hand, increasing scarcity of deliverable grades 
of wheat at Liverpool, due to diminishing 
supplies of Southern Hemisphere wheat; and 
on the other hand, pressure of new-crop 
wheat on the Winnipeg market, where much 
of the supply marketed from farms went to 
the private trade at the level of prices pre­
vailing in September and most of October. 

So far as can be judged from quotations of 
spot wheats at Liverpool and of sellers' quo­
tations to the United Kingdom (third tier of 
Chart 4 and lower tiers of Chart 5), the 
changes in the relationship between Decem­
ber futures at Liverpool and Winnipeg did not 
tend, up to late September, to draw Canadian 
c.i.f. wheat prices into a competitive relation­
ship with prices of other wheats in Britain; 
but throughout October the competitive posi­
tion of Canadian wheat improved. It did not 
improve but worsened in most of November, 
when futures prices generally were falling 
and the spread between December futures 
at Winnipeg and Liverpool remained about 
stable. 

A notable shift of Canadian wheat to a com­
petitive position on the British import mar­
ket occurred only in mid-December, after 
announcement of the new minimum prices 
in Argentina and adoption of a free-selling 
policy by the Canadian Wheat Board. At the 

end of December, the Winnipeg December fu­
ture had fallen to a discount of about 15 cenl~ 
under Liverpool, while Buenos Aires ruled 
about even with Liverpool. Spot wheat quota­
tions at Liverpool, and sellers' quotations of 
parcels to the United Kingdom, show that 
Argentine wheat prices had then moved far 
above a competitive level; Hussian wheat, 
which in September was relatively cheap, had 
ceased to be quoted; and the competition lay 
between Australia and Canada. During the 
latter half of December, British importers 
purchased heavily from these two sources, 
apparently linding price advantages in rela­
tively larger purchases of Australian wheat 
for distant shipment but of Canadian for near 
shipment. Adequate information concerning 
shifts in the competitive position of various 
wheats on the British import market, how­
ever, is difficult both to obtain and to present. l 

Other spreads.--At Liverpool and Chicago 
cash wheat and near futures during October­
December tended to carry premiums over dis­
tant futures. Although the premiums reflect 
appraisal in Liverpool of an international sit­
uation and in Chicago of a domestic situation, 
the premiums in both markets developed 
chielly in conneelion with the general price 
advance during September. Both in the 
United States and in the international market 
the cash markets evidently relleeled a more 
bullish view of the supply situation than pre­
vailed among futures traders. Presumably, 
the futures markets were more inIluenced by 
the belief that some surplus will remain 
from supplies for the current crop year to be 
sold in competition with a possible increased 
surplus next year. 

In Liverpool small but consistent premiums 
on near futures appeared first in mid-July, 
with the deterioration of crop prospects that 
started the broad price advance initiated lhen. 
Large prelniums did not develop, however, 
until the latter half of September, in the 
final stage of the price advance. Then the 
October-March spread at Liverpool widened 
sharply from a range of 2-3 cents to nearly 
10 cents. The December future maintained an 

1 Table V, for example, shows weekly (Tuesday) 
price quotations which lend themselves to interpreta­
tions somewhat different from those given above. 
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intermediate position throughout the move­
ment. 

The premiums reflected a helated recogni­
tion of shortage of supplies of wheat avail­
aIM for the international market prior to 
arrival of new wheat from the Southern Hemi­
sphere-a recognition forced by refusal of 
the Canadians to sell as freely as had earlier 
been expected. The premiums on near wheat 
eslahlished by the end of Septemher held with 
Ii ltIe change until the end of the calendar 
year. The May and .July futures have held 
close together since .July wheat has been 
quoted; and May wheat held with March until 
the last week of December. Since then March 
has risen to more than 3 cents over May and 
.July, reflecting the prospect of continuing 
shortage of cash wheat beyond March in con­
sequence of restricted otTers from Argentina 
and Australia. 

In Chicago, nearer futures rose relative to 
the May through most of September and went 
to small premiums over May at the end of the 
month, while cash wheat (low quotation on 
No.2 Red) advanced to 4 cents ovcr the De­
cemher future. As in the international mar­
ket, this reflected a more bullish interpreta­
tion of the supply position in cash markets 
than among futures traders. In late October 
and the first half of November cash wheat and 
the December future weakened relative to 
May, but in latter November resumed the 
earlier relations. During the delivery month 
December wheat rose sharply relative to May 
in what was widely interpreted as a squeeze. 
The price movement appears to us more in 
the nature of belated adjustment of the De­
cember future to a cash situation evident for 
several weeks. 

The July future at Chicago ruled about 10 
cents under May during October, reflecting 
current appraisal by futures traders of the 
tightness in the domestic supply position for 
the crop year. At the end of October and in 
early November the May-July spread nar­
rowed to 7 cents with the temporary change 
in views of the cash position that carried De­
cember below May. This spread was held with 
minor fluctuations until near the middle of 
December. The subsequent steady widening, 
to a maximum to date of 13 cents on January 

8, was favored hy evidence of shortness of 
domestic wheat supplies implied by increas­
ing premiums on the December future. 

Cash-price spreads in the United States 
(Chart 5, upper tier) have reflected relative 
abundance and shortage of supplies of the 
present principal types of domestic wheat. 
High-quality spring hread wheat has held the 
highest premium over soft red winter, though 
hard red winter also occupied a premium po­
sition. This chart serves to illustrate the 
size of the Winnipeg-Minneapolis spread, in 
terms of prices of comparable cash wheats, 
necessary to maintain a fairly steady flow 
of Canadian milling wheat into the United 
States-about the amount of the tariff 
(42 cents) plus 4-8 cents additional. Pacific 
White wheat at Seattle, relatively more abun­
dant than other types in the domestic supply, 
has sold at a discount of 15-20 cents under 
Chicago prices of soft red winter. Wheat has 
moved in large volume to eastern points from 
the Pacific Northwest, by rail and hy water. 
Despite the moderate premium of Chicago 
over Liverpool and the large discount of 
Pacific White under Chicago deliverable 
grades, the discount of Seattle under Liver­
pool has not proved large enough to permit 
exports of Pacific wheats. Early in January, 
the Pacific Northwest was reported about 7 
cents out of line for exports.1 

From early September to early October, and 
again in December, the premiums of hard red 
spring and hard red winter over soft red 
winter tended to decline. Thcre is a definite 
tendency, historically, for the price of a rela­
tively scarce type of wheat to go to a some­
what excessive premium soon after the short­
age develops. Narrowing of the spread be­
tween hard and soft wheats has been pro­
moted by adaptations of mill uses of wheat 
which encouraged use of the more abundant 
and cheaper type (red winter) at the expense 
of the scarcer and dearer (hard spring and 
hard winter). 

THE CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 

A brief interpretation of the operations of 
the Canadian Wheat Board is pertinent here, 

1 Commercial RelJiew • . January 7, 1936. 
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although the available basic information is 
scanty. 

The Wheat Board came into existence on 
August 15, 1935, by appointment of a Con­
servative government in accordance with an 
enabling act approved July 5. The members 
were J. I. McFarland (then sales manager of 
the Canadian Co-operative Wheat Producers, 
Limited), D. L. Smith, and H. C. GranL Mr. 
McFarland, responsible to the Dominion gov­
ernment, had accumulated as of May 31, 1935, 
the enormous total of 228 million bushels of 
wheat and wheat futures at an average cost of 
86 cents per bushel. Therefore a quantity 
greater than the whole Canadian carryover of 
old-crop wheat as of July 31 was under gov­
ernmental control. The wheat so controlled, 
directly by Mr. McFarland and indirectly by 
the government, was commonly called "sta­
bilization wheaL"! 

The enabling act authorized the board to 
acquire this wheat; to purchase new-crop 
wheat (from producers in the Prairie Prov­
inces only) at fixed prices to be determined; 
and to sell wheat. The act contained wording 
concerning policy of selling that is impossible 
to interpret clearly. The board was directed 
to sell "with the object of promoting the sale 
and use of Canadian wheat in world markets," 
but "having regard to economic and other 
considerations." Between the extreme alterna­
tives (a) of selling at any price that would 
move Canadian wheat to export in such quan­
tity as to bring the carryover out of 1935-36 
to a "normal" level of say 50 million bushels, 
and (b) of seIling wheat within a given range 
of price in disregard of the volume of export, 
the act permitted wide latitude of discretion 
on the part of the board or on the part of gov­
ernment officials to whom the board was ulti­
mately responsible. 

1 Strictly, only the amount in excess of the 76 
million bushels originally transferred from the pro­
vincial pools to the central sales agency under Mr. 
McFarland's supervision is to be described as "stabili­
zation wheaL" 

2 Winnipeg Evening Tribune, Dec. 19, 1935, quoting 
Mr. McFarland. We infer that resignations of all 
board members were requested at this time. 

3 Mr. Murray was vice-president and general mana­
ger of the Alberta Pacific Grain Company; Mr. McIvor 
was Mr. McFarland's assistant; Dean Shaw was from 
the University of Saskatchewan. 

On September 7 the board announced the 
price (87% cents per bushel) at which it 
would buy from producers wheat grading 
No. 1 Manitoba Northern, basis carload lots 
Fort William-Port Arthur. Two days later 
it announced that this price was applieahle 
also to the same grade at Vancouver, and to 
No. 1 Amber Durum. On the 17th, the pur­
chasing prices of other grades, except feed 
wheat, were announced; and the scale Was 
practically completed on September 23, though 
explanation of the system of purchasing 
less-than-earload lots was deferred until Sep­
tember 27. 

We do not possess exact information con­
cerning the day when the board first actually 
purchased new-crop wheat from producers, 
but infer that it was September 25. 

On October 14 a general Canadian election 
resulted in overwhelming defeat of the in­
cumbent Conservatives by the Liberals. The 
new government took office near the end of 
October. Shortly thereafter, rumors spread 
that the Wheat Board would be reorganized 
with a new personnel, despite the incumbent 
board's legalized guarantee against dismissal 
except "for cause" by the Governor in Council. 
On November 29 (it now appears), Mr. McFar­
land's resignation was requested. 2 On Decem­
ber 4, a new board was appointed, consisting 
of James R. Murray (chairman), George Mc­
Ivor, and Dean A. W. Shaw.3 At the same time, 
the advisory committee which in August had 
been appointed to assist the board was dis­
banded, and governmental supervision of its 
activities was placed under a cabinet com­
mittee. 

Detailed operations in buying and selling 
wheat either (a) by the old board or Mr. Mc­
Farland (August 15-December 4) or (b) by 
the new board (from December 5) are not of 
public record. Such inferences as may be 
drawn are, moreover, likely to be confused by 
the fact that the old board never took title 
to the "stabilization wheat," and by the fact 
that from the beginning of the crop year (as 
earlier) no public distinction has been drawn 
between holdings of physical wheat and of 
wheat futures. Hence it seems to have been 
possible, up to December 4, for Mr. McFar­
land, still acting as agent of the Dominion 



THE CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 201 

government, to deal as before in "stahilization 
wheat" (notably, to buy either from non-pro­
ducers or from producers as well as to sell); 
and as chairman of the hoard, to deal under 
the new act in new-crop wheat.' What actu­
ally transpired remains to he made clear if 
and when the detailed transactions respec­
tively of Mr. McFarland in "stahilization 
wheat" and of the hoard in new-crop wheat 
are made puhlic. 

The quantitative information concerning 
operations hoth in "stabilization" wheat (in­
cluding futures) and "board" wheat (includ­
ing futures) is limited to brief statements re­
ported to have been made hy Hon. J. G. Gardi­
ner, Minister of Agriculture, on December 28. 
These statements were (a) that the old board 
sold 18 million hushels of wheat and acquired 
108 million in the 16 weeks of its existence­
transactions apparently involving both the 
board and Mr. McFarland; (b) that, when the 
old board retired, its holdings (apparently in­
cluding those of Mr. McFarland) were 298 
million hushels; and (c) that in its first 2 
weeks of existence the new board sold 43 mil-

1 The enabling act, limiting purchases by the board 
to purchases from producers, would seem to preclude 
anything but sale by the board of futures taken over 
fl'om Mr. McFarland. But it is conceivahle that the 
hoard might accept futures in exchange for cash 
wheat, regarding the transaction not as a sale because 
it would not affect the net holdings of the board. 

" Data reported as given out by Hon. ,J, G, Gardiner, 
Minister of Agriculture, Dec, 28, 1935. All figures ex­
cept the old board's acquisition of 108 million bushels 
as given in Winnipeg Free Press, Dec, 30, 1935; old 
board's acquisitions from Financial Post (Toronto), 
.Jan. 4, 1936. 

" In the Financial Post, the report was: " ... , when 
the King government tnok office late in October, wheat 
holdings were 298 million bushels." 

In the Winnipeg Free Press of .Jan. 6, 1936, a state­
ment speaks of "sales by the new hoard from tlle time 
it look over from tlle old board Dec. 9 last .... " 
(italics ours). 

We take it, pending further information, that Mr. 
Gardiner'S statement concerning holdings of 298 mil­
lion bushels may apply to holdings either as of Dec. 4 
or as of Dec. 9. 

4 Trade reports attributed significant selling pres­
Sure to governmental agencies only on Oct. 16. This 
was denied by the board in a statement which in­
eluded the words: "The Board has, since its inception, 
been a free sellel' at all times when there lw.~ been a 
demand for Canadian wheat . ... " (italics nul's). \Ve 
take it that there was always a demand for Canadian 
Wheat, at some price. 

lion bushels of wheat, acquired 8 million, and 
reduced its net holdings by 35 million." 

On the assumptions that these data repre­
sent the facts and apply to both wheat and 
wbeat futures and to "stabilization" wheat 
and "board" wheat together, and that the total 
holdings of 298 million bushels were as of De­
cember 4 rather than some other date," certain 
inferences seem permissible. 

1. The old hoard and Mr. McFarland were 
not, during the period August 15-Decemher 4, 
following a "dumping" or a "free-selling" 
policy. Gross sales of 18 million bushels over 
a In-week period in which gross purchases 
were 108 million, hy Canadians holding 200-
300 million bushels, cannot properly he 
termed "free selling" when reference is had 
to the attendant circumstances. The policy 
during this period clearly leaned in general 
toward "holding," though what it may have 
heen on particular days cannot now be ascer­
tained.4 

\Ve recognize that description of govern­
ment-sponsored operations from August 15 
to Decemher 4 is a controversial matter in 
Canada. Our description is subject to revision 
if and when data on holdings and sales other 
than those given out hy Mr. Gardiner are 
made public. We emphasize the fact that our 
description applies to government-sponsored 
operations in general, not specifically either 
to Mr. McFarland's operations or to those of 
the hoard; we cannot separate one from the 
other. 

2. The selling policy of the new board ap­
pears to have leaned much more decisively 
toward "free selling," at least to mid-January 
1936. Evidence lies not only in the heavy sales 
made in the two weeks following December 4, 
but in the fact that the new board adopted a 
policy, when an overnight advance in domestic 
prices occurred, of selling wheat to exporters 
whose export offers had heen accepted at prac­
tically the closing price of the futures upon 
which the offer was based rather than at the 
opening market price of the day. But the 
February-July policy may not prove to be the 
December-January policy. It may be inferred 
that the heavy December-January sales in­
volved loss, given the average cost of all wheat 
taken over by the new hoard and the constant 
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accrual of carrying charges; further losses, 
with some drain on the Dominion treasury, 
seem in prospect unless prices rise from their 
mid-January level. The new board, like the 
old and Mr. McFarland, will presumably try 
to minimize this drain; and there has already 
been agrarian criticism of the "free-selling" 
policy. If circumstances arise during the next 
six months such that the new board clearly 
perceives an opportunity, we regard it as pos­
sible that it may bear toward a mild policy of 
helping prices to advance if this can be done 
without too drastic a check to exports. Politi­
cal circumstances alter political cases, as was 
learned under our Federal Farm Board. 

3. The extent to which wheat marketings 
from the 1935 crop have thus far been pur­
chased by the old board and Mr. McFarland, 
the new board, and the private trade cannot 
now be appraised closely. Of the 108 million 
bushels of wheat reported to have been added 
to holdings between August 15 and December 
4, some may have been futures, while the 
10-15 million purchased by the new board 
during December 4-31 must have been physi­
cal wheal. The old board could not have pur­
chased any cash wheat before announcement 
of the fixed price on September 7, and prob­
ably no purchases were made by the board 
before September 25. But "stabilization" pur­
chases might have been made in the interval 
from August 15. Chart 6 shows the fixed 
prices for important grades in relation to 

CHAIIT 6.-WINNIPEG CASH WHEAT PIIICES AND 

BOAIID BUYING PIIICES, FIIOM AUGUST 1935* 
(Canadian cenls per bushel) 
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• Daily quotations from Grain Trade News. 

Winnipeg cash prices. From September 7 to 
October 26, cash prices of Nos. 1 and 2 ruled 
above the fixed prices. Most other grade~ 

touched the fixed minima earlier in Octoher. 
But these facts do not indicate when or how 
much farmers sold respectively to the board 
and to the trade. Some farmers may have sold 
to the board when market prices were above 
the minima, counting upon gain if later in the 
year market prices should rise and profits on 
board operations should be distributed. Trade 
opinion is that the board obtained about half 
of the new-crop wheat marketed after the 
board began to purchase and prior to Octo­
ber 26, and practically all of it thereafter. 
This view implies that, of 115 million bushels 
marketed from September 25 to December 31, 
some 80 million went to the board, some 35 
million to the trade direct. 

4. The effect of official Canadian operations 
on the course of Liverpool futures prices, Au­
gust-December 1935, was probably somewhat 
to strengthen prices prior to December 4 and 
to weaken prices after December 13, when the 
new board sold so heavily. This follows 
merely because the gross sales prior to De­
cember 4 were so small. Yet anticipations by 
traders in Liverpool of imminent change in 
the Canadian sales policy may have tended 
to weaken prices prior to December 4. It 
seems impossible to demonstrate what effects 
on the course of world prices flowed from 
what was actually done in Canada on the 
one hand, and what traders expected or 
feared might be done on the other. 

5. The effect of official Canadian operations 
on price spreads was presumably, up to De­
cember 4, to hold Winnipeg futures prices 
higher in relation to Liverpool prices than 
they would have been under a free-selling 
policy, and similarly to hold c.i.f. British 
prices of Canadian wheat higher in relation 
to c.i.f. prices of competing wheat than other­
wise they would have been. It is true that 
Winnipeg futures tended to decline in rela­
tion to Liverpool from mid-August to mid­
October, and that in October particularly 
Canadian c.i.f. prices were declining in rela­
tion to competing wheats. But these spreads 
moved partly in response to operations of 
private traders. We see no reason to suppose 
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lhat these spreads would have been identical 
under a free-selling Canadian ofIicial policy. 
The level of prices might have been lower; but 
the spreads would almost certainly have 
shown smaller premiums or larger discounts 
Oil Canadian wheat. If the spreads had been 
more favorable for export sales, Canadian 
August-December net exports would have 
been larger, though perhaps not impressively 
so. The widening of the discount of Winnipeg 
under Liverpool that occurred after Decem­
ber 13 was a reflection of the change in sales 
policy by the board. It came too late to alIect 
appreciably the volume of August-December 
net exports. 

6. As of the end of the calendar year 1935, 
the Canadian Wheat Board undoubtedly con­
trolled about the whole remaining wheat ex­
port surplus of Canada. Its holdings of cash 
wheat and futures together perhaps approxi­
mated 260 million bushels, allowing for trans­
actions subsequent to those reported by Mr. 
Gardiner. The visible supply of Canadian 
wheat, including that stored in the United 
States, was of about the same magnitude as 
the board's holdings. Although the data do not 
indicate how much of the board's holdings was 
in the form of cash wheat, the dominant posi­
tion of the board is clear: it either does own or 
may own, by standing for delivery on futures 
contracts, practically all the physical wheat 
in the country, for not much remains on farms 
to be marketed. Under these circumstances, 
sales of wheat futures other than by the board 
have become relatively insignificant, and will 
presumably remain so. In coming months the 
board may be expected to exercise nearly com­
plete control over the Liverpool-Winnipeg 
price spread and the flow of Canadian wheat 
to export. Since the Canadian export surplus 
is the dominant element in the world surplus, 
the board may also be expected to exercise 
parlial control over the course of futures 
prices at Liverpool (see p. 213). 

IMPORTS AND EXPORTS 

Volume of lrade.-Broomhall's shipments 
for August-December 1935 suggest that inter­
national trade in wheat fell to a new postwar 
low level in that period. But contrary to the 
impression held by many members of the 

grain trade Cbased on inaccurate published 
statements of Broomhall's cumulative fig­
ures) ,1 shipmcnts in August-Decemher 1935 
were only slightly smaller than in the same 
pcriod of 1933 or 1934. Comparisons, hased 
on Broomhall's most complete data, are 
shown helow for six years, in million bushels: 

Aug.-Dec. 
(21 weeks) 

1930 ........ . 
1931 ........ . 
1932 ........ . 
19:-33 ........ . 
1934/' ....... . 
1935 ........ . 

Total 

322 
322 
236 
210 
210" 
207 

To Europe To ex-
Heported Adjusted" Europe 

265 277 58 
245 253 76 
182 177 54 
166 178 44 
161 170 49 0 

148 145 59 

"By subtracting from the reported flgures any increase 
in stocks aJloat or by adding any decrease. 

• Shipments for 22 weeks minus shipments for the first 
week. 

° Too low, perhaps hy as much as 5 million hushels. In 
1931-35 Broomhall did not report Canadian wheat shipped 
to the United States for consumption until mid-February, 
when he included in his cumulative flgures 8.0 million 
bushels to cover such shipments made in preceding weeks 
of the crop year. 

The reduction hoth in total shipments and 
in shipments to Europe in August-December 

1 In the United States and Canada, a number of 
leading papers and journals widely circulated in the 
grain tradc have adopted the custom of accumulating 
Broomhall's shipment data by adding preliminary 
unrelJised weekly figures (often beginning .July 1). 
This practice has recently resulted in significant mis­
representation of the actual trade situation and of 
Broomhall's own cumulative figures. '111e cumulative 
totals of unrevised weekly flgures from about .July 1 
to Dec. 28, 19,35, were 16 million bushels smaller than 
the summation of relJised weekly flgures for the same 
period. 

Moreover, even Broomhall's rellised weekly figures 
do not add up to the total that Broomhall publishes 
for cumulative shipments over the same period. The 
difference for the period Aug. a-Dec. 28 (21 weeks) 
amounts to 5.6 million bushels, a flgure representing 
Canadian wheat shipped to thc United States for con­
sumption prior to the week ending Nov.!l. This figure, 
included in Broomhall's cumulative total, has never 
been reported in even his revised weekly shipments. 

Another difference between various cunenlly pub­
lished tabulations of cumulative shipments lies in 
the weel{s of 1934-35 selected for comparison with 
1935-36. Many current cumulations begin with the 
week ending Aug. 11, 19a5, and compare this with a 
cumulative total heginning with the week ending 
Aug. 4, 1!lB4. Broomhall himself, however, begins his 
comparative cumulations for 1!J:l5 and 1934 with 
weeks ending Aug. 11 and Aug. 10, respectively. This 
difference in practice occurs because there were 53 
weeks of reported shipments in 1934-35. Our practice 
with reference to compal'isons hetween shipments in 
two years of 52 and 5;) weeks has long been that now 
followed by Broomhall. 
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1935 as compared with 1934 was in sharp 
contrast with early-season forecasts; these 
had suggested substantially heavier inter­
national trade in wheat, and larger European 
takings, in the current crop year. But while 
it now seems improbable that world wheat 
shipments will reach as high a figure in 1935-
36 as was earlier forecast (540 million bush­
els), it still seems likely that they will be 
somewhat larger this year than last (see p. 
210). 

Although Broomhall's shipments indicate 
a smaller volume of trade in August-Decem­
ber 1935 than in the same period of 1934, it is 
not yet clear that net export data can be 
similarly interpreted; the excess of net ex­
ports over shipments may be larger this year 
than last year. Incomplete data on net ex­
ports through November (Table VIII) sug­
gest that final figures for August-December 
may be quite as large for 1935 as for 1934, 
perhaps even larger. August-November net 
exports (partially estimated) from Canada, 
Argentina, Australia, Russia, the Danube 
countries, northern Africa, and Poland ap­
proximated 210 million bushels in 1935 as 
against 196 million in the same period of 
1934.1 Since December net exports were pre­
sumably as heavy or heavier in the current 
crop year, it seems probable that the total ex­
port trade for August-December will prove to 
have been significantly larger this year than 
last. Whether or not this proves to be so, 
the fact of primary importance is that in 
1935-36, as in the two preceding crop years, 
the volume of international trade in wheat 
was strikingly small in August-December. 

Distribution of imports.-This year, as in 
each of the two preceding years, European 
rather than ex-European importing countries 
were responsible for the low volume of inter­
national trade in August-December (Chart 
7). Again this year, restrictive trade barriers, 
stringent foreign exchange and milling regu­
lations, and large domestic wheat supplies in 
European importing countries combined to 
keep European consumption of foreign wheat 
close to a minimum level. In addition, none of 
the wheat-exporting countries pressed wheat 
heavily on European importing markets, as 
several had done in earlier years; and Euro-

pean importers, uncertain as to the compara­
tive values of the various grades of Canadian 
wheat,2 and apparently anticipating lower 
prices in later months, showed no inclination 
to build up import wheat stocks on their OWn 

CHART 7.-SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR BY 

DESTINATIONS, WEEKLY FROM JULY 1935, 
WITH COMPARISONS* 

(Million bushels; 3-weel, movi11g average) 

o Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul 0 

* See Tuble VI. 

account (see 1313. 188-89). It is apparent from 
Chart 7 that the course of shipments to Eu­
rope, and consequently the course of total 

1 Since the United States exported net only a negli­
gible amount of wheat in August-November 1934, and 
in the samc period of 1935 was a net importer, we do 
not include United States trade data in this compari­
son. It will be observed that, although the Augnst­
November net export total given above was larger 
for 1935 than 1934, Broomhall's shipments were 8 mil­
lion bushels smaller for 1935 than 1934. 

2 In addition to the ordinary difficulties European 
millers might expect to encounter in evaluating Cll­
nadian wheat of the 19:15 crop, because of the large 
proportion of rusted and frosted grain, millers this 
year faced the problem of choosing among Cana-
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shipments, were more like their average 
courses in August-December 1935 than in the 
same period of 1934. 

As is usual in early January, data on im­
ports and arrivals of wheat in European 
countries are too incomplete and, in some 
cases, too conflicting to throw much light on 
the import takings of individual countries 
during August-December. Nevertheless, sev­
eral general facts are clear. For the fifth suc­
cessive year net wheat imports into the Brit­
ish Isles in August-December were as large 
as or larger than the net wheat imports of 
all continental importing countries combined. 
British takings were presumably about as 
large during this period in 1935 as in 1934. 

The three continental importing countries 
that were most important in pre-depression 
years-France, Germany, and Italy-together 
imported an insignificant amount of wheat 
during August-December 1935. Although 
France imported net more wheat through No­
vember this year than last, it is not yet clear 
that she will maintain a net importing position 
throughout the crop year (see p. 209). Ger­
many imported net less than one million 
bushels in August-November 1935, as against 
5 million in the same period of 1934. While 
German net imports for 1935-36 may possibly 
be as large as those for 1934-35, a substantial 
reduction now seems more probable. 

The Italian government discontinued publi­
cation of trade statistics in September; and 
probably only the roughest sort of estimates 
of Italian trade will be available for later 
months of the crop year. Broomhall's data on 
arrivals of wheat and flour in Italy are ad­
mittedly incomplete; and in view of the atti­
tudes of other nations toward the Italo-Ethio­
pian conflict, it seems probable that much of 
the wheat shipped to Italy (or Eritrea) has 

dian wheats graded under the standards of recent past 
years and Canadian wheats graded under the new 
standards effective Aug. 1, 1935. The new standards 
specify two new grades of wheat, Nos. 1 and 2 Garnet, 
and reduce the allowance of Garnet wheat in No. 1 
~lanitoba Northern to a maximum of 1 per cent and 
In No.2 Manitoba Northern to a maximum of 3 per 
cent. Although no specific changes were made with 
respect to lower grades of Manitobas, it is possible 
that in the future No. 3 Manitoba will contain less 
~al'net wheat on the average than has been the case 
In past years. 

not been so designated at the time of export. 
Nevertheless, the domestic wheat position in 
Italy this year, the limited foreign exchange 
available to that country, and the fact that 
so little has been heard of foreign wheat ship­
ments to Italy or to the Italian army, all sug­
gest that Italy has bought little foreign wheat 
thus far in 1935-36. 

Belgium, the Netherlands, and Switzerland, 
now the largest continental importers of 
wheat, imported net substantially the same 
aggregate amount of wheat in August-Novem­
ber this year as last. Net imports into these 
countries vary little from one year to the next; 
and within each year the flow of wheat and 
flour imports is fairly steady. There is some 
suggestion in the August-November trade re­
turns that Belgian importers bought as spar­
ingly as possible in the early months of the 
crop year, perhaps in the hope of buying 
somewhat more heavily at lower prices in 
later months. 

Scandinavian takings were somewhat smal­
ler in August-November this year than last, 
as had been generally anticipated. Denmark, 
which in 1934-35 imported a large quantity 
of feed wheat, imported net 3 million bush­
els less wheat in August-November 1935 than 
in the same period of 1934. Norway, with a 
larger domestic crop this year, imported 
slightly less than in August-November 1934; 
and Sweden was a small net exporter of 
wheat, whereas in the same months of 1934 
she ranked as a small net importer. 

August-December shipments to ex-Euro­
pean countries (including the United States) 
were larger in 1935 than most preceding post­
war years; and they were larger than ship­
ments to all continental European countries 
combined. 

The heavy shipments to ex-Europe were 
wholly a reflection of the unusual wheat posi­
tion of the United States. Although from a 
purely quantitive standpoint domestic wheat 
supplies in the United States were adequate 
to cover domestic requirements, there was a 
shortage of good hard milling wheat and an 
excessive amount of rusted lightweight grain. 
This situation was further complicated by the 
processing tax, which was levied on the num­
ber of 60-pound bushels of wheat ground 
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rather than on the number of barrels of 
flour produced. Since more bushels of light­
weight wheat are required to make a barrel 
of flour, the tax unquestionably tended to dis­
courage milling of lightweight grain. 

The net result of these factors was an un­
usual demand for Canadian wheat in the 
United States. In 1934-35, for the first time 
in almost a century, the United States was a 
net importer of wheat for the crop year.] Even 
then, however, United States imports con­
sisted primarily of feed wheat (to make up 
for deficiencies in feed grain supplies) and 
of durum wheat. Such imports in July-No­
vember 1934 were not large enough to cause 
the United States to rank as a net importer 
for the period. In contrast, in JUly-Novem­
ber 1935, the United States imported net 15 
million bushels of wheat-mainly bread 
wheat of good milling quality, dutiable at 
42 cents a bushel. 

The figures presented above are for general 
commerce and probably include some wheat 
which has gone into bonded warehouses and 
has not yet been imported for consumption 
or re-exported. The following tabulation, in 
million bushels, shows the distribution of im­
ports for consumption in July-November 
1934 and 1935: 

July-Nov. 

1934 
1935 

Total 
__ F_or_d_o_m_es_h_' c_u_s_e __ For milling 

42-cent 10 per cent in bond 
duty ad valorem fat' export Total 

10.5 5.7 4.5 
21.6 16.7 12.2 

1.2 
4.5 

4.8 
4.9 

The important fact indicated by the tabula­
tion is the large quantity of wheat imported 
for domestic use in July-November 1935, 
most of which paid the full duty of 42 cents. 
While imports of durum and of bread wheats 
are not separately recorded, there is no ques­
tion that durum represented most of the 
wheat imported at full duty in 1934 and little 
of it in 1935. 

1 See "The World Wheat Situation, 1934-35," 
WHEAT STUDIES, Decemher 1935, XII, 126-28. 

2 At least 2 million bushels of the wheat moved east 
from the Pacific Northwest was bought and shipped 
by the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation and its suc­
cessor, the Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation. 

3 Data from Commercial Review (Portland). Flour 
here converted to wheat at 4.5 btl shels per barrel. 

In the Pacific Northwest, wheat prices re­
mained above levels at which significant com­
mercial exports could be made; and govern­
ment-subsidized exports are not in the picture 
this year. On the other hand, probably more 
wheat moved from the Pacific Northwest to 
eastern domestic markets in July-December 
1935 than in the same period of any preceding 
year. There is little question that this held 
true for rail shipments east, and for water and 
rail shipments combined;2 but water ship­
ments alone were somewhat larger in July­
December 1934. The following tabulation, in 
million bushels, shows the quantity of wheat 
and flour shipped from Puget Sound and Co­
lumbia River points during July-December, 
1934 and 1935, and the average in 1929-33.3 

To domes- To other 
July-Dec. Total tic ports· markets' 
1929-33 ........ 26.9 8.9 18.0 
1934 ........... 22.9 16.5 6.4 
1935 ........... 15.4 14.0 1.4 

a California, Atlantic, and Gulf ports. 

• Including the Philippine Islands, Alaska, and Hawaii. 

Broomhall's data on shipments to ex-Euro­
pean countries other than the United States 
show smaller takings in August-December 
1935 than in the same period of 1934. The 
distribution of these shipments is given be­
low for six years, in million bushels: 

Aug .-Dec. 'rotal China Central 
(21 weeks) cx- and Amerlcaa Brazil Egypt Others' U.S. 

U.S. Japan 
·----1---------------------
1930 ........ 57.5 21.7 19.1 9.3 3.9 3.5 
ID31. ....... 7G.4 31.8 25.3 14.1 3.3 1.9 
1032 ........ 54.2 25.7 14.1 10.7 1.3 2.4 
ID33 ...... " 44.1 13.4 14.6 12.2 1.3 2.6 
10:34° . •... " 4~).4 22.1 10.8 12.0 1.0 2.6 
H)S5 ........ 40.2 10.5 11.6 13.7 1.4 3.0 19.1 

a Includes Venezuela, West Indies, Dutch East Indies, etc. 
• India, North and South Africa, Chile, Peru, Uruguay, 

Bolivia, Syria, Palestine, New Zealand. 
o Shipments for 22 weeks minus shipments for the first 

week. 

d Probably around 5 million bushels. See footnote c to 
tabulation on p. 203. 

The largest reduction from 1934 was in 
shipments to China and Japan. Import data 
through October (Table VII) suggest that 
Manchukuo, particularly, has taken less 
wheat this year, in reflection of a larger do­
mestic crop. China, in spite of a smaller crop. 
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has kept imports low, probably largely because 
of uncertainties and difficulties with respect to 
foreign exchange. 

Other ex-European countries, except Chile 
and the group in North and South Africa, 
apparently imported more wheat in the early 
months of the current crop year. Although 
Egyptian and Central American takings were 
larger than in August-December 1934, they 
were still far below the average for pre-de­
pression and early-depression years. On the 
other hand, shipments to Brazil were heavier 
than in any year of the preceding decade 
except 1931, when the United States Grain 
Stabilization Corporation was shipping wheat 
to that country. Whether the large Brazilian 
takings this year should be considered as indi­
cating heavier consumption of foreign wheat 
or the building up of stocks is not yet clear. 

Sources of exports. - While the interna­
tional trade position of August-December was 
not actually "tight" in the sense that import­
ers had reason to be anxious about securing 
adequate supplies, neither was it notably 
"easy" as in most other recent years. Export 
pressure on European markets was practi­
cally lacking, and spot wheat commanded 
substantial premiums over wheat for distant 
delivery. Australia and Argentina both ex­
ported practically all of their old-crop wheat 
surpluses by the end of their respective crop 
years; and their carryovers were near mini­
mum levels. 

The distribution of August-December ship­
ments by sources is shown below, with com­
parisons, in million bushels: 

Aug.-Dec. North Argen- Aus- RUSS~1 Danube Otbers 
(21 weeks) America tina tralia 

HI:)O ...•••••..•. 167 18 30 74 20 12 
lU:n ............ 142 30 36 65 40 9 
H):J2 ..•••••••• •• 151 18 35 15 4 12 
l!J:\a ............ 97 37 32 18 16 9 
W:J,l lJ ••••••••••• 75" 70 41 2 8 14 
lO:::j ...........• 86 39 36 24 12 8 

a Shipments for 22 weeks minus shipments for the first 
week. 

'Too small, perhaps by as much as 5 million bushels 
(see footnote c to tabulation on p. 203). 

Although North American and Danubian 
shipments were larger in August-December 
this year than last, they still were notably 

low as compared with most other years of the 
preceding decade, and with the average for 
1924-33 (Chart 8). On the other hand, during 
the same period shipments from Australia 
and Argentina were smaller in 1935 than in 
1934; yet they appear high or moderately 
high in comparison with earlier years. Rus­
sia and other minor exporting countries con-

CHART 8.-SHIPMENTS BY SOURCES, WEEKLY FROM 

JULY 1935, WITH COMPAHISONS* 

(Million bushels; 3-week moving average) 

0 

• See Table VI. 

tributed 16 per cent of the wheat shipments 
of August-December 1935, a fraction larger 
than usual. 

The Canadian Wheat Board and Mr. Mc­
Farland doubtless played a part in influ­
encing the course and volume of North Ameri-
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can and world wheat shipments in August­
December (see p. 201). Had the old board 
adopted a more liberal selling policy during 
August 15-December 4, spot wheat would not 
have commanded such heavy premiums over 
wheat for distant delivery; European millers 
and importers would have had less incentive 
to buy wheat sparingly; and Canadian and 
world exports would probably have been 
somewhat larger than they were. 

On the other hand, since the European im­
port demand would have been small in any 
event, and since uncertainty as to the com­
pal'ative milling value of the different grades 
of Canadian wheats would have prevailed 
anyway, Canadian exports probably would 
not have been strikingly larger in August­
December, even if the old board had fol­
lowed a more liberal sales policy. In the ab­
sence of heavy price concessions, wheat con­
sumption in importing countries would pre­
sumably have been but little different; and 
although Canada would have exported some­
what more wheat, this would probably have 
gone mainly to build wheat stocks up to more 
normal levels in European importing coun­
tries, and perhaps also to a higher level in the 
United States. Russia and other minor ex­
porting countries might have exported a little 
less wheat if prices had not bulged as they 
did in September-October (Chart 3, p. 191), 
but the reduction in these exports would 
necessarily have been small. 

At 121 million bushels in August-Decem­
ber, Canadian net exports were heavier in 
relation to world trade during the same pe­
riod, and also heavier as compared with Cana­
dian exports in August-December 1934, than 
Broomhall's shipment data suggest. The dif­
ference, however, is to be accounted for partly 
by the greater increase in Canadian wheat 
stocks in the United States during August­
December 1935. This may be seen from the 
following tabulation, in million bushels: 

Aug.-Dec. 
1931 

Canadian net exports. . . . . . . . . .. 99 
Increase in Canadian stocks in U.S. 18 

Difference .................. 81 
North American shipments (21 

weeks) ..................... 75 

Aug.-Dec. 
1935 

121 
24 

97 

86 

December gross exports from Canada (19 
million bushels) were slightly larger than in 
the same month of 1934, but smaller than in 
most pre-depression years. The larger sale:-; 
reported to have been made during Decemher 
5-31 by the new Canadian Wheat Board (con­
siderably over 43 million bushels) went only 
partly to increase December exports and 
shipments. The remainder will show up 
mainly in shipments made during the winter 
months, though some probably not until after 
the opening of navigation in the spring. For 
the first time in several years, Canadian wheat 
has in December-January been sold in sub­
stantial quantity for shipment in the spring 
months. 

OUTLOOK FOH TRADE 

In mid - September we expressed general 
agreement with Broomhall's forecast of 540 
million bushels for international shipments 
in 1935-36, and expressed the opinion that 
net exports would probably approximate 560 
million bushels. Now, in view of a net up­
ward revision of about 20 million bushels in 
the crop estimate for importing Europe (ex­
cluding Poland) and partly on the basis of 
trade developments through December, we 
reduce our earlier forecast by 15 million bush­
els. Although the higher September figures 
may still be reached, it now seems more rea­
sonable to regard 525 million bushels as the 
center of a range for probable world ship­
ments and 545 million bushels as the center 
of a range for probable net exports. 

During August - December (21 weeks) 
Broomhall's reported shipments to European 
countries totaled 148 million bushels. In 
view of price developments during this period 
and the position of European stocks on Janu­
ary 1, it seems probable that shipments to 
Europe during January-July will be some­
what heavier than usual in relation to ship­
ments during August-December. Over the 
past thirteen years, shipments to Europe in 
August-December have accounted for less 
than 40.5 per cent of the crop-year (52 
weeks) total in only three years. If we assume 
that 1935-36 will also be exceptional in this 
respect, and if we take shipments to Europe 
in August-December 1935 as roughly equal 
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to 40 per cent, the total for the crop year 
seems likely to be around 370 million bushels. 

Analysis of the probable net imports of 
individual European countries suggests that 
the net imports of all European net-importing 
countries may approximate 360-365 million 
hushels during 1935-36, in contrast with 376 
million last year. With allowance for net 
cxports of around 7 million bushels from Po­
land and the Baltic countries, we estimate the 
net imports of Europe (ex-Danube and ex­
Russia) at 355 million bushels in 1935-36 as 
compared with reported net imports of 350 
million bushels in 1934-35. Our present fore­
cast allows for appreciable reductions from 
1934-35 in the net imports of a number of 
countries, including Denmark, Germany, 
Italy, and Greece. Such reductions, however, 
are likely to be more than offset by slight 
incrcases in the takings of several other coun­
tries (chief of which is the British Isles) and 
by prospective shift in the trade position of 
France. In 1934-35 France exported net al­
most 18 million bushels of wheat; we antici­
pate that in 1935-36 she will rank as a small 
net importer. l 

Reported shipments to ex-European coun­
tries other than the United States amounted 
to approximately 40 million bushels in Au­
gust-December (21 weeks). In these coun­
tries, as in Europe, importers probably bought 
sparingly in August-December this year, so 
that shipments in the remaining months of 
1935-36 may be expected to represent an 

1 In 1934-35 France imported about 20 million 
bushels of wheat from northern Africa, 10 million 
bushels (probably mainly in temporary admission) 
from other countries, and exported a total of 48 
million bushels, largely through government subsidy. 
This yeaI' again, imports from northern Africa may be 
expected to approximate 20 million bushels and im­
ports from other foreign countries may approximate 
10 million. If it be assumed that 20 million bushels 
of French wheat will be exported by the government 
(a figure now talked of) and that additional exports 
of around 10 million bushels may be made to offset 
imports from foreign countries, France would be 
neither a net importer nor a net exporter in 1935-36. 
III view of the difficulties that may be encountered in 
exporting the planned amount of French wheat, and in 
view of the fact that the French crop of 1936 appears 
to have had a bad start, we believe it more likely 
that France will he a small net importer in 1935-36 
than that she will again rank as a net exporter. Much 
rnay depend on whether the new French crop is har­
vested early or late. 

unusually large proportion of the crop-year 
total. Since 1922-23 January-July shipments 
to ex-European countries have represented 
from 53.6 to 69.5 per cent of the total for 
the crop year, with the median approximately 
64 per cent. If wc assume that this year the 
proportion will be in the ncighborhood of 65 
per cent, the crop-year tolal for ex-European 
countries other than the United States may be 
forecast at 115 million bushels. 

The basis for forecasting shipments to the 
United States is decidedly tenuous. Broom­
hall reported shipments of wheat to the 
United States in only one preceding year, 
1934-35; and data on the seasonal distribu­
tion of shipments in that year are of doubtful 
value for predicting trade developments in 
1935-36. Moreover, since the trade position 
of the United States in 1935-36 is practically 
without precedent, one cannot foresee (except 
within fairly wide limits) what relationship 
will prevail between Broomhall's shipments 
to the United States, on the one hand, and 
either United States net imports in general 
trade or duty-paid imports into domestic 
consumption, on the other hand. 

Under such circumstances, our forecast of 
total shipments to the United Statcs in 1935-
36 must rest mainly upon evidence as to the 
size of these shipments in August-December 
1935 and upon rcasoning as to the likelihood 
of larger or smaller weekly shipments in 
January-July 1936. During August-Decem­
ber (21 weeks) Broomhall reported ship­
ments to the United Statcs of 19.1 million 
bushels, an average of .9 miIIion bushels 
weekly. For the remaining months of the 
crop year there seems to be more reason to 
expect a lightcr than a heavier weekly move­
ment, but how much lighter is not definitely 
determinable. The Supreme Court decision 
voiding the processing taxes and the results of 
experiments with milling lightweight wheat 
in August-December both point toward the 
probability of proportionally heavier milling 
of lightweight domestic wheat in J anuary­
July. Moreover, if the hard winter-wheat crop 
of 1936 should prove to be of large size and 
of good quality, imports of Canadian wheat 
would presumably fall off significantly in 
JUly. We roughly allow for the probable in-
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fluence of these several factors by forecast­
ing average weekly shipments to the United 
States in January-July at around. 7 million 
bushels. This suggests shipments of 40 mil­
lion bushels to the United States in 1935-36 
as compared with 11 million in 1934-35. If 
shipments to the United States are around 
40 million bushels, and if shipments to other 
ex-European countrics approximate 115 mil­
lion, the total will be in the neighborhood of 
155 million bushels. 

We summarize below our trade forecasts 
for 1935-36, in million bushels, in comparison 
with reported trade figures for several years 
and with standing forecasts by Broomhall and 
the International Institute of Agriculture. 

rrotal Ellro~ Shipments 
net peun 

August-July ex- net '.ro 
ports Im- 'l'otul '.ro ex-

ports· Europe Europe 
--------

1930-31 ............. S3S 609 787 608 179 
1931-32 ............. 794 606 770 582 188 
1932-33 ............. 629 441 S15 449 166 
1933-34 ............. 553 38S 524 402 122 
1934-35 ............. 532 350 51S" 373" 144" 

Forecast 193.5-36 
Broomhall, Jan ... ... . .. 540 396 144 
I.I.A., Oct ......... 540 350' ... ... ... 
F.R.I., Sept. ...... 560 ... 540 . .. . .. 
F.R.I., Jan. ....... 545 3.55 .52.5 370 15.5 

a Net imports of net-importing countries minus net ex­
ports of net-exporting countries, excluding Russia and the 
four Danube eXporting countries. The U.S. Department of 
Agriculture has recently revised their October forecast of 
European net imports in July-June to 372 million bushels. 
This implies a forecast of net exports of 5-15 million bush­
els in .July-June 1935-36. 

'Shipments during the last 52 of the 53 weeks reported 
by Broomhall. 

'The International Institute estimate of 355 million 
bushels for the net imports of net-importing countries (not 
deducting net exports of Poland or Lithuania) is here ad­
justed to compare with other figures in the column by de­
ducting 5 million bushels for the net exports of Poland and 
Lithuania. 

Sources of exports . .--If net exports should 
total 545 million bushels in 1935-36, and if 
standing crop estimates are fairly accurate, 
it seems reasonable to anticipate that Austra­
lia and Argentina will ship wheat freely dur­
ing January-July, reducing their stocks to 
low or moderately low levels as of August 1, 
1936; that the Danube and northern African 
countries together will export net about 45 

million bushels; and that Russia and other 
minor exporters combined may supply a simi­
lar aggregate amount. Under such circum­
stances, Canada would be called upon to ex­
port net approximately 275 million bushels. 

We summarize below our present forecast 
of net exports in 1935-36, in comparison with 
our September forecast, and with reported 
trade figures for last year. 

R('ported 
Country 1931-35 

Canada ......... 165 
Argentina ...... 182( 
Australia ....... 109 \ 
USSR.......... 2 
Danube· ........ 22 
Northern Africa". 24 
Others' ........ 28 

Total 532 

Sept. forecast 
1935-30 

270+ 

200-

30-40 
20-30 

20 
10 

560 
a Hungary, Humania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia. 

"Algeria, Tunis, Morocco. 

Jan. farccnst 
1935-30 

275 
\ 65 
1115 

35 
25 
20 
10 

545 

'Poland, India, the Baltic countries, Spain, Chile, 
Sweden, France, Uruguay, Turkey, in years in which these 
countries were net exporters. 

Our present forecast differs little from that 
published in September. The principal 
change, aside from reduction in the estimated 
total, is the decrease in prospective exports 
from the two Southern Hemisphere countries . 
Actually, the decrease indicated is more ap­
parent than real, for in September we placed 
200 million bushels as a maximum from these 
countries, whereas now, in presenting a defi­
nite forecast of Argentine and Australian ex­
ports, we suggest 180 million bushels as the 
center of a range. Similarly, in September we 
looked upon Canadian net exports of 270 mil­
lion bushels as the bottom of a possible range; 
now we appraise the center at 275 million 
bushels. 

Except as regards Canada and the Danube 
countries, the differences indicated between 
the net exports reported in 1934-35 and the 
net exports in prospect for 1935-36 primarily 
reflect changes in crop-year supplies. In fact, 
it seems probable that most exporting coun­
tries will draw more heavily on their available 
supplies during 1935-36 than in 1934-35. 
With a reduction of 159 million bushels in 
the estimated total supplies of Argentina and 
Australia, we count on a reduction of only 111 
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million bushels in their net exports (Table 
IX). Similarly, although aggregate wheat 
supplies in Algeria, Tunis, and Morocco now 
appear to have been reduced 15 million bush­
els between 1934-35 and 1935-36, we antici­
pate a considerably smaller reduction in net 
exports. 

On the other hand, Danubian net exports 
wiII probably be slightly larger this year than 
last, reflecting considerably larger wheat'sup­
plies and special trade agreements with cer­
tain European importing countrics.1 In fore­
casting the net exports of these countries at 
25 million bushels, rather than at a larger 
figure, we give some weight to the smaller 
Danubian corn harvest of 1935 and to trade 
developments during August-November. 

The large reduction from 1934-35 in pros­
pective net exports from "other" countries 
primarily reflects anticipated withdrawal of 
France and Sweden from the ranks of net 
exporters this year (see p. 209). 

At 275 million bushels, the forecast of Ca­
nadian net exports appears strikingly high, 
not only as compared with reported trade in 
1934-35, but also with net exports in August­
December 1935. Through December, Canada 
had exported net only 121 million bushels of 
wheat and part of this had gone to build up 
stocks in the United States. Over the past 
decade August-December net exports from 
Canada have represented on the average about 
54.5 per cent of the crop-year total. If this 
average percentage should hold this year, 
Canadian net exports would amount to only 
222 million bushels. Our present forecast, on 
the other hand, suggests that net exports in 
August-December 1935 will later prove to 
have represented only 44.0 per cent of the 
total for the crop year. This percentage would 
be unprecedentedly low for postwar years, the 
lowest corresponding figure being 47.8 per 
cent in 1929-30. 

What the actual crop-year total for Canada 
will be, will depend mainly upon the world 
demand and the wheat supplies available in 
other exporting countries; but in some degree 
also upon the selling policy of the Canadian 
Wheat Board. If the board continues to fol-

1 See World Wheal Prospects, Sept. 26, 1935, pp. 
14-15. 

low its sales policy of recent weeks, and if 
the world demand and the distribution of 
exportable supplies prove to he in line with 
our present expectations, it seems entirely 
possible - even prohable - that Canada will 
export net around 154 million bushels in 
January-July, bringing the crop-year total to 
275 million. Although net exports of this 
size in January-JUly would be large in com­
parison with most preceding postwar years, 
they would not he the largest on record. In 
1924, 1928, and 1929, Canadian net exports 
during January-JUly totaled 156, 170, and 
163 million bushels, respectively. 

OUTLOOK Fon STOCKS AND CONSUMPTION 

The outlook for year-end stocks on August 
1, 1936, rests not only upon standing crop 
estimates and current appraisal of prospec­
tive trade developments in 1935-36, hut also 
upon appraisal of the probable level of wheat 
consumption in important consuming areas. 
Although little factual information is avail­
able with respect to consumption, there is fair 
basis for predicting the probable direction (if 
not the magnitUde) of change in consumption 
in those countries where a fairly large change 
is likely to occur. 

As compared with 1934--35, wheat con­
sumption seems likely to he increased substan­
tially in 1935-36 in North America, and more 
or less in Czechoslovakia, Italy, and the Dan­
ube basin. The prospective increase in North 
America rests mainly upon the large amount 
of lightweight grain in the 1935 spring-wheat 
crops of both Canada and the United States. 
As a result of this factor, more wheat will be 
required in milling, and more will he lost in 
cleaning and fed to livestock (see Table IX). 
In addition, the total area seeded to wheat and 
consequently the amount of wheat used for 
seed seems likely to be larger this year than 
last, certainly in the United States. In Italy, 
Czcchoslovakia, and the Danube basin, heav­
ier wheat disappearance seems to be indicated 
this year, mainly because consumption fell so 
low in 1934-35 under the joint influence of 
small domestic wheat crops, bountiful har­
vests of corn, and insuperable barriers against 
wheat imports. This year, domestic wheat 
supplies are· much larger and corn supplies 
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considerably smaller. In these countries and 
North America combined, wheat disappear­
ance in 1935-36 may exceed the total for 
1934-35 by something Iil,e 65-95 million 
bushels. 

On the other hand, less wheat will probably 
be used for feed this year in Denmark, 
France,l and the British Isles; and wheat 
consumption for food may be reduced in 
Spain, where the 1935 crop was substantially 
smaller than the one harvested in 1934. How­
ever, reduction of consumption in these and 
other countries and increase in Russian ex­
ports cannot be expected fully to ofIse! the 
prospective large increase in consumption in 
North America, Czechoslovakia, Italy, and the 
Danube basin. The net increase in wheat dis­
appearance in the world ex-Russia in 1935-36 
as compared with 1934-35 now seems likely 
to approach 50 million bushels (see tabula­
tion, p. 186). 

Our present forecast of total year - end 
stocks, based upon appraisal of consumption 
and trade in individual countries, remains 
unchanged at 625 million bushels, the figure 
suggested in September. The distribution of 
these stocks according to position, however, 
is now more clearly indicated than when our 
earlier forecast was published. The accom­
panying tabulation, in million bushels, shows 
our present forecast of stocks as of about 
August 1, 1936, in comparison with our Sep­
tember appraisal and with estimated or re­
ported August 1 stocks figures for 1935 and 
on the average in 1923-27. 

Our present forecast indicates a reduction 
in year-end stocks between 1935 and 1936 of 
approximately 265 million bushels, roughly 
45 million bushels more than the reduction in 
available crop-year supplies in the world ex­
Russia (see p. 186). Such a decrease would 
leave "total" stocks at tbe end of the current 
crop year at an approximately normal level. 
Nevertheless, in Canada (where the largest 
reduction seems to be indicated) and in sev-

1 A decrease seems probable in France, in spite of 
provision late in November for a bounty of 54 cents 
per bushel for denatured wheat. See World Wheal 
Prospects, Dec. 30, 1935. 

2 In importing Europe, stocks seem likely to he 
relatively high particularly in Spain and Germany. 

eral countries of importing Europe (where 
the aggregate reduction is also likely to be 
heavy), year-end stocks will presumably con­
tinue to rule above any pre-depression aver­
age. 2 In most other countries, stocks as of 
August 1, 1936, are likely to be near minimum 
or average levels. 

Aug. 1 Aug. 1 
Aug. 1, 1936 Position 1923-27 1935 

(average) (revised) Sept. est. 

United States· .... 125 

15~1 125 U.S. in Canada" ... 1 
Canada ......... 38 203 
Canada in U.S .... 3 12 
Argentina 65 80 180 ....... 
Australia ........ 31 55 
Afloat to Europe .. 40 17 25 

Total above ... 303 519 330 

Importing Europe 187 280 210 
Danube basin' ... 37 20 25 
Northern Africa' . 19 

24} In dia an d Japan .. 53 38 60 
Afloat to ex-Europe 7 11 

Total above ... 303 373 295 
Grand total .... 606 892 625 

a As of July 1. 

b Hungary, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria. 

, Algeria, Tunis, Morocco, Egypt. 

Jan. est. 

{12~ 
[ 90 

10 
I 60 
L 30 

25 

340 

205 
20 

{ 10 40 
10 

285 
625 

The indicated reductions in year-end stocks 
in the United States, Canada, Argentina, and 
Australia can be understood better in the light 
of the information on wheat supplies and dis­
position presented in Table IX. If standing 
estimates of Southern Hemisphere crops and 
stocks are reasonably accurate, net exports of 
65 and 115 million bushels in 1935-36 from 
Argentina and Australia respectively will 
leave stocks in those countries on August 1, 
1936, at about the average level in 1923-27. 
Under exceptionally favorable price condi­
tions these stocks could be drawn down even 
further, perhaps by 10 million bushels or 
more in the aggregate. 

The suggested level of Canadian stocks on 
August 1 rests largely on our forecast of 
Canadian net exports at 275 million bushels. 
Should world trade in wheat not reach the 
level we have indicated in the preceding sec­
tion, or should other exporting countries sup­
ply larger exports than we now anticipate, 
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Canadian net exports would be smaller and 
Canadian stocks less strikingly reduced. On 
the other hand, if opposite trade conditions 
should prevail, and if the Canadian Wheat 
Board should pursue a vigorous selling pol­
icy, these stocks might be drawn down some­
what closer to a normal level. 

Despite near-record low domestic wheat 
supplies and prospective heavy wheat con­
sumption in the United States in 1935-36, the 
United States carryover as of July 1 seems 
unlikely to stand as low in 1936 as in several 
preceding postwar years. While the outlook 
for the carryover is still far from clear, owing 
particularly to uncertainties as to the amount 
of wheat likely to be used for feed, we are of 
the opinion that year-end stocks in the United 
States will probably approximate 125 million 
bushels.1 This forecast rests upon prospective 
feed use of around 90 million bushels,2 domes­
tic mill grindings of 484 million bushels (re­
flecting not only low flour yield from light­
weight grain, but also some slight increase in 
consumption as a result of elimination of the 
processing tax), and an allowance of 30 mil­
lion bushels for net wheat imports (Table 
IX,A). 

OUTLOOK FOR PRICES 

Liverpool May future.-In the absence of 
marked change in the policy of the Canadian 
Wheat Board, the Liverpool May future, 
which in the third week of January averaged 
95 cents per bushel, seems most likely to re­
main in or near the range 95-100 cents per 
bushel through March. Thereafter clarifica­
tion of prospects for the coming Northern 
Hemisphere crop will dominate its move­
ments. What these prospects may be is now 
unpredictable; it is pertinent only to observe 
that at a level near $1.00 a bushel the price 
will be more sensitive to developing crop pros­
pects than in any year since 1928. 

The mid-January level, reached after a 
moderate rise in December following a long 

1 What the quality of the wheat in such a low carry­
Oycr will be is not now predictable. 

2 Nat C. Murray's estimate of the amount of wheat 
likely to be fed in 1935-36 is 94 million bushels. See 
Clcment Curtis and Co., Monthly Grain and Cotton 
Report, Dec. 10, 1935. 

decline from early October to mid-November, 
appeared not to rest upon a speculative boom, 
and the position was therefore not very vul­
nerable. The supply position for the crop 
year has been clarified. Crop scares are rare 
in February-March; the sensitive Chicago 
market is not this year in a position to lead an 
ill-founded speCUlative advance; and bullish 
political and monetary developments seem 
not to be in prospect. Hence neither a large 
advance nor a large decline in the Liverpool 
May seems probable. 

Within the prospective narrow range of 
price fluctuations, the operations of the Ca­
nadian Wheat Board, and perhaps of the Ar­
gentine Grain Board, may well be the deter­
mining factor. In a crop year wherein total 
export surpluses only slightly exceed import 
requirements, these two boards - especially 
the Canadian-control the bulk of the world 
export surplus. The extent of control is not 
measurable, but is more clearly perceptible 
than it was in August-November, when crop 
outturn and export contributions from other 
countries were less readily appraised. The 
Canadian board cannot wholly ignore pres­
sure from farmers to secure prices as high as 
possible, and it must seek to uphold prices so 
as to reduce drain on the national treasury; 
but it must also allow enough wheat to be 
exported to reduce the outward carryover to 
proportions much below those of the carry­
over on July 31, 1935, so as to hold limited 
stocks to sell in competition with the 1936 
crop. 

The alternatives before the board and its 
opportunities alike suggest to us that a level 
of the Winnipeg future of about 88 cents 
(Canadian) may serve to satisfy the opinions 
of governmental and trade interests in Can­
ada, probably also those of British importers; 
agricultural interests in Canada apparently 
desire a somewhat higher level. The board 
has been in nearly absolute control of the 
Winnipeg May future for over a month, dur­
ing which the price has seemed satisfactorily 
to equate the various domestic pressures upon 
the board; the price seems to be within the 
po\\'ers of the board to maintain, and for the 
near future not too high to prevent a heavy 
flow of wheat to export. 
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Accordingly, unless within the next two 
months evidence appears that 1935 crops are 
now underappraised, there is reasonable prob­
ability that a level of about 88 cents (Cana­
dian) for the Winnipeg May future can and 
will be maintained. If agrarian pressure in­
creases, there may be a slight rise. If the level 
is maintained, Winnipeg cash prices-now 
below the May-will rise somewhat as the 
delivery month approaches. 

Such developments as these seem to involve 
some advance in the Liverpool May future. 
Cash wheat at Liverpool now stands at a 
premium over the May future, cash wheat at 
Winnipeg at a discount under the May. If 
the Winnipeg May future remains about 
stable and Winnipeg cash tends to rise, then 
Liverpool cash (though not the same wheat 
as that on which the Winnipeg future is 
based) is likely also to rise, and the Liver­
pool May must tend to rise still more. But, 
barring developments which might enable the 
Canadian Wheat Board to advance the Win­
nipeg May future, the rise of the May at Liver­
pool seems unlikely to amount to as much as 
10 cents by the end of March. 

Spreads between markets, May futures.­
It follows that the Winnipeg-Liverpool spread 
on May futures may widen by late March, still 
more by early May. However, vigorous price 
support by the Canadian Wheat Board, if un­
dertaken, would tend to narrow this spread. 

The Minneapolis-Winnipeg spread (May 
futures) may widen also, since cash wheat 
now stands at a discount in Winnipeg but at 
a premium in Minneapolis, and maintenance 
of about the existing cash-wheat spread seems 
necessary in order to maintain a flow of duty­
paid Canadian wheat into the United States. 
We take it that the existing supply position in 
the United States warrants continuation of 
these imports. 

There appears to be no good basis for an­
ticipating prospective change in the Minne­
apolis-Liverpool spread. Both Minneapolis 
and Liverpool may tend to rise in relation 
to Winnipeg, perhaps by nearly the same 
amounts. If so, there would be no appreciable 
change in the Minneapolis - Liverpool rela­
tionship. 

Price relations of Chicago with other mar-

kets are subject to opposing sets of influences. 
On the one hand, prospects for a substantial 
exportable surplus from the 1936 crop in the 
United States tend to depress the Chicago .July 
future relative to the Liverpool May. There 
is in prospect also (for reasons noted below) 
a tendency for Chicago May to decline relative 
to July. If these were the only influences at 
work, one might expect the Chicago-Liver­
pool spread (May futures) to narrow sharply. 

An opposite conclusion may be reached 
from analysis of connections between cash 
wheats in the different markets and the neces­
sary relations of the May futures to cash 
prices. 

The Minneapolis-Chicago spread (May fu­
tures) may tend to narrow somewhat, with 
further reduction in the premium now held 
by Minneapolis. At both markets, deliverable 
grades of cash wheat now stand at premiums 
over the futures. If millers succeed in making 
adaptations whereby use of soft red winter 
wheat (deliverable at Chicago) is enlarged 
relatively more than use of hard red spring 
wheat (deliverable at Minneapolis), cash and 
futures at Chicago may tend to rise in re­
lation to cash and futures at Minneapolis. 
With the processing tax removed, lightweight 
United States spring wheat may be milled 
more freely, tending also to ease premiums 
on deliverable wheat of this class. If on the 
whole the Chicago May future tends to rise 
in relation to Minneapolis, it will probably 
rise also in relation to Winnipeg, and by more 
than its rise in relation to Minneapolis be­
cause Minneapolis may rise independently in 
relation to Winnipeg. 

On this line of reasoning, the Chicago-Liv­
erpool spread on the May futures (premium 
of Chicago over Liverpool) seems somewhat 
more likely to tend to widen than to narrow. 
For although Liverpool may go to a higher 
premium over Winnipeg, so also may Minne­
apolis; and Chicago may advance more than 
Minneapolis in relation to Winnipeg. 

Of these conflicting forces bearing on the 
prices of Chicago futures, those tending to 
support the price of May wheat, and conse­
quently of July, will tend to diminish in 
strength from about the first of March, while 
the depressing influence of prospects of an 
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exportable surplus will gain strength with 
advancing spring (given a continuation of the 
prospects). It seems a reasonable inference 
that Chicago futures may tend to maintain 
or improve their position relative to Liver­
pool until about March and then to decline 
relatively. Since the price-supporting influ­
ences bear more particularly on Minneapolis 
than on Chicago futures, the conflict of forces 
may widen that spread in spite of the factors 
noted above as tending to narrow it. 

Old-crop and new-crop futures at Chicago. 
Prospects for a July 1 carryover of 125 mil­
lion bushels in the United States suggest that 
the May-July spread at Chicago should tend 
toward a range of 5-7 cents; and that July 
wheat should rule only fractionally above 
September. Uncertainties in anticipation of 
the carryover are considerable, however, and 
if it should prove only 100-110 million bush­
els (a result that would be favored by relative 

weakness in United States prices, curtailing 
imports) the May-July spread might tend 
toward a level of around 14 cents, and the 
July-September toward about 2 cents. Given 
such short supplies as exist this year, pros­
pects of a squeeze or corner, and secondary 
factors that discourage carrying of stocks 
or favor it in the face of a reversed "carry­
ing charge," might influence these spreads 
strongly. We know of no grounds for pre­
dicting a squeeze or corner in Chicago May 
wheat; and we appraise other influences as 
more likely to favor narrower spreads than 
those suggested ahove rather than wider 
spreads, at least hy May. The conflict, men­
tioned ahove, hetween forces hearing espe­
cially on the May futures and those bearing 
more particularly on new-crop futures may 
tend for some weeks to keep the May-July 
spread rather wide. Considerable fluctuation 
in the spread is likely. 

This study is by M. K. Bennett, Helen C. Farnsworth, and Hol­
brook Working, with advice from Joseph S. Davis and Alonzo E. 
Taylor. Tables by Rosamond Peirce, charts by P. Stanley King 



Year 

APPENDIX 
TABLE I.-WHEAT PnODUCTION IN PIUNCIl'AL PRODUCING AREAS AND COUNTIUES, 1930-35* 

(Million bushel.,) 

[ World I NortlH'rI1 I~our United I:!tutes Aus· Argen· Lower Other North· 
ex- licmiHpherc chief ex· ._--_._----- Oanada tralia tJna USHH Danube· Europe ern 

Hussiufl cx-Huf:lf:lia(1 porters Total Winter i:ipring Africa' 
India 

---'---------- -------------- ----------------.-
1930 ..... 3,705 3,214 1,757 890 631 258 421 214 232 989 353 1,006 64 3D! 
1931.. ... 3,669 3,206 1,664 932 818 114 321 191 220 753 370 1,064 69 347 
1932 ..... 3,703 3,1!J3 1,644 746 478 267 443 214 241 744 222 1,269 75 3:37 
1933 ..... ! 3,616 3,OS2 1,274 529 351 178 282 177 286 1,019 367 1,379 70 353 
1934 ..... [3,30S 2,872 1,147 497 406 !J1 276 133 241 1,117 249 1,2!J7 97 351 
1935" •... 3,'/2f)l '/2,f):j7 1,161 5!J5 432 163 2!J1 135 110 ..... 28f) 1,240 68 363 
1!J3.5' ... '13,316 2,!J68 1,164 603 43:3 170 277 140 144 ..... 291 1,254 68 363 

Year Hun· I YUf~o-

I 
Uu· Bul· Morocco AI· rrunIs Egypt British Prance Ger· Italy Bel· Neiher· 

gury slavla mania garia gerl" Isles many gluml lands 
------- --------------- ._---------------
1930 ..... 84.3 80.3 130.8 57.3 21.3 32.4 10.4 39.8 43.4 228.1 139.2 210.1 13.7 6.1 
1931 ..... 72.6 98.8 135.3 63.8 29.8 25.6 14.0 46.1 38.fi 264.1 155.5 244.4 14.2 6.8 
1932 ..... 6-1.5 5:3.4 55.5 48.1 28.0 29.2 17.5 52.6 44.4 :333.5 183.8 276.9 16.1 12.8 
1!J3L ... !JfiA !)(i. (j 119.1 5.5.5 28.9 32.0 9.2 40.0 64.4 :362.3 205.9 2!J8.5 16.1 15.3 
1!J34 ..... 64.8 fiS.3 7G.6 :39.6 39.6 43.5 13.8 37.3 73.6 3:38.5 166.5 2:33.1 17.3 18.0 
1935d 

• ••• 74.0 6S.0 97.4 ftIJ.6 17.8 32.4 17.3 43.1 66.1 275.0 171.2 280.6 11.6 15.7 
1935' .... 73.!J 73.1 96.4 47.9 20.0 31.2 17.3 43.2 68.7 278.8 171.8 283.5 14.8 15.9 

Hcamll· Baltic Portu· Swltr.er- Aus· Czecho· Japan, South Ohlle, New 
Year naviau stutesh Spain gal land tria Slovakia Poland Grecee Mexico Ohosen Africa Uru· Zen· 

guny lanel 
------ -------------- ----------------

lS30 ..... 31.8 15.6 146.7 13.5 3.60 12.0 50.6 82.3 9.7 11.4 38.5 9.3 28.6 7.58 
1931. .... 27.7 14.G 134.4 13.0 4.04 11.0 41.2 83.2 11.2 16.2 39.2 13.7 32.4 6.58 
1932 ..... 38.2 18.3 184.2 2:3.8 4.00 12.2 53.7 49.5 17.1 9.7 39.9 10.6 34.2 11.06 
1933 ..... 41.7 19.8 1:38.2 16.0 4.96 14.6 72.9 79.9 28.4 12.1 49.3 11.8 50.0 9.04 
1934 ..... 42.4 24.9 

I 

186.8 24.7 5.:34 13.3 50.0 76.4 25.7 11.0 56.9 15.3 39.8 6.50 
1935" .... 37.5 '/21·1 14!L5 15.9 5.82 15.4 5!J.4 80.8 30.9 10.6 58.0 15.0 .... .... 
1935' .... 1 40.:3 22.1 153.9 15.9 5.82 15.6 62.1 73.4 30.9 10.3 57.7 17.9 .... .... 

. , Data of U.S. Department of Agricullure and. Internationa I Institute. Figures printed in italics arc unofIlcial estimatcs, 
mainly by the Foreign Service of the U.S. Department of Ag riculturc. Dots ( ... ) indicate no data available. 

a Excluding also China and southwestern Asia. 
/! Hungary, Yugoslavia, HUlnania, Dulgaria. 
c Morocco, Algeria, Tunis. 
,I As of about September 15, 1935. 

o As of about .Jannary 15, 1936. 
r Including Luxemburg. 
u Denmark, Norway, Sweden. 
/. Finland, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania. 

TABLE n.-WHEAT RECEIPTS IN NonnI AMEnICA, MONTHLY, JULy-DECEMBER, 1930-35* 
(Million busllels) 

United StateR (13 primary markets) Canaela (country elevators and platform loadings) 
Year ---

. July Aug. Hept. Oet. Nov. Drc. JUly-Dre. • Tuly Aug . Sept . Oct. Nov. Dee. Aug.-Dcc. 
-.- --- -------- -------------

19:30 .......... ()!J.O 85 .. 5 62.6 28.9 24.6 21.5 322.1 3.0 21.2 105.1 53.8 52.4 17.3 249.8 
1931 .......... 104.0 61.5 :38.9 32.7 26.4 13.8 277.3 5.4 I1.S 47.4 74.1 43.1 lS.7 196.2 
1932 .......... 41.0 \40.7 38.4 27.2 17.6 13.9 178.8 3.8 17.6 120.5 82.7 36.5 18.5 275.8 
1933 .. ________ 37.2 2fi.7 22.6 17.6 11.6 11.2 126.9 10.5 25.6 55.6 46.4 23.0 10.3 160.9 
1934 .......... 49.7 I 23.0 1V.1 12.H 9.2 7.8 121.7 10.9 30.8 55.6 50.8 23.6 12.5 173.3 
1935 .......... 28.9 48.2 42.3 27.H 14.5 9.9 171.7 13.3 12.5 73.2 60.0 21.0 14.2 180.9 

• United. States data ullolllcial, compiled from Survey a f Current Business; Canadian data computed. from ofllcial 
figures given in Canadian Grain Stati.~tic .. ; Monthly Iteview of tile Wbeat Situation; and press releases of the Bouru of 
firHin Comlnissioners. 
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APPENDIX 

TABLE IlL-WHEAT VISIIlLE SUPPLIES, SEPTE MBER-JANUAIIY 1935-36, WITH COMPARISONS* 

(Millioll bushels) 

United States grain Oanadlan grain '1'otal I Afloat rl'otal 

I Date ~l'otal North to U.K. U.K. AUB' 
United United AmerlC~ Europe ports and trail a 
States Oanada Oanada Htates afloat I ------------ ---

11930 .......... 357.7 161.9 4.0 89.5 16.1 271.5 39.2 6.5 45.7 33.5 
1931 .......... 447.8 233.6 22.9 105.8 5.5 il67.8 37.9 ]0.6 48.5 21.5 
1932 .......... 385.5 175.9 15.4 116.8 4.7 312.8 31.4 9.1 40.5 26.0 
1Dil3 .......... 423.2 135.0 3.7 HJO.4 6.7 3.3.5.8 31.6 11.4 43.0 31.5 
]934 .......... 423.2 115.9 .0 177.6 9.8 3m.3 34.8 13.6 48.4 .52.0 
1935 .......... 302.2 34.7 .0 186.8 10.5 2:'12.0 16.9 8.8 25.7 32.0 

11931 .......... 535.4 199.6 4.8 185.4 31.7 421.5 27.3 20.0 47.3 60.0 
1932 .......... 594.0 226.9 29.1 172.6 19.7 448.3 29.8 2il.9 53.7 85.0 
1933 .......... 549.7 168.5 6.9 221.2 13.6 413.2 36.4 : 7.5 43.9 83.0 
1934 .......... 47G.5 132.5 2.3 227.6 14.0 376.4 20.7 1!J.l 3D.8 50.0 
1D35 .......... 448.4 91.0 1.0 230.2 27.6 34D.8 25.4 16.7 42.1 4.5.5 
1936 .......... 441.5 76.7 .0 226.4 34.8 337.9 20.2 10.3 30.5 68.0 

1935 
7 .............. 321.3 65.5 .0 179.3 17.9 2G2.7 19.1 7.3 26.4 21.5 

14 .............. 333.3 71..5 .0 188.1 17.8 277.4 18.8 7.9 26.7 18 . .5 
21. ............. 3.53.0 75.6 .0 201.1 19.8 2!)6 .. 5 23.6 7.2 30.8 15.8 

I 
28 .............. 366.1 79.7 .0 213.2 20.6 313 . .5 23.D 5.D 2!J.8 13.2 
5 .............. 380.4 82.1 .0 224.2 21.5 327.8 26.2 5.8 32.0 11.8 

12 .............. 393.7 84.0 .0 2-'31.7 24.2 33D.D 27.2 5.!) 33.1 ]2.2 
19 .............. 397.9 82.9 .0 233.8 27.7 344.4 27.4 6.8 34.2 11.2 
26 .............. 404.6 8.5.2 .0 236.2 29.9 3.51. 3 27.8 6.7 34.5 10.7 
2 .............. 409.1 84.3 .0 239.4 32.1 3.5.5.8 28.7 6.2 34.!) 10.7 
9 .............. 404.6 84.5 .0 237.2 31.9 353 fi 27.2 fi.4 33.6 10.0 

]6 .............. 395.0 82.6 .0 234.8 32.7 3.50.1 27.4 6.5 

I 

33.9 4.0 
23 .............. 389.1 82.2 .0 233.9 30.4 3·!G.5 2G.2 7.2 33.4 3.0 
30 .............. 396.6 81.2 .0 232.3 

I 
32.8 346.3 26.8 8.8 

1 
3.5.6 8.5 

7 .............. 403.7 81.1 .0 227.3 39.2 347.6 25.8 92 I 3.5.0 1.5.2 
14 .............. 415.0 79.7 .0 228.1 3D.3 317.1 25.4 10.1 3.5.5 27.3 
21. ............. 425.9 79.2 .0 228.3 36.5 344.0 21.0 11.0 3.5.0 41. 7 
28 .............. 43.5.2 78.4 .0 226.5 3.5.3 340.2 20.9 10.8 31.7 .58 . .5 

1!)36 
4 .............. 441.5 76.7 .0 226.4 34.8 337.9 20.2 10.3 30.5 68.0 

11 .............. ..... 74.3 .0 224.5 32.4 331.2 20.5 . ... po •• 12.0 
18 .............. ..... 72.7 .0 221.7 31.2 32.5.6 22.8 .... . ... 

I 
77.0 

I 
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Arg'pn~ 

tina 

7.0 
7.0 
6.2 

12.9 
19.5 
12.5 
6.6 
7.0 
9.6 

10.3 
11.0 
5.1 

10.7 
10.7 
D.9 
9.6 
8.8 
8.5 
8.1 
8.1 
7.7 
7.4 
7.0 
6.2 
6.2 
.5.9 
5.2 
5.2 
4.8 

5.1 
5.5 
5.7 

• Commcrciul Stocks of Grain in Store in Principal Uniled States Markets; Cunadian Grain Slatistics; Corn Trade News. 

TABLE IV.-UNITED STATES FLOUR PRODUCTION, EXPOHTS, AND NET RETENTION, lVIONTHLY, JULY­

DECEMBER 1935, WITH COMPARISONS* 

._-- ~ 

Month or 
period 

-

uly .J 
A 
R 
o 
N 
J) 

........ 
ug ......... 
ept. ....... 
d. ........ 
ov ......... 
(H~. 

• r uly ·Dcc .... 
• r nly·.Junc" .. 

(Tho/lsand burrels) 

Production Net exports and 
shipments to posseSSions 

All reporting mills 

I 
Estimakd total 

103-3 ~11935 1933 1934 1935 19:!-1 \ 1934 I 1!)3" ------1---
8.27.5 7,325 7,387 8,875 7,868 7,933 337 322 I 297 
6,719 8,654 8,082 7,225 9,278 8,670 416· 486 315 
7,540 8,822 9,055 8,096 9,455 9,702 3()2 489 314 
8,181 9,181 9,8!J7 8,776 9,836: 10,595 352 434 356 
8,116 8,211 8,274" 8,706 8,807 j 8,874" 338 432 362 
7,332 7,547 ..... 7,875 8,103 1 7,900" 428 

I 
354 .. . 

46,163 49,740 ..... 49,553 53,347 I 53,674" 2,233 
! 

2.517 . .. 
94,176 96,613 4,4.51 ..... 101,068

1

103,654
1 

..... I 4,509 .., 
I 

Estimated 
net retention 

~1~1~ 1935 

8,538 7,546 7,637 
6,809 8,792 8,356 
7,734 8,966 9.388 
8,424 9,402 10,239 
8,368 8,375 8,512" 
7,447 I 7,749 7,540" 

47,320 i 50,830 51.672" 
I . 103,000" 96,617 1 99 ,145 i 

* Heported production and tn,de data from U.S. Bureau 0 f the Census press releases, Montllly Summary of Foreign 
Commerce. und U.S. Department of Commerce, Statement No .. 1009. The estimates of total production represent the 
1l1onthly census reports raised hy til(' l'stimatcd output of u nreportlng merchant mllls and by a constunt allowance of 
IOU,ooO harrcls monthly for custom mills; the preliminary est imaies for December 1935 are based on production reported 
to the Northweste}'n !1'l ill 1'1'. Estimlll('s now undergoing revi sion. 

" Preliminary. • Twelve months begiIwil1g in year stated. C Predicted. 
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I 
Week 

ending 

1935 
Sept. 7 ..... 

14 .... 
21. .... 
28 ..... 

Oct. G ..... 
12 ..... 
1!J ..... 
26.. ... 

Nov. 2 .. '" 
9 ..... 

16 ..... 
23 ..... 
30 ..... 

Dce. 7 ..... 
14 ..... 
21 ..... 
28 ..... 

1936 
• Jan. 4 ..... 

11. .... 
18 ..... 

Week 
ending 

---.--

1935 
I-;cpt. 7 ..... 

14 ..... 
21 ..... 
28 ..... 

Oet. G .... . 
12 ..... 
19 ..... 
26 .. . . 

Nov. 2 ..... 
9 ..... 

16 ..... 
23 ..... 
30 ..... 

Dee. 7 ..... 
14 ..... 
21. .... 
28 ..... 

1936 
• Jan. 4 ..... 

11 ..... 

WORLD WHEAT OUTLOOK 

TABLE V.-SELECTED WHEAT PRICE S, WEEKLY FHOM SEPTEMBER 1935* 
(U.S. cents per bushel) 

lilutures United Stutes eush 
----~------

Buenos 
Llv('fI){)oJ \\'innipog Aires Chicago Basic NO.2 No.2 No.1 

----,--.---.- -- --- ---. -------------- (:!Ish H.W. J{.W. Dk.N.S. 
V,·c. Maya nee. Muy Dcc. b Dec. Muy (Oh!.) (K. 0.) (St. L.) (Mnpls.) 

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

83 81 85 89° 67 92 94 91 112 D3 129 
88 87 89 92 72 93 94 95 113 98 131 
94 91 93 97 80 99 100 100 117 107 136 
91 88 90 94 77 98 98 101 118 105 136 
96 92 93 97 80 105 104 109 122 110 137 
95 91 H2 95 78 105 104 110 123 113 139 
95 91 89 93 77 102 101 106 116 109 133 
94 89 88 92 75 100 99 104 114 105 132 
91 86 85 89 73 98 98 101 113 105 129 
90 85 84 88 71 97 97 101 111 104 127 
88 83 84 87 68 95 U6 100 111 102 125 
89 86 85 89 69 100 98 105 114 105 131 
91 87 85 89 73 98 98 102 113 105 131 
89 84 83 87 73 96 96 101 109 102 128 
90 88 8,3 87 82 98 97 ]02 110 103 125 
95 92 85 88 !J2 102 99 105 111 107 128 
98 92 84 87 92 105 99 108 113 108 129 

.. 95 .. 88 92 . .. 102 106 118 111 135 

.. 94 .. 88 !J2 '" 102 107 115 111 130 

.. 95 .. 88 !J2 .. . 100 105 '" ... ... 

NO.2 
H<I.A.n. 
(Mnpl •. ) 
---

108 
112 
113 
113 
116 
121 
118 
118 
110 
110 
115 
114 
114 
108 
113 
116 
112 

119 
122 
. .. 

BrltI.,h parcels I Liverpool ('l'uesdllY prices) European domestic Winnipeg 

(~I~;~'S I ~~~~1~~ No.1 No.' I M, Aus· Grrnt Gcr· Wtd. No.3 
Man. 

~::. ,_RO::~~ 
trail an Britain J.I'rance many Italy average Man. 

._--"---- ------------------

84 50 97 83 60 ]53 215 241 80 78 
D3 55 103 96 I 91 87 62 154 21.5 245 83 83 
!J7 .58 106 100 100 !J6 66 152 215 241 83 86 
88 52 108 100 102 !J3 70 149 215 238 78 82 
95 57 10.5 98 100 92 74 149 217 240 80 85 
!J7 58 110 103 100 96 78 146 217 245 77 84 
!J!l .55 106 98 100 97 80 14.5 217 245 73 81 
92 54 106 98 98 100 81 146 217 244 73 80 
fl6 51 101 93 !J7 !J3 80 145 219 244 69 77 
!JO 53 101 !J3 95 93 80 144 219 246 (12 76 
8!J 53 100 93 91 88 78 143 219 246 62 76 
!JO .53 102 !J5 88 86 76 141 219 . .. 66 79 
83 .50 104" .. 93 88 75 141 219 . .. 6!J 78 
87 52 104 ~18 !JO' 87' 7.5 142 221 .. . 68 76 
!J4 56 102 96 91 86 76 13!J 221 ... 68 76 
96 .57 104 98 109 91 75 140 221 ... 70 77 
.. .. 104 9!J 111 93 77 140 221 ... 72 76 

!J6 .57 105 100 111 96 .. . .. 224 ... 71 78 
.. .. ... ... ... .. .. ... 224 .. . 75 79 

= 

Western 
Whit,· 

(HellLl.],,) 

'--

75 
76 
83 
82 
88 
90 
88 
86 
83 
83 
82 
84 
84 
83 
83 
87 
88 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Bueno" 
Aires 

SO·kllo 

--

66 
72 
80 
78 
80 
78 
78 
77 
75 
73 
69 
71 
73 
. . 
.. 
., 
.. 
.. 
., 

* For methods of computation see WHEAT STUDIES, December 1934, XlI, 180-81. For Great Britain prices arc from Tile 
London Grain, Seed and Oil Reporter, Broomhull's Corn Trade News, and The Agricultural Market Report; Canada, 
Grain Trade News, and Canadian Grain Slatistics; Buenos Aires, Revista Of/cial; United States, Dail" Trade Blllietin and 
Crops and Markets; France, Le bulletin des balles; Germany, Deutscbe Getreide-ZeituIlg; Italy, International Institute of 
Agriculture MOIltl!l" Crop Report . ... Prices are converted to U.S. cents at noon buying rates for cable transfers, and to 
approximate gold cents on the bas·is of prices of gold in Lon don. Dots ( ... ) indicate no quotations. 

a Marcb future through Oct. 19. d Duty paid. 
I, Feb. future after Dec. 14. ' Parcels to London. 
" Three days only. , New crop Dec. 3 and following. 
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TABLE VI.-INTERNATIONAL SHIPMENTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR, WEEKLY FROM SEPTEMBER 1935* 
(Million bushels) 

Shipments from Shipments to Europe ".Po ex-Europe 
Week 

ending 'rotal I Other United 
North Argon· Aus· South Danube India eoun· Total King· Orders Conti· Total China, Others 

America tlnaa tralla Russia tries' dom nent Japan 
------------------------------------

1935 
Sept. 7 ....... 8.24 2.26 2.43 1.38 1.30 .57 .00 .30 6.50 2.10 2.22 2.18 1.74 .30 1.44 

14 ....... 9.56 2.78 3.44 1.56 .59 .74 .00 .4.5 7.69 2.99 2.08 2.62 1.87 .18 1.69 
21 ....... 10.07 3.67 2.57 2.38 1.01 .20 .00 .24 8.04 3.52 2.45 2.07 2.03 .70 1.33 
28 ....... 8.18 3.68 1.06 1.82 .99 .46 .02 .15 6.18 3.16 1.24 1.78 2.00 .56 1.44 

Oct. 5 ....... 12.06 3.94 3.14 1. 94 1.93 .65 .06 .40 10.31 5.01 2.25 3.0.5 1.75 .36 1.39 
12 ....... 10.60 3.97 1.88 1.81 2.06 .60 .00 .28 7.98 3.86 1.54 2.58 2.62 .34 2.28 
19 ....... 11.76 3.93 1.37 2.50 2.92 .82 .00 .22 9.51 4.23 1.97 3.31 2.25 .m} 2.16 
26 ....... 10.02 3.66 1.80 2.03 1.09 1.14 .06 .24 7.34 3.43 1.06 2.85 2.68 .30 2.38 

Nov. 2 ....... 12.46 5.88 1.48 2.79 .45 1.21 .02 .63 8.80 4.64 1.00 3.16 3.66 1.25 2.41 
9 ....... 11.26 4.63 1.79 2.16 1.22 1.13 .03 .30 7.33 3.67 1.58 2.08 3.93 1.12 2.81 

16 ....... 10.82 4.88 1.17 2.81 .99 .34 .08 .55 7 . .59 4.00 .45 3.14 3.23 .82 2.41 
23 ....... 9.49 4.87 1.22 1.18 1.26 .82 .00 .14 6.65 4.15 .91 1.59 2.84 .21 2.63 
30 ....... 10.14 fL02 1.05 1.00 1.07 .66 .00 .34 7.07 3.54 .67 2.86 3.07 .28 2.79 

Dee. 7 ....... 10.49 5.14 1.74 1..58 1.32 .56 .00 .1.5 6.18 2.01 1.48 2.69 4.31 .39 3.92 
14 ....... 9.85 3.67 1.37 1.87 1.99 .52 .00 .43 7.47 3.98 .87 2.62 2.38 .32 2.06 
21. ....... 9.98 5.09 .92 1.68 .97 .59 .00 .73 6.65 3.27 .62 2.76 3.33 .38 2.95 
28 ....... 6.09 3.26 .66 .77 .49 .52 .00 .39 4.35 2.28 .35 1.72 1.74 .51 1.23 
1936 

Jan. 4 ....... 5.46 1.50 .79 1.62 .84 .23 .00 .48 4.31 2.20 .52 1.59 1.15 ... .... 
11' ...... 9.06 3.72 1.08 1.23 1.10 .10 . 00 .83 .... .... . .. .... .... .. . . ... 
18' ...... 8.17 3.79 .64 2.91 . 09 . 00 .00 .74 . .... .... ... .... .... .. . . ... 

• Here converted from data in Broomhall's Corn Trade News. Not including 5.6 million bushels from Canada to the 
United States included in Broomhall's cumulative figures fo I' total shipments and shipments from North America and 
to ex-Europe up to December 28. 

a Including Uruguay. • "North Africa, France, Germany, Sweden, etc." 0 Preliminary. 

Month or 
period 

TABLE VII.-NET IMPORTS OF WHEAT AND FLOUR, MONTHLY FROM JULY 1935* 
(Million bushels) 

British Islos 'l'hree variable Importers 
Bel· Nether· Den· Nor· Sweden Switzer· Aus· 

Ger· glum' lands mark way land tria 
U.K. LF.S. Total Total France· many Italy 

-JU'-IY-.-.. -.. -.-.. -.1-
17
-.-13-1--1.-39- 18.52 ~ ~~~ -;~;T~;~~~~;-~ 

Aug .......... 14.18 1.42 15.60 .80 .58 .30 (.08) 3.30 1.98 .70 .57 (.20) 1.15 .35 
Sept. .. ....... 14.47 .69 15.16 1.24 1.05 (.19) .38 3.92 2.19 .55 .45 (.50) 2.05 .46 
Oct ........... 20.00 .74 20.74 .... 2.32 .08 ... 5.06 2.33 .76 .66 (.24) 1.57 .65 
Nov." 20.07 1.7021.77 .... 1.78d .30 ... 1.622.21 .60 .81 .15 1.66 ... 
Aug.-Nov. 

1935' ...... .. 
1934 ....... . 

68.72 
67.51 

4.55 73.27 
6.05 73.56 7.80 

5.73 .49 
1.64 4.95 1.21 

13.90 8.71 
16.74 7.04 

2.61 
5.81 

2.49 
2.82 

( .79) 
.33 

6.43 
5.89 

2.20 
2.78 

Month or 
period 

Czooho· Portu· Fin· Esto· Llthu· Man· New South 
slovakia Greece Spain gal land Latvia nla anla Egypt China chu· Japan Zea· Africa 

kuo land 
------1---·1---------------------------------------

July ........ . 
AUg ......... . 
Sept ......... . 
Od .......... . 
Nov." 
Aug.-Nov. 

193.5' ....... . 
1!)34 ...... .. 

.25 

.29 
1.59 

.13 

.14 

2.15 
.02 

1.42 
1.82 

.97 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.03 

.08 

.08 

.00 

.01 

.03 

. 12 

.22 

.43 

.34 

.38 

.38 

.30 

L61} 
( .53) 

1.40 ... 
1.41 I (.04) 

(.OO) (.Ol) 
(.04) (. 01) 
(,03) ('Ol) 
.00 (.20) 
.00 (.22) 

(.07) (.44) 
.00 (.06) 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.25 

.90 
1.41 

.90 

.38 

1.84 
2.00 
1.55 

.60 

.26 
(.l8) 
( .42) 
.10 
.15 

3.30 5.00 (.35) 
1.74 11.53 (.23) 

.06 

.04 

.18 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.86 
~------~---------~-----------------~------------------~---

* Data from official sources and International Institute of Agriculture. Dots ( ... ) indicate data are not available. Fig-
ures in parentheses represent net exports. 0 Figures preliminary for many countries. 

a Net imports in "commerce general," compiled from d Net imports in "commerce special." 
Slalistiqlle mensuelle du commerce exUrieur de la France. • Including our estimates for missing monthly data. 

b Including Luxemburg. 
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Month or 
period 

WORLD WHEAT OUTLOOK 

TABLE VIIL-NET EXPORTS OF WHEAT A ND FLOUR, MONTHLY FROM JULY 1935* 
(Million bushels) 

United Oanada Argen- Aus- USSR Hun- Yugo- Ru- Bul- Po- Mo- AI-
States" tina trail a gary slavla mania garla land rocco gerla 

= 
Tunis India 

---------------------~---
July ............ 0.06) 10.90 11.36 7.63 .25 .42 .04 .80 .00 1.39 .28 .75 1.11 .10 
Aug. ............ (2.09) 23.36 10.94 5.13 4.05 .44 .01 ... .00 .36 .40 .70 1.08 .10 
Sept ............. (3.12) 19.04 10.48 7.71 6.97 2.37 .01 ... .31 .33 .90 1.47 .82 .17 
Oct. ............. (4.89) 31.15 7.94 9.25 6.32 2.10 .02 ... .27 .85 .29 1.24 .70 .24 
Nov.· ............ (3.98) 28.90' 6.70 .... 4.66 1.62 .02 ... .29 .74 ... .... .38 .21 
Aug.-Nov. 

1935' ........... (14.08) 102.45 36.06 30.00 22.00 6.53 .06 ... .87 2.28 2.00 4.50 2.98 .72 
1934 ........... .65 80.38 63.28 34.05 1.17 4.15 2.56 .00 .00 .70 2.67 5.85 1.58 .58 

• See general footnote to Table VII. Here figures in paren theses represent net imports. 

"Includes shipments to possessions. " Gross exports for Dec. 1935 were 19.1 million bushels . 
• Figures preliminary for many countries. • Including our estimates for missing monthly data. 

Year 

1930-31. .... 
1931-32 ..... 
1932-33 .... _ 
1933-34 ..... 
1934-35 ..... 
1935-36 ..... 

1930-31 ..... 
1931-32 ..... 
1932-33 ..... 
1933-34 ..... 
1934-35 ..... 
1935-36 ..... 

1930-31 ..... 
1931-32 ..... 
1932-33 ..... 
1933-34 ..... 
1934-35 ..... 
1935-36 ..... 

1930-31. .... 
1931-32 ..... 
1932-33 ..... 
1933-34 ..... 
1934-35 ..... 
1935-36 ..... 

TABLE IX.-WHEAT DISPOSITION Es TIMATES, ANNUALLY FROM 1930-31* 
(Million bushels) 

Domestic supplies Domestic disappearance Surplus Net exports 
over wheat and flour 

I 'rotal 

domestic 
Initial I New Milled I Seed I Balancing I usee I '1'0 I From stocks crop (net) use Item" Total" Total Nov. 30 Dec. 1 

A. UNITED STATES (JULy-JUNE) 

304 890 1,194 493 81 +179 753 441 115d 72 43 
326 932 1,258 485 80 +181 746 512 127d 64 63 
385 746 1,131 493 84 +125 702 429 36 23 13 
393 529 922 449 72 + 87 608 314 28 4 24 
286 497 783" 459 76 + 97 632 151 (1) , 2 (3)' 
152 603 755' 485 82 + 93 660 95 (30)' (15)' (15) , 

D. CANADA (AUGUST-JULY) 

111 421 532 42 39 +59 140 392 258 120 138 
134 321 455 42 37 +37 116 339 207 82 125 
132 443 575 44 36 +19 99 476 264 121 143 
212 282 494 43 33 +30 106 388 194 84 110 
194 276 470 43 32 +27 102 368 165 80 85 
203 277 480 45 34 +36 115 365 275 102 173 

C. AUSTRAI.IA (AUGUST-.JULY) 

49 214 263 31 16 +4 51 212 152 24 128 
60 191 251 32 16 -3 45 206 156 33 123 
50 214 264 33 16 +10 59 205 150 27 123 
55 177 232 33 13 +15 61 171 86 26 60 
85 134 219 33 13 + 9' 55 164 109 34 75 
55 140 195 33 14 +3 50 145 115 30 85 

D. ARGENTINA (AUGUST-JULY) 

65 232 297 63 21 +8 92 205 125 14 111 
80 220 300 65 24 +6 95 205 140 25 115 
65 241 306 65 24 +10 99 207 132 15 117 
75 286 361 66 23 +7 96 265 147 33 114 

118 241 359 67 17 +13 97 262 182 63 119 
80 144 224 67 23 +9 99 125 65 36 29 

• Dased on official data so far as possible; see WHEAT STU DIES, December 1935, Table XXX. 

Year-end 
stocks 

326 
385 
393 
286 
152 
125 

134 
132 
212 
194 
203 
90 

60 
50 
55 
85 
55 
30 

80 
65 
75 

118 
80 
60 

"Total domestic disappearance minus quantities milled • Too low; docs not Include some wheat shipped to Can-
for food and used for seed. ada and eventually exported from there. 

b Total domestic supplies less surplus over domestic use. • Not including estimated net imports. 
C Summation of net exports and year-end stocks. 'Net import. 
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