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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Farmers are becoming more appreciative and conscious of thafaet

that "heppenings" in the marketing sector of our economy m&teri

affect their farm earnings. Host progressive farmers nawmze that

irrespective of how cheaply a product is pmdnézed; maximm rxe'h revenue
from its production is realized only if the product is also marketed
at the most opportune time,

All farm products exzhibit a pattern of seasonal price varmt:mns

The pattern and amount of seasonal price variation is closely associated
with variations in the quantity of product marketed throughout the year

wne from

and the perishability of the product. Hog prices are not i

~this economic ill; in fack, they are a good example of it. The fact that

in recent years hog m&rke&ings_ have tended to be more um.femly émtm.-
buted is an indication that hog producers are becoming more “market
conscious R , _ | o
Today's successful hog producers must not only sﬁudly“ and practice
the teehaiéal phases of breeding, feeding and magement ¥ tﬁaﬁ -mmﬁ like~
wise strive to understand and appreciate the factors which affecz; hog
prices. UWhether aware of it or not, hog producers (and other pﬁmiumm
as well) are constantly making forecasts. They must decide .viv:heth@r tot

(1) increase or decrease the size of the hog enterprise, (2) breed and

feed for an early or late market, or (3) feed the hogs produced to light,
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nedium or heavy wei:gms:._ All ef these decisions involve price forecasting.

And to a great extent a p:ré&aeer*ﬂsf farm earnings are depﬁ‘zﬁdéﬁ% xxpcm his

success as a forecaster, For mght or wrong, the pm&mer makes up his

mind about probable pmce$ and proceeds accordingly

Statement of the Problem

- The over-all problem, then, may be phrased in terms of a question:
What factors influence —- and to what extent -~ returns from the hog
enterprise? This thesis concerns itself mainly with the management
decisions involved in attempting to meximize retums from the hog enter-

prise. Management decisions, quite correctly, include the determination

of when to market and what weights of hogs to produce., To maximize re—
turns from the hog enterprise requires consideration of both the revenue
and cost functions involved. In cther words, profits would be st a

cimum when marginal ecosts of the enterprise were equal to the marginal

obher items of costs must be deter-

revenue obbtainable. Yy Feed and all
mined, based on quant:d;y of inpubs and their respective prices. Hog prices
must be caleulated (estimated) according to weights and .pbab?r.e date of
marketing in order to compube the market revenve. In addition, some means
of estimating and accounting for the error of estimate are involved in

the full solubion of the problem.

Y The criterion for determining a maximum solution in this problem is
not different from that of any other seonomic problem’ The marginal
conditions which must be met if profits are maximized can be found
in any Economic Analysis textbook.




Importance of the Problem

Income from hog sales contributed to teté,l farm income ea‘ Ll ,az‘a
.*Iumia farms in 1%,9. by These farmers sold 621, 563 hogs valued at
$17,471,640; the average Virginia farmer selling hogs ‘sold 15 hogs
valued at 397 per lot. | |

In 1950, 103,554 farms reported hogs on farms. These farms na,d a
total hog inventory of 887,83% head including 90,387 brood sows., Thus,
hog production represents a sizaable share of total livestock production
in the state., WNorthern Virginia (Crop Reporting Districi;.;?) and Soubh~
eastern Virginia (Crop Reporting District 9) are the two major areas of
concentration for commercial hog production. 2 These two distmcts
combined accounted for nearly 60 per cent of the state's mc@me from
hogs, with Southeastern Virginia accounting for more than 33 per cent
of the stete total, Table 1. and Fig.ure 2 show tha.h'mast -c‘;cu:ztisa:s in
Southeastern Virginia obtain a major share of their livastagk income f{rom
the sale of hogs. For all counties in the area, on the 1 avwage, 73.7 per
cent of the income from the sale of livestock and livestock products

(other than poultry and daz.rymg} is derived from the sale of h@gé;

-/ 1950 Agrlcultwal Census. Preliminary County releases.

2/ See Figure l. This oubline map shows the counties included in the-
various Crop Repertmg Districts as used by the Virg:m:t.a Grop He-
porting Service, .
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Figure 1.~ Map of Virginia - Counties of crop reporting district 9 outlined in red
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Table 1.~ Incme from Livestock, Hog Sales, Number of Hogs
Sold and Number of Farms Selling by Counties
in Crop Repcrtmg Distriet 9, 1949

Percent : o
Livestock o - Hunber of
. Income frcm Income from Income Number of Farms
County Livestoeck®*  Hog Sales from Hogs Hogs Sold _ Selling
' Ballars o Bollars Fer Lent Number Humber

Brunswick 379,813 105,858 27.9 5,449 - 624
Dinwiddie 535,270 325,590 60.8 - 11,000 679
Greensville 229,983 175,173 76.2 6,717 436
Isle of Wight ,@3.9,882:. 876,053  85.9 25,433 738
Mecklenburg = 544,855 142,291 27.2 7,935 803
Nansemond 1,_.1&1;1;219 1,026,472 - 89.9 30,791 865
Horfolk 354,286 195,765 55.3 6,979 330
Prince George 326,373 241,820 Tho1 8,367 - 365
Princess Anne 730,542 436 ,3’71 59.7 13,506 1369
Southampton 1,349,065 1,191,104 88.3 37,960 1,308
Surry 565 ’75& L97 428 87.9 15,117 511

Disbrict total ,923,5,61.: 5,851,008 T3.TEE 187,485 7,;73-4
Percent of ' ' ' o '
State total 10.2 334 22, Gk 27.5 17.6

Source of data: Preliminary county estimates, 1950 Agricuitural Census.

% Other than poultry and dairy products
#*  District average
% State average

The main geographic area to which this thesis is directed is South-
eastern Virginia for the following reasons: (1) as shown above this is
the most concentrated area of commercial hog production in the state,
(:2) any benefits which may acerue from this thesis would be more bene-
ficial to the total economy (aggregate) because of the number of producers
and the aiée- of their operation, and (3) furbher technological improve-
ments in swine husbandry and feed production would likely lead to an

expansion of swine production and marketing in the area. Richmond hog
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prices are used in all revenue calculations for it is assumed that
Richmond quotations quite accurately reflect the prices paid riﬁ'a?- hogs

at the smaller markets in the area,

Objectives of the Study

The over-all ohjectiﬁa of the study is to ‘-vmalyze eerbain factors -
and the extent of their mﬂn@mem which affecf‘i:- returns to the hog
enterprise., The specific objectives of this %hesis arer (1) to analyze
the price behavior at‘ Richmond for b#teher‘ he_'gsl of three weight grbups;
namely lightweight hogs (180~228 pa@udﬁ) , mediﬁ?n welght hogs (220-270 N
pounds), and heavy weighﬁs {270 pounds and kup);; (2) to analyze the price
relationships between hog prices at Rigiﬁnénd and C‘hicagz;;’and (3) to
determine the most advantageous time of markebing and m@st‘pmfita;blé
weight of hog to produce, farrowed at different times of the ;yeé.r and

assuning certain feed éemsmnpt‘ien data snd rate of gain data,

Methodology and Source of Data

To determine net revenues one must determine total revenue and
deduct total cost. Since total revenue is solely the product of the
guantity of a given product sold times its umt price, one of the first
things which must be determined is the pric‘e per unit of product sold,
In this thesis the unit of product is pounds of pork and prices are |

expressed in dollars per hundredweight of hogs ( 1iveweig,-h:tz-.



pred:;.ctmg Rlchmond hog prices for ‘hhe years prior to 1948 smce useable

R ',_?years 19[;2«19146 were om1t‘oed for.abvlous resasons. To make the revenua

“;-,__'-;R:Lchmcnd was useel. These price _,stlmatas arxd the detaa.ls of ‘their

i = :‘,v.}:‘*‘derivati{m are e:qalamed m Ghapter II

P 1.:';: : varlems weight groups of hags were chosen.

Priaes 0f hogs at Chicago are used because they are readily avgil.., ’

'-__"fable i.n useable :Earm.r Hog prlces a.t. Chicago were used as a.n 31d in

v "f. ‘prlces were not available i‘rcm R:.chmond. In.' all prlce da‘ba the cont,rol e

o estimates :Ln Ghapter II the 12 ‘yea:z" averag }prlce of hogs ( estmated) at.]_:

In makmg revenue ealculatmns the Aapproxmate midpo.mts of the

For en;ample, the 1ightwe:1.ght.f.' s

. h ogs (130..220 pounds) are taken as 200 pounds', the med:mm welght hcgs

i vf‘(221-270 pounds) are taken as 250 pﬂunds and the heav.v welght hogs (271 RN

pounds and up) are taken as 300 poumis._ In detem:ming ‘the woight of the“f;"

) '_’hogs at a givm date the rate of gain rsport.ed in 'Fechnlcal Bulletin 891,,

","‘.was used. ../ Based on these dat.a hogs are assumed to reaeh 200 pounds at-f:'_y‘_'

o | 138 days of age, 250 pe\mds a;t 218 da.vs, and 300 pounds at 2&9 days, AL

' o : ,Feed cests were determined by ua:m the physical mputs reported m
W "Technical Bulletin 8%. -/ Feed cests were_computed on the ’basis of

To determine total costs the rather mdely accepted procedure of

assnmmg feed costs equal tu 75 per cent of total costs was . followed. 'f,

i ;':jA‘T.v:prices of feeds prevazlmg at the t.ime t.he' hogs were marketed. The prn.ces

e ../ Atkinsm, L. Jay - Klem, Jokin w., Fesd Consgmt.i,on and ﬂarket&.ﬂﬁ
- ‘{e £ h’cs of_Hoj e’ United States Department of Agm.culﬁure, Techmcal
'.../ Ibid.




applied were those reported by the Virginia Crop Reporting Service, The

procedures fmllawéd in computing costs and determining net revenues are

explained in detail as the analysis develops in Chapter III,

Some information obtained from farmers in the statewide survey of

livestock farmers conducted by the Virginia Agricultural arment
~ Btation in March-ipril of 1951 is used to round-out the analysis.
The specific source of data used is acknowledged wherever it appears

in the thesis.

Scope and Limitations

The z%eader must be cautioned thab @z‘heﬂ conclusions from the analysis
of the data used in this thesis are b&ﬁﬁ& on long time average prifées.~
For any particular year other factors m&y be of enough imporbance to oube
weigh the effect of the factors rwmally guiding the behavier of the prices
of hogs snd hog production resources. Also, all feed costs are based on
average conswnption rates of hogs. |

Some error may be preseni% in the analysis due to the use of the
estimated prices for Richmond @;er a long period of time. The use of
this estisﬁafa@d; price is necessiated becguse of the helerogeneiby » of the
price guotations at the Richwond market before 1948. Certain adjustments
reiaﬁing to costs of production (daily rate of gain, amount of feed fed,
ete.) may be essential before final &ppllcation of ‘Lhe resul‘as of this

study can be applied to an individual hog producing operation.
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Review of Literature

There is little information in published literature concerning i;iae

/opt;s.mmn weights to sell hegs i‘arrawaﬁi at different times of tm year.

cal E

Atkinson and Klein in Tec zj-vflatm Eﬁtzmber 294 determined the
mcreased total value ai’ h:gs feé i‘;o various hemry we:zghtﬁ on a monthly
basis us:mg average of t;»hg; 1931—-»‘1% vﬂhica,gu price, —/ An -:emenem
study of hog prices :a!s ﬂmcaga and other marke*i;s, Prieei}z.ffe!igﬂm}ﬁm

Slaughter Hogs, was conducted by the North Central Livestock Marketing

Research Gmmttee.g/ The bebavior of hog price differentials between

in the corn belt reglion, and

Chicago and various other merkets, mainly i
ice ifferentia.ls- betwesn different weights of hogs en the same markets
were studied, They found theb the price differential changed frequently
between markets, The differential between different weights on the same
market had fewer changes than the differential between various markebs.

in 1949 veviewed 2 larse numbsr of egperi~

A masters thesis by Bain
mental results on hog production and discussed some of the more important

hog preduction Opmg'tiws in Southesstern Virginia. 3/ He repmﬁaﬁ that a

Y Atkinson, L. Jay and Klein, John W., Feed Consumpti | Varketing
ights of Hogs. United States i}‘epartmmﬁ of ﬁgmculture, Tecmncal

_ Buuetm Ho. 894, 1945,

E/ ﬁarth Central Livestock Marketing Research Committee, Price Differentials

Slaughter Hogs.,  Iowa State College Agricultural ‘é’aqzerment Station
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- fair breeding program was present, and that aﬁaau’t 50 per cent ., of ‘the
boars were purebred. However, he felt that producers in the érfea weres
(1) failing to give sows and pigs proper attention at farmmng, and

(2) not including sufficient mineral supplément in the rabions, According
to Bain the major feeds }ujs‘é.ﬁ in producing hogs were corn and high protein
feeds. Hogs obtained peanuts in the ration enly by glecm:mg t-hej Yf:‘aelcis

é.ft-ez* harv‘e;st .

Definition of Terms

In this thesis certa:m terms are used with particular meaning to
the sﬁb\ject matter, jﬁast of these.ﬁ?ms‘ are defined where they are
introduced in the body of the thesis,

Only good and choice slaughter hogs (barrows and gilts) are em’_.-‘
sidered in this thesis. The following terms are used to differentiate
between *fmighjh,raﬁges;

Light weight hozs have an average weight of 200 pounds and may as

individuals weigh from 180 to 220 pounds. » B :
Hedium weight hogs have an average weight of 230 pounds and may as
individuals weigh frem 220 to 270 panziés,.

refers

~ Heavy
to hogs weighing 300 pounds,

weight hogs may weigh from 270 to 300 pounds bub usuall;



CHAPTER II

Profitable pork production requires the planning of a pust:mxz "
pattern that will function efficiently and furnish fmmhed h@gs’ff;{:r »
market when hog prices are g:agsiz- favorably relat.edts pradactmamsts.
In order to make thess ylangmtelllgeﬁtly a kmﬁlaﬁgé of t.te;e: ‘%ﬁaﬁar‘
of hog prices, part:.cularly seasonal pricm, is :e;c:esséry.“ It is es~
sential to have an understanding of the ,fiucﬁaaﬁi@;xs of hg;g vp:ri}cigs;ﬂ%
only at ihe local markets hﬁ‘b also at all major markets whi}:;-h, may be

_ exp.ec;i:}fed to influence the level or pattern of hog prices in the local’
area. , ‘ o o

Other major hog markets, although Qﬁmme the mrmal supply area,
influence the behavior of hog prices at markets within a local area
because they are also potential market outlets. For instance, if hog
prices at local markets get sulficiently out ‘a:-'f. line in rse‘},aﬁicn to
prices at outside markets -- so that producers could profit by trans-~
porting their hogs to the outside markets and if this situation continues
to exist -— producers are likely (if they are aware of the condition) to
begih selling on %;:hrese outside markets in order to increase ‘their net

| returns., Similarly, if the price situation should reverse :ﬁssezli“ local
packers will not buy their supply of hogs at local markets if they can
buy hogs at disfbtaﬁt ma;rigeﬁg_at prji;gs‘ suff:miently kwer to cover %rmas-f

portation, shrinkage, and other costs. Thus hog prices at a given market



usually will not, for any length of time, remain far out of line in
relation to other influencing markets.
Factors Affecting Hog Price Variations

Hog prices vary from yw to year, season to season, and from day

to variations in per

to day, These price variations are due largely
eapita disposable income; prices of substitute products, and the amount
of pork produced and marketed,

Annual Veriations.~ The relationship between per capita disposable

income and average price per hundred pounds of hogs at Chicago is shown
in Figure 3. Consumers tend to spend a rather constant percentage of
their disposable income for meat products. ;(,./ | From 1930 to 1942, prior
to rationing and price controls, the amount of disposable income spent
for all meats varied only from 6.4 to 7.;.3 per cent. The per cent vvaried
from a low of 5.9 per cent inl%&,? when pefeapita disposable income
was high and rabtioning of meat products was in effw‘h, to a high of 10,1

per cent in 1947, following the removal of rationing., Part of this

increased percentage in 1947 may have been due to spendings of accummlated
savings in addition to current disposable inceme., Prices of beef and
mutton influence the proportion of disposable per capita income spent

for meat which may be spent for pork. If the price relationship between

v Caleulated from data in Agriculbural Outlook, United States Department
of Agriculture, Bureau of Agricultural Iconomiecs, 1952,
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beef, mutton, and pork is such that consumers decide that the utility
of thelr beef and mutton dollar is greater than the utility of their
pork dollar, the proportion of their mest dollar going for ‘B@i’k ‘Wm
ﬁe:@:reas:@ and the proportion spent for beef and mubton will mcrease
until prices of these three products, in the absence of controls, _aﬁtfo--
matically reach an 'equilibriwn. v | |

o Once the pmpertisn of ﬁhe consumer's dispaséble income spent for
pork has been determined, the pz*i#e_z of péfk will Iva.e largely} ée%ermed,
in the short-run, by variations in quantities of pork marketed,

Seasonal ‘%ria.tigﬁ;f Seasona}. v‘a;riat._ifms i’m hog prices are due mainly

to changing demand and supply relaﬁiméhips. Y Thé prirxeipal e@nditi@h;s
influencing this relationship according to Themsen 2/ are: (1) Changes

in demand; changes in business conditions may either greatly increase or

decrease the normal seasonal fluctuations of hog prices and often cause

reversals in the usual trend, (2) Heather; a severe winter condition

extending into edrly spring may cause the number of pigs saved per litter
to be less than usual., In addition some of the pigs saved may be stunted

due to the weather and they may mature less rapidly. (3) Corn supplies

and price; the size, quality, and price of the corn supply is one of the

most important factors causing deviations from the normal price movements.

1/ An excellent discussion of the effect of the corn supply on the weight
of hogs marketed can be found in: HNorth Central Livestock Marketing
Research Commitbtee, Price Differentials for Slsughter Hogs. Iowa State
College ﬁvrmultur&l Experiment Station Bulletin No. P93, 1948, page 90.

2/ Th@msea, Freériek Lmﬁy, Agricultural Prices, First Edition, Hew York
and London: MeGraw-Hill Boak Company, Inc., 1936, pp. 3 %»3&8..
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L&rge corn crops eﬂﬁéwage feeding pigs to heavier welghta. Low comn
prices which usually accompany mgh corn @fee‘mc"t;. ’tezzéi to make the
hog enterprise more pref:t.table and encourage more hogs Lo be held back

o

for breeding, Smaller market recelpts are a resu}:t of thls breedi,ng

expansion, (4) The ho @-cﬂrn_j rice ratios; if heg—»c-,o'm price ratza’sﬁ are

low in the swmmer months, pr e&ucars will be inclined to sell bred sows

 and gilts before farrowing time, The effect of this tends to intensify
seasonal marketings., (5) Storage stocks; about one-fourth to one~third

of the dressed hog is sold as fresh pork within a month after the date

of slaughter, ‘Th-e remainder goes into cured pork products and lard, The
curmg of these products requires time. Demand for cured pork products

is usually the largest in %hesammer’; while the bulk of hogs are slaughter-
ed in the fall and winter months, Thas; curing and storing of peﬁk products
is an important factor in ad;ustmg pork supplies to da:aém.

In addition to thesé faﬂﬁérs, the distribution of farmvn.ngs by
months should be considered, The date and concentration of f;rréwings by
~months partially controls the markebing date of slaughter hogs. There is
a period of aboul f:».ve weeks during which p;.gs of a g:..ren farremng date
may be marketed within a given weight class. The dlstmbutmns of ‘the
per cent of sows farrowing by months during 1948-1950 in Virginia and in
Indiana~Illinois are shown in Figure 4. Farrowings in Virginia éfere more
uniformily distributed, both by months and by seasons, than fin} tha eastern
corn belt states , Indiana and Illinois. The size of the spring amd fall
pig crops in Virginia is about egual while the spring é‘r@? m I:‘admna—
Illinois is 1k per cent larger than the fall crop. | o
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Daily Variations,- The price of hogs at a given market on any

particular day will be determin ed by short-run supply and demand relat-
ionships. Total hog production for the year may be high or .w ma.y vbe‘

| low but once the supply for the day has been éelivemd to the market,

the price for those hogs will be determimaci by the volume of hogs on

hand at the mariet and the market demand, represented by the mmbers and
types of buyers at the market and the amounts they desire to buy. Usually
most buyers have a minimum wnmmt that they must buy. But if '.empei;itian

is not sufficient te bid the price high or the run is unmsually large,

buyers may purchase more hogs than they omginany olanned to buy. Hog
prices may also fluctuate from d day to day at cer%ain markats because cf
the purchasing pattern that packers have developed. Some small slaughter-
ing plants often buy hogs for slaughter only once or twice 2 week. The
presence of these buyers at t’;@e market on eerbain days increases :&heveamw
pe'hitim for the available s&ppiy, Usually if ;??,ma;tl slaughterers have

planned their plant operations so as to slaughter only on cartam days

of the week they are willing to bid nmore sharply in order to obtain their
supply on that day rather than wait until the following day. Similar-

1y, many farmers have planned their operations so that they deliver

their hogs to the market on certain days of the week, Hnwever,; ag a

market becomes adjusted and well estdblished in an area, the days of

strongest demand and the days of larger volume *hesd to csin;:me.

s,

will then try to buy when the supply is the Mgest and pr@ducem will
: at»-t;t to market their supply when the demand is the strongest,
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Changes in the General Level of Hoz Prices

In recent years hog prices have increased to higher levels from
the depths they were in 1934, when the average annual price i‘ﬂr hogs.
received by Virginia farmers was only $4.63 per .r;m_dreﬂweighti; Hog
prices reached their price peak of$25.32 in 1948. The amag@ annual
price of hogs in 1949 dropped apiaraxmately $6.00 per 100 pounds below
the 1948 levels and has remained at approximately that level through
1950. Table 2 shows the average annual prices for hogs received by
hrgfmz.a fa;rmers% from 1934 through 1950.

Table 2.~ Estimated Yearly Average Price of Hegs Received by

Farmers as of the 15th of the Eonth,
Vuginia 1934-1950

‘ Prme per
hundred

1943
98,
1945
1946 L{e95
1947 24,15
1948 25432
- 1949 19,8
'8 86 1950 19.27
“Virginia Fazm Sta»m@;% “State @eparhment of Agrmulture '
Virginia ﬂpemtz,ve Crop Reporting Service, Bulletin No.
- 15, p. 132. 1949. The prices for the years 1948-1950 were
__computed from daily averages in Pederal-State Harket News=
““Service, Virginia Department of Agriculbure, Division of
Harkets, issued daily.

Analysis of Hog Prices at Richmond

- In recent years Richmond has become one of the major hog markets

in the east, Total salasble receipts of hogs on the Richmond matke*ﬁ have



exceeded those of any other market east of the Ohio River in the past
few years. In 1949 more than 2%; hogs were sold through the Rich-
mond market and eiurmg 1950 the total salable mzzeipﬁs exceeded | ‘
329,000 head, 1/ However, comparatively little historical hog gri#@ |
information in the famnecessaryf a detailed price analysis is
available for the Richmond market, Although hog price quotations issued
by the State Division of %arkeﬁs are available since 3_939, the weight
ranges quoted prior to 1948 changed frequently., Becauéaevgf ‘these fre-

. quent and erratic changes in the weight ranges tgzmis@dg hog prices prior

to 1948 cannot be used in studying their curmt behavior at Hichmond.

Daily Price V’ariatmasm Hog prices at Richmond frequently changed
from day to day during the _m:exriad"fm Jﬁﬁ@ 13, 1949 teo December 8,
1950, Fluctuations of daily prices as shown in Figure 5 were very

much alike for all three classes of hogs. Very seldom did thepmw of
one group change without a smllar change in the other twe elasgﬁs:.
During the year when hog prices were increasing, most daily changes

were upwards., However, mscasimally such upward price changes were

more than the demand~supply rélatmmhig mrraﬁted. Zﬂ: such cases,

a decline in prices often wmrmﬁ the following siay. When a dommrd

chaﬂge oceurred it usuall;r r@m&é aia %h:es lswez? lwel i‘ar emly one

hanges occurred during the

or two days. lore frequent but smalle:

. y Heceipts and Dis .-‘sztion of Livestock at 65 Public HMarkets. Calen-
. dar Year 1949 and 1950, “United Stabes Department of &grmulture,

Production and Marketing Administration.
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time of yeai‘* when prieeé i&erglov{rest. This was partiéﬂlaz*lj; nrue
from October through December. _

“The frequency of price changes which occurred during the latter
part of 1949 and most of 1950 at Richmond is shown in TableB. épprox:.—-
mately one-third of the time (107-110 of 3% days) prices. renained the
sane for one day only., The nudber of times the price rermmedﬁhe same
for two consecutive days varied from 42 for the 22&2’7@ pound e¢lass to
L5 for the 270=-300 pound class. Seldom did the prices of all ‘ﬁhme _
weights of hogs remain the same for three consecutive days or longer.

Table 3.~ The ﬁwﬂﬁe«r of Times that the Price for Three Classes

of Hogs Remained the same for Various Numbers of

Consecutive Days During & Period of 390 Days
at, Richmond, Jurw, 19&9—99(:&&’9% 8, 195

Seven Humber

One o | days ~days

Class of day Two Three Four Five Six or o in
hogs _ only days days days days days more Total period

o220 07 43 g & 3 » 19, 3%
220-270 110 42 22 8 é 3 5% 196 390
2050 17 k5 D 7 7T 3 5 1% 3%

¥ The longest permd Without a chaﬂge was for thirteen days ¥ January
30-February 14, 1950,
of equé;l importance tart:ze frequency rate of changes m EOg prices
is some knowledge of the 'amaa'nt- of change in priceg, In atharvmrds,
how much change is 11kely when hog prices do change‘? ‘The distributin
of the amount ei’ change wm.ch aceurred when hog prices ehaﬁged at

Richmond during the 390 day period is shown in Table 4. Hore than



90 per cent of the price changes were in amounts of 50 cenbs per 100

pounds or less. M#verage price changes for the light and medium weight "

hogs were 35 cenbs per 100 mmzdﬂs or bwo cents less than for Lhe heavy

weight hogs. si:rf‘m—wﬁve,pergmﬁ of the price ahﬁﬁg&s were in amaw‘a‘ba

of 25 cents per 100 pemds. Although pﬁiﬁ@ ‘changes amounting to qﬁl.i)@
Tabla A,- Vargmg Amounts that the Price of H@gﬁ Changed Per

Hundredwelight during the 390 Day Period, Rlcmamé
June 135 l%?-—ﬁecemser 8, 1959

Average

’ - dellars
2.00- Total ~ of

2 ' 1,50 3..’25 _Bp nuvber change

iéam’bar Qf_t.' 105 Lt

10 .15 .25 .50 .75 3. 1,
3 031 5% 6 0 1 3 1 0 19 .35

| 11 a6 .35

101 1% .97

C20-270 3 3 127 55 5 1 0 0
270-300 3 3 120 51 7 1 3 0O

or more per 100 pounds selriom @ccurmd; they mmrred twice as e%ﬁn

for the heavy weight hogs as i‘-grf' either the medium or light we:aght

hogs. The pattern of price ¢ gesiar &1l three weights was approxie-

mately the séme, » _ , | ‘ | |
Severe price changes of §1.00 or more are likely to occur only:

(1) when market prices break i‘mmthe:wh;,g:h summer Yevel in early fallj

(2) when the heavy fall run of hogs first begins to hit the market; or,

(3) when the spring eupply drops sharply and the normal swmmer seasonal

price imr@aﬁés begin.

- Differences in }3&1_,}_3 Pmae @mkaﬁmﬁa.a x}aring the spring and.

sunmer of 1950 hog prices at Ehehm'md were hwh\?r on E’r ay than on
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other days of the week (Table 5). However, for the yesr as a w%wle;
little differences existed between prices on different days of the
week, The Lmttle d:n ference that was present was due to chance bﬂcaase
an ?#*falue {test of :sig,niﬁf‘ic:&me} of I.esss‘than one Was -oatam@d fmm T
an analysis of variance for all three classes of hogs, I%i:@wevar,_,:_ by |
dividing the price pattern into-two parts: (1) the period of increasing
and higher level of prices from April 1 bo August 3}, and (2) the peried

Table 5,~ Average Price of H@gs by Days of the Week, Classes of
Hogs, and Different Periods of the Year, Rmhmond 1950

hogs _ Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday m&a i

180-220 18.78 18,79 1876 18.82 18,86 50
220-270 18.09 18.08 18,07 18.12  18.14 50
20-300 17.17 17.15 17.17 17.20 17.23 50

B 19,92 19,96 19.95 20,08 20,23 22
220270 19.15 19.13  19.1,  19.26  19.38% 22
20-300 1838 18.3%  18.37 1851 1B.6W 22

- January 1-March 31 and Sept, l-December 31, 1950 = o

' T 180220 17.89 17.89  17.8k  17.82 17,79 28
220-270 17.31 17.30  17.28 17,27  17.2 28
270-300 16.28 16.27 16,25  16.23 16,20 28

¥ K signitficant difference exists between Friday prices and the First

three days of the week, The least significant venges for the three
classes ab the five per cent level are following the procedure in
Dunean, D. B., A Significance Test for Differences hetween Ranked
Trea:tments in An Analysis of Variance. Virginia P@lytechn__c Institute
Departmen’c of Statisties, 1951. o ,
Number of meanse 2 .3 L 5

180-220 T 1916 .'z;, 2196

220270 ~1138 1249 .1396 <1432




of decreasing and lower level of ‘prices for the year fram January 1 to

March 31, and from September 1 to December 31, a slightly different

daily pattern of price differentials emerges. From April 1 until
August 31, prices on Friday were nearly always above those for éafiier

days in the week. The average price on Friday for this permé during

1950 was $20.23 per pounds for 180-220 pound hogs, $19.38 for 220~

270 pound hogs, and $18,6L per 100 pounds for 270-300 pound hogs ,v Prices
of hogs on Friday ranged from 25 to 31 cents per 100 pounds above Nondsy
and Tuesday prices from April to September. During periods of decreasing
prices and/or when hog prices were at lower levels -- indicating larg;er ‘

receipts - no significant difference existed between daily mean prices,

Seasonal Price Variation.- Weekly average prices of three weight
classes of butcher hogs at Richmond, for the period 1948-1950, are showmn
in Figure 6. The three year weekly average price for light weight hogs
declined from a@promately $21.00 per 160 pounds in Janwary to the
yearts low of $17.50 per 100 pounds in the latter part of April. From

| this seasonal low, prices inereased until a peak of about $25,00 per
100 pounds was reached in early August snd remained ab this higher level
until late September. Prices then declined as the fall marketings started
until about the first of December. FPrices paid for the heavi‘nér weight
hogs exhibited the same seasonal price pabttern but at lower levels.

Price Differentials between Different Weight Classes ab Richmond.-

~

Hogs weighing 180~220 pounds generally command a price premium of 75 cents
t class at Richmond (Figure 6).

per 100 pounds above the 220-270 pound weig

The widest differential between weight classes usually occurs during both
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Figure 6.- Weekly average prices paid for three weight classes of good and choice
barrows and gilts for the years 1948-1950 at Richmond.

Source, - Appehdix Tables 1, 2, and 3.
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the seasonal low and seasonal high price periods, During the entire
month of April 1950, the price differential between light and medium
weight hogs was at least $1.,00 per 100 w-zés, The minimum price

differential bebtween the two classes oecurred during late January and

garly February. For the three years 19481950 the sverage élfferential
was approximately 50 cents per 100 pounds. The 270300 pound class of
hogs averaged about $2.00 per 100 pounds below the 180-220 pound class,

During April, the Mt‘trer part of July, August, and early September the

180~220 pound hogs sold for approximately %2.25 per 100 pounds more

than the 270-300 pound hogs.

Hog Prices in the Smithfield-lolland Area

Hog prices m the Szmthfleld—-ﬁe}.lanﬁi area were approximately the
same as tsh@éer at Richmond from March 1950 to March 1951, as shown in
Figure 7. Richmond quotations @emge& about 25 ea&tzs_per_l" pomd:s
above the Smithfield-Holland prices during this period. However, the
quotations at Smithfield were for a weight range of 180 to 240 pounds
while at Richmond the weight range was from 180 to 220 pounds. Thus,
if the pri’,fse- of the 2;2@—2@23 pound hogs were e;maluaaé‘i from the Smithfield

quotations they might average ﬁlzghtly higher,

Hog Prices at Chicago

Some agricultural specialists maintain that the Chicago market also

sets the prices paid for livestock ab other markets, while others quite
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convineingly dispute the claim. 1/ Tt is not intended here to enter into
this argument, bub rather to analyze the prices of hogs at Chicago and
Richmond for recent years when comparable price data from ba‘bh zﬁarkets

arc available, Leter in this chapter Chicago prices are used in estinating
hog prices at Richmond for years in which Richmond price éaﬁa are unavail-
able in useable form. |

Three Year Weekly Average Hog Prices.~ Weekly sverage hog prices

at Chicago of three weight classes for the years 1948-1950 are shown in
_Figure? 8 The seasonal low and seasonal high prices at both markebs
were reached at approximately the same time of the year. Hewevez-_, hog
prices at Chicago usually exceeded f&hese» at Richman&_. |
The priee differentials between the various weights on the same
market were the greatest during the seasonal low and seasonal high at
both Richmond and Chicago. | R

Tuelve X’eai' Weelkly Average H@g Prices.~ ﬁee}*}.y average hag g;rlces '

for a 12 year period (1935-1942 and 1947-1950) at Ch:r.caga are shown in
Figure 9, 2/ They followed apprmm%ely the seasanal ma’b‘hm ef the
l9£¢.8-1950 averages. However, since these averages included years of law
prices as mll as years of h:‘.gh prices; the amount of seasonal change in
dollars wé;s less for the weekly alxzeragejpﬁees of the 12 year peri@é than
fo;? the 1948-1950 weekly average prices. ‘fhe‘ seasonal low and seasonal

high prices occurred during the same weeks for both periods. Weekly average

1/ Por an excellent discussion of this argmnmt see Shepherd, Geoffrey S. s
HMarketing Farm Products, Second Edition. Ames, Iowa: The Imva State

College Press, 1947.
"2/ The years 1942-19/6 were omitted because of war-time price controls.
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price extremes during the 12 year period varied from a low of $12.10
per 100 pounds for 270-300 pound hogs in late April to a hish of $15.85

for 180~220 pound hogs in late July.

Chicago-Richmond Price Differentials

The ratio of hog prices at Richmond to those at Chicago are shown
in Figure 10, The comparisons are bewezeﬁ the weekly average pricés |
at the two markets for the three year period 1948-1950 and are expressed
in percentages. Prices at Richmond become more favarablg: as th-é graphic
line denoting the Richmond price approaches 100 per cent. In other rds,
the nearer the Richmond price line is to the 100 per cent line; the closer
are prices at the two markets, When the price iin.e is above the 100 per
cent l:me, hog prices ab Richmond are above those at Chicago.

o for Light Wels

ht

Price Differentials between Richmond and Chica

Hogs.~ Light weight hog prices at Ba,chmond éluring 1948-1950 averaged 96
per eent of Ghieagfa pricés. But in April Richmond hog prices averaged
only 91 pe.r cent of Chicago prices. This was the largest average price |
differential that aéeurmd during the season. During September, October,
and November prices of hogs at Richmond compared more favorably with
Chicago prices than at any other time, The last week of September was

the only time when hog prices at Richmond exceeded those at Chicago.

Price Differentials between Richmond and Chicago for Medium Weight

Hogs.~ Prices of medium weight hogs at Richmond during 1948-1950 averaged

93 per cent of Chicago prices. The widest pr‘:i;ce differentials occurred
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during April and early May when Riechmond prices averaged only 87 per
cent of Chicago prices. The smallest price differential existed in .
December and January when the Richmond price averaged 96 per cent of
the Chicago price. |

Brice Differentials botween Bichmond and Chicago for Heavy Weisht

Hogs.~ Prices of heavy weight hogs at Richmond during 1948-1950 averaged
90 per cent of the Chicage prices. The widest differentials in average

prices occurred in April and September when Richmond prices averaged 85

and 88 p@]i; cent respectively of Chicago priees, The smallest price

differentials occurred in December and January when Richmond prices

averaged 93 per cent of Chicago prices.

A comparison of aectual prices per 100 pounds of liveweight between
the two markets is shown in Eiguras 11, 12, and 13, It is significant
to note that the heavier the hogs the larger the price differential and
also that the differential is the largest in the spring and early fa.ll.

This seasonality of the price differentials between the two markets
is due largely to differences in the seasonality of salsble hog receipts
at. the tam markets, Table 6 a’héw‘s ‘the a%rerag@e number and per cent of
marketings by months a‘t, Richmond and tﬁhic:agc».far the years l938~19 and
1948-1950. Thirty-five per cent of the total salable receipts of h@gyé
at Rwimend, during 1948-1950, were hénﬁled during };iasreh; hpril, and Eé’ay,
whereas only 22.4 per cent of the total annual salable receipts were
marketed at Chicago during the same period, Approximately 34 per cent of

the total salable receipts at Chicagoe arrived during November, December,
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Taiﬂ.e a.-biﬁonth}.y Distributicn of T@tal Salable ch %cew p‘t,s at f‘hicago and Richmond

Gn:zcggo o R Eh.chmcmd

- l@lé 1550 1938-1%{) 3;%8-—1‘?50

. Total ——y Per cent. H Total  Per ecent Total  Per cemt. “Total  Per cent

Month __ of total mnumber  of total  number _ of total number _ of totsl
January 1,69%3@5 12,3 856,319 111.5 : 66,492 _ 10,2 91,146 69 -

Febroary  Gh2,0l6 6.8 529,67 7.2 63,761 9.8 79,823 8.7
Harch 1,002,303 7.2 SL5,612 T3 72,280 1.1 m;lasa 12,3
April 929,183 6.7 556,65k Tk 69;,565 10,7 102,367 11.1
May 1,010,5% 7.8 567,423 a7 60,0 93 g 10.6
June 109,795 7.9 590,13k 7.9 B3 6l 032 8.0
July 930,478 6.7 528,479 T2 s, 5.8 52,298 5.7
hugust 95,2 6.7 L5669 6.6 35,952 5.5 50,683 5.5
September  £85,066 6.6 450,09 | 6.0 40,292 6.2 66,94 7.2
Qctober 1,190,181 &6 588,454 T8 50,745 T8 59,605 6.5
November 1,398,716 10,7 826:,6_21. 1.1 52,186 8.0 65;138 7.2
December 1,600,525 w6 28,859 123 57,942 8.9 6Tss T

VS oA

Total  13,81L,607 7,45 a,zal 619,59 21,215

“Rosoipts and Dioposibion of Livestock at Public %eckva.rds, United States Departwent Of
Agrwulmre s Agricultural Merketing Serviee, A monthly and annual report.,

Note: By use of the Chi-Square statistiecal tests, as outlined in, Snedacor, G. S. Statistical
Methods, p. 18, & highly significent difference exists between the seascnal distribubtion

patterns at the two markets.

S QHI'CS §
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and January. Whereas only 24.4 per cent oi_:"' the total mual receipts
at Richmond arrived during the same period. Thus, in the spring hog
receipts were up at Riehmnd and lower prices prmailedﬁhﬂe{a% chmage
receipts were down and prices were ap.-b During the late 211 ther@cez.pts
at Chicago were up and the prices were down, while at Eicmp:;é theapeasz.te
was »tr‘u'e. This is illustrated in Figr;rei- 14, The per eent that the monthly
‘average Richmond prices were below the Chicago prices are shown for three
weight classes along with the %ichﬁendrsaiable hog recﬁiﬁ‘ts as a per cent |
of the Chicago receipts. 1/ Receipts of salable hogs at Rlchmané lé.re»
greater relative to Chicago during the spring than in any other season
of the yeer. Also during this period the Richmond prices were lawar re-
lative te Chicago prices than at any other time., As the Riclmond r%scéiptss
declined in relation to the Chicago receipbs the price of hogs at Richmond
increased in relation to Chicago prices. | The smallest price differentials
occurred in the fall when the receipts were pmpartimately_ larger at
" Chicago than at Richmond, |

For a more detailed analysis of the market price differentials
additional information is needed relative to the corposition of the total
receipts by weight classes at the two markets, This information is not
availabis for the Richmond mavkeb, Hawevex, the composition of the re-
ceipts by weight classes at Chicago during 1949 is shown in Figures 15
and 16, Heavy hogs made up a larger portion of the receipts during the

1/ The price data shown in Figure 14 is the difference between the
Richmond price line and the per cent line shown in Figure 10.
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spring. Sows dominabed the market in the summer months and the lighter

hogs mede up & larger per cent of the run in the fall,

Estimabed Weekly Average Hog Prices at Richmond

 When cm%rue‘tiﬂg & r:epresent&tive vévez_*ége price whiich takes mto
account seasonal price variations it is ne@assary to use pmee data far-
a number of recent years in order to preveﬁt any one factor fm exerting
undue influences on the seasonsl averages thus ebtalned. 1/ |

The next chaplter presents ‘a discussion of estimated costs and returns
in heg pmduﬁt‘ien for pigs farrowed at specz.i’i dates throughout the .
year. Weekly aveiag,e- prices were used to compute the gross value of the
hogs. Richmond prices were chosen because of the large influence exerted
by the Richmond markeb on hog prices in Southeastern Virginia., Readily
convertible data for Sonﬁhéaste;m Virg_inj.a prices were not aféilable exceph
for the years ‘19&8'—19‘59; such data did not fulfill %he requarment of a
necessary longer period. | _

Richmond weekly average: ;ariaes (12 year average) were est;ﬁﬁat:ed on
the basis of the average price differentials existing between Richmond
and Chicago during 1948-1950, Each 12 year weekly average price at |
Chicago was multiplied by the ;par"«:e‘en% that the Richmond g-riee was of

Chicago for the same week, For instance, during the first week of April

1/ Thsen, op. Citey Do 251», states, "In general the larger the number
of years included the greabter the relisbility of the seasonal averages.”
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the Bichmond price for light weight hogs aversaged 92 per cent of the
‘Chicego price, To compube the estmted pxri_e:e'_a?h E:.chm:m& for the -
firvet weelt in April the average pi;i@é’ at Chicago (12 years) for the
Pirst week of April was multiplied by 0.92. The estimated prices at
Richmond by weeks for each weight class i“a’r the 12 year period ’arf:e :
shown in Figure 17. The estmatedpmce mrme& varied from $10,60
per 100 pounds for 270-300 pound hogs in late April to §15.40 for 130-

220 pownd hogs in August.

Effect of the Genersl Price Level of Pork Prices
on the Amount of Seasonal Variation
The amownt of seasonel variation in hog prices (in dollars) over
a given period, largely depends upon the prevailing level of hog prices.
Thomsen presents a method of expressing weekly average prices %"“u‘% per
cent of the pemcdaverage, this technique vélimnates the effect @f the

general level of hog prices except the within year effect. 1/ This

metiod involves the following mzapﬁﬁaﬁianﬁ;

{1) Sum the weekly prices for corresponding weeks of each year
in the time pmrmd considered and divide by the number of
years. This gives the weekly averages for the 52 weeks of
8 year. v

(2) Add these weekly averages as computed in (l), then divide
" this annual total by 52. This gives the period average.

(3) Divide each of the a«fsekly averages in (1) by the period
" average computed in (2). This expresses the relationship
between the we&kly averages and the period average. Hulbi-
ply this ratio by 100 and the weekly averages are expressed
as a per cent of the period avamga.

y ' Thomsen 3‘ 5? . ci-t‘ 3 Po 255.
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| | | B )
This procedure may be stated symbolically as ¥ = A -5-"5'5 x 100

, 2 .
 Where:

the per cent that the average price for a given week is
~of the period average.

¥

B
it

= the average price for a given week,

= the sum of the 52 weekly average prices (B/52 is the
period aversge and is & constant throughout the
caleulations). ’

53
]

- Figure 18 shows the weekly average prices as a per cent of the
peried average by weights for three different levels of hog prices,
Inspection of Figure 18 shows that the seasonal price behavior is some~-
what similar for all weights, ‘S‘ons-ngmtly the following dis.cu;s‘s‘ion is
limited to explaining the seaseonal price behavior for light weight hogs.

Low Priced Period.- The period average for the 180-220 pound hogs

during 1938-1940 was $7.27 per 100 pounds. During the first three
months prices varied from 100 to 105 per cent of the period average; in
April and May the price was slightly below the period average; and prices
were slightly above 'i;he; period average during the summer months, In
early September the weekly average price was 16 per cent above the period

BVerage.

High Priced Period.- The weekly average prices ofilaa—ezm pound hogs
for 1948-1950 remained below the period average of $21,68 per 100 pounds
during most of the first five months. However, from June until late
September prices were above the period aﬁr’er-ag-e, f?he peak of 20 per cent
above the average occurred during early August; from October through

December prices were below the periocd average.
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High and Low Prices.~ The

period average for the 12 years (1935-1942 and 1947-1950) of 180-220
pound hogs was $13.96 per 100 pounds. The 12 year peri average was
slightly below the mid-point of the low priced period average of $’?.2’?
and the high priced period Vvé;vmf‘age of $21.68 per 100 pounds. 'Pricés

in the 12-year price period exhibited more seasonal variation (in per
cent of the period average) than in the low priced period bub l:eéa than
in the high priced period,

Stability of Hog Prices

y average prices at Chicago for the 12 years presented in

Figure 9 show the position of a week's average prices in relation to
any other, but nothing has been said about the probability of this
happening, In other words, how many years in 12 could a p?aduﬁaii? expect
the prices of hogs during the first week of August to exceed the prices
during the first week in July, or the prices during the last week of
iﬂg the last week of November? If a

December to exceed the prices dur
producer anticipates feeding hogs so that he can take advantage of the
seasonal price mcreases, he should have some knowledge of the behavior
of prices by years in erder to calculate {anticipate) his probability
of success in forecasting short-run price movements. .
The relationship of weekly prices of 180-220 pound hogs at Ghic;agé
for any month to prices of th’ev fc:@rresp@gxﬁmg week a month earlier is

shown in Table 7.  The late spring and summer weeks wibthin the solid



black 1

ine are the ones that the enalysis in Chapter III showed to be
dates when hogs could be profitably fed beyond weights of 2 p@unds.
For the weeks lying within the inscribed area but ‘above the dotted line
the prices were highsr"%haﬁia_maﬁth'earlief‘@aiy-aneﬁthixd of theﬁﬁﬁ&ag
even though the 12 year a‘*v*eraga prices were above the prices a month
earlier. The prices during ‘the Weeks 'asshmh are msembed mi;hiﬂ the
area but below the dotted 1i

16 vere hlgher than the prices a month aearﬁ.mz*

at least eight of the 12 years.
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The relationship of one week's average prices to any other for
the 12 year period shown in Teble 7 may be used by a producer to =

compare the weekly price relationships of an individual year. If the

prices from January to May of the individual year follows the pai’. bern
of the 12 year average then this would be a sound basis for deciding
to feed hogs, weighing 200 pounds the first of June, an additional 30

days.



ESTIMATED COSTS AND RETURNS IN HOG PRODUCTION

Many factors mﬂuence the total cost of pméucmg hags, bu‘b feed

costs are quantitatively most important. Fea:i aasts alone asually malce

up 75 to 85 per cent of the total t:bss:’bs. i/ OCther mager c@st :rbems ,
accounting for therema:r.nmg 15 to 25 per cent. are: (l} labo:\, (2) m’ber--
est and depreciation on investment, buildings, and aqulpment, r(j) rem;,
(L) msurance 3ga§.nstm:;ur3r ané death, {(5) veterinary costs, and () ms-v
cellane@us costs. Thus, the total cost of pork pméu?tlm éeyendg prima-~
rily upon the ability of the producer to obtain maximum efficiency from
these faat,:érs:. ‘ B

Corn is often eonsidered the ‘f‘_haéiﬁ*‘ hog iéaé? particularly since
more corn is fed to hogs than to any athe:é specie of livestock, »Hﬂiﬁ&?&?’g,
'tadgy'a successful commercisl hog producers are sware that proteins and
minerals should be added to corn m eﬁmpa‘:s‘ting a hog ration, for sacﬁ a
rabion is more efficient and oﬁ‘t.en less e.'xpensue than corn alone., HNu~-

tritional research has repeatedly Asﬁam that for both physical and eco-

nomic reasons hog rations should be balanced so as to contain in addition

to corn and other grains, certain guantities of proteins, minerals and

perhaps limited amounts of antibioties, The roie of antibioties in

animal nutrition is now receiving considerable research abtention.

,j base, H, C '&{ and Bass, Robert G. s The Place of Hog Froduction in |
Corn Belt Farming, University of Illinois, Agricultural Experiment
Station Bulletin ’gia. 301, 1927.
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Peeding resulbs from several e};‘perments have also shown that feed
ingredients commonly used in hog mt{im_s do not sub,stiﬁute for each
other in fixed or constant ratios. Rather, results from these tests
show fbhg@ the physical rate of substitution of these feeds bai*-e geﬂ-erally
at a diminishing marginal rate., In other words, if by aﬂdmg(say) two
pounds of soybean meal to an all corn ration it would renlace (sajf) five
pounds ef corn in the raﬁignland, still produce as maﬂjpoun&s of ;x;’ork as
before, the smbstim’ciea ratio between soybean meal and cém would be
1:2.5, But, if an additional (say) two pounds of soybean mealwere added
it would not be expected to replace five pounds of corn as the flrst
mcrement did, _ | , | , , : . ’"

Results from experimental fe@ding i;:ests have ltil’cé»r‘i’sve. g,;hom _‘ti‘hat
cenvar‘sién ratio of m;;stl _feesis {pounds of feed reqmsd to ;;»mduce
100 pounds of pork) deelmes as the weight of the hog increases». ngh‘b
weight hogs are more efficient in converting their feed mto pork than
heavier hogs. For example, more pounds of corn, on the avexfagg, :gre _
required to put on an aﬁiéi*;iaaalv pound of gain on a hog weighing 250
pounds than on one we:.ghmg ‘ pounds, o '

Since feed costs are the most important item affecting ’wtal pro=
duection costs, hbg' producers should in light of the above mentloneé facts
attempt to feed the most ecanemeal ratien cans:.stent w:nth mmn.mum nue-
tritional requirements fer keeping the hog healthy and gramg. _ The most

economical ration m,ll depend upon the relationship betweenmargin&l
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(physieal) rates of sub,stitut;ierl of the various feed mgredwms used
and the ratio of their prices. 1/

The pounds of feed and feed units recuired to feed hegs jbc;g.?zgariaus.
welghts afbe? weaning, as used in this fg,.h-esis, arg .51?.@_.‘.,%:1@_ :m. 'I‘&ble é:?., _2_/
These results were obtained from three published and nine mspublished
experiments conducted in lowa, Indiana, Illineis; Ohw,and Hissouri,
Eesults from all of these e}g;erisﬁéats were combined, émalyﬁ..d ami re-
ported in U.S.D.A. Technical Bulletin Number 89%4. 3/ liore nhan 8
hogs were included in these experiments, A1l of these hogs Wer%fed
nutritively balanced rations, under dry lot conditions, with corn as
the basal feed, 'All of the hogs were either full-fed or self-fed in
these tests. N

By us:ing‘a simulbaneocus eguation mebhod of solution it was found
that corn » Ssoybean meal, and bankage could be incorporated in & ration
that could vary in protein content from 12.7 to 14.0 per cent and still
have the same quantity of both feed units and pounds .é;f feed shown in

Table 8, 4/

1/ Figure 26, page 78 shows graphically how corn and protein substitute
~  for each other in the hog ration. 4 more detailed discussion of this
topic may be found on page 76 of this thesis. -
2/ 4 feed unit is determined from the following relationship; one pound
of corn equals oné feed unit, one pound of soybean meal equals 1.75
feed units, and one pound of tankage equals 2.5 feed upits,
3/ Atkinson, L. Jay and Klein, John W., Feed Consumpbion and Marketing
" Weights of Hogs, United States Department of Agriculture, Technical
‘Bulletin Number 894, July 1945, pp. 27 and 29. S
4/ The assuned analysis of the feeds as reporbed in Horrison, F. B.,
Feeds and Feeding, Twentieth Edition. Ithaca, New York: The Morrison
Publishing Company, 1947. Appendix Table I, pp. 982, 988 and 990, are
soybéan oilmeal 37.5 per cent, tankage 56.4 per cent, and corn 7.1 per
cent .
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Table S,-Ee}.atmﬁsmﬁ of Peed Consumed by Hogs after gfeanmg@ -
" Heasured in Feed Units and Pounds of Feedy to =~ © -
&lveweigﬁt and Age of Hogs

Liveweight
APounds)

EE— - '.’5"' .
75 17286
100 261.,8

150 50446
180 | 64341
200 7377 ol
9.6 218
8.5 233
17,7 29

250 96,3
300 1256.3
§ource. ﬁtﬁmsem, L. Jay ;m;g g}_m R

ights of Hogs, United States Departwent of Ag k“lﬁlﬁ.@ﬂm,.
'-’i"e‘blﬂ Humber 894, July, 1924.,:, Table 12, p. 25,

J@"m oy & i‘%’eeci Censmg,aﬁmn ang Hare

Table 9.~Pounds of Peed Required to Produce 2@{}, 25,' and 300 Pound
Hogs with a 13.43 Per Cent Protein Ration

300 poumd hop .

Soybean oilmeal 133.45 - 182,20 2;2@‘.,3;3 ‘
Tankage 6,10 8,30 .1?8. 93

ﬁurce* Gwputcd From Table 8 on bhe basis of the relat.mnsiup be‘hween
pounds and feed units. :
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Figure 19 shows the average rate of gain per day and growth curve
for hogs in the previously mentioned experiments, ~ The greatest average
daily gain was 1,7 pounds in the 200-210 pound range but gains were
only 10 per cent less at 300 pounds. The total feed consumed byithe :
hogs in these feeding trials are shown in Tsbles & and 9 and also in
Figure 20, The total feed consumption required t réaeh designated
-x%eightvs as shown in Figure 20 and the average daily rabtes of gain shown
in Figure 19 were assumed where necessary in making all value c-émputatiens

in this thesis.

Cost of Feed Consumed by Different Weights of Hogs

A preliminary step in establishing the most profi—taﬁlfe; marketing
weight for hogs is to establish the quantity and cost of feed consumed
per pound of gain or per head, As shown in Table 8 and as previously
discussed the quantity of feed required to produce a pound of gain is
a curvilinear function of the weight of the hog,

The cost of feed consumed by hogs marketed at different weights
and farmwed at different times of the year varies accordivn;g to the
quantity and types of feed consumed and the seasonal varlatian 1n the
price of feeds. The average monthly farm price of corn in Vz.rgmia is
given in Table 10, As the new corn crop becomes available in October
prices usually decline until they reach the seasonal low :m December,
and the seasonal peak in prices usually occurs in August end Sép’tenbe‘r.
Prices of soybean oilmeal and tankage are also shown in Table 3.0, they

tend to follow the same seasonal price pattern as corn,
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Table 10,~ Honthly Average Parm Price of Corn in Virginia and
the Wholesale Price of Soybean Oilmeal and ‘i‘ankage,
(1935~1939 and 1947-1950 Average)

Jan. Feb, liar, hpr. hsy June July Aup, Sopb. Ock, Nov, Dec.

Item . N Dallars per 100 pounfis
Corn 2,10 2.00 2.08 2.15 2.19 2.26 2,35 2.37 2.39 2.21 2.00 1.98
Soybean

Oilmeal 2,98 2.8L 2,95 3.05 3,11 3.21 3.34 3.37 339 3. 1L 3.84 2, 81
T‘azﬁqage- L4300 4,10 Lo26 LJA1 &.49 &.% 4.32 g.% 4490 £o53 he10 4,06

Source: ‘hr inia Lreps ami L.Lvestar:k ?flrg:m:z.a Eepartmem. of z’igmculture

Grop Reporting Service, ?elumes 19-22, issued monthly.

The average cost of feed consumed by a 200 pound heg, as showa in
Figure 21, was calcalated by multiplying the average price of the feed
(Table 10) at the time the hog was ready for market by the pounds of
feed consumed (Table $). By using the price of the feed ab the end

of the feeding period rather than at the beginning, the storage costs

of the feed are accounted for in the inereased pric;e:.% 1/ Amother
advantage of using the later price of feed is shown in the estimstion

of the costs obther than feed, The price of the feed in July is higher

_/ La.rson, Adiowe L., Agrienltural Marketing., New York: Prent 1@3—1;311
Inc., 1951, pp. 143-1ik, Y5torage is determined by supply and damand
conditions, some competitive and scme not. If storage of a product
is 1o be carried on regularly; the gains coming to the one stering

_the poods must compensate him for the costs of storsge. If seastnal
increages in prices of the commodity stored are nobt as great as the
cost of the storage -apera%hioas, those carrying on storage operations
will not continue to do so. That these conditions do not always
exist is well known. In 2 specific year mony may lose by carrying on
storage operations while in aneother year many may gain, "
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than in January, thus the estimated costs other than feed are higher.
Bu’_c;., this appears reasonable since more time and labor must be demteé
to caring for hogs during the winter months., The f@ll@mgmple
illustrates the procsdure for deternining feed costs. |

Estinated Feed Cost of Producing a 200 Pound Hog Farrowed Novenber L.~

489.0 pounds of corn @ $2.19 per 100 pounds (May price)  $10.,71
133.45 pounds of soybean oilmeal @ $3.11 per pounds =

| (May price) ’ | , 415

6.10 pounds of tankage @ $4.40 per pounds (May '

price) _ . - 0.27

Total feed costs for producing 200 pound hog o

farrowed November 1 $15.13

Estimabed Feed Cost of Producing a 250 Pound Hop Farrowed November 1.-

 Total feed costs of producing a hog to 200 pounds $15.13
Additional feed costs to inerease the welight to '
250 pounds | | 5.71
'178,6 pounds corn € $2.26 per 100 '
pounds (June price) &L.04
48,75 pounds soybean oilmeal @ ’
 §3.21 per 100 pounds (June price) 1.56
2,20 pounds tankage & $4.63 per 100 ’
pounds {June price) v 0,11

Total feed cost of producing a 250 Ipmmé hog $20.84

Total Costs of Producing Different Weight Hogs

As mentioned prawioussly; feed cost .usually compriszes 75 to 85 per
cent of the total costs of producing hogs. Consequently, if 75 per cent
of the total coste is taken as the feed cost then total costa may be
determined by dividing feed costs by 0.75. Because a curvilinear re-
lationship exists between liveweight and feed consumed, feed costs com—

prise a larger portion of total costs as the weight of the hog increases.



Heeacg; if total costs of produciag hogs to and to 300 pounds are
computed by this tec.hnlque, daily costs other than feed costs would be
larger for the 300 pound hog than for the 200 pound one. There is no
justification for srguing that costs other than feed should be mere per
day for feeding a 275 pound hog to 300 pounds than for feeding one from
200 to 225 pounds, except for ti*xe-avii:rtterest on the inereased value of -
the hoge. , |

The total costs for 200 peimd; hogs were determined by dividing the
feed cost by 0.75. However, a slight modification was made in deteréiﬁiﬁg
total costs for heavier hogs. Tetal production costs for the 250 and
300 pound 'ﬁeig;hts were computed in the fai}.eiwiag ma.nner (1) total costs
less feed costs gives "costs other than feed costs” for the 200 pound
hog, (2) by dividing these "other costs" by 188 (age of hog at pounds)
the average “ét’heaé cost” per day is detémnin:ed,. and (3) the cost other
than feed for hogs fed to heavier weights was found by multiplying the
number of days they would be fed by the average "other -eégt“’- per day |
and adding the interest on the increased value of the hog. This cost
plus the feed cost gives the total costs. The following example illus-
trates the procedure for determining total costs for hogs farrowed

Estimated Total Cost of Producing a 200 Pound Hop, Farrowed November 1,-
Feed cost (May prices) , $15.13
Costs other than feed (feed cost - total cost) 540h

Average daily "other costs® ($5.04 ¢ 188) $0.027

Total cost ($15.13 ¢ 0.75) $20.17
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Bsbimabed Tobad Cost for Producing & 250 Pound Hog 'meé Hovenber 1=

Feed cost {June prices) ' o $20.8L
Costs ether than feed 4 S 588
"Obher costs" to 200 pounds £5.04 B
W0ther ces’as from au to 250 pounds ‘
(30 days & $0.027 per day) 0,81
6 per cent interest on increased
value of the hog 0.03

Total cost v #2672

 Returns Above Feed Cost

In short-run periods when agricultural _pruat&an is not returning
profits to farmers; *i:;h.ey}atriwei to meet i}ﬁeir :tgaaﬂ ct;sfbs’ first, In
hog production, praducers have alresdy cammwte& ‘hhemseives to producing
in the short-run since they have their breeding herd, buildings, and
ather g;axstss that are relatively i’mad. | Ati&asgztmg to wiihéraw com-
pletely from production E*sould b;e‘moiffia costly Lhen producing at a 3.:;1-33
because of the nature of these msts. ‘Under such siﬁus%,si@néf; hcvg pro=~
ducers may elect to ccntwuﬂ hog production until more ‘favqrabia condi~
tiong mﬁum; as long as they eaﬁ reecwsr slightly m@!é? than their feed
costs which are usually the largest eash item of expense. Figure 22
shows the average retums above iféedga,sfb;s for ?,hre’e éifierwﬁ weights |
of hogs farrawed ab ci::,ffemnt ‘times of tifm ﬁar.y' ‘iietums abwefeeé

costs per head vary

lesﬁ aa&ween differmt weights fortbe spring pigs

than for the £all pigs., The highest returns above ’fe:e‘d costs per head

v __/ ziverage a;t‘ 1@35-191;2 and 1947-1950 estimated hog prices sfb ﬂlcmand,
and average of 1935-1939 and 19«%-19  feed prices as ef the sale
date of ‘éhe hogs.,
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were for 250 pound hogs farrowed December 15. Lowest returns above

feed costs were for 300 pownd hogs farrowed March 1, Variations in
returns above feed costs were less for the light weight ‘hogs than for
either the medium or heavy weight hogs., Reburns abaﬁe: feed cost for

200 pound hogs varied from $9.00 per head for hogs farrmved@ctcber 15

to $1;?,3@ fot hogs farrowed Iﬁamh 1,%11@ retums from %hé 25‘9;}@@&&
hogs varied fmm %.lﬂper hea for September farrowings to %M.SG for
December 15 farrowings. E%_iemmfs above feed costs for the ’pound' |
hogs varied from $6.10 peﬁ head for March 1 farrowings to $13.65 for

November 15 farrowings.

farrowed in the late fall

fayorable for medium and heavy weight hog
and early vrinter(i“a.gaz*e 23). Het veturns per hea.d were greater for

. -

hogs weighi

ng 200 pounds than for heavier hogs throughout the major

- portion of the year., However, i‘e;* pigs farrowed betweeh October 1 and
January 1, additional net re’wms could &ﬁava been obtained by feeding
hogs to heavier weights. Piges farrowed between May 1 and July 1 showed
slightly larger net returns for 250 pound vmig;hé&s than for pound
weights, HWeb returns fz*@m hogs sold at pounds were lowest when
farrowed on October 15 and highest when farrowed on March 1, Pigs
farrowed on these dates would have ’oeen max'keted the following April 20

and September 8, yéspactive&y.. Highest net returns were realized on
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hogs sold at 250 pound weights if farrowed from November 15 to January 1
and sold bebween June 22 and August 9, Heavy weight hogs which ‘i\vere
farrowed in April showed the lea,sﬂ; neb weturns,

When 200 pound hogs are farrowed and fed so as to resch the market
when they show the highest net returns per head, nev m’wms to the
hog enberprise would be at a mmmum aﬁc’é would also be greater than i_f 7
these hogs had been held and marketed at heav:ier welghts later in the
season, |

To determine (estimate) when total net returns to the hog enber—
prise are greatest - with a fixed feed supply -- the cost of the pig
at weaning time must also be considered. This cost is only a small
portion of the total cost. However, these wéaﬁin’g costs could be the
deciding factor in determining the most profitable marketing weight
when estimated net returns bebtween two or more weights are nearly the
same. In all ealculations and comparisons of estimated net returns
from different weights,made thas far, weaning costs have not been cen-—
sidered because comparisons have been made ot a per head basis rather
than an enterprise basis. If producers are interested in maximizing
net returns from the hog mtegpriae mstead ‘af. ifxrvm an individual hog;
they will want to wmarket their hogs at the weight at which the total
net returns to the enterprise are greatest. A given amount of feed
will produce only about 30 per cent (4/5) as many head of hogs to 250

pounds as it will to 200 pounds. 1/ Aﬂ;smﬁing a cost of $3.00 per head

1/ See Table 8, page 53.
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at weaning, & producer's initial cost would be $15.00 if he produced
five 200 pound hogs but enly $12.00 if he produced four 25@ pouand n@gs,
But sinee this cost is only a small pertian of the tobal cost the final
decision as to the most pmﬁtamg weight, must be dez‘lded on the basis
of total value of all 'hégs produced minus the tobal ﬂ?ést mal&ﬁing |
weaning costs incurred in their production, | | :

To illustrate some of the problems confrtmg ‘@ hog prﬁcﬁr in
determining the most pmfitle weight to market, the fellomnghyzm-
thetical prohlems are presented. |

Problem I, Expected ’Fz.xei ‘Eeeat}‘Sw“ 1y.~ Suppose a producer estimates

that his :i’eed supply a#ailablav for hog fee g will be 60,000 pounds of

corn ami corn equivalent after hameng in the fall, At what we:ght :

should he plan to mafke’b h:,s hogs ami how ‘many can hﬁ feed‘?

This 60,000 pounds sarf feed will produce 81 hmrs to a pmmds 5 61

hogs to 250 pﬁﬁ‘mﬁs and 48 ‘hogs to 300 pﬁ&a&m In this illust ati

farr@mng daﬁ;es which shw m@we favarable retums from the me&z.mn and
. heavy weight hogs were éelzbar&tely chosen. The net refbums (estima,ted)
from feeding 211 of tiais £eeez Lo h@ffs urzi;..l they reach weigiits af
pounds, 250 pounds or 300 pam;s, are -sﬁ@wn in Table 11. fdso shmm in

this table are the net returns from each weight group assuming T

costs %3@”, 5:{3&.” ami @5..‘ per heaé. The effee‘b of the wv,ff g costs
on costs per p@uné of lzvewezght sold lmers as the we:s.ght @f tim hog

increases.

. Assumin g (1) that the hogs were farmwed on zgwembeﬂs; (2) made

the rate of gain on the quanbity of feeds consumed as shom in Table 83



Table 1ll.~-Alternative ;:eights that can be Produced and Mstz.mted Ket Reburns
Lrom Feeding éO_lC*OO 'gmmds of Corn and Corn Fouivalent %o {ir_;@ Farrowed ot Designated Dabes e
Total value Price per Amount.
~ necessary 100 1bs, of
Tobal to equal nocessary necessary
Total , cost net value to equal increase
Class pounds Total  from of 200 net value above
of Humber of value  weaning %etums . bound of 200 1be 200
Date of hogs  of live= (dol=  (dol~ ___ Initial cost ab: . class 1/ clasg 1/ pound
farrowing (pounds) hogs  weicht lars) lars) 3,00 $h,00 $35,00 (dollars) (dollars) price
October 15 200 &1 16,200 1932 66 1603.8@ 85,85  4a86 =761l 1932.66 11,92 -
250 61 15,?5@ 1881.85 1597.59 101,26 40,26 =20,7h  1866.45 12,24 «32
300 L8 1&,&06 1848.96 160404 100,32 52,38  L.32  1834.50 1274 «82

November 1 200 81 16,200 1979.6k 1633.77 102,87 21,87  =59,13 1979.64 12,20 -
250 6L 15,250 1906.25 1533._.7;5 91,50 30,50  =30,50 1917.62 12,57 37
300 48 14,400 1956,96 1644.96 168,00 120,00 72,00 1891.83 13414 o %
Hovember 15 200 €1 16,200 2123,82 1633.77 247.05 166,05 85,05 2123.82 13,11 -
250 61 15,250 2055.70 1631.75 240495 179.95 118,95 2061.80 13.52 Al
300 48 U h00 1972.12 16h4,96 188,16 140,16 92,16  2036,01 1hedh 1,03
December 1 200 81 16,200 2138.40 1687,23 289,17 127.17 16,17 2138.40 13,20 0 =
250 6L 15,250 216,85 1687.87 315,96 254,98 193,98 2160,04 - 14.16 W5
300 48 14,400 1980.00 1692448 143,52 95,52 47,52 2195.63 1k 76 1.56
December 15 200 61 16,200 2211,33 1687.23 281,07 200,07 119,07 2211.33 = 13.65 -
250 61 - 15,250 R203.32 1687,87 332,45 271.45 210,45  2151,9 1416 W51
300 48 14,400 1941.12 1692.48 104.6k 56,64 8.6 2117.55  1hT1 1406
Januvary 1 200 81 16,200 2368.4h 1753465 371.79 290.79 209,79  2368.44 14,62 -

- 250 61 154250 2232,60 1742,77 306,83 245.83 184,83 2297.%6 15.07 oh5
300 48 1A,400 2007.36 1739.0k 124,32 76.32 28,32  2254.83 1566 1.0k
Yay 15 200 &1 16,200 2109.2k 1492,83 373.41 292,14 2141 2109,24 13,02 o
250 % 15’3259 1&2&5% 1&17,i~93 33&.8? 2‘73.89 2L 2.$9 -/7l.2¢!g, - 12.93 =09

. 300 % oow
Ty pm hoad is 1ess than the vdue Tor the 200 pownd Bome T

rm.al gost $3.00 a neaé.

wy
E:w

- 99 =
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{3) the hogs were sold when they reached the specified weights; and
‘-'(_:1;)_ total cost at weaning was $3.00 per head, the resuits would have
been: (1) if 81 hogs weigbing 200 peﬁndé . each hé;df been ‘pr@dﬁééd, net
returns to the enterprise would have been $247.05, and (2) if 61 hogs
weighing 250 pounds each had been produced (from same quantity of feed
as above), net returns iﬁ@ t‘he‘ enterprise would have been %’221;0.95 or
$6.10 less than received for the pound hogs, .

But if we assume that weaning costs are $5.,00 per head instead of
#3.00 per head, the resulting net returns to the enterprise would have
been: (1) for 81 hogs sold at 200 pounds each, $85.05, and (2) for 61
~ hogs sold at 250 pounds each, %118-.95; or #33.90 greater than for the
200 pound hogs.

Analyzed on an eaterpriser basis mther than on a per head _basis
total net returns would h,avé; been greater if hogs rwiéich were farrgw:ed
on October 15, December 1, or December 15 had been marketed at 250 pound
weights instead of at 200 pound weights. Hogs farrowed on Qetcber 15
and/or Wovember 1 and marketed at 300 pound weights would have brought
greater net returns than it marketed at 200 pound weight.sa_.“

If increased total net returns are to be realized from feeding a
given number of hogs to weights heavier than 200 pounds they must be
sold at prices sufficiently higher than they would have brought at 200
pounds to off-set the higher production costs incurred in increasing
their weight beyond 200 pounds, This could occur only if the geﬁeral

level of hog prices increased seasonlly from the date they weighed
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200 pounds until they were sold and price relationships getween ti;e
various weights remained fairly constant.

The necessary price increase to have made it more profitable ta
market hogs, farrowed on specified dates, at 250 or 300 gémid weights
instead of at 200 péund‘s- is shﬁwn in the extreme right hand colmnn m‘;’
Table 11, This 'i‘f;abie- shows that hogs farrowed on October 15 ‘must have
sold for 82 cents m@fa per 100 pounds when marketed as 30 pound hogs .
in the last week of June than if they had been sold as 200 _’p’oun& hogs
in the last week of April, The 12 year average price of 269 pound hogs
at Richmond in the last week of April was $11.93 per 100 pounds and the
ia&rice of 300 pound hogs in the last week in June was 33.—2.'3@@6? 100
pounds., Thus, the aetual difference in price was 91 cents per 100 paﬁnd'a
or nine cents more than necessary to make the two weighis equally profite
able,

The number of years in which hog prices increased sufficiently to

make it more profitable to market hogs ab 250 pound weights rather than
narket thezg.at: @éund weights is shown in Table }2. In other ;ferds,
the data shown in Table 12 are :i‘*.hg number of individual years during the
12 yéar' period in which the seasonal increase in price was greater ‘than
the figures shown in the extreme right hand eolumn of Table 1l. In eight
of the 12 years hogs farrowed om either December 15 or May 15 could have
been sold more prafi£a§aly at 250 pound weights than at 200 pound weights.
However, except for May 15 most other spring farrowed pigs would have

shown greater net returns if sold at 200 pounds instead of '-aéb, 250 pounds,
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For this reason all spring farrowing dates other than Hay 15 were
omitted from Tables 11 and 12,
Table 12.- - Frequency Pistribution of Humber of Years iza 12 When

Seasonal Price Incresses Were Favorable for Preéuemg o
Hogs, Farrowed on Specified Dates, to 2;@ Pounds,* O

Exmber af years in 12 in which 4seasanal:
: v . price increases were sufficient to make
~ Date of farrowing = = praductmn af 2‘5@ pound hogs prefitabla

October 15 - .,
November 1 o

December 15

January 1

7

b

December 1 | | S "5'
o ]

6

8

Hay 15

¥ iverage of 1935—-‘:91;2 and 1947—195@ pm.ces at thcage. |

Sﬁpe a producer decides to feed and

market 61 hogs, farrowed Baeember l at 250 pounds. Assume that he has

61 hogs on hend at the heg.’? nning of the feeding p—ermd,: Hhat sh@alé he
do if his corn and corn «.eqwmlmt supply turns amt to be only 50,000
pounds instead of the estimated 60,0 ,m pomds? | | |

Alt.ematwa scalntwns te this pmblematlc situatz,on and tha estmate&
net returns from aash areshmm in Table 13. ﬁader these assﬁmedcmﬁltwns

the best alternative would have been to produce as manyhags as gmssible
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to 250 pounds and sell the others ab weaning age. The producer would

not consider selling any of the feed if he wished to receive maximum

net returns. An increase of 24 to 53 cents per hundreé pmd& ef feed

is realized b;gr feedmg !mgs ratﬂer tha,n e ;_:::,ﬁg fe. He m@‘;}’
feed hogs ta weiyhts heavzer than 250 ptunds as his margma}. retums
from feed would decrease. |

Table 13.~ Alternative Ways af Utilizing 5(3 ,m Pmmds of Ga’m
and Corn Equ.;valent with 61 Weaning F:.gs on Hand

T ifa;lue L Inerea.saﬂ Returns
» Eark&hmg . Number of pigs ’f@t@l - per Found ef Corn
Number Weight Net  S0ld at S@ld at Het cetin
Fed _ (Pounds) Returns Weaning

Heaning Rﬁtms Through Porl
61 200 BI60T  — - 1567 0.0035%
6gwx 200 IThTE == == 1776 0,0035
5L 250 26418 $30.00 29438 0,003
19.60 21 63.00 182.60 a.uza '

42 2") 206,36 - —- 20636 . 0:-.:3_:,1

f-"r«::ied by d:w:r.dmg net retums fram butcher hms hy‘ the number e:rf

unds of feed fed,

%#  Increased returns per pound for the 45,000 peunds of feed tha'b was
fed to the 61 hogs, The additional 5,000 pounds would be s@ld as
grain at no additio inerease per pound. The incy X :
per pound of feed for the 50,000 pounds would be 0,0031 cents.

#%% Asswning 7 pmgs could be purchased ab %3&! per head. "

Problem m:, An Incresse in the ;mce mf Feed Bumn_ii tha F-éé:&ﬁa :

Peri.- Assuming that a producer (B has' éﬁ, petmds oﬁ‘ ﬁ‘eeé units on
hand, (2) has 61 pigs farrowed on December 1, and (3) ‘after due consider~

ation of probable future hog and feed prices has decided to feed the



61 hogs to 250 pounds before selling them: What would be the best
alternative for the producer to follow if on April 15 prices of each
feed used in the ration increased és cents per 1“ pmmds and "exp@&ted"
hog prices do not change? 1/

The gross resmrme from the sale of the 61 hags, mlghing 25’ pmmds
each, will not be changeé when the assumed fead price mcreases GeCur,
Cne methad of debermining if -%she producer shnm modify his mea after
feed prices mcrease would be to measure the change in production costs
after the price increases occ.zzrred. It pr&etim costs pe:?" 1 ‘pounds
of feed fed are not mcreased more than the as*b:mated additional returns

to feed from feeding (based on original feeuzl prices) the producer would

gain by continuing o feed the balance of his feed v'r&%@r than selli
it

The amount of feed mnﬁnmed, _@fﬂ" hea@., by hogs farrmwed on Eecember 1
and the& av:grége weight on Apml 15 when feed pmces mcreased ean be
obtained from Tables & and 9. By April 15 these hogs would weigh approxi-
mahe»}g lﬁzlp@mc&s each and would iwsre alraady consumed 289.7 pounds af
c@m, 79 pounds of saybean oilmeal, am:i 3:5 p@mﬂa of tankage. ‘The total
cost of feed c@nmed, per head, b;ﬁz}gpril 1&?&6&1&_ he_%&.@@-; cmputed

on the basis of the feed prices before they increased. After the feed

_ __/ ‘I’m.s inerease of 65 cents per 100 pounds of feed would be the amount
the actual price on April 15 was greater than the expected price on
that date causing the producer to also increase his expected July
price (when hogs will be ready for market) by 65 cents per 100 pounds.
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price increase of 65 cents per 100 pounds has oceurred, the botal feed
costs of producing a hog to 250 pounds would change from the original
estimabe of $21.61 to $2k.51 or an increase of §2.90 per head, This
amount of increase per head divided by the total pounds of i‘e-e?i ﬁee‘éssary
to meke each hog weigh 250 pounds would give the imcrease in cost per
pound of feed consumed due to the increase in feed prices, Thus feed |
costs would be increased an additional 29 cents per 100 pounds

(82.90 ¥ 986) of feed consumed, If feed prices had not increased, the
adaitionsl net. veturns from Feading' would ?‘?avé» been 53 cents per 100
pounds of feed fed, 1/ let returns fron feeding the feed and marketing
it through 250 pound hogs instead of selling rb, even after prices
inereased 65 cents per 100 pounds, would be 24 cents per 100 pounds of
feed fed (%0-53 - ‘,50. 29). Therefore, the producer would not modify his‘.
ariginal. production and marketing plan since it st411 is his best
alternative, ' .

fﬁtiﬁatﬁd Net Returns Based on Date of Marketing,- The m ajor factors

determining the marketing dates of given weight hogs are (1) date of
farrowing, and (2) rate of gain., In the preceding discussions of the
most 'pmfitgble: marketmg weights & constant rate of gain was assumed
for all hogs. Gome producers are able to produce a given weight hog
in less time than others. By changing the quantity and kind of feed
a hog's rate of gain may be slightly modified, It may be advantageous

for hogs to be fed heavily during certain times of the year in order to

v 'Tfh'e; réader may refer to Table 13 to see how the net return figure
of $0.53 was obtained.
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get them to market while hog prices are high. At other times a slower
rate of gain may delay the date of marketing until hog p@i@és ax?&: X~
pected to be higher. | } , ,
Figure 2 is an al*iz-@maﬁiva way of illusﬁrat:igzg the da%za _sham in
Figure 23, However, it shows ﬁhemaﬁw&;‘mg dates :@f’t‘heﬁ thau t«hﬁ dabes
of farrmng and neb Silffﬁ?e&‘ﬁlals fsar feeding beysndmx:@mds mﬁher
than total net returng pear he. Hogs vmlrh weighed 2% pamdts in the
period from April 1 until May 20 would have beeﬁ_mm' pi’itable if fed

to 250 pound weighls and markebed at later dabes. Hogs weighing 200

poand-s early in May would have increased in net value by appz:@:ﬁmteiy
$1.20 per head if they had been fed to 300 pounds. Hogs weighing 200

pounds on any date from May

20 to June 5 would have shown groater net
returns if they f'h:aé; been markebed at 250 ;m@&s- instead af at;. 2 pounds.
Hogs wez.ghmg 200 pounds the ﬁreﬁ of sze mulé. have m@re&s&d m nezb
value by appremately w2,50 per head if they haci %em fed ta 35@ pounds,
but hogs welghing 200 p@unds on I‘Twmbar 20 WG&M have shmm an merease
m anly $0.90 in net valuer if they h-aﬂ; been s.'ed an acia:ats;mal 3@ dayﬁ»@

As sh@,m in Figure 24 hogs th&t reached 20. pounds ab ﬁther times of

the year should hav& heen sﬂd at ti’a:;.s maa.gnﬁ. - »

On any given maﬁc@tmg datc rlet retums ;rém ﬂr:xgs we:.ghmg 3“
pounds were always less than from ngs- weighing gz:.uhze't or 250 pounda
(Fzgure 25)s However, during June and Jzzly the net returns for 250
pound hogs were about 50 cents per head hz,gher than the 200 p&u.nd hogs

and during this same period net returns from 300 pound hogs more closely
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approximated the returns from 200 pound hcg‘é: than ﬂurmg any other

time of the year. Net returns from both light and medium hogs were
the lowest in April, amounting o only i?r&. and %2{5& per head
'z:*espeeﬁi\rely, The highest net returns from 200 pound hogs were |
obtained when marketed in J&lyf,‘ A‘@gust , and Beptember, The seasonal
peak of appreximaﬁely $9.00 per head occurred in September, . et losses
of abeut ;91.“ per head were meuz@@d from the sale of 300 pound hogs
markete& early in November. Tha c@mpara’bzwe net returns from each of
the threez we ght c}.asses of h@g& on cer*i;aﬁ.n specified markebing dates

are shown in 'Figureﬁ 25,

The Effect of %?afymg Price Reiatmﬁsths between Corn,
Soybean Oilmeal, and Tankage on Net Returns ‘
Px-lce reia‘ﬁimsblps be‘t.man corn and high protein feeds (m@rbean
oilmeal and tankagé) fre@mrxtly vary both seassn&lly aﬂd m:‘-«zfy. 7

rgely to

' ‘The;se vamatmas m pz-*mns; mla%mash.xpa {price iwi;ws.-}i ax*edme

the variations in the available supply of the different feeds
to time, , | L B .
During World War II the price ratios between feeds; were el@s&r than
during any other time :mthe 15 year period (fmm 1*935 t@l@), ) The
average price per 100 pmﬂs of soybean oilmeal for the i"ifv-g year period,

1943-1947, was 1.23 times larger then the price of corn, and dur’g this

same period the ratio of the price of pounds of com to mccp s
of tankage was 1 to 1.72, g/ During the years 19351939 bhe average

_j Farn prwe z*ege.;vaé by Virginia farmers for corn, ami Wholeaale
prices paid by Virginis farmers for soybean oilmeal and tankaget
2/ Virginia Crops and Livestock, State Department of Agriculture,
Virginia Cooperative Crop Reporting bervwa. Volumes 15 and 3.9.




price ratie of soybean oilmeal and tankage to corn was 1 to 1.3 and
1 to 1.91 respectively., 1/ The nine 3&&1* avaraga (19351939 and 1947~
1950) price of s@ybean oilmeal and tazzkage was 1,42 and ,.,05 %mea, |
respectively, &,rea‘ber than the price of corn. 2/

The marginal rabe sf ﬁubstz.tutlm betmm corn and protein feeds

. 5

in producing 100 p@m&s @f pork diminishes as more ,gamtem_ feed zas,;

added. The amount of feed reguired to produce 1u pounds of gain on
hogs may be stated mathematma}ly by the formula '
= £ (A + E} |
where ¥ is total foed
A is the pounds of comn
B is the pounds of protein feed
The rates of sabsﬁitt;ﬁi@ of com fm- high z#mi;ein feed are N

¢ for

graphically illustrated in Figure 26, 3/ This iso-product curv

produeing 100 pounds of pork shows the resulis of feeding dlfi‘arant

levels of protein feed to pigs with an initial weight of approximsfely
125 pounds and feeding them to about p@}:ﬁ;&s. In the experimental
feeémg trials from which these data were e‘tammi different lﬂ"els of
protein feed varying imnj 10 to 25 per cent were fed. Eigiger- .:;'atr:af‘sr

of substitution of protein feed for corn in the fattemng ration occurred

y%fz_f i | ﬂmys and Liv&smck, State Department of / gr:.cu’ﬁtm:a, Virginia

N Cmoparative Gx‘&p "i%epartmg Service. Volumes 15 and 19 :

S Ibld\o o

3/ Keith, T. C. and Hiller, R. C.; ,Lemlw of Protein for Pis , Pennsyl-
vania State Oollege, Agriculbural ixperiment Station Bulletm No. 401,
1940, po. 4y 6, and 10, A _
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when the ration was low in protein content, For instance, if a ration
of 375 pounds of corn and 25 pounds of protein feed (2 10 per cent
protein ration) is replaced with a rgtim composed of 279 peuﬂds of
com and 38 pounds of protein (12 per ceﬁt protein ration) the outpu!;
will be 100 pounds of pork in gither case., In i"-his G?whaff?%ef; in going
from a 10 to a 12 per cent va,:tzien; 13 pounds of high protein feed
replaced 96 pounds of corn. Bubt if a 17 per cent protein ration { com=
posed of 176 pounds of corn and 75 pownds of protein feed) is replaced
with a 20 per cent protein rabion (composed of 145 pounds of corn and
120 pounds of protein feed) 45 pounds of high protein feed would replace
only 31 pounds of corn. Thus the marginal rate of substitution of pro-
tein feed for corn is only 1 to 0.6889 (31 % 45) in the 20 per cent pro-
tein ration; but in a 12 per cent protein ration 2 much higher substitution
rete of 1 to 7.385 (% -13} exists, fHence, as the amount of protein
feed or corn is increased in the ratz.m its marginal rate of substitution
for the other feed diminishes, o _ v v

The protein content of the total feed consumed by different weight
hcrg?s; as shown in Table 8, varies between point A and point B on Figure
26. FPoint A represents a 12,7 per cent protein ration and point B a
14.0 peir‘ cent protein ration. Smaller amowrls of corn would be present
in the 14.0 per cent ration (Figure 26, point B). This ration would
be tl;e optimun combination qﬁ" eorn and rugn protein feed whe_n the price
ratic of corn and protein feed is 1 bo 3,04 (327 & 96) which is the same

as the marginal rates of substitution at this point. For the 12,7 per cent
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ration to be at the point va minimun costs {(point A, Figure 26) the
price ratio must again -équal the marginal rates of sﬁbstitutiaﬂ. of
protein for corn 'whic}h‘ in this ease would be 1 to 5.00 (:3’37 %76).

In Figufe; 27 the optimum combination (least cost combination)
of corn and high protein feed would be at point A ﬁﬂere the z&ricé: ratios
are 1 to 2,12, which was the average price ratic between the feeds during
the peried 3;949*195@. This would be &pprox?:mat ely a 16,5 per cent pro-
tein ration. The opbimun combination based on the price r&%w% of 1 to
1.5 (the average price mbwsmsﬁmg 1935~3;‘939) would be at pomt B

or a ration of 18.3 per cent protein content.

The 13.4 per cent protein ration used in meking all feed cost
estimates in this thesis composed of the guantity and kinde of feeds
shown in Tables & and 9 would not have been, on the average, the
cheapest ration to feed during the 12 year period censidered. The
average fee-d pr'i;re: rgtias during this pem were such that s bigher
protein would have been .mb_‘rie profitable (would have pmdt;cad gain ab
a lower unit cost). For imstance, if 2 14.0 per cent protein ration
{point ¥, Figure 2”2") had been fed under the prevailing 1949-1950 average
price ratios of 1 to 2.12, pork producticn costs would have been 15 cents
per 100 pounds more then if a 165 per cent ration {(point A, Figure 27)

" had been fed. This is illustrated as follows:

A4 1k Per Cent Protein (Point F, Figure 27)

215 pounds of corn € $1.78 per 100 pounds = ‘ §3.83

L5 pounds of high protein @ §$3.77 per 100 pounds = 1.70

Total cost of producing 100 pounds of pork with marginal
rate of substitubtion of corn for protein feed at 1 to
3.0 and price ratio 1 to 2,2 =
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A.16,5 Per Cent Protein (Point A, Figure 27

190 pounds of corn @ $1.78 per 100 pounds = $3.38

50 pounds of high protein € §3.77 per 100 pounds = 2,00

Total cost of producing 100 pounds of park when marginal

- rates of substitution is equal te the price ratio at L 1

1to212= _ o ' $5.38

$5.53 = $5.38 = $0.15 (amount saved per 100 pounds of pork nrmmcﬁd
by shifting ration so that margmal rate of
substitubion equals the price ratio.)

The cost of i’eed for producing 100 pounds of peork by as:mg the
12.? per cent ration \,@om’t B, F:Lmrn 27) with the price rﬂt__es at 1
to 2,12 would have been $6.05 or 67 eants per 100 pounds greater than
if the minimam cost radion containing 16,5 per cent protein had been
fed.

The point of minimum cost is that at which the iso-product curve
is tangent to the line representing the price ratios between the two
feeds, i.e., when the rate of substitution of one feed for another,
expressed on an ise-product curve, has the same slope as the line
representing the price ratios. Any new point of tangency which may
be caused by a change in the ratio of costs of the two feeds will
represent the gquantities of the two feeds which will produce 100 pounds
of pork at minimum cost. Any deviation fram this combination will make
the production of a given quantity of pork more cestly. Thus, if the
price of either corn or protein feed inereases in relabion to the other

less of the more expengive feed should be mixed in the rabion,



iialatien.shigx of Costs Other Than Feed to the
Net Returns from 200 and 250 Pound Hogs

Additional net returns can be realized from the hog enterprise by
reducing costs other than the cost of feed. The amount of costs other
than feed, (1) over-head, (2) labor, and (3) ,zxﬁzﬁ.s'eel:}.anang; depends
largely upon the mansgerial ability of the producer, ' Consequently they
may be combined and defined &s menagement costs, | - | o

Figure 28 shows the amount of increase in net returns :f:r (1) a1

hogs wei,

hing 200 pounds, and (2) 61 hogs weighing 250 pounds, if |
management costs are reduced, 1/ For other farrowing dates the position
of the lines would change but the slope of the line, which measures the
increase in net returns affected by reductions in costs abher than feed
~ costs, would remain approximstely the same. In this illustration it

was assumed "tha‘fb» feed costs would remain constant and all cost redact-

ions were made possible only by increasing management efficiency,

If management costs in producing 200 pound hogs are reduced
sufficiently to effect an 8,5 per cent decresse in total costs, the net
returns would be increased 69 per cent (fr@n_goi’nt A to C in E‘igﬁzzrev.zé}
or $1.78 per head ($144.80 ¢ €1). In Q#ﬁeﬁjtadegx‘egse the total cost
:(1%1687,23} by 8.5 per cent the management costs for producing 81 light
weight hogs would have to be reduced 34 pex*_é_eaﬁ. A 31.2 per ceﬁt re-

duction in the cost of management in pmdmmg 61 hogs weighing 253

1/ Assuming both lots were farrowed on December 1.
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pounds would decrease total costs 6.9 per cent and increase net re-
tums 40.7 per cent (from poiat B to D in Figure 22).

Figure 2 is read in the following manner: as feed costs increase
as a proporbion of total costs {measured along the lﬁzérizen%qal axis) net
returns to the hog enterprise increase (measured up the vertical axis).
The movement would be along line MO for the 200 pound hogs and line NP
for the 250 pound hogs. "

Eeonemies gained by inereassd nanagenent efficiency will be greaber
for the 200 pound hogs than for either a‘{‘ the two heavier mights; as~
suning that the same percentage mansgement efficiency is gained for all
three weights of hogs. | :

Cost of management mist be reduced 4 per cent for the 200 pound
hogs to obtain a L per cent reduction in total cost. However, this
1 per cent decrease in total cost would have increased net returns
8,11 per cent. A veduction of 4.6 per cent in cost of m““?ﬁagm%%, for
250 pound hogs, is reguired to reduce total costs 1 per cent. But,
this 1 per cent decrease in total cost of production for the 230 pound

hog would have increased net returns enly 6.0 per cent,

Aggregate Effects of the Analysis

ing to s More Economical Ration.-

Reducing Production Costs by Chang
Many times research results mey sppear insignificant to a small indivie
dual producer yet meny of these resulis magnify into an imposing total

if considered from the viewpoint of all producers in the economy. For
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example, in the previocus section it was shown that the price ratio be-
tween corn and protein feeds in 1949-1950 were such thal production
costs for producing a 200 pound hog could have been reduced 15 cents
per pounds by shifting from a 14 per cent to 2 16.5 per cent pro-
tein ration. An individusl producer may feel that such a difference
is too small to worry aboub. But if this small reduction had been
effected in the production of the 68,446,000 head of hogs averaging
240 pounds per head that were slaughtered in the United States in 1950

the total savings to the hog industry (and the economy) would have

amounted to more than 24.6 million dollars, The loss to Virginia pro-
ducers in 1950 (assuming the same conditions) would have been nearly
$300,000.

r o statie

state, thus normal marketings and other influencing factors remain in the

*

same proportion, what wauld be the aggregate effeet of expandi

ng the
amount. of feed used in Problem I from 60,000 pounds to é,{},@ pounds?

The net returns realized for 250 y@und hegs farrowed December 1 would be

%%2 681.00 more than the net returns ﬁ‘m‘ 200 pound hogs farrwed t}w same
date. However, both consumer and the preducer may not realize gains from
the pmduct;,m of 250 pound hogs instead af 200 pound hegsc |

The 6,000,000 pounds of feed would itzava produced 1,628,300 pounds
of live weight if i’e‘dl to hogs marketed at 200 pounds. The same amount

of feed would have produced only 1,525,000 pounds of live weight if the

\
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hogs had been fed to 250 pound W@ightaa. Thus the consumer wmz}}s‘i‘ba
deprived of 95,@- @mﬁsi of hogs which counld have been bxxtcham@
and sold bhrough the meat and grocery 'sirgs';- the pmdncer éﬁ&m have
used part of his resources in the i’mﬁusm@n of some e:bherprct
without reducing total pounds of hog. o B - v
| To relate the economy's less from producing 250 pound hogs instead
of 200 pound hogs in terms of pounds of pork produced, the relative
dressing yleld of the two weights of hogs would have to be considered.,
The dressed earcass weight of the 2543 pound hog would be, on the gttemge;
three per cent larger tham the lighter hog, ’?ha-s; by adjusting the
total to a carcass weight basis consumers would be deprived of 33,2480
pounds of dressed pork. 1/ f:iesfez‘, the 250 pound carcass normally
contains a higher proportion of fat to lean than a Lighter weight
carcass; for this reama consumers would lzk&ly prefer to have more hogs
marketed at appreximately 200 pound weights, | | -

In order to adjust the situation to ingure the consumer (the economy)

the maxi

amt benefits from known pork production technology, the market
prices for lighter weight hogs must at all times be sufficiently higher
than the prices for heavier hogs to make the production of lighter weight

hogs more profitable for the producer.

i) Eﬁerrisvan, F. B., op. cit., pp. 810 gives 86.4 per cent as the average
yield “Shippers Style" for 250 pound hogs and 83.4 per cent for
pound hogs.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The anal,vsxs presented in this %h.esis was direcbed tewat‘dastudy
oft (1) the behavior of the prices of slaughter hogs at R:.cnmeﬂd; (2)
the price differential of slaughter hogs between Richmond and ‘f:hﬁ;e:aga,
including differentials between light, medium, and heavy we:.ght hogs;
and (3) the most profitable weight to sell iwg-,s' farrowed at variwa
times of the year, E

Due to the 1i

ited amount of data available for analysis certain

- adjustments and assumptions were necessary in order ze.melap i:ha |
analysis. Long-time seasonal average prices of hogs at Hichmond were
estimated on the basis of the average price differential between Chicago
and Bichmond market prices during tha three year period, 19%.195

"Ifheéa derived differentials by weeks were applied to weekly average hog
prices at Chicago during the 12 year period from 1935 to 1950 - excluding
period 1943-1946 vhen price controls were effective —~ in order to obtain

estimates of hog prices at Richmond dur:

ng the same peried. In making
this adjustment it was assumed that the average price differential
existing between the two parkebs daring this peried also existed daring
the 12 year period.

A1l estimated costs and net returns calculations were based on the

rate of gain and amount of feed consumed as presented in Tables & and 9.



This allowed 138, 213, and 249 days for hogs to reach 200, 250, and

300 pounds respectively from the date of farrowing. Tatal production
costs were estimated on the basis of feed cost constituting 75 ?'er' eent
of the total cost. Feed costs were determined by applymg the price of
feeds prevailing at the time the hogs reached specified marketing weights.
Average monthly prices of feeds for the 10 year period, 193’5—-19_3?9;' 1946~
1950, were used in compntmg feed costs,

"i’.‘hesg major assumptions have been pointed out to the reader as
possible limitations of the findings. However, it is believed that the
assumpbions made where no experimental or actual data were availsble
are logical and valid,. |

Hog prices at Richmond were studied in light”of their influence
upon the prices received for slaughter hogs in Southeastern Virginia,
the major hog production area in the state., Hog prices at 'Riehmﬁd
varied daily and seasonally during the years 1948-1950, Daily price
changes occurred, on -thé average, 2.5 times per week, The average
amcunt of change was 35 cenbs per 100 pounds,

Prices of hogs at Richmond, based oh the 1948-1950 average, were |
farther below Chicago prices during the spring months than at any other
time of the year. The receipts of hogs at Richmond were the hlghes*h in
the spring while at Chicago the peak marketing months occurred in the
bfajll. The price differentials between the two markebts were smallest in
the fall when marketings ab Richmond were relatively lower than at Chicago.
The 180-220 pound hogs commanded sbout the same price in the fall at the

two markets,
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H@g ﬁri@es at Bichmond were at thelr seasonal low in Ap;ri}.__x '
averaging $17.60 per 100 pounds for 180-220 pound hogs and $15,25 per

100 pounds for 270-300 pound weights. They reached their seasonal

high in August when 180-220 pound hogs averaged $25.00 perl

and the 270-300 pound hogs averaged slightly above $22,00 per 100
pounds. The average price of the 220-270 pound hogs hovered between

=

the price of the light and heavy weight hogs during the yéa;r; -

_ The most important factor influeneing the most préﬁi;abig welgh‘c. },
of hogs is the date of marketing, Naturally, this date is largely |
dependenk on the date of farrowing., Thus,. emsemtlm afprebable |
farrowing and merketing dates is esseatial befere the m&egmmme
weight can be determined. In general late fall farrowed pigs could be
profitably fed to 250 or 300 pound weights while pigs %arroweel ai;‘. other
b‘iz:i-me:s could b:ei more pmﬁiﬁa&lsr marketed at 200 pound weights.

‘Seasonal price variations may provide p@ém’em.witii a chance t@_
merease their neb rvemms if they csal piaﬁ the:w production in order
to sell when hog prices are at higher lwels. ” |

Weekly average prices were used to compube a representative seasonal

pattern of prices for determining the value of the hogs, During the

three years {1%8—43.9) the Richmond price of 180-220 pound hogs averaged

96 per cent of the Chicago price, Differentials between the two markebs

varia&-framfa low in April when the average prices at Richmond were only
93 per cent of the Chicago price to the seasonal high in September when

prices were approximabely the same at both markets, The prices of medium



and heavy weight hogs at Richmond averaged 93 and 90 per cent respectively
of prices at Chicago. '

Ses

Estimated net returns were computed for the three weight clas

 of hogs farrowed on specified dates throughout the year. Theﬂet returng

- were estimated by compubing total costs and subbracting thxse@stfmm '
the estimated gross value of the hogs. -

Estimated net returns were favorsble to medium and heavy hogs if
farrowed between October 15 and Jamzary 1. The estimated net retums;

tively,

from 300 pound hogs farrowed October 15 and iﬁm‘%’;@nﬁ;ﬁm 1, respéec
were $5,09 and $6.50 per hesd; the 200 pound hogs showed rwt returns

of $4.00 and $4.27 for the same dates, HNet returns from hogs farrowed
December 1 and December 15 were {8.18 and #8.45 per head, on the same
dates net returns from 200 pound hogs averaged $5.57 and §6.47 per head.

Some nutritive balanced rations may be more economical than others

for profitable hog feeding. A comparison of the mrgmal rates of
substitution between corn and high protein feed and the average price
ratios between these feeds for 1949~1950 sheweﬁ that a 16.5 per cent
protein rabion would have been the minimum cost ration (fesd cost per
unit prcéngeé) during the period. |

An equal percentage marree:se in ‘mahagemmt :e:f;fieieﬁczy causes a
greater increase (in per eent) in net returns from 200 pound hogs than

from 250 pound hogs. This was shown in Figure 28 and was discussed on

pages Sk and 85. | L " '
Reports of hog slaughterings indicate that hog producers in Virginia
possibly are unaware of being able to feed light weight hogs to 250 pounds
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B during the seasen when hog prices are increasing. The favorable
mrketmg @atés‘ for 250 pound hogs are usually in late June, July

and August, A'eeording: to these slénghber é-eporﬁs', the average live-
weight of hogs slaughtered during those months of 1950, in Virgmia ‘
was 207 pounds per head; the Yinited States average for th:.s period

was 259 pounds‘ 1/ The highest averaze weight of hogs slaughtered in
Virginia was 213 pounds in November; t.he average for the United States
daring November was ?35 pounds per heaé-«. . The average la.vewelght per
head of hogs sold by a random number of farmers in %utheastem Vzrg:ma.a

in 1950 invarisbly were within the 180-240 pound weight class. g/
Conclusions -

On the basis of the available data and the technigues used in the
analysis the following conclusions can be made:

ind were consistently lower than at thﬂ&gb _

1, Hog prices ;at Richm:
for all three weight classes durmg the period from 1935-1950.
The -wide‘st price diff‘emntials‘ oceurred in April and were at

- the minimum in July, @ctaber, and November. |
2+ The heavier the hoﬂs the wider the price da.fferantml between

Chicago and Richmond.

;/ Grops and Marke’os, United States Deparbment of Agmc:ulnure, BAE,
Volume 28, 1951, p. 65.

2/ Unpublished data, Department of Agriculbural Zconomiecs, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute,



3.

he

- the farrowing and m

During the period of rapidly rising prices from Apri

September 1, hog prices were szgmﬁeaﬁtly higher on Fméaar L
than on sarlier days of the week, o

The most _prafit.abla welght to market hogs largely depends o

Hogs farrowed between October 15 and January 1 and mrke’bed

between May 1 and Augu

st 20 could have been profitably fed to

250-300 pounds.,

, Hogs farrowed at dates eth@r thaﬁ th&se between @e’sobar 15; and

January 1 would have been profitable when sold at a-g@;—tv of

200 pounds, -

T

~ be hlgh »eneﬁ@h a.% &13_ times to make them the most

To insure the consumer (the esmomy) the Wmm benaf:.ts from

pork production the prme of light weight hegs (181-'22!} st

profitable

weight class to maxke’c.. ‘This was nob. alwasrs the case ¢ iring the

12 year pe—med cmsidere@ in this thesis » for in 8 of the 3_2 years

prices :.nez*eased saffz.cmxxtly during the seasen 80 that hégs
farrowed on Becember 3.S ‘and May 15 would na?e iﬁem zawre profit-
able if sold at 250 pound mg:ma/{;zzenz?e p@im&s} thzm_ if sold
at. 200 pound wéightsﬁ (180220 ,gsaunds} + (Bee Table ?’, gage zﬁ,

~ Table 11, page éé and Table 12, page é‘?.)

8,

: ratwn %.ha*t wea}.i give m:rn m‘tes ef gain in order te

Under certain eeﬂdlti@ns it may be rational ta faed a hi@hucost

' :'-"ff" the

h&g reach mametable weights when prwes *ﬁ@uld be mere %vcrable.



Likewise it may be desirable to feed a ration which waul&}“g;ive
a lower rate of daily gain in order to delay the time when the
hog reaches marketable vre:.gh'b until hog prices are expectedto
attain a more favorable level., Good pastures nay wfferan
excellent altemé;%;i#e to pm&ﬁe’e hogs at substantially lower
costs per pound than a prat,éinwgfain ration even thaugh average
daily rates of gain are lowered. However, results from research
directed at anfswering such guestions are indeed limited at this

time.
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APPENDIX



Table le-hverage W@e}‘:;l,,f Quoi;amms of 180=220 Pound Hags""t‘
' nst:«.mted “UE Year ﬁver:...g@

‘Richmond by Years, 1%5495& and
(inclusive) _

E Euﬁma‘beﬁ

an:h

zfzéaé
Aprild - 20,20
20.7'
20,40
20,30
Yay 20645
20,85
21,50
23 .@t
| 2320 - : | 1
- June 23@55 20070 18,95
, 25,05 20,00 19.35 £
26450 20445 19,65 22,20

. éé .



Table L,wﬁverage Heekly ezu@tai;mns ebf 180«22& iﬁ'@m& Hogs at ftf_chmend by Iaars, 1%8»3.?50 mcﬁ%
,- mtimated 12 Year Average {inclusive)
idsrs per 100 pownds)
L e TS

| Augush

Sepbember
 Detober

Hovembar

December

Source: Federal ot



Table ﬁ.ﬁﬁwmm xeeklar %uet,amons of 220=270 Pound Hogs a%. mcﬁd by Eeers s 19.;&*},9% and
o - Estzxn%ezi? Year &vemg@ (malusw@) .

Estima%;ed

 March

April

June

= 0T =



Table 2.~Average W@@kly Qnetatzgns of 229~27@ Faund.ﬂags ab B&chmﬁad bv Eears, l?h@ml?gﬂ and
Estimaued 12 Eéar Aﬂerage (1nﬂlL31vv) ,
e e "Estmméte&
12 year

- 20T =

Septenmber
Octiobey

December

State M WTf“gwE Scruice, Vlrglnia‘ﬂepartment o7 ﬁgﬁlﬂulﬁufeg E&V&§i@n P
30, Deilye




Table 3.=dverage weck}.y fuotations of 270«300 Pound Hegs at Richmond by Years s 1948«1950 and .
Estimated 12 Year Average (mclus:we)
_{dollars ver 100 mmas)

Estz_mated T

Jdanusry 2590 19.20 14.20
25,15 19,10 14,00
2&'5@ 18,25 - 114».20
2L 35 18,65 14475
 February 23,65 17,95 15,00
, 19.85 1‘. 25 lﬁnm
20,3. 1’?-&@ 3;43,-5-25
March ' 21,00 o _ 1735 1};‘.50
S - l?qé'@’ 17.15 14435
,&5 16,70 13.80
19,10 16,45 12,55
: 18,60 . 15690 13025
Aprid 18,20 15,35 13,00
18,10 . 14460 . 13-;13
18,00 14420 1,3,-5&5
17,90 14,00 - 14400
May : 18,00 14e 50 15430
18,05 e 75 164,75
18,90 15,70 ' 1745
20. 60 164 70 17, 50
20420 18,50 , 17.55
June o 20,55 . 18,70 . L745
22,05 : 3.3.“ 17.85
23,50 18.45 18,15

R P [ N .75~ RS 1T - F—

l?..7
11.5@
11.73
11,72

11. 92
11,75
11.3L
m.a
10,99
10.82
10,91
1@;61
...1.12
11,16
1147
11,72
11,98
12,12
12,35
12.6.9

den

continued=
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Table 3 .=Average weeug quotations of 270-300 Pound Hogs at Richmond by Yaam, 1948-1950 and
ﬁstlma%ed 12 Year Average { mclusive) . .
. (dellars per 100 pounds)

" Estinated
° 1R year

19,00 . 2065 2 S 16
19‘5 gzhlﬁ . ?t}‘lg » 13'59
2000 4.0 2222 13,78
16,60 v : 21.7§ C 22,18 ‘ 3‘3‘73 )

20130 22,67 13,78
17:83 22,40 1375
e AT 13.32
18,20 Pl Bz
1855 22,12 . 13,60
19,30 2209 e
19,55 RS Lo
19,10 a8 B
15465 m @8 ' .
16455 ‘

16.35
16415
14485
y-i»oQ0
l&.l&
14,00
1!@'&’@(}

lﬁi 22 l@
134»- ”

August

Sephenber

Qetober

Hovember

December

| 41@_”{ -
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Table &.wﬁfﬂxy‘ﬁrace Quotatians for Three %élwht .133a53 of ﬁagﬁ a@

V5 B Emm@r

{1949) o (@mwawrﬂﬁmm&)

1 1{?&25’?

19,25
19.50
19.25
19,75
20,00
20,25
20,00
20,00
20,00
20,00
20,60
2036
20,25
20,50
20,50
20.75
20,75
21,00
2125
21,25
21450
21,50
21425
2125
2100
21,00
2100
. 21,00
21,50
21.50
21,50
2L.75
ZL.75
2175
2.75
21,75
22,00
22,00

s

27

Aug.

RESvouwrwuxlB

ﬁ"’ i

m%hm%
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“Table 4,~Daily Price Quotations for Three Weight CL

" Richmond,

October 3
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Table x.;..-ﬂmly Pm.f:e Q&@t&ﬁis for Three Weight Classes of fi@gs ab
_ Jm@ 13, 1949 = Dec m%:ser 8, l?ﬁe
' , (d@llam per ;L” p@fm%}
17 o 18, 2':'5 oo l*?.?i
ig S ig.es Y1
19 S18,50 00 - 18,00
20 3_& 52 o 18, u

» 'v:._j‘f;}': .;“_'Pmme’és

Hovenber

, 155,‘25
125
14425
14,00

14,00

' 15%025

- 1he25
1’4—:@‘
13475
14,00
14400
125
14425
14 GO
1400
13,75

. 1 25

' lﬁr. {5 13475

- 15,50 14425

- 15.25 C1h.25

15.0@ 14400
_;g, ) 'LL.Q@

Becenber

FEBwo~owm

continusd-
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Table A.—Bmly Fme:e @m‘t&m@n{s for ‘i’hme I{fﬁlﬁh’a Classes @f ﬁﬁgs aﬁ

Decenber 15

(1950)

Januvary

Pebruary

16

19

15,00
15,00
15,25
15,50
15,25
15.25

15.25
15 Je 2}
15,25
75

15,00
' B.é.. 5&

15,05
15425

o 14,00
13475
o 3400
o 1425
14,00
- 1425
C 1425

175

15,00

15,00
1475
15.00
15,00
15,60
15.00
15,00
lb‘m
15.00

15.:@
15,00
15.00
15,00

continued
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?abl@ 4,—§axly Price Quotations for Three Welght ulasses of ﬂmﬂs at ’
Elahmané, unu éa 1949 ~ December 8, 1950
220-270 Pownds 270300 Pownds

£

. March

BREGEEE 0 nsown wBERERERY!

ERIUENE

b
&

April

w3 O 2o B

Gmﬁmﬁﬁ



tations for Three Weight Classes of Hogs st
Jupe 13, 1 De 1950 .

Table Ly=Daily Price Guot 3

Vay

Boowrwmnps BRRER




%ﬁ&kp&nyﬁme@%@m@i@?M%%w&tﬁ%msﬁﬁ%ﬁ%

gy

- August

 §@$ﬁ§%&w&w%$$ﬁ@%%@$%

L35 1949 = Qegember 8, 1950 .

23. )..
22,50
22,50
22;75.
’73 £3 g.

) . ’5'

o 22.5'
i 2. 75 .
22.75
Hﬁ&

ummmw



Table h.-Daily Price @u@taﬁiqns for Three Yeight Classes of E@g&‘ at.
Bichwond,  Juwe 13; 1949 = December 8, 1950

E@nth 2 “»«  - Pounds 220*21@ Pounds
(1950) {dollars per 100 p@uﬂ%}

avgust 18 23450 22,75 22,00
21 23,50 22,75 22,00

22 2.5 22,75 22,00

23425 ' 22450
23450 , ?2‘75
23‘253 »'wu 5@
23,00 o 22425
23;.-;-" 22,25
22.‘7'“4 22,00
21,50
- 21,50
21425

, él.{}ﬁ
' 2@.@&
;L{J?- 50
19,50
19.50
19,50
19,50
19,50

- 19,00
19,00
1900
18,75
18.25
17.75
17.25

" 210300 Founds

September

22,50
22,00
1k 21,50
15 21,00
18 21,00
19 21,00

26 20,50
27 050
28 20425
| 3 1925
L
. 17.25
6 1.‘39. 17. 5@
10
11

10 875 18,00 17.25
1 18,75 18,00 17.25

12 19.25 18.50 1775
13  19.50 18,75 18,00
16 19.25 18,50 1.7
17 19,75 19,00 16,25
A8 W00 1935 18,50

, . o B T continuede




Table h.

Prm@ Quotations i‘or Thrm m’e:z.g;ht Class@s of Hegs ab

220 Pounds 422&»2?@ Pmmds 3’?@-»,;0& Pounds
A d@llars per 100 p@m ,

October 19 . 20,00 o 19425 4 ’l& 50
Q 20 20,00 19425 C 18,50
23 © 19450 185 18,00
2k C o A%Rs . L850 B
25 . 19,00 . 18425 o 17.50
2% 19,00 18,25 17.50
30 18,50 o OATSTS - 16.25
31 18,50 17495 16425
Novenbey i o 19,00 , C18.25 , 16475
, 2 15.00 . 18,25 S 16,75
3 18,75 18,00 16,50
| e'; | 18,50 | 17.75 16425
8

" omth

19,(}@ Coig2s 0 16,75

9 . 3. . 18,25 16,75

10 ) 1&"2 . ‘50’ IR DAy 43 16,50
13 o 1825 o 17450 16425

14 . 18,258 . 1750 16425

17 18,50 17,75 16450

20 o 18,00 o AFeR5 - 16,00

2L . A8,00 . 1725 16,00
23 o 18,80 . A7.25 16,00

2 18.00 17,25 16,00

27 18,00 17.25 . 16,00

28 . 18,00 . L7.25 16460

29 ~ 18,00 . d7.25 ' 16,00

Decembsr 1 18,00 . X725 16,00
~ L 1800 . X725 : 16450

) 1.7 . 17.00 | 16425
5 TS . 17.00 16.25
S & £% _ . 1700 16,25
_ & 18,00 . 1’7.45 16450

Sources Fefiemlwtate H&rket ﬁews Service ” Virginia s}eparmem of

Kgriculture, Eﬁ.vzmm of ¥arkets, JIssued Daily
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Table He=lockly Average H@g?riees in the Smithfield Holland
100=-240 Pound Hogss :
(dauars pez* hunaz*azi pamds)

Harch 15,18 15.35

Bpril 1430 Unbs 95
May 15,40 16,50 1835 . 18,50 1&53:
June 18435 18,70 18,85 . 19.25 o
iy 19,85 2030 2365 2300
fugust 23,05 23,05 23,00 22,85

Septonber 23,55 2255 ZLAS . .50
 October  19.75 18,55 18,60 19.55
 November 18,65 18,25 18,35 . 18,00

 Decenber 17.50 | 3-?-?5 _ 17,75 18,80

Pebrusy oy 21. 31'5 ’ 22«25 2253@ 2230
Mereh 21,05 21,00

2 Dopartment of

,3@113’.@9' Fedeml—ﬁtaw vﬁﬁfarke—_t,. ?%czws a:emr:e, Virgini
Lgriculture, Uivision of Markeis. Issued I




Table b,-Average Weekly Quc;tabmns of 1&&-%2‘ Pound ﬁ@gs at Cmeaga by Years, 1935-1%2 and 1%’7—-3.950
(mclus:.@)

- 12 Jeal‘ 1%@3«-1950

9.61 1@.5: |
ie@l 10,17 10,06 5'31‘ 56_ 7~79 5053 .
8,03. 10.42 10426 5;% 7492 546 f
.20 10.82 10.2L 8,77 £.10 5,53 7.98 12,9
8.76 10.63 10,10 9.03 8.32 5.k6 7.9 13,
Maroh 9,23 10,2510.20 9.2 8,12 5.2 7.78 13,
9.5 10471001 0.62 8,04 55 T.T5
.83 1@.&7 m.z? 9.3:31 'hé 5,32 8,04 13.44
8,95 10,69 10,06 8.9 7Teh2 5.24 8,06, 13.7L
April 9,05 10.59 9.96 8.82 7.30 5.0 8,14 14,2
%2@ 3.0.53@ 1013 62;.@41 7,28 5,24 ﬁ,g;g
Yay %@1 16.55 .1@;% gol 7.*@4 ‘ful‘? 8455
N o iLae 8.3 a..-@fs %3‘;@9 9,31 1l
. 9e95  9u9h 1LLL 8,73 676 5,51 9ukl 1k
June 9,86 10,08 11,36 8.92 6460 5.33 9.40
9.72 10,10 11,27 9.10 6,51 5.8 9,68
9.5L 10,18 11,0? 9.10 &, a8 ).lé l‘.ﬁ'}’
9h2 10,39 11,93 9,00 7,13 5,37 10,73

¥ 98 16,02 13.3L 19,8
22,18 20,38 16,01 13,19 19,52
:22,;3'? 19.59 16,10 13,22 1.%5 o
o1, g; 18,08 17.15 12,89 19,09 ‘
1.2 49 18,01 12,92 19,25
57 18,70 19.57  13.13  19.95
58, 23.00 19.36 19,90 13,48 20,74

24,99 2045 19,93 13,80  2L.79
2he532 22,04 20,15 13,90 22,17
2450 21,65 20,21 13,85 22,12
26,10 21,06 19.93 14,37 22,36
06 28,10 21,51 20,18 14,32 23.26
5 ) - "82 210 s ‘f }'.‘. , é

T
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| ‘:{'able é.*&verage W‘ieekly -%etatians af 180220 Pound Hogs at ﬁh:z.cag@ by Yaa.rs " 1@35&1%2 and 1%?-‘}.?50{:,{
2 | (inzlusmve) , '
1lar » 100

 Yf'1
2 10,00 6,97
} 9.98 6,80
96k 7,08

12,02 11,20 12,73
50 11,47 12,03
«-mwm%pw'

> 11,08 12,53

ﬁctaber ZL@; :‘35
10,95

10.63

» 997
November  9ik2
9.30

k5
9453

December 9,78

9666
94«»@

10,11 13,19

10,23 11,01

1@&39‘ 1021

%69 933
‘5’. 36 9.52
9653 9409
k8 8,35
9-’«’-}7 v ?QQ‘
9-&7 BehS

9.69 8,27
9»91. 8,02
94 937 gozﬁ-

%?'51 ?alﬁ. 3

93% ?.&9 6405

8492 6,43
&82 éQl&'
50

8483 7.5

7480 6,79
7\'71& ’3«&3
S‘bﬁk@/oaﬁ-
S‘bﬁika%é};

9,04 8,51 1
9‘1. f:gfb
8,90 7.95 6.

?mmalm

T3k 5,37 6
70 53 5‘?3'

m.ég 11&-66\ e

11.08 14,69

11. 58 m‘@?

ll.la»é 1&.

S AT4h 15,00 28,05
11,42 15.00 27,99
10258 1499 271

1L.87 Lho5h

11,87 Lhak2 26

12‘3.1 1&»1’?

ma% 154}«&} 1

- .28 1525 ,
1',§2 l&f&’@ 29,31 26,28 18,06 2
l@.l@ l&-; 55

mwmm,ﬂng““‘




Table Temdverage ;eehly @Qﬂﬁ&tl@ﬂw of 22.~?7l Pound Hogs at Chicago by Y@ars, ~935*3

%2 end 19471950
(ine usavg} , ' L

vJannazy= V.WQV
8,01

. 7.88

S L7

Psab ix'mm?' 7:'7

9406

?@

Qgﬁﬁ

9629

9.93
10,00
June 9.89
9T

9,56

.13 i

B 'ﬁg@@‘}%, ¢
Fa38 &fq?
8,68 l
9:02

915 |

2028 100 ) 1LG 690 725

 ;T1? year l?#@»i?ﬁ‘

32 10,53 7.3

:,.1ﬁ.kﬁ 78! &2
l'ogé ‘c&ﬁ 7;75
w2l B434 B02 73
5 8,78 8,12 5,23
?mﬁ@ 7:92 2
9 LBl 5,32

.12 6;9@ 6 ﬁl 8.2
26 8,0k 7,00 6,17 8,5
0e53 798 ?‘Q? 5o$§
B 7401 5,93
He08 6,77 5.67
8,66 6 68 5,50

.,f,.j_"_':E g_gé z,&é 5.3
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Taﬁle Te=hyerage Weekly Quct&t&cns of 220-27C P@?nd Hogs ag Chicago by Yéara, 1935-1942 and l?h?el?ﬁ&
. inclus;ve

L1 c Sddl, 2ld2  mddl §£%ﬁ§f'vu"'fl i nZds el L2880 A2wd LELAES BIRLERC..
 July 9.4! 10,72 12,50 9430 7433 ba 08 10, 63 14,61 b1 28,89 20,90 23.15 m.as 2431
: 9,75 10,50 12012 9.?; 6a9h 6,66 11,10 1465 25,57 29,05 21,64 24,19 1516 24,%
1@;@& 10.2& 12431 ‘9.5& 6.76 é 5n 11.51 14483 26,34 28,86 z/.wa ajoél lﬁ.?& 2h.92
Aupgust 1@.‘! lﬁ.?é 13-@3 -,.Jh 6.&9 6.ﬁ@ 11.27 1,75 27.87 20.05 Eﬁﬁé? 23;9% 15;66 25.55
11,41 10,89 13,02 é.éss 6.19. &.46 w1.33 14490 2?.&?’ 2942 22,84 23,59 15.52 25.28
.11332“11¢&8 11593 :é.? 6.;@ 0 Gé 11.38 14,90 27.2? 30,13 21;27 2&a$& 15555 25441
September ll.?u ”1 19 11.5%,_ a9,1§ 8.55 ;.;2 ll ?& 14450 ZggGB 29.31 '2“ lﬁ z).é? 15.?3 25.02
11,80 11,00 12441 9,19 7,92 6,93 12,03 14,36 29,31 29.42 21,96 22,70 15,75 2469
11466 10,52 12,22 9,06 8,02 6,73 11,91 15.03 29,07 29.62 20,60 21,82 15,52 24,01
11.52 10,13 12,05 8,98 7.57 6.55 11.60 15.32 28,3, 28,38 20,19 21,09 15.14 23,22
October 10,73 10,26 11,12 8,64 7.0k 6,52 11,33 15,51 29.25 25,03 1874 19,71 lh49  2L.16
' 10.81 10435 10,9, 7496 7o17 6449 11,19 15,01 29,60 26,22 18,33 19,90 14,50 21.38
10,41 10,24 1@.1& 68 T35 6460 10466 14,93 29.53 26,37 18,28 20,29 14.37 21,65
. 9492 983 9428  8.03: 6«9® 640 10,30 1h.TL 27.9h 25,73 17.9h 19,51 13,87 21.06
Névember 9-&1 (’3«:1}3 9-&8 7.’32 i‘f&.@ﬁp ﬁ.ll l‘jn 5}. léh 52 204:{3!{— 2&'052 3_7.@8 3—"9-@8 2—3“’%@ 2{}.23
- 9429 9,60 9,01 7,78 6,47 6,32 10,42 14,11 25,68 23,15 16,50 18,53 13.07 19,33
Dbl .65 8,32 7,68 6,11 6,20 10,24 13,87 25,01 21,61 15,78 17.97 12.65 18.45
953 9,63 7.96 strike. J.?B 6420 1@.29 13,56 24,91 22,91 15,70 1?¢Sé.13‘12 ig.g2
D70 19,71 8,36 strike 5.52 6,14 10,08 13.48 25,15 22,50 15.50 17,96 13,10 18.65
Docember 9,80 9.93 8.02 7,38 5.51 6,18 10, QQ 13.57 26,16 21,86 15,31 18,08 12,65 18,42
? 71 1ﬁ 99""7 ?& ';?.12 §.“§ a,zﬁ l@.éB 11@;@3"a5 1@"21@@é" 15 1@ 1&,1@ 12,61 18,13
‘?.&1 5.59 @.8h 11.Q§ 1450 28,22 2044 15,&# 2@,51 13,2§ 19,17
SN e - 14,00 26, 25,34 19,62 19,38 13 :
Liv i [T""'”Vﬂnxteé,ﬁ%ates'ﬂepartmang"of %g?l@ﬂiﬁﬁre,‘?f@ductlon amd.?,'“
%émlﬁlutratlon, ‘Livestock B ranch, Issued Weskly.
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‘Takle % ~Average Veekly Qu@tati@rls of 270-300 Pound Hogs at Chicago by Years, 193%1%2 and 1947=1950
(inelusive) B ‘
{dollars per 100 pounds)

3.;: ye&r 1%8«1%0 '

- Month 1935 1936 939 L9 Ikt 1942 ] 1948 1949 [EPARe |
January 7.72 9u14 lO.L’? '7.66 7.60 5.29 6 8‘3 11,20 21,76 26,98 19,12 1h.5 ,3.2.32' 26-.123
8403 ?.'?L 10,38 TJA45 7.00 5.18 7422 1L.14 22,06 27,08 19,35 14,50 12,43 20431
To90 9,80 10425 Tl 7,18 5430 &, 06 11,43 22,82 26,22 18,95 14.83 12,52 20400
797 m.m.. 10403 7o7h 740 5,08 8,06 1167 23,22 25,88 18,95 15.55 12 20,1
February 7.88 9.95  10.23 7.90 7.57 5.1@ Te85 12,29 23.73 24,32 18,82 16.24 12.66 19,74
8.13 10,18 10,21 8,15 7.56 5.02 7.78 12,50 Z2hL.42 20,75 18,28 16, 1z.42 18,70
8,36 10,61 10,20 8,06 7,86 5,04 7.68 12,72 24,80 21.05 19.45 16,58 12,75 19,23
L 8,91 10,47 10,08 8,52 7.93 La92 7.066 12,87 206,31 20,50 1959 16,37 12.8, 18,82
March 9435 9.88 10,21 9,12 7.70 4,96 7T.54 13,19 28,59 21,85 20,02 16,58 13425 19.48
o 9.64 9,94 10,17 9.41 7.62 5.00 7,53 13.49 28,32 20,58 20,02 16,74 13,20 19,11
9.36 10,10 10,20 9,30 7.30 &.?3 Te5kh 13,50 27,36 22,0 i 13,35 1941
8.85 100220 10432 8,99 7.26 5,05 7,67 13.54 206,89 2 20,08 1 12,94 18,85
8,97 10,39 10.18 8,67 7.% 5406 Te52 13,78 26452 20,00 19 12,78 1842

CApril 9,00 10447 10421 B.A49 T.06 Le90 773 Lh.SL 25,69 19,55 18 12,68 18,10 - .
9,06 10,59 10,00 8.2h 7.00 5.07 8,59 14.35 25,18 19,65 18,30 15,96 12,66 17,99
8,90 10,67 - 10.1% 8.25 6.0 5,48 8.45 143l 2336 19,40 17.88 16,18 12,49  17.82
v o 8,98 ldc 59 k5 0 ¥ ?v?&: é«?é 6420 ‘»36 LR TN 2458 S ATk » 3-2.2'? 3.?‘ 52
¥ay 9,01 10.22 10,21 7.88 6.78 5.99 €40 1405 21,62 I 12:27 170
: G0k 9,66 10,49 7.85 6,81 5.68 8,56 14,02 22,58 v 12,50 18,52
9,18 9,20 11.58 8,32 6,79 5.76 8.92 14,12 22,80 20,65 18,76 19,36 12,95 19,59
0,85 Guhk  1L.6L 8,58 8,55 5.hh 9,33 1430 22,10 22,40 19.88 19,34 15.23 20,54
gog@ 9-?5 : 3.1.3? ﬁtﬁh é«é«& 5v3}- . 9«@1 ) 1&«#32 231'16 Ql, e LYe s | 13027 200?

June 975 9489 11,31 8,77 6,20 5,12 9,30 14,06 22,78 . 22,30 CA9,23 13427 20,68

9u5h 9487 11,20 8,86 6,11 5,00 9.56 1h.22 22,88, ;%’55 W58 13.34 20,93
929 9,92 1135 875 6uk2 bu%6 .97 m:%é 235 .30 1.2 1835 1.6 a9

a@nmmﬁed«”
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Table 8.*Avamge Weekly @u@tatlms of 2”'@—-300 Po

g'Bg 10012 11‘7&‘ B % P01

' 10,12 10,24 12,22 Ba92 54945498
August 10,40 10.48 12,64 8,68 5,78 5.88
1L.20 10,59 12 @&, j

Le2 - ™ 8,98
Sgpts@;ﬁber 11.?1 m‘@z 1:1. -31 8492 swz %3 92
’ 11.&3 1‘071 1#417 E%". ?o?l éuég
11;26 9&?9 11.53 ‘48? ?Qj% 60&3

October 10,58 10,15 10,83 8,50 6,92 6,50

10476 10422 10,65 7493 7410 6445

10,43 10,51 9.85 T.6L 7430 6.54

» C9.Th 9,76 9,07 7.92 6,86 6.4@»
Hovembor  9e2h 9:38 9,29 7.81 6,80 6,12
- 9,18 9454 8.91 t’o'?la.,ééieﬂ 6433
C D.3h.. 961 B.2L T.66 6,02 6,20

s 5462 6419
964 ‘9;67 82k strike 5,34 6414
, 7.?&% Te37 5,30 6,18

9eb7 9459 7488 strike

B@cember D97 99

9468 l&.@‘? Te50 Te02 5,@? 6,18

937 10,08 71166 Tl 5124 6o
, 9134 1023 ?ug? ?cl&} ~_}s‘& {3‘0‘(2,

Eouvess

)olﬁ 6 Qﬁ
’ l@og? 1&5»0@7 2@{2@ 2@.2&‘

.l@.?? ll;-’?@ 26.53 2’._ 1

wnd Hogs at ilhwage by Yuars s 1935 1942 end 1947-1950
‘ (ineluswe) ‘

86 5,86 3.0.&9'14.34; ?2_;927.}4; 1@;..{;;
923 6428 6435 © 10,95 11,
a7k 9,86 12,00 8,70 6.0k, 6118 11,2k

10,96 1ha26 25,10 27,48 20,97

1@.3‘ lihgi}i{' 20.2% 3&045 1. 50

10.84 14,59 25,82 28,22 22,10
l@;sﬂ Moé& 25.?8‘ "”?.m.{ 2.13

75
11.22 15,38 26,02 28,60 20,95
11,26 .01 26, 97 28,78 21,52
11,65 1430 28,42 29,12 21.55
11,66 15,04 28, T 29420 2048
11,48 15;3& 28,08 27.82 20,08
3_1.26 15, )!.g 20,12 211:.'?2 18,60
11.12 15,0L 29,58 26,10 18,32
1@.6:‘:’. 1&.95 ?9’5’ 2&3}‘&2 l@q;ﬁ?
10.30 14,74 27.91 25,58 l’?e?&r
10.!;6 14,56 26,01 24
10,40 14,04 25,65
10,23 13.92 25,00 &1.2,; 1,4.62
L 13.57 24.90 22,44 15.39

im.aév 13 5}. m.m 21.@8 15.0@-

10:9% Liak8 21,73 2:‘25 i

*tmmswmim, Livestoek Branch. Issued Weekly.

59 ?&.&5 %.% 20,80

~ iz yed‘ 1’9&;8*195@

2195 115 2
22,85 131

22,22 1hJ1
22,52 1he 56

22452 14,85

23.12 14,87 24,17
24415 15,10 2hef

24,12 15,06

23,16 15,34
22455 154k
21.68 15,31
20,96 14,96

19,69 15,37

19,88 14uh3
20:23 1430

19.48 13,81
19,06 13.35
18443 13,00
17.86 12,58
17.67 13,00

17.7 12,95
}?,8{3 3@2#&8
5 19.16 1%.\}?
3 ;ai@d;‘l 8’?

Lwemxs&“_ Sorios &e%“ﬂna.teéwﬁzbatesﬂﬁe@aﬁm@n..‘ 'mf" Aotacol ure. Proau@tmntmd T Ta——
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. fable 9.4@1:1@ of Good and Choice Hogs, Tobal. G@sﬁs, Feed Costs; Retums
Above Peed Costs, and Net Retwins per Head from Weaning, by Two Week
Periods and by Weicght Classes for Desipgnated %meng ‘fm@ afm ﬁaz'ker;«:,ed

at Diffevent m—ea.gh‘c.a, Twelve i«z&r Av@z*age & . _

B “,é‘ugus’t« |

Septenber

‘September

Qctober

Qc;'bébesr

Kovenber

" 15 Date

15

_Iten

Totel Value
- Total cost
Feed cost

Returns above

- Het reburns
1 Date

Total value

- Total cost
Feed cost
Beturus 3bove
Net returng

Date

Total cost
Feed cost

- Returns above
Keb returns

1 Date
" Total walue
Total cost
Feed cost

Returns above

Het returns

15 Date

 Total walue
Total vost
Feed cost
Retwyns above
Wet retwms

1 Dc?.tf‘ .
Total velue
. Potal cost .
Peed cost
Retwrns above

feed cost
feed cost .

Total velus

feed cost

‘fi}sési cost

feeﬁ cost

feed cost

Net weburns |

525,86

§ 2T

K 23.86 Y

$ 25.
1&.3&, .
130 -
leldy
6.92 -

Yerch 6

19,16
1149 -
6,70

Y¥arch 2L

19,16
16,37
10.37
5,58

April 5

19,80
14,85
923
ha2B
Apml 20

19,80 26419
14485
G.0L
54,. 6{3

May &
% 2&0!4—&-
20,17
15.13
9,31

1042
Lz.. 66

. 26,75
20469
10,36

20,43

_‘ June 6 -
-’@ 31#23 ‘

_ha50

June 22

C o 38.;2

CB30k3
11,70

- 5,09
July 6
& 4077
2754
13.23
6,50

- GORY t:mut;dw
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Tab}.e 9.*-%11;& of Good and Cm;w@ H@gﬁ 5
Hesd

Abeve Feed Costs, and Het Returns per
- Periods and by ¥Weight Cl
at Diffevent Welghts, T*mlv@ Year;

1935=1952 and 1947

“Tate !Bf
; farrowing

Tob

sl e@st, }*eefi S@sbsg Rutms
vori Weaning, by Tuo Week
sses for Besa.gﬁamd?wrmmﬁg Time aﬁé Marketed

2”' Pmmeas o ‘

Hovenber ,15 Qate S .‘
: Fobel value

Total costs

Peed costs

Retwmns above feed cmst;s '

Net returns
Total value
‘Total eosts

~ Peed costs

f}?ecembefr- '

Beturns above feed costs

ﬁet reburns

Qecmmber 15 Bate '
' Tetal walue
Total costs
Peed cosbs
Returms above i‘ee& costs
Net mtwm

Date

Total value

Total costs

Feed costs

Returns above feed costs

Net returns -

Dete :

Total value

Tobal costs

Feed costs

Retwns above feed cosis

Het retums

Date :

Total value

Total costs

Feed costs

~ Beturns above feed costs
Net retums

Janwary 15

February 1

'%Jm

$ 26,22
2017
15,13
11.09

6,05 :
June 6 July 7

§ 2640 4 &t

20,82 o 2767

S? JBG ?‘

1562 261

10,78
5«57
Jme 2L

$ 27,30

- 20,83
11.68
GobiT
July 7 g
2‘3.

16.,(2&
13,70
829

August 7

# 30,30
21,3
16,38
13,92

$ 36.62
28459

1347

J m@ 2.}.,

September 7

23,15

803,

4 M.Z:-a

.a@ptanmer 8
B hl.82
36023
?‘9.%32
12,80
5459

September 23
8 10,20
36423
29.02
11,18
3497

Detober 8
$ 38,10
m)g‘éé
- 29,40
8,70

continueds
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Table 9.=Value of Good and Choice Hogs, Total Costs, Feed Costs, Ret
Above Feed Costsy, and Net Returns per Head from Weaning, by Two Week -
Periods and by Welight Classes for Desipnated Farrowing 3‘1}&8 and ﬁax’k@t@ﬁ
at I%:.fferent v;e:xghts 5 Twelve Xea‘r* ﬁveraﬁe, _

, _ 51042 and 1 l 50 'mc}.mivo_) v L
S L - ;ﬁar’qen:mp at ) _@mag
farrowing o Ttem 2&8 Pounds 250 Pounds 00 Pounds
February 15 Date - Auvgust 22 Segmmaer 22 Q@t ’?'*w 23
Total value f $ 29,86 ¥ 3595 7
Totol costs 2Le8L 28,59
- Peed costs 16,38 23,15
Returns asbove feed costs 13.48 12,80
Net returns 8,02 7% :
March 1 Date September 7  OGctober 7 Hovember 8
: “Potal value $ 20,78 § 3417 $ 33.%
Total costs D 22,01 . 28,5, . 35,13
Feed costs 16,51 224k 27,79
Beturns above feed costs 14,27 12,03 6417
Net returns 8277 563 -l w17

Mareh 15  Date september 22 ﬁc tober 22 hwamber 23

. - Total velue 92962 0 §32,9% 6 j».%}
Tetal costs : 22,01 - .48.5&

Feed costs 16451 Lo

‘Returns sbove feed costs 13,11 . li.%l ‘

: - Nebt returns 7.61 o Bl 3

April 1 Date ’ Getober 7 Ifmremner 7 Decamber g
: Total value ©oo 2858 0§ 31,05 0§ 35,10
Total costs 20,36 26,28 .. 32.7h

Feed costs ‘ 15,27 . 2037 25697

Returns above feed costs 13.31 10,68 9,13

Het fetums : : B.22 kST 2.36

April 15 Date QOctober 22 ﬁem«,mwr 22 ﬁ‘ecembm 23
S Total value $ 273k $ 33»¢5t 5 36.90
Total cosbs 2036 28 3? 7h
Feed costs 15,27 90.3? ' 2869t
Returns sbove feed cosbs 12,07 1L.20 10.93
Vet returns 6.98 CO5.R2% - hJb

Yay. 1 Date ﬁwember 7 December 7 dJanuvary 7
: Total value , 4 26,18 $ 097 $ 35,91
Total costs . 18443 23,25 30,93
Feecd costs 13.82 18,87 Rh.B0
Returns above feed costs 12,36 11.90 1111

Het reburns N (2 N L Le98 .

: NP—— A ot 2.8 e s
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Téble Ge=-Value ei’ Good and Giéuse Hogsy Total Costs, Feed Costs, Returns
Lbove Feed (osts, and Net Heturns per Head from ¥ *’5@&2&1‘\{5,‘53' Tao Veek
Periods and by Weight Classes for Designated Farrowing Time and Harketed

at Different f*ezbht.a 5 me e Ti’ear A rage, ‘

g&t@ 9?

forrowing _ Ttem .
May 15 i’hw )

- Total value

Total cosks 23,23

Feed costs , : i8.87

Returns above feed costs 12.22: 12.85

Het returms 761 o BJAS

Juns 1 Date Ba@&mber 7 Jamuary 3
. Total value $ 25,12 $ 31.07
Total costs BTN 235

Feed costs 13,68 19.03

Retums above feed costs 1l.44 12,04

' Net peturmns , | 6,88 6,72

dJume 15 Date ﬁeeember 22 Janwavy 21 Febr
Total value 25442 $ 302  § 3
Total costs 18.2& %.35 -
Feed costs 13.68
Beturns above feed coshbs 341.’??;»
July 1 Date Janvary é
Total walue LB 25,18
Total cosbs : 19,35
Feed costs 1, 51
Returns above feed costs
Cduly 15 Date Januvary 21 February 2@ Harch 23
Total value @ 2503%2 gf? 3915%2 @ 33063 )
Total costs , 19,35 25620 32.33
Peed costs 14,51 19.60 25,48
Reburns above feed costs 10, 91 10,82 Bel5
Net retums ( 6,07 5418 1.30
Adugust 1 ﬁsﬂ;& February 5 lHarch 7  &pril 7
Tqbal value $ 24,72 $30.62  § 32,13
Total costs - 18,34 2l438 31,22
Feed costs 13.82 19.3.2 25.2@
Returns above foed costs l@.% : @.%
et returns 1]

: r 22.‘ Jgﬁu&w 22 o
: 7 a‘i’ 36.2.1
3@.?3

Source: Cempute& from Price Dota end Esi;lmteﬁ Cﬁsts'.J'”
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Table 10s Analysis of Variance of Daily Mean Prices of Days of the
Week for the Year 1950 {l@@m?% pounds)

Total . - %9 2,672 9307 o
Between Weeks 59 2,057.1918 51,9835
Between Days ‘ 3 : #2973 W07h32
firror o 196 1A 07878

Tobie 11: Analysis of Varience of the Daily Mean Prices by Days of the =
Week for the Period from Sepbember to December and J:u‘ua.r;y to %p’f*ll 19)&.
' (180-220 pounds) )

‘Sﬁurce of ’?amamon ’  do/f. 8. 8. e Se

- Total 139 645.9775 S
Between Weeks - 27 - 638.,03950 23,6303
Between Days ' L L1908 ~ SOLT77
Brror i 108 - 7&9381 - } '§?35

Table 12: Analysis of Variance of the Dally Mean Prices by Days of the
Week for the Period from September to April 1950. (180-220 pourds)

Source gﬁ Yeriastion
~ Total

Se Se Al 5’3;
1,129,0180 , '
Between Weeks : 1,121.,0850 53.1%12;,
Between Days : 1.39902 « 34,98 %
Error 8k ' 6.5340 0778

¥ Sipnificant at Lho five per cemb Level.



Tab}.e 13+ Analysis of Variance of Daily Mean Prices by hya af %.he:
Week for the Year 1950, (220270 Pownds)}

T&t&l

Between VWecks

Between Days
Error

TLoL75
1077

. Table. 1hs ﬁnalyms cﬁ" ?amanc& af B&zly &ean Fra.cas by ys of th&
Week for the Period from Sev:;ambar «w Becember and éanmry to ﬁ;p'
195 . (220-270 Pem&s} . '

Total. v
Between Weeks
Between Days
Brror

Table 15: Anelysis of ?amanca of Daily Mean Prices by Day“ of the
”Ecaek for the Period fram .&;zsrii *m Sep‘i;@mbar 3.‘3*5&. (2 ’i@ ?mmés)

Total
Between Yeeks
Between Days
Error

53,0355
1.0663 %

.0333

TTioant at the one por sent level,
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Table 16: Analysis of Variance of Daily Mean Prices by Days m‘.‘ th@
Vieeks for 1950. (270-300 Pownds) : ,

, Sm.rce e:i’ Variatmn
Total

Between Waoks
Brror

,‘3?.}.’6" 40,6568
- 0425 <0625
15497 o ~@7€3@

Table 17 Analyms of Varisnce of '5‘ ily Mean Prices by Bays ef 'the
Week for the Period from September to December ane:i January to April

1950, {R70-300 P@?ﬂnés)

 Souw ::f_e ef ?’ariatz.ﬁnf '
Tetal -

Between Wecks

Between Days

Brror

22,9682
.0270

B l:y‘ ﬁ‘i@fm ?ﬂc@u by Z.‘?ays of uh&—;
{270-300 Pounds)

Source of Variation 4/t 8.8. . He 8e
Total 109 .q;its FAY '
Between Weeks ‘ 21 98, 774

Betwesn Days L
Error v L

T Signilicent ab The one por Gent level.
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