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Price Differentials for Slaughter
Hogs in Alabama

MORRIS WHITE, Associate Agricultural Economist

PRICE differentials refer to the difference or spread between
two related series of prices.! This report is concerned with two
types of price differentials: (1) market price differential — differ-
ences in the price of hogs of the same weight between specific
markets; and (2) weight price differentials — differences between
‘prices of hogs of different weights at the same market. Both .
market price and weight price differentials change.

Most of the hogs produced in Alabama are sold at local mar-
kets within the State, but prices at these local markets are in-
fluenced by prices at central markets outside Alabama. Therefore,
knowledge of price differentials at both central and local markets
would be useful to producers. This knowledge would aid them
in selecting the most profitable place and time to sell each
weight and grade of hogs. :

PURPOSE or STUDY

Hogs are an important source of income from livestock for
Alabama farmers. Reduction in workstock numbers has resulted
in more corn being available for feeding hogs. Increased special-
ization has resulted in larger enterprises and keener competition,
which make knowledge of marketing more important to the in-
dividual producer. -

The principal objectives of this study were (1) to show, by
time and geographic location, the variations in prices paid to
Alabama farmers for principal classes and weights of hogs, and
(2) to analyze these variations in an attempt to explain why
they occur and how Alabama producers might adapt their opera-
tions in order to minimize the unfavorable effects of price varia-
tons. '

! Differentials are measured in terms of prices per hundredweight. Except
where specified, price data apply to 180- to 240-pound barrows and gilts.
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METHOD or STUDY

The study was based on data for the 3 years 1951 to 1953 in-
clusive. Data for three out-of-state markets and eight Alabama
markets were used. Price quotations for the out-of-state markets
and one central market within the State were obtained from
government market news reports. Data for the seven local
markets were obtained from sales records of the individual mar-
kets. Lack of adequate data at some points limited the analysis
to a small number of markets and to a limited number of weight
divisions.

Chicago, Nashville, and the Southeastern Area were the out-
of-state markets from which price quotations were obtained.?
Local markets within Alabama were selected on the basis of
geographic location. Two markets were chosen in the southeast-
ern section of the State, two in the south central section, and
one each in the southwestern, northwestern, and northeastern
sections.

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS anp LIMITATIONS

In analyzing hog price data, some assumptions are necessary
because every lot of hogs of a given weight and grade tends to
be slightly different from all other lots of the same weight and

ade.
nghe assumptions made in this analysis are: (1) Market price
quotations are based on grading that is substantially uniform
from day to day and week to week throughout the period for all
markets; and (2), where prices are reported as a range, the
price level is represented by the midpoint of the range (that is,
a change in the midpoint measures a change in price by a like
amount).

2 Chicago is the leading hog market in the United States. Changes in price at
this market should reflect important changes in supply and demand conditions for
pork. Price quotations at Chicago influence to some degree the quotations at other
central markets. Nashville and markets using the Southeastern Area quotations
(principally in Georgia) receive a large proportion of the hogs produced in Ala-
bama. Prices at these markets influence prices that hog producers receive at
Alabama markets.

A comparison of prices paid at these out-of-state markets was made with prices
at Montgomery, the only terminal livestock market in the State. However, a rela-
tively small proportion of the hogs produced in Alabama are sold at Montgomery.

The Southeastern Area quotation is an average of prices paid for hogs delivered
at packing plants located in Albany, Moultrie, Thomasville, and Tifton, Georgia;
Dothan, Alabama; and Jacksonville, Florida. : -
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These assﬁmptions have definite limitations. However, when
results of the analysis are interpreted carefully, important rela-
tionships are apparent.

PRICE DIFFERENTIALS amonc MARKETS

CENTRAL MARKETS

Differences between central market price quotations may be
due to demand conditions, to transportation and handling charges
that reflect distances from producing areas, and to the trade’s
estimate of the general quality of hogs marketed in an area.

When prices at the four central markets were averaged for
the period 1951-53, those at Chicago were the highest, Figure 1.
Prices at Nashville were very near those at Chicago, the differ-
ence being only 3 cents per hundredweight. During October,
November, and December, prices at Nashville were consistently
higher than those at Chicago. This probably was due to rela-
tively heavier marketings at Chicago. The price at Montgomery
averaged 90 cents below Chicago, and the Southeastern Area

PRICE ( Dollars per cwt.)

24.00L — Chicago

. -~ Nashville
-——- Montgomery

23.00. \ Southeastern

Area

22.00L.

21.00

'20.00

19.00 ® .\’
— . veuet ' \/,.

18.00l

17.001

0 ﬁl [l 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 u
JAN. FEB. MAR. APR. MAY JUNE JULY. AUG. SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC.

FIGURE 1. Seasonal 'variatién in the prices of 180- to 240-pound hogs at selected
terminal markets, 1951-53.

®
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quotation averaged $1.43 below. Price differences between Chi-
cago and these markets were least in November and greatest in
February and August.

Changes in prices at Chicago were accompanied more often by
changes in prices at Montgomery than at Nashville and in the
Southeastern Area. A price increase at Chicago was accom-
panied by an increase at Montgomery 81 per cent of the time,
at Nashville 72 per cent of the time, and in the Southeastern Area
69 per cent of the time. A price decrease at Chicago was accom-
panied by a decrease at Montgomery 84 per cent of the time, in
the Southeastern Area 68 per cent of the time, and at Nashville
63 per cent of the time.

The amount of change in price at one of these central markets
was very close to the amount of change at the other markets. A
change in price of 10 per cent at Chicago was associated with
a 9 per cent change at Montgomery, an 8.2 per cent change at
Nashville, and an 8.1 per cent change in the Southeastern Area.

Locar. MARKETS

Buyers at local markets depend on central markets to estab-
lish a general level of prices. This general level is used by local
market buyers in determining prices for specific lots of hogs.
Local buyers, as well as local market managers, are familiar
with price quotations at all major markets. However, each selects
one central market and makes a practice of using the quotations
from that market as a basis for establishing the local market
price. The central market selected is not always the one nearest
the local market. In Alabama, quotations used most often are
from Nashville and the Southeastern Area.

The average price at Nashville ranged from 80 cents per hun-
dredweight above the price at the local market in the northeast-
ern section to $1.44 per hundredweight above the price at the
market in the southwestern section, Table 1. The price at Mont-
gomery was above prices at four of the local markets and below
prices at the other three local markets. Except at the local
market in the southwestern section of the State, prices at all
local markets were above the price quotation for the Southeast-
ern Area.

Data in Table 1 indicate that during the 1951-53 period aver-
age prices were higher at local markets in the northern part of
the State than in the southern part.
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TaBLE 1. AVERAGE DIFFerRENCE BETWEEN Prices ror 180- To 240-Pounp Hocs
AT THREE CENTRAL MARKETS AND AT SEVEN LocaL MARKETS
IN VARIOUS AREAS OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

Amount by which central market prices were
above or below local market prices

Location of local market

Nashville Montgomery Soutkf::tem

Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt.
Northeastern -+0.30 —0.57 —1.09
Northwestern -+ .66 — 21 — 74
South central + 91 — 04 — 49
South central +1.07 + .20 — .33
Southeastern +1.381 + 44 — .09
Southeastern +1.38 + 51 — .02
Southwestern +1.44 + .57 + .04

Since supply and demand conditions for the whole country
are the factors that have the greatest influence on the general
level of hog prices, some relationship should be expected in price
changes at local markets within the State. This is true where
hogs are sold on a competitive basis. An analysis of the data
shows that price changes among local markets were closely asso-
ciated; when the price changed at one market, there usually was
a change at all markets, Table 2. Changes at local markets in
the northern section of the State were more closely associated
with changes at Nashville; changes at local markets in the south
central and southeastern sections were more closely associated
with changes in the Southeastern Area.

Prices at central and local markets were analyzed to deter-

TABLE 2. RELATIONSHIP OF THE MOVEMENTS OF AVERAGE WEEKLY PRICES AT
Various MarkeTs For 180- To 240-Pounp Hocs, 1951-53

Percentage of price variation at central
markets associated with variation

Location of local market at local markets*

r Southeastern

Nashville Montgomery Area

Per cent Per cent Per cent
Northeastern 96 04 92
Northwestern <96 92 88
South central 88 92 94
South central 83 88 90
Southeastern 88 92 06
Southeastern 85 90 90
Southwestern 90 90 86

1 Coeflicients of determination multiplied by 100(r®* X 100). An r = .35 would
be sufficient to indicate that the association between prices at different markets was
not due to chance. _
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mine whether the differences were significant? Not all of the
average differences shown in Table 1 were significant. Differ-
ences between prices at Nashville and local markets that were
significant are as follows:*

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE
BELOW NASHVILLE PRICE

Cents per cwt.

‘LOCATION OF LOCAL MARKET

Northwest 9
South central
Market No. 1 36
Market No. 2 50
Southeast
Market No. 1 73
Market No. 2 81
Southwest » » 90

- Prices at only two of the local markets differed significantly
from the price in the Southeastern Area. Those were at the
northwestern and northeastern markets, where the significant
differences were 15 and 49 cents per hundredweight, respec-
tively, above the price in the Southeastern Area.

Prices at local markets in the northern sections of the State
differed significantly from those at markets in the southern sec-
tions. The analyzed data showed that the price at the market in
the northeastern section exceeded prices at markets in the
southeastern, south central, and southwestern sections by 47,
16, and 57 cents per hundredweight, respectively. The price at
the local market in the northwestern section of the State ex-
ceeded the price in the southeastern section by 12 cents per hun-
dredweight, and the price in the southwestern section by 22 cents.

Price differences among local markets in the southern sections
of the State were not significant. Relatively large differences
may occur between prices at local markets, but this analysis
showed that such differences exist for only one or two sales. An
unexpected large increase or decrease in number of hogs ap-
peared to be the most important factor contributing to a price
difference. '

3 A significant difference is one for which the chances are 95 out of 100 that
its occurrence is not to chance alone,

* These data mean that, if on a number of occasions prices at Nashville and the
local markets were compared, differences at least as great as those shown would
be found to exist in two-thirds of the comparisons made.
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‘DETAILED ANALYSIS ar THREE LOCAL MARKETS

Detailed records were obtained from a local market in each
of three sections of the State (mnortheastern, southeastern, and
south central). Hogs sold at the local market in the northeast-
ern section were “hard” hogs, as were most of those sold at the
local market in the south central section. Occasionally, how-
ever, a producer with “soft” hogs sold at the south central mar-
ket. During the fall, “soft” hogs constituted a considerable pro-
portion of total sales at the market in the southeastern section,
and, since it is difficult to distinguish between “hard” and “soft”
hogs on foot, “hard” hogs did not sell for a premium at this mar-
ket. Individual producers’ hogs were sold separately at the
markets in the northeastern and south central sections, whereas
selling in “pen lots” was the general practice at the market in the
southeastern section of the State.’

Available data were not adequate for determining what pro-
portion of the lower price received in the southeastern section
was due to selling “soft” hogs or to what degree the practice
of selling in “pen lots” may have been a contributing factor.
There were, however, other apparent differences among local
markets in the three sections that influenced returns from the
sale of hogs.

DirreERENTIALS AMONG WEIGHT GROUPS

More than 80 per cent of the slaughter hogs sold at each
market weighed less than 241 pounds, and over 50 per cent at
each market weighed between 180 and 240 pounds, Table 3. At
markets in the south central and southeastern sections, a higher
percentage of the hogs sold were in the two lighter weight
groups, whereas, at the market in the northeastern section, rela-
tively more of the hogs were in the heavier weight groups. A
comparison of price differentials among weight groups at the

5 When hogs are sold in “pen lots,” all hogs of the same general class and weight
brought to the market on a given day are penned together and sold to one buyer
at a single price. Advantages claimed for this method are: (1) It saves time and
expense, and (2) buyers wanting large numbers of hogs may get the number they
desire by bidding on only two or three pens. Disadvantages are: (1) Many pro-
ducers’ hogs are grouped and all producers receive the same price, which is the
average price a buyer is willing to pay for the entire lot of hogs. By this practice,
the higher quality hogs sell for a relatively lower price and lower quality hogs
sell for a relatively higher price than if high quality and low quality hogs were
sold se&arately. (2) Buyers desiring only a small number of hogs cannot get them
unless they buy an entire lot.
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TaBLE 3. PERCENTAGES OF SLAUGHTER HoGs SoLp AT SELECTED LocAr MARKETS,
BY SPECIFIED WEIGHT GROUPS, ALABAMA, 1951-53

Weight group

Location of market 140to 160to 180to 241to 3001b. Total
1591b. 1791b. 2401b. 2991b}* and over®

Per cent Per cent Per cent Per cent Percent Per cent

Northeast.—. . - 5 10 68 9 8 100
Southeast oo - 14 18 59 5 4 100
Southcentral .___________ 15 19 55 7 4 100
1 Heavies.
2 Extra heavies.

three markets shows that the spread in price between the 180- to
240-pound group and the lighter weight groups was greatest at
the northeast market; the spread in price between the heavier
groups was greatest at the south central market, Table 4. The
data indicate that buyers at the southeastern market were less
discriminating among various weight groups than were buyers
at other markets. At this market, the prices of hogs in the 180-
to 240-pound group differed from prices for hogs in other weight
groups by a lesser amount than at markets in other sections.

Price differences between the 180- to 240-pound weight and
other weights vary, depending on the relative numbers of hogs in
each weight group and season of the year. However, with similar
quality, hogs weighing 180 to 240 pounds will generally sell for
a higher price at all times of the year. Had the number of hogs
in the 180- to 240-pound group been increased to equal 75 per
cent of the total number of slaughter hogs sold, returns at the
three local markets could have been increased as much as
$13,000 at the market in the northeast, $16,500 at the market in
the south central section, and $8,700 at the market in the south-
east.’

An increase in returns, however, does not necessarily mean
an increase in profits. A loss will result if additional costs in-
curred exceed the increase in returns. The data indicate that
producers at the three markets were selling progressively higher
proportions of hogs as weights neared the 180- to 240-pound class

¢ These amounts were determined in the following manner: The number of 180-
to 240-pound hogs actually sold at a market was subtracted from the number equal
to 75 per cent of all slaughter hogs. For each market, this difference in number
was mult_ilpl}ied by the average weight of the 180- to 240-pound hogs sold at that
market. The resulting number of pounds was then multiplied by the price differ-
ential of the weight group for which the price diﬁereé) least from that of the

180- to 240-pound group.
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TasBre 4. AMounts BY WHICH Prices Pam ror Hoes WecHING 180 TO 240
Pounps WERE GREATER THAN Prices Paip For Hocs in OtaHeER WEIGHT GROUPS,
SELECTED LocaL MARKETS IN THREE SECTIONS OF ArLABAMA, 1951-53

Weight group )
Location of market 140 to 160 to 241 to 300 Ib.
159 1b. 179 1b. 299 Ib. and over
Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt.
Northeast oo 2.69 1.30 1.32 3.82
Southeast..___.. 149 .60 131 3.45
South central 2.07 .96 1.71 423

and that théy were selling over half within this group; the data
also suggest that producers may obtain additional profits by sell-
ing an even greater proportion of hogs in this preferred group.

DirreERENTIALS DUE TO SEASONAL VARIATIONS

Time of marketing is another factor that influences returns to
farmers and one that they are able to do something about. Be-
cause of low production costs during certain seasons of the year,
some producers may find that they can obtain greater profits by
marketing at times other than when prices for their hogs are
highest. Generally, however, the producer who gets the greatest
profit is the one who sells when prices are at or near the peak for
the season.

The seasonal changes in prices were similar at all markets
studied. Prices for hogs weighing between 180 and 240 pounds
were above the annual average from April to October, and below
the annual average during the remaining months of the year.
Prices were highest in July and lowest in January. As indicated
previously, prices at a local market might be “out of line” with
those at other markets on a given day, but such a situation did
not prevail over extended periods.

Differences in seasonal prices among various weight groups
can be important in marketing hogs. Producers can utilize know-
ledge of seasonal changes in deciding at what weight to sell their
hogs. During some seasons as well as at some markets, it pays
to hold hogs to heavier weights. At other times, more profit is
made by selling light. _

In making these decisions, producers can compare seasonal
price changes for successive weight groups. A hog fed an extra
week or two moves into a heavier weight group. Thus, if the rate
of daily gain is 2 pounds, the market price for a 170-pound bar-
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TABLE 5. VALUES RETURNED FOR ADDITIONAL WEIGHT DURING PERIODS OF SEASONAL
Upwarp AND DowNwARD Price TRENDS AT LocAL MARkETs IN THREE
SECTIONS OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

Period of Location Weight group
seasgnal L of 170 t0 200 200 to 230 230 to 260
change in price market pounds pounds pounds
' Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt. Dol. per cwt.
Increasing price Northeast 32.36 25.92 11.09
(May-July) South central 2843 - 23.26 3.28
: Southeast 26.42 24.55 11.04
Decreasing price Northeast 27.30 18.47 8.20
( August-October) South central 25.40 16.85 3.66
Southeast 24.19 16.89 7.70

row on August 1 is compared with the price for a 200-pound hog
on August 15, a 230-pound hog on September 1, or a 260-pound
hog on September 15.

Three-year average prices for three weight groups at each
market were used to make comparisons between successive
weight groups, Appendix Tables 5, 6, and 7. These values show
the gain or loss that producers received by holding hogs to
heavier weights. Comparisons were made across weight groups
and between periods of seasonal rising and seasonal falling
prices, Table 5. ‘

In deciding at what weight to sell hogs, the data in Table 5
would have to be used along with two other factors: (1) the cost
of putting on additional gain; and (2) the reliability of the
seasonal price changes.

A producer can calculate the approximate cost.of additional
gain by using prices of corn and other feed. From his own ex-
perience he may estimate the quantities of feed required, or he
can refer to published data on feed requirements. A U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture report states: “Generally, it takes about
4.5 bushels of corn or its equal in other feeds to fatten a 200-
pound hog to 250 pounds. It takes around 4.6 bushels of corn
or its equal in other feed to put 50 pounds of gain onto a 225-
pound hog, 4.8 bushels on a 250-pound hog, and 4.9 bushels to
put 50 pounds of gain on a 275-pound hog, fattening it up to
325 pounds. Feed is usually about four-fifths of the total cost
of fattening hogs.” These data were used to estimate costs of
30 pounds of gain at different corn prices, Table 6. ‘

* “How Heavy Should I Feed My Hogs?” U. S. Dept. Agr. Bur. Agr. Econ. AIS
No. 78. November 1948.
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TasLE 6. EstimaTED CosTs oF PurtinGg 30 Pounps oF Gamn oN Hocs WEIGHING
170, 200, anp 230 Pounps, AT SEVERAL ASSUMED PRICEs FOrR CORN

ce of Total cost of gain*
e o 1701b. fed t0 200 1b. 2001b. fed to 230 1b. 230 Ib. fed to 260 b.

bushel Cost of Costper Costof Costper Costof Costper
30 Ib. 100 Ib. 30 Ib. 100 Ib. 30 Ib. 100 Ib.

Dollars Dollars  Dollars  Dollars  Dollars  Dollars  Dollars

1.25 3.91 13.03 4.06 13.53 4.22 14.07
1.50 4.69 15.63 4.88 16.27 5.06 16.87
1.60 5.00 16.67 5.20 17.33 5.40 18.00
1.70 5.81 17.70 5.52 18.40 5.74 19.13
1.80 5.62 18.73 5.85 19.50 6.08 20.27
1.90 5.94 19.80 6.18 20.60 641 21.37
2.00 6.25 20.83 6.50 21.67 6.75 22.50

* Calculated on basis that 2.5 bushels of corn or its equivalent are required to
put 30 ﬁounds of gain on a 170-pound hog, 2.6 bushels on a 200-pound hog, and
2.7 bushels on a 230-pound hog. To the cost of feed, 25 per cent is added as
approximate costs other than feed.

Although the seasonal changes in prices were nearly the same
at the three markets, there was a pronounced variation in the
seasonality of marketing, Figure 2. The number of hogs sold
was most uniform from month to month at the market in the
northeastern section of the State and least uniform at the market
in the southeastern section. The proportion of the annual total
that was sold in any 1 month for the most important weight
group (180 to 240 pounds) ranged between 6 and 11 per cent in
the northeastern section, 4 and 13 per cent in the south central
section, and 1 and 14 per cent in the southeastern section. Dur-
ing the 3 months when the price was highest, 24 per cent of the
hogs were sold at the market in the northeast, 15 per cent at the
market in the south central section, and 8 per cent at the market
in the southeast. During the last 4 months of the year, 29 per
cent of all hogs were sold at the market in the northeast, 47 per
cent at the market in the south central section, and 55 per cent at
the market in the southeast.
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FIGURE 2. Index of seasonal variation in price and nﬁmber of 180- to 240-pound
hogs sold at local markets in three sections of Alabama, 1951-53.
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Except for minor changes, the variation among markets for
other weight groups were similar to the variation for the 180-
to 240-pound group, Figure 8. Prices for the lighter groups
reached a peak 1 month earlier (in June) than did prices for the
180- to 240-pound group. The peak in prices for the heavier
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FIGURE 3. Index of seasonal variation in prices and numbers of selected weight
groups of hogs sold at local markets in three sections of Alabama, 1951-53.
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weights tended to come later (in August and September) than
for the 180- to 240-pound group.

Variations in seasonal marketing for the other weight groups
were least at the market in the northeast and most at the market
in the southwest.

Various factors influencing the production of hogs in dif-
ferent sections of the State may cause a variation in seasonah'ty
of marketing among areas. An established uniform marketing
pattern in an area will help in obtaining a higher annual average
price and yield greater returns from selling larger numbers of
hogs when prices are highest. Under the systems of marketing
that were used, returns from the sale of a given weight of hogs
would have been approximately 5 per cent greater at the market
in the northeastern section than at the market in the south central
section, and approximately 9 per cent greater than at the market
in the southeastern section. These differences were due partly
to more uniform marketing at the northeastern market and partly
to the higher average price paid at this market. Returns at the
market in the south central section would have been increased
by 1.2 per cent and those at the market in the southeastern section
3.0 per cent had the seasonal pattern of marketing at these mar-
kets been the same as at the northeastern market. Had the
average price at the two markets been equal to that at the market
in the northeastern section and the seasonal pattern remained un-
changed, returns would have been increased approximately 3.8
per cent at the market in the south central section and 5.5 per
cent at the market in the southeastern section.

These data show that, although both a change in seasonal mar-
ketings and in the average level of prices would have yielded
increased returns to producers selling hogs at the local markets
in the southeastern and south central sections, the increase in
the average price level would have yielded the greater return.

- Two explanations may be given for these results:

(1) There was a general belief among buyers that hogs pro-
duced in south central and southeast Alabama would yield “soft”
pork, which could be moved through marketing channels only at
reduced prices. At one time “soft” pork was common in those
sections of the State. Today the practice of “hogging off” pea-
nuts is no longer followed to any extent. Producers report that
only a very small proportion of their hogs are fed on peanuts.
However, it is felt that because of past conditions the “trade”
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continues to discount hog prices. The lasting influence of buyers’
beliefs illustrates how the “trade’s” established opinion of a prod-
uct from an area may continue to affect the price received in
that area. Indiscriminate marketing of the small proportion of
hogs that are fed peanuts now serves to perpetuate buyers’
beliefs about hogs from those sections. Producers should realize
that “soft” pork cannot be sold to consumers at as high a price
as “hard” pork, and that buyers will continue to pay lower prices
where they are not sure of getting good quality meat from the
hogs they buy. Producers should realize also that the small pro-
portion of peanut-fed hogs are marketed at that season when the
greatest numbers of hogs are being sold, and that random sell-
ing of this small proportion can result in a generally lower price
for all hogs. A good program for producers to put into effect
- would be to convince buyers that producers know the approxi-
mate quality of meat that can be obtained from the hogs they
are selling. This would mean informing buyers when both pea-
nut-fed and corn-fed hogs are being offered for sale.

(2) The price for hogs in Alabama is closely associated with
the price paid at markets throughout the country. If this were
not true, the marketing of such a high proportion of the total
as was marketed at these markets during certain seasons would
have resulted in a very low price during those seasons. Like-
wise, the price would have risen to a higher level during the
months when relatively fewer hogs were being marketed.

SUMMARY ano CONCLUSIONS

This study was made to determine differentials in prices paid

for hogs during different seasons, at different market locations,
and having different weights. The study was made also to as-
certain whether knowledge of price variations might be used to
help producers increase their income from the sale of hogs.
- Data were obtained for a 3-year period from a total of 11
markets. Four central markets from which price quotations were
obtained were Chicago, Nashville, Montgomery, and the South-
eastern Area. The other seven markets were located in various
sections of Alabama.

Price quotations at the central markets were obtained from
government market news reports. Prices at local markets were
obtained from sales invoices.

Among the central markets, prices were highest at Chicago
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and lowest in the Southeastern Area. Differences between prices
at Chicago and other markets ranged from 3 cents per hundred-
weight at Nashville to $1.43 per hundredweight for the South-
eastern Area. Changes in prices were closely associated at all
central markets.

Statistically, prices at the local market in the northeastern
section of the State were no different from prices at Nashville,
but were 49 cents above prices for the Southeastern Area. Prices
at the market in the northwestern section of the State were 9
cents below prices at Nashville and 15 cents above prices in the
Southeastern Area. Prices at markets in southern sections of the
State ranged between 36 and 90 cents below prices at Nash-
ville, but were not significantly different from prices in the
Southeastern Area.

Prices at local markets were highest in the northeastern sec-
tion of the State and lowest in the southwestern section. Differ-
ences among local markets ranged from 16 to 57 cents per hun-
dredweight.

Changes in prices at local markets were more closely asso-
ciated with changes at central markets outside the State than
with changes at Montgomery. Price changes at local markets in
the northern sections were most closely associated with changes
- at Nashville, whereas, at markets in the southern sections, changes
were most closely associated with changes in the Southeastern
Area.

Analysis of detailed data from local markets in three sections
showed a difference among markets in the proportion of hogs
in various weight groups. The market with the greatest propor-
tion of slaughter hogs within the preferred weight group of 180
to 240 pounds was in the northeastern section, where 68 per cent
of the slaughter hogs were within that group. The market in the
southeastern section had 59 per cent, and the market in the south
central section had 55 per cent in the 180- to 240-pound group.
Lighter weight hogs constituted a relatively greater proportion
of the total at markets in the south central and southeastern sec-
tions, whereas the proportion constituted by heavier weights
was relatively greater at the market in the northeastern section.

Price differences among weight groups were least at the mar-
ket in the southeastern section. Differences between the prices
for 180- to 240-pound weights and the lighter weights were great-
est at the market in the northeast. Differences between prices
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for the heavier weights and the other groups were greatest at the
market in the south central section.

Seasonal changes in prices were similar among all markets.
Prices for 180- to 240-pound hogs rose approximately 25 per cent
between January, the month when prices were lowest, and July,
the month when prices were highest. Prices for lighter weight
groups reached a peak in June; prices for heavier weights reached
a peak in August or September.

There was a pronounced difference among markets in the pro-
portion of hogs sold during certain seasons of the year. During
the last 4 months of the year, the proportions of 180- to 240-
pound hogs sold at the local markets were 55 per cent in the
southeastern section, 47 per cent in the south central section, and
29 per cent in the northeastern section.

Seasonal price and marketing variations among markets for
weight groups other than the 180- to 240-pound group were simi-
lar to the variations for that weight group.

Under the systems of marketing that were in practice in the
three sections, returns from the sale of a given weight of 180-
to 240-pound hogs would have been approximately 5 per cent
greater at the market in the northeastern section than at the
market in the south central section, and approximaetly 9 per cent
greater than at the market in the southeastern section.

Conclusions that may be drawn from this study are:

1. Changes in the price for hogs at a local market are closely
associated with changes at other local markets and with changes
at central markets. Therefore, producers should familiarize them-
selves with what is happening in markets outside their local areas.

2. By producing hogs that yield quality meat and marketing
them regularly at desired weights, it is possible for producers
in Alabama to get prices almost equal to those paid at Chicago.

3. At least a part of the lower price received for hogs in the
south central and southeastern sections of the State was due to
marketing large numbers of “soft” hogs in these areas in the past,
and to the practice of continuing to market some “soft” hogs.

4. Producers in south central and southeast Alabama might in-
crease their returns from the sale of hogs at local markets by
marketing them more uniformly throughout the year.

5. Feeding hogs to heavier weights when prices are rising and
selling hogs at lighter weights when prices are falling will gen-
erally increase profits.



AppENDIX TABLE 1. WEEKLY AND MONTHLY AVERAGE PrICEs For 180- To 240-PounDp BARROWS AND GILTS AT SELECTED MARKETS

951-53
Central markets : Local markets in Alabama
Week South- Market location in the State
Month . . ~ out!
no.  Chicago Nashville gh,flfﬁy eastern  South- South- South  South South- North- North-
Area east east central central  west west east

19.38 19.39 18.75 18.18 18.10. 1810 1697 1835 1872 18.64  19.12
19.45 19.34 18.39 17.78 1778 1771 17.02 17.81 1772 1877  18.78
19.65 19.80 18.87 18.05 1828 1814 1858 1820 1835 1915 18.99
19.69 19.93 18.43 18.00 1757 17.86 18.07 1826 1829 19.01 1941

Jan. 19.54 19.62 18.61 18.00 1792 1795 1766 1816 1827 18.89 19.08

19.98 19.93 18.42 18.18 1795 17.87 1814 1861 1842 1887 19.96
20.38 20.40 18.68 18.33 1853 1867 1878 1893 1887 1890 19.81
20.68 20.60 19.42 18.93 1924 1920 19.63 1959 19.93 19.63  20.17
20.38 20.12 19.38 18.94 18.84 1877 1940 19.02 1899 1958 19.88

Feb. 20.36 20.26 18.98 18.58 1864 1863 1899 19.04 19.05 1924 19.96

9 20.16 19.87 19.07 18.52 1879 18.01 1896 1823 1945 1898 19.39
10 20.13 19.92 18.97 18.75 1875 1887 1912 1860 1818 19.16 1948
11 20.27 20.01 19.19 18.70 1878 1890 19.00 19.19 1815 1941 19.75
12 19.87 19.75 19.29 18.67 1861 1855 19.22 © 1858  18.83 19.13  19.33
13 19.93 19.75 19.14 18.65 1883 1868 1893 19.18 1894 1891 19.42

Mar. 20.07 190.86 19.13 18.66 18775 1860 19.05 1876 18.61 1912 1947

14 19.98 19.72 19.27 18.72 18.84 1869 1918 1913 17.87 1891 19.16
15 20.08 19.97 19.28 18.83 1898 1882 19.39 1925 1866 18.79 1941
16 20.61 2022  19.78 19.15 19.97 1936 2044 1973 18.98 1889  19.69
17 21.09 20.76 20.24 19.77 20.15 19.82 20.13 = 20.39 © 19.90 20.15 2048

Apr. 20.44 20.17 19.64 19.12 1948 1917 1978 1962 1885 19.18 19.68

W GO DO =

00 ~1O Ut

- (Continued)
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ArpENDIX TABLE 1 (Continued). WEEKLY AND MONTHLY AVERAGE PRICES FOR 180- T0o 240-PouND BARROWS AND GILTS AT SELECTED
MarkeTrs, 1951-53

Central markets Local markets in Alabama
Week South- Market location in the State

no. Chicago Nashville éfgg;; eastern  South- South- South  South South- North- North-
Area east east central central west west east

18 21.65 21.45 20.90 19.90 21.00 1990 2115 2046 1983 2115 20.74
19 22.17 21.92 21.43 20.43 21.18 20.85 2191 2093 2124 2112 2141
20 22.81 22.51 21.85 21.07 21.68 2093 2230 2148 20.88 2146 2225
21 22.58 22.29 21.82 21.42 21.57 2145 2199 21.64 2092 21.80 21.94

May 22.30 22.04 21.50 20.70 21.36 2078 21.84 21.18 20.72 21.38 21.58

22 23.07 22.57 22.00 21.64 21.88 2167 22.38 2194 2079 21.89 22,00
23 22.42 21.74 2141 21.62 2143 2140 2195 2191 19.97 2111 2211
24 22.67 22.45 21.46 21.53 21.52 . 2154 2193 2190 2068 2173 21.86
25 23.34 23.10 22.25 21.87 22,27 22.37 2227 2299 21.29 2248  22.60
26 23.52 23.40 22.63 22.00 22.68 2247 2315 2251 21.60 2256  23.25

June 23.00 22.65 21.95 21.73 21.96 21.89 22.3¢ 2225 20.87 2195 22.36

27 23.68 23.27 22.83 22.50 2278 22.82 2214 2244 2274 2260 23.60
28 24.18 24.00 23.24 22.67 22.55 2248 23.08 2334 23.04 2375 23.50
29 24.40 23.47 23.53 22.83 22.61 2248 23.18 2299 2142 2339 2335
30 24.19 23.35 23.07 22.59 22.03 22.05 22.87 2211 2215 2288 23.79

July 24.11 23.52 23.17 22.65 2249 2246 22.80 2272 2234 23.16 23.56

31 28.13 22.57 21.97 21.33 2023 21.08 2081 21.01 21.03 2200 2268
32 2347 23.67 -22.08 21.22 2175 2175 22,06 2177 21.08 23.08 23.31
33 23.64 23.41 22.93 21.47 2071  20.82 2073 2144 2210 23.20 23.35
34 23.01 22.93 21.75 20.93 20.4 20.57 21.62 21.08 21.38 2243 22.56

Aug. - 2831 - 2314 22.18 21.24 20.78 21.06 21.830 21.831 21.38 22.68 22.98

Month

(Continued)
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ArrEnDIX TABLE 1 (Continued). WEEKLY AND MONTHLY AVERAGE PRICES FOR 180- To 240-Pounp BARROWS AND GILTS AT SELECTED
MargeTs, 1951-53

Central markets Local markets in Alabama
Week Market location in the State
Month . ) Mont- South-
no-. Chicago  Nashville go,‘,’,’;ry eastern  South- South- South  South South- North- North-
. Area east east central central west west east

35 22,12 22.18 20.83 20.38 1954 1954 2069 2013 2011 2143 2149
36 22.06 22.04 20.73 19.58 20.15 19.67 20,52 20.19 1987 21.57 21.34
37 21.70 21.84 20.97 20.22 20.06 20.09 20.32 2052 2040 2111 = 21.92
38 21.95 22.05 20.77 19.95 2023 1996 2065 2010 19.81 21.583  21.67
39 22,12 22.15 21.07 20.42 20.62 20.38 2068 21.00 19.92 2111  21.90

Sept. 21.99 22.05 20.87 20.11 20.12 19.93 20,57 20.39 20.02 21.35 21.66

40 21.31 21.36 20.43 19.84 19.67 20.00 20.03 20.08 2031 21.18 21.87
41 20.49 21.15 20.17 19.71 1949 1975 20.33 19.84 19.89 2047  20.65
42 20.34 20.88 19.70 19.22 19.09 1880 19.84 1924 1938 2040 20.26
43 19.29 19.84 18.88 18.68 18.07 1877 1860 1913 1861 19.19  20.05

Oct. 20.36 20.81 19.80 19.36 19.08 1933 1970  19.57 19.55 2031  20.71

44 19.34 19.68 18.92 18.26 1866 1837 19.33 1893 1797 1893 1971
45 18.82 19.08 18.69 18.52 1842 1840 1941 19.00 1828 1861 19.11
46 18.73 19.27 18.52 18.36 18.62 1849 19.04 1889 1833 1872  19.39
47 19.21 19.87 18.61 18,51 19.07 1874 1890 1875 1831 19.35  19.52

Nov. 19.02 19.48 18.68 18.41 1869 1850 19.17 1889 1822 1890 1943

48 19.64 20.07 18.98 18.60 1859 1877 1918 1892 1823 1944 1940
49 19.69 19.92 18.68 18.52 17.92 1845 1850 18.86 1844 1945 19.51
50 19.89 20.08 18.81 18.47 19.02 1881 19.08 1894 1895 1947 19.63
51 20.47 20.74 19.20 18.77 1934 1945 1971 19.66  19.05 20.02  20.03
52 19.26 21.60 20.02 19.27 20.13 ~ 20.20 20,31 2020 19.85 20.96 20.81

Dec. 19.79 20.48 19.14 1873 © 19.00 1914 1936 19.32 18.90 19.87 - 19.88
Yearly .
Average 21.19 21.18 20.30 19.78 19.86 19.79 20.22 20.10 19.72 20.51 20.86

(44
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AprpENDIX TABLE 2. WEEKLY AND MoNTHLY AVERAGE PriceEs For Hocs 1N Five WEicHT Groups, AT LocaL MARKETS IN THREE

SECTIONS OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

Weight group and market location

Month Week 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds 300 pounds and over

0.  North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South-

east central east east central east east central east east central east east central east

1 16.50 15.71 16.87 18.01 1729 17.62 19.12 18.35 18.10 17.83 18.04 17.41 15.08 14.49 15.00

2 14.33 15.84 16.22 17.72 1695 17.22 1878 17.81 17.71 1758 16.76 16.76 1547 13.84 13.94

3 16.07 1574 16.92 17.99 16.89 17.80 18.99 1820 18.14 1791 16.90 17.19 1522 13.65 14.93

4 16.30 15.53 16.43 18.02 17.19 17.48 1941 18.26 17.86 18.40 16.68 16.89 15.20 13.75 14.63

Jan. 1580 1571 16.61 17.93 17.08 17.53 19.08 1815 17.95 17.93 17.09 17.06 1524 13.93 14.62

5 16.75 16.35 16.48 18.34 17.74 17.38 19.96 18.61 17.87 1858 18.02 17.08 1520 14.42 13.67

6 17.19 16.83 17.15 18.63 17.33 18.17 19.81 18.93 18.67 1840 17.33 17.55 16.08 14.61 14.80

7 1745 17.10 17.72 1896 18.34 18.70 20.17 19.59 19.20 18.75 18.09 17.93 1577 1444 1571

8 17.07 16.71 17.33 18.63 18.34 1843 19.88 19.02 18.77 18.50 16.89 18.09 1581 138.70 1552

Feb. 17.11 16.62 17.17 18.64 17.94 18.17 1995 19.04 18.63 1855 17.58 17.66 15.71 14.29 14.93

9 16.86 1594 1650 1820 17.49 17.53 19.39 18.23 18.01 18.18 16.59 16.90 1572 15.36 14.03

10 17.31 16.92 17.27 1827 18.04 1840 19.48 18.60 18.87 18.23 17.20 17.72 15.82 15.01 15.22

11 15.81 17.43 17.47 18.11 17.79 1845 19.75 19.19 1890 18.70 16.69 17.64 16.23 13.57 15.97

12 16.83 16.77 18.93 1840 17.74 19.78 19.33 18.58 18.55 18.10 16.99 18.55 15.39 14.18 16.73

13 16.98 17.02 17.62 17.79 17.83 18.37 19.42 19.18 18.68 18.07 17.89 17.18 16.36 15.91 14.58

Mar. 16.76 16.82 17.56 18.15 17.78 18.51 1948 18.76 18.60 18.26 17.07 17.60 15.90 14.81 15.31

14 16.98 16.64 17.43 18.36 18.31 18.35 19.16 19.13 18.69 18.06 16.66 17.67 15.77 15.66 14.94

15 1750 1740 17.73 1876 1820 1842 19.41 1925 18.82 18.14 18.28 16.79 16.73 14.11 16.12

16 17.84 18.34 18.38 19.00 19.39 19.07 19.69 19.73 19.36 18.84 17.52 17.27 16.46 15.30 15.90

17 18.06 18.60 18.83 18.80 19.24 19.53 20.48 20.39 19.82 18.76 18.38 18.38 16.08 16.36 17.09

Apr. 17.59 17.74 18.10 1873 1879 18.84 19.68 19.62 19.17 1845 17.71 17.53 16.26 15.36 16.01
(Continued)
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AppEnDIXx TaBLE 2 (Continued). WEEKLY AND MONTHLY AVERAGE Prices For Hocs IN Five WEIGHT GrouPs. AT LocAL MARKETs
N THREE SECTIONS OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

Weight group and market location
Week 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds 300 pounds and over

N0 North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South-
east central east east central east east central east east central east east central east

18  17.89 19.32 1895 19.69 19.79 19.72 20.74 2046 19.90 19.45 18.96 19.02 17.16 16.05 17.04
19 1935 1949 19.98 20.62 20.06 20.40 2141 2093 20.85 20.24 18.85 19.56 17.22 16.07 17.96
20 1829 19.68 20.32 20.84 20.21 20.80 22.25 21.48 20.93 20.93 1941 1944 17.10 15.85 1861
21  19.33 20.10 20.72 20.89 21.41 21.30 21.94 21.64 21.45 20.58 18.67 20.77 17.63 18.83 17.99

May 20.38 19.65 19.99 20.51 20.37 20.55 21.59 21.12 20.78 20.30 18.97 19.70 17.28 16.70 17.90

22 1873 19.84 20.73 20.69 21.86 21.30 22.00 21.94 21.67 20.48 17.57 20.23 17.35 16.85 17.60
23 19.98 2022 2082 21.06 21.22 21.00 22.11 2191 21.40 20.20 18.88 20.37 1829 17.30 17.84
24 1872 2021 20.63 20.95 21.92 2112 21.86 21.90 21.54 20.63 1943 21.35 18.09 17.38 17.61
25 20.01 2125 21.28 21.69 22.13 21.93 22.60 22.99 22.37 20.66 19.44 20.41 17.85 17.82 16.98
26 20.85 20.80 21.50 21.75 22.54 22.00 2325 22.51 2247 2141 21.56 20.12 18.59 1554 18.67

June 19.66 2046 20.89 21.23 21.93 21.47 2236 22.25 21.89 20.67 19.38 20.49 18.03 16.98 17.74

27 2114 20,51 21.80 22.16 22.87 22.18 23.60 2244 22.82 2091 2025 21.24 1832 17.28 18.52
28  20.59 20.91 2093 21.93 21.99 21.63 23.50 23.34 2248 21.79 20.59 19.58 18.30 16.82 17.98
29  20.39 2041 20.65 22.28 2224 21.55 23.35 22.99 2248 21.20 20.57 20.91 18.32 17.74 18.50
30 20.54 19.75 19.57 2241 20.27 20.98 23.79 22.11 22.05 21.38 19.22 19.29 18.90 1549 17.10

July 20.67 20.39 20.61 22.19 21.84 21.59 23.56 22.72 2246 21.32 20.16 20.26 1846 16.83 18.02

31 19.38 1835 18.23 21.63 19.37 20.22 22.68 21.01 21.08 20.75 18.39 1826 17.71 14.75 16.48
32 19.57 1893 19.00 21.15 19.80 20.75 23.31 21.77 21.75 20.88 19.27 20.18 18.36 17.28 17.34
33 2050 18.69 17.90 21.91 20.36 19.05 23.35 21.44 20.82 23.57 19.57 19.94 18.52 13.81 17.95
34 2015 17.39 18.17 21.01 19.73 1940 22.56 21.03 20.57 21.21 19.28 19.39 18.28 17.41 16.78

Aug. 19.90 18.34 1832 21.42 19.81 19.85 2297 21.81 21.05 21.60 19.13 1944 18.22 1581 17.13

Month

(Continued)
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AppENDIX TABLE 2 (Continued). WrEKLY AND MONTHLY AVERAGE Prices For Hocs 1IN Five WEIGHT Groups, aT LocaL MARKETS
IN THREE SECTIONS OF ArABAMA, 1951-53

Weight group and market location
Week 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds 300 pounds and over

nO.  North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South-
east central east east central east east central east east central east east central east

385 18.69 17.07 16.73 20.16 1891 1848 21.49 20.13 19.54 20.14 17.87 18.53 17.90 17.63 14.22
36 1879 17.18 16.88 20.15 1898 1827 21.34 20.19 19.67 20.34 1821 18.76 1820 17.65 1546
87 1922 17.62 17.42 20.39 18.83 18.38 21.92 20.52 20.09 20.68 19.29 19.20 1940 17.54 15.19
38 1910 17.36 17.42 20.06 19.10 18.80 21.67 20.10 19.96 20.59 19.34 19.05 18.37 15.86 15.90
39  19.02 1849 1815 2045 19.67 19.30 21.90 21.00 20.38 21.04 20.25 19.95 1844 18.01 16.01

Sept. 18.96 17.54 17.32 2024 19.10 18.65 21.66 20.39 19.93 20.56 18.99 19.10 1846 17.34 15.36

40 19.27 17.15 17.35 20.08 18.80 18.82 21.87 20.08 20.00 20.74 19.13 19.30 18.70 17.13 16.82
41  17.67 1748 17.57 19.01 1835 18.67 20.65 19.84 19.75 19.82 19.21 19.18 17.55 17.68 17.55
42 17.97 17.19 17.22 19.08 1820 17.75 20.26 19.24 18.80 19.78 18.50 18.70 18.08 17.16 17.03
43 18.01 17.53 17.39 19.07 18.07 17.92 20.05 19.13 18.77 19.25 18.54 17.47 17.75 16.16 15.63

Oct. 18.23 17.34 17.38 19.31 1835 1829 20.71 19.57 19.33 19.90 18.84 18.66 18.02 17.03 16.76

44 17.18 17.09 17.43 1843 17.69 17.65 19.71 1893 1837 18.00 17.96 1825 17.18 14.68 17.22
45 17.04 18.34 17.88 17.96 18.54 18.02 19.11 19.00 1840 1824 17.79 17.92 16.83 17.01 15.65
46 1670 17.85 17.82 17.51 18.39 1817 19.39 18.89 1849 17.99 18.65 18.18 16.23 16.19 16.98
~ 47  17.02 17.95 17.78 1823 17.97 18.30 19.52 18.75 18.74 18.89 17.18 18.20 16.55 14.84 16.43

Nov. 16.98 17.81 17.73 18.03 18.15 18.03 19.43 18.89 1850 1828 17.89 18.14 16.72 15.68 16.57

48 16.89 17.59 17.68 18.15 1813 1818 19.40 18.92 1877 18.34 18.36 17.75 1584 1513 16.30
49 1696 17.50 17.20 17.31 17.72° 18.02 19.51 18.86 1845 18.82 17.48 16.90 16.23 1470 16.16
50 17.60 17.36 17.42 1847 18.21 1840 19.63 18.94 1881 18.34 17.51 18.32 16.03 14.14 16.69
51 17.43 17.76 17.67 18.92 1872 18.88 20.03 19.66 1945 18.80 17.06 18.67 15.93 16.94 16.51
52  19.33 18.96 18.97 19.59 19.23 19.85 20.81 20.20 20.20 19.38 19.19 19.58 16.98 16.29 17.32

Month

Dec. 17.64 17.84 1779 1849 1840 18.67 20.01 19.32 19.13 18.74 1792 18.24 16.20 1544 16.60
Yearl:
: Avera?ge 18.18 18.03 18.30 19.57 19.14 19.19 20.87 20.10 19.79 19.55 18.39 18.67 17.05 15.87 16.43
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AppENDIX TABLE 8. WEEKLY AND MoONTHLY AvERacE Numser or Hocs Sorp N Five WEIGHT Groups, AT LocAL MARKETS IN
THREE SECTIONS OF ALABMA, 1951-53

Weight group and market location
Month Week 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds 301 pounds and over

N0- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South-
east central east east central east east central east east central east east central east

11 61 77 43 83 93 246 261 483 55 63 48 38 22 36

7 50 69 17 85 73 197 156 236 33 19 35 27 12 21
21 44 64 26 41 84 239 114 251 44 19 28 27 10 23
24 30 89 83 55 71 307 199 271 53 32 22 32 17 26

Jan. 63 185 299 119 264 321 989 730 1,241 185 1383 133 124 61 106

W GO DO =

5 24 41 62 48 46 58 355 156 245 43 44 31 33 13 16

6 26 68 82 41 42 68 292 133 189 58 28 22 43 12 25

7 21 35 63 41 30 76 346 182 177 33 27 17 35 ] 19

8 16 46 70 22 38 62 333 105 182 58 17 12 87 8 26

Feb. 87 190 277 152 156 264 1,326 576 793 192 116 82 148 41 86
' 9 18 30 73 32 57 78 348 117 221 40 26 22 44 9 20

10 35 41 64 48 57 58 318 137 138 - 40 10 22 30 10 9

11 8 54 71 55 35 71 892 166 161 64 11 10 41 8 15

12 .20 32 40 35 58 48 341 158 108 87 11 6 34 9 15

13 19 32 54 40 43 51 327 151 151 38 17 6 36 7 10

Mar. 100 189 802 210 250 306 1,726 729 774 219 75 66 185 43 69

14 15 39 40 61 44 34 418 147 107 50 10 6 36 6 14

15 17 21 24 48 42 31 348 103 62 47 15 4 43 6 4

16 .84 70 21 41 52 38 412 1387 66 58 10 8 37 7 7

17 15 48 22 48 38 20 400 164 60 48 8 6 40 6 6

Apr. 81 178 107 198 176 123 1,578 551 295 203 43 24 156 25 31
(Continued)
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ArreENpIx TABLE 3 (Continued). WEEKLY AND MONTHLY AVERAGE NuMBER oF Hocs SoLp v Five WEicHT Grours, AT LocaL
MARKETS IN THREE SECTIONS OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

) Weight group and market location )
Week 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds 301 pounds and over
1O.  North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South-
east central east east central east east central east east central east east central east

18 26 50 22 52 43 27 817 151 65 45 11 7 42 9 4
19 18 34 13 48 38 15 340 149 45 44 5 6 38 7 5
20 16 37 16 55 41 22 406 131 48 36 9 6 49 7 5
21 15 34 13 54 36 23 266 72 37 36 4 4 41 5 4

May 75 155 64 209 158 87 1,329 503 195 161 29 23 170 28 18

Month

22 16 31 13 37 43 7 872 47 48 88 5 31 6 6
23 27 32 9 32 43 19 285 77 41 381 9 1 28 3 5
24 26 22 8 49 34 7 258 82 23 36 15 2 32 6 3
25 23 27 10 60 33 9 204 82 17 26 5 2 32 7 5
26 31 23 7 63 38 8 296 71 18 47 4 4 42 4 1

June 123 135 47 241 191 50 1,500 359 142 178 38 14 165 26 20

27 23 24 3 56 50 9 178 52 27 88 12 0 30 7 2
28 21 51 19 41 43 13 294 119 38 38 11 4 22 7 4
29 31 33 15 58 39 13 216 82 19 35 10 4 35 5 4
30 21 28 19 58 47 27 232 79 43 31 9 4 27 5 3
July 96 136 56 218 179 62 020 332 127 142 42 12 114 24 13
31 15 36 29 73 43 40 273 106 87 7 18 6 34 11 6
32 24 57 23 45 45 30 260 117 114 28 8 10 26 7 5
33 32 29 56 83 63 7 344 127 135 34 18 6 38 6 3
34 15 16 37 45 50 43 280 141 146 37 5 9 38 4 6
Aug. 86 138 145 246 201 190 1,157 491 482 126 49 31 136 28 20
(Continued)

SOOH YILHONVIS #°3 STVILNIYIAAIA IDIUd

LT



AppENDIX TaBLE 8 (Continued). WEEKLY AND MONTHLY AveErace NumBer oF Hoes Sorp N Five WeicaT Groups, AT LocaL
MarkETs IN THREE SECTIONS OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

Weight group and market location
Month Week 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds 301 pounds and over

D0 North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North- South South-
east central east east central east east central east east central east east central east

35 21 39 67 59 35 74 262 96 222 18 9 13 25 6 12
36 26 40 41 63 77 73 251 170 263 28 11 9 29 5 10
37 23 45 66 56 56 88 259 181 225 24 20 17 30 11 18
38 38 54 44 57 101 75 240 238 253 28 14 23 28 12 12
39 9 47 58 38 80 84 263 180 255 29 20 12 32 11 16

Sept. 117 225 276 273 349 394 1275 865 1,218 127 74 74 144 45 68

40 13 31 56 26 48 75 256 233 836 21 28 16 27 10 18
41 23 57 55 52 121 96 282 338 337 40 28 21 37 11 10
42 16 26 35 32 90 74 262 224 336 28 26 14 28 13 7
43 18 62 39 40 83 78 276 229 238 27 26 10 38 12 14

Oct. 70 176 185 150 342 323 1,076 1,024 1,247 116 108 61 130 46 49

44 30 60 52 20 83 76 285 248 301 26 28 11 38 14 10
45 36 58 29 - 33 59 56 191 198 261 34 13 19 39 13 20
46 12 38 56 40 50 78 280 175 330 52 40 30 34 13 8
47 13 81 38 33 65 65 229 149 288 38 22 20 28 19 11

Nov. 91 237 175 126 257 275 985 770 1,180 150 103 80 139 59 49

48 19 47 51 28 82 68 217 262 290 39 49 26 40 - 14 15
49 28 36 32 23 41 62 307 211 306 52 30 37 32 19 26
50 24 42 59 39 73 73 219 219 290" 54 26 26 33 17 15
51 19 59 43 26 28 68 205 135 256 45 12 18 43 8 18
52 20 4 64 25 61 73 181 239 245 36 37 26 - 29 16 10

Dec. 110 228 249 141 285 344 1,129 1,066 1,887 226 154 183 177 74 84
Yearl: :
Aff:'gge 1,099 2,172 2,182 2,278 2,808 2,739 14,990 7,996 9,081 2,025 964 733 1,788 500 613

8¢

NOILVLS LNIWNRIIdXI TVINLINDNRIOV YWVEV1V



AppENDIX TaBLE 4. INDEX OF SEASONAL VARIATIONS IN PriCE anp IN Numser oF Hocs SoLp at Locar MARkETs IN THREE
SECTIONS OF ALABAMA, BY WEeicHT Grours, 1951-53 )

. ) . Weight groups : ) o i
Month 140-159 pounds 160-179 pounds 180-240 pounds 241-300 pounds- - 300 pounds and over

North- South South- North- South South- North- South South- North-  South South- North- South  South-
east central east: east central east -east central east east central east east central east

Index of price v . ‘

January 86 87 91 92 89 91 91 90 91 92 93 91 90 88 89
February 93 92 94 95 94 95 96 95 94 95 96 95 92 90 91
March 92 93 96 93 93 97 93 93 94 93 93 94 93 94 93
April 96 99 99 96 98 98 94 98 97 94 96 94 96 97 98
May 111 109 109 105 106 107 104 105 105 104 103 106 101 105 109
June 107 114 114 108 115 112 107 111 111 106 105 110 . 106 107 108
July 113 113 118 113 114 113 113 113 113 109 110 109 108 106 110
August 109 102 100 109 104 104 110 106 106 110 104 104 107 100 104
September 104 97 108 100 97 104 102 101 105 103 102 108 109 109 94
October 100 96 95 99 96 95 99 97 98 102 102 100 106 108 102
November 93 99 97 92 95 94 93 94 93 94 97 97 98 99 101
December 96 99 97 95 96 97 96 96 97 96 98 98 - 95 97 101
Index of number sold

January 72 103 165 63 113 142 79 110 165 110 167 228 84 148 233
February 99 105 153 80 67 117 106 87 105 114 145 139 99 99 188
March 113 105 168 111 108 135 138 110 107 130 95 111 125 108 154
April . 93 98 59 104 75 54 126 83 39 120 54 38 105 61 60
May 87 86 35 110 68 38 107 75 26 - 95 37 34 115 67 33
June 140 74 27 127 82 22 120 54 19 105 48 - 21 111 62 31
July A 108 71 31 112 70 27 74 47 17 84 47 16 77 52 25
August 98 76 80 130 86 84 93 74 64 75 61 54 86 69 42
September 119 125 153 144 150 174 102 130 162 75 93 126 97 106 100
October 79 98 102 79 147 143 8 154 166 69 134 103 87 113 87
November 85 132 97 66 111 122 79 . 116 157 - 89 128 134 94 143 94
December 107 127 130 74 123 142 90 160 173 134 191 196 120 177 153
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ApPENDIX TABLE 5. RELATIONsHIPS BETWEEN PRICES oF Hocs oF Four WEIGHTS AND VALUE oF WEIGHT GAINED BY HoLpinGg Two
WEEKS, LocAL MARKET IN THE NORTHEASTERN SECTION OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

170-pound Value of weight gain 200-pound _Value of weight gain 930.pound _Value of weight gain 260-pound

- Date hogs, per 100 hogs, per 1 hogs, per hogs, per
100 pounds 30 Ib. peib 100 pounds 30 1b. pe{b.OO 100 pounds 30 Ib. pei'bI‘OO 100 pounds

Dollars Dollars.  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars
January 1 17.86 18.95 18.95 17.70

804 96.80 626 2087 \m\ :

January 15 18.00 19.20 19.20 18.16
~{om sl \m\ I mE

February 1 18.48 19.88 10.88 18.49
. \m\ \m\

February 15 18.80 20.02 20.02 18.62
~er—mor_ \m\ N

March 1 '18.24 19.44 19.44 18.20
~(sor—mwh_ \m\ \m\

March 15 18.26 19.54 19.54 18.40
\M\ (529  17.63)

18.08 19.29 19.29 18.06

April 1
836 27.87 870 12.33
April 15 18.88 19.55 19.55 18.49
\m\
May 1 19.24 20.61 20.61 19.10
: 899 2907
May 15 20.73 21.83 . 21.83 20.58
870 20.00 \m\ 817 1057
June 1 20.79 — N21.97 21.97 20.53
o 8.62 28.73 6.61 22.03
June 15 21.00 21.98 21.98 ‘ 20.42
: 3014 33801 ~[876 _ 29.90] ~{215 __13.83]

(Continued)
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APPENDIX TABLE 5 (Continued). ReLaTioNsHIPS BETWEEN Prices oF Hocs oF Four WEIGHTS AND VALUE oF WEIGHT GAINED BY
HoLping Two WEeEeks, LocaL MARKET IN THE NORTHEASTERN SECTION OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

170-pound _Value of welght gain_ 200-pound Value of weight gain 230-pound _Value of weight gain  260-pound

Dat hogs, per hogs, per 100 hogs, per 1 hogs, per
e lOngotrx)nds 301b. pell.bl_ 00 100 pounds 30 1b. pell'b, 100 pounds 30 1b. peib'OO 100 pounds

Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars

July 1 21.72 22.92 22.92 21.04
10.18 33.93 8.32 27.78 2.79 9.30

July 15 22.04 23.55 23.55 21.35
9.67 32.23 7.11 23.70 1.19 3.97

August 1 22.34 23.57 23.57 21.29
8.02 26.73 \’ 5.76 19.20 L —.08 =27

August 15 21.39 23.00 23.00 _ 20.82
9.56 31.87 6.81 22.70 5.31 17.70

September 1 21.46 22.96 22.96 22.39
6.36 21.20 3.33 11.17 -.19 -.63

September 15 20.16 ) 21.42 21.42 20.24
9.33 31.10 7.30 24.33 4.39 14.63

October 1 20.22 21.80 21.80 20.64

) N e
October 15 20.26 21.88 21.88 20.89
\m\ EXCR—TY I saTh
November 1 19.04 20.46 20.46 19.80
~EmmmN S amh_
November 15 18.75 19.88 19.88 18.62
662 2207 \m\ \—\
December 1 17.74 19.25 18.12
\m\ \m \m\
December 15 18.19 19.46 ) 19 46 18.62
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AprpENDIX TABLE 6. ReLATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PRICEs oF Hocs or Four WEIGHTs AND VALUE OF WEIGHT GAINED BY HoLpiNnG Two
WEEKs, LocaL MARKET IN THE SouTH CENTRAL SECTION OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

170-pound Value of weight gain _ 200-pound _Value of weight gain 230-pound Value of weight gain 260-pound

Date hogs, per 100 - _hogs, per hogs, per hogs, per
100 pounds 301b. pe{b. 100 pounds  301b. pe{}i 00 100gp0t11)nds 30 Ib. pell-bl.OO 100 pounds

Dollars  Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars ~ Dolluars  Dollars Dollars
January 1 17.12 18.08 18.08 17.40

~[7.36 ___ 2453N 577 19.95 2.07
January 15 17.04 18.23 18.23 16.79
. \m\ \m\
February 1 17.54 18.77 18.77 17.68
B N =151 N o 1
February 15 18.34 19.30 19.30 17.49
e 188TN \—\ i EVERRSTT] NG
March 1 17.77 18.42 18.42 16.90
\m\ s ~mram
March 15 17.76 1888 18.88 16.84
631 21.03 ~{131 5.03 N
April 1 18.07 19.16 19.16 17.28

826 9753 651 9170 547 833
April 15 18,80 19.49 19.49 17.90
888 20.60 \M 57T 18537
May 1 19.52 20.42 20.42 18.67
522 8043 795 9640 577 523
May 15 20.14 - 21.20 21.20 ‘ 19.13
954 8LI3 \m\ 165 550
June 1 2164 21.79 21.79 N 1812
L | 701 9857 679 23.63 30100 :
June 15 21.57 21.90 21.90 19.16
{5043 632 5073 ~[355 677

(Continued)
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ApPPENDIX TaBLE 6 (Continued). ReLaTiONsHIPS BETWEEN Prices oF Hocs oF Four WEIGHTS AND VALUE oF WEIGHT GAINED BY
Horpine Two WEeEeks, Locar. MARker IN THE SourH CENTRAL SECTION OF ArLABama, 1951-53

* 170-pound _Value of weight gain 200-pound _Value of weight gain 930.pound Value of weight gain 260-pound

Do bl om0 iR oot PR RIS som pql® GRew
Dollars Dollars = Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars
July 1 22.34 _ 22.75 21.75 20.50
7.80 26.00 ~ 7.15 23.83 3.07 10.23
July 15 22.43 22.89 22.89 N 20.42
8.97 29.90 6.08 20.27 =91 —3.03
August 1 21.26 ’ 22.55 22.55 19.90
6.64 22.13 4.10 13.67 2.90 -9.67
August 15 19.58 21.39 21.39 .~ 18.83
9.19 30.63 ~N_ 6.07 20.23 1.29 4.30 N
September 1 20.04 21.24 21.24 19.42
3.89 12.97 1.95 —6.50
September 15 18.94 20.16 20.16 18.04

845 98.07 (639 21.30] \m\
October 1 18.96 20.31 20.31 19.32
\m \m ::14 93 \\
October 15 19.24 20.54 20.54 19 69

21.23
November 1 18.28 19.54 19. 54 18.86
6.98 23.27 1.69 15.63
November 15 17.88 19.03 19.03 18.25
7.48 24.93 . 5.50 18.33 3.60 12.00
December 1 18.46 18.94 18.94 18.22
. 6.30 21.00 \l 5.45 18.17 }\ 2.64 8.80
December 15 18.05 18.84 : 18.84 17.77
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AprpenDIX TaBLE 7. ReLATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PRricEs oF Hocs oF Four WEIGHTS AND VALUE OF WEIGHT GAINED BY HoLbing Two
WEEKS, LoCAL MARKET IN THE SOUTHEASTERN SECTION OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

170-pound _Value of weight gain  900-pound Value of wéig_ligiir}_ 230-pound _Value of weight gain 260-pound

er hogs hogs hogs, per
Date lggg;c’nl\)nds 30,  PeRl00 o0 mnds  301b,  PeRl00 e ds  301b,  PeRlO0  GoE s

Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars

January 1 17.42 17.90 17.90 17.08
639  21.80

January 15 17.64 18.00 18.00 17.04
6.57 21.90 6.04 20.13

February 1 17.78 18.28 18.28 17.32
773 2577

February 15 18.56 18.98 18.98 18.01
5.33 17.77 4.45 14.83 1.36 4.53

March 1 17.96 18.44 18.44 17.31
6.91 23.03 46.18 20.60

March 15 18.12 18.72 18.72 18.10
656 21.87 2.23 743

April 1 18.36 18.68 ™~ 18.68 17.42
6.97 23.93 6.55 21.83

April 15 18.74 19.09 19.09 17.03
7865620 I TR N

May 1 19.62 19.86 , ! ' 18.70
8.43 28.10 8.33 27.77

May 15 20.60 20.89 20.89 19.50
7.81 26.03

June 1 21.30 - - 21.56 ~21.56 20.50

~ 673 2243 » 6.26 20.87 ~ ~4.65 1550 h_

June 15 21.08 21.47 21.47 20.86

~9004 30.13] ~863 28.77 ~3.30 11.00]

(Continued)
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AprrENDIX TABLE 7 (Continued). ReLaTionsnirs BETWEEN Prices oF Hocs oF Four WEIGHTS AND VALUE OF WEIGHT ‘GAINED BY

HoLpine Two WEEKS, LoCAL MARKET IN THE SOUTHEASTERN SECTION OF ALABAMA, 1951-53

170-pound Value of weight gain  200-pound _Value of weight gain 930.pound _Value of weight gain 260-pound

0gs, per hogs, per hogs, per
Date  bomrer T oon, i) SeSpe "oy vl e T o peio hossper
Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars Dollars  Dollars .  Dollars Dollars  Dollars Dollars
July 1 21.96 22.42 22.42 20.26
7.26 24.20 1.50 5.00
July 15 21.90 22.65 ' 22.65 ! 20.41
7.29 24.30 5.90 19.67 .16 5
August 1 21.26 22.26 22.26 20.10
6.70 22.33 4.75 15.83
August 15 20.48 21.42 21.42 19.22
) 6.58 21.93 4.77 15.90 1.85 6.17}
September 1 19.22 20.70 ~20.70 19.66
6.53 21.77 3.68 12.27 .85 2.83
September 15 18.38 19.60 19.60 18.64
: 879 9950 \m 465 1543
October 1 18.59 20.02 20.02 19.12
8.78 29.27 6.40 21.33 4.96 16.53
October 15 19.06 : 20.19 ‘ 20.19 19.62
6.16 20.53 3.96 13.20 2.80 9.33

November 1 18.21 19.28 19.28 . 18.94
TG _meh  EE_Bmhk
November 15 17.78 18.57 ‘ 18.57 17.86
\m\ ‘[::_—_—1\14 07
December 1 18.10 18.44 18.44 18.05
P 1 N -7 A P O
December 15 18.24 18.76 18.76 17.98
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