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ABSTRACT 

Since stock hogs are produced and fed in large numbers in tw .:.> distinct sec tions 
of Missouri, the problem in this Stat e must be considered from the viewpoint of both 
the producer and the buyer. T he feeder in north Missouri uses stock hogs as an ad
junct to cattle feeding or as a means of utilizing surp lus corn d irectly. P reference 
for locally produced hogs is marked but t he supply is seldom sufficient and stock hogs 
must be bought at the central markets or direct from the producing section. The 
typical stock hog p roducer in south M issouri raises a small n,unber of low quality 
hogs, is frequently out of touch with the market, and usually depends upon local 
buyers for his outlet. Several factors serve to increase m arketing cost~ an,d ma y 
cause the price received to be out of line with supply and deman.d conditions. 

Stock hogs have bee n shipped from country points to country points for many 
years, and from the central markets since 1914. The latter was made possible by 
new methods of hog cholera immunization. Sanitary regulat ions now in effect apply 
also to country shipments. St. Paul and Kansas City are t he two largest m arkets 
for stock hogs, because of their proximity to both feeding and p roduction areas. The 
annual central market movement is between 500,000 and 900,000 hogs. Iowa, Il
linois, and Missouri are the largest buying s tates. From 30,000 to 60,000 hogs are 
shipped into Missouri each year from cent ral m arkets. A large part of them come from 
Kansas City but a considerable number are shipped from St. Joseph, St. Louis and 
St. Paul. 

The number of s tock hogs shipped from country points to Missouri each yea r 
averaged a bout t he same as those coming from central market s, south Missouri and 
Arkansas being the most important points of origi n. South Missouri also ships a 
large number of stock hogs t o other states. Both central market and country ship
ments to Missouri are made very largely in t he firs t four months of t he year. D eath 
losses are one of the big problems of both central market and country shipments ot 
stock hogs. The average morta.lity rate is about the same for both, usually var ying 
between 4 and 5 per cen t. T here is no dist:inct seasonal variati:m in death losses of 
s tock hog shipments. 

Stock hogs and slaughter hogs ca n be used in terch angeably t o such <::Xtt:: nt that 
their prices hold a fairly constant relati :mship. Stock hog prices va.,ry seasonally as 
do prices of slaughter hogs, generally high in the spring and fall a n'd low in t he summer 
and winter. The times of highest s tock hog prices are usua lly the times of greatest 
stock hog shipments, indicatin,g that the total supply of hogs is much more influen
tial as a factor affecting stock hog prices than, supplies of stock hogs alone. The mar
gin of current fat hog prices over current: stock ·hog prices usually varies between 30 
cents a.nd $1.00 per cwt. The margin between the buying p.rice of stock h:ogs and their 
selling prices as fat hogs varies to a c·onsiderable extent with the time of purchase and 
the length of the feeding period. Norma'lly wit h a feeding period of 3 or 4 months the 
stock hog buyer can expect the greatest margin be'tween cost and selling price if s tock 
hogs are bought in late spring or Ia:te fall, and t he lowest margin if stock hogs are 
bought in the summer. 

The producer in south M issouri could increase his returns if improved methods 
and practices of production resulting in better quality hogs were adopted, but be
fore such production improvements can be very effective in increasing p rices they 
must be adopted over the entire production area or in individual communities. Cer
tain improvements can also be made in the mechanics of shipment which would prob
ably materially reduce death losses. Several possible improvements in the ma•rket
ing machinery or methods of sale are suggested without being recommended. Among 
these are : ship,ment through livestock shipping associa tions ; establishment of direct 
contacts with buying areas by livestock shipping associations or other cooperative 
organiza tions est ablishment of a cooperative auction; a nd prep aration and distribu
tion of!is!S of avail~ble H'l~~ hpg-.~,wi;J;! owners' names and addresses by some farmers ' 
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Marketing Stock Hogs 
In Missouri 

PRESTON RrcHARDS AND F. L. THOMSEN 

As shown by the map in Figure 1, Missouri has two distinct areas 

of importance in the buying and selling of stock hogs. Northwest and 
West Central Missouri are corn surplus areas, and farmers in these two 

sections are able to fatten more hogs than are raised in those sections. 

These hogs for feeding are bought in large numbers from South Central 

Missouri, a corn deficit area, although a greater number of pigs are bought 

locally. 

F'ig. I.-Stock hog production and feeding are;~a in Misaouri. 

Many farmers in the corn surplus areas of Missouri, particularly 

cattle feeders, find the purchase of stock pigs necessary for the complete 
utilization of feed. If possible these pigs are bought locally. However, 

in most of the corn surplus areas the local supply of stock hogs is not 

sufficient, so that stock hogs must be bought either from the central 

markets or from South Missouri or Arkansas. Either of these methods is 

subject to various difficulties, some of which may be overcome as the 

result of improvements which appear practical based upon a study of 
the available facts regarding thy marketing of stock hogs. 
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The producer as well as the buyer of stock hogs has a number of 
important problems. In some respects the interests of both buyers and 
producers are identical, while in other cases just the opposite is true. 
Missouri is one of the few states in which both producers and buyers 
of stock hogs are found in important numbers, although many of their 

problems are common to other states in the corn belt. 
In order to obtain the viewpoints of farmers in the State on stock 

hog marketing problems and their possible solution, questionnaires 
were submitted to a large number of farmers both in the stock hog pro
ducing area in South Missouri and in the feeding area of North and West 
Missouri. Some 286 complete replies were received from farmers in the 
feeding area. From farmers in the stock hog producing section in South 
Central Missouri 124 replies were received.* 

The questions asked concerned the methods of buying, selling, hand
ling, and producing stock hogs. Summaries of the answers to these ques-

TABLE I.-ORIGIN OF STOCK Hoes BouGHT IN MrssouRI FOR FEEDING BY 

286 Mo. FARMERs 

County No. farmers No. hogs Number of farmers buying Number of 
buying locally bought locally and number of hogs bought farmers buy-

locally and from market ing direct from 
No. farmers No. hogs So. Mo. or 

elsewhere 
Atchison 16 1326 10 6000 11 
Benton 1 400 0 - -- - 1 
Buchanan 11 728 3 1950 2 
Caldwell 6 478 2 500 3 
Carroll 1.1 1177 0 ---- 2 
Ca.ss 8 1020 5 1050 1 
Chariton II 1800 2 300 1 
GentrY 17 1537 4 455 3 
Grundy 10 199 1 100 0 
Henry 1 1115 0 - --- I 
Holt 3 400 1 305 2 
Howard I6 1083 2 388 3 
Tackson 4 305 1 250 l 
Johnson 9 I432 2 460 6 
Lafayette 12 1012 5 895 5 
Lincoln I 400 0 ---- 0 
Linn I 1 1217 2 150 1 
Livingston 11 765 I 70 I 
Monroe I 88 0 - -- - 0 
NodawaY I 750 

' 
0 -- -- I 

Pettis · I 8 1677 

I 

0 - - - 3 
Platte 19 1473 2 200 3 
Pike 1 100 3 1200 2 
Saline 22 5351 I I2 3950 ')~ -·' 

Totals 226 

I 

26944 

I 
60 19323 78 

Per cent of 
total farmers 79% 58% 21% 42% . 27.2% __ 

*The names of abot:t 3000 farmers, to whom the sets of questions were sent, were fur· 
nished by the county and district extension a2ents in the interested sections of ~1issouri. It 
is probable that these farmers are the mo~t progressive in the c01nmunity, since they are tht.· 
ones with whom the exten .o:: ion agent is arquainterl. For this reason. the answers may not be 
closely representative of all producers. 
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tions are shown in tables 1-5 for the stock hog feeders and in tables 6-9 
for the stock hog producers. 

The Feeding Area Situation.-Table 1 gives the origin of the stock 
hogs purchased by the feeders reporting, by counties. Practically all 
of these feeders bought some hogs locally and 79 per cent of the total 
number of these farmers bought locally produced stock hogs exclusively. 
However, only 58 per cent of the total of the hogs bought were pur
chased by the farmers comprising the 79 per cent mentioned above. 
Of the 286 hog feeders reporting, 78, or 27 per cent, had at some 
time bought hogs direct from South Missouri or some other producing 
section. Very few of this number made this method of buying a regu
lar practice. As will be shown in a later section of this study, the num
ber of stock hogs bought by Missouri farmers from the producing sec
tions is relatively large, but the results of the information received 
from the 286 farmers scattered widely throughout the north and west 
parts of the State would seem to indicate that farmers do not buy 
regularly from these sections. This fact is some indication of the 
preference of feeders for locally produced hogs. 

Table 2 shows the usual average weights of stock hogs at the time 
of purchase, by counties. There is not a great variation in these average 
weights. The range in weight was from 80 to 110 pounds, and in only 

TABLE 2.-AVERAGE WEIGHTS OF' SToc·K Hoes Bo u GHT Loc.ut.Y IN 1928-29 BY 
286 MissouRI FARMERS, BY CouNTIES 

County 
Atchison 
Benton 
Buchanan 
Caldwell 
Carroll 
Cass 
Chariton 
Gentry 
Grundy 
Henry 
Holt 
Howard 
Jackson 
Johnson 
Lafayette 
Lincoln 
Linn 
Livingston 
Monroe 
Nodaway 
Pettis 
Platte 
Pike 
Saline 

Average 

Ave. Wt. 
99.5 

110.0 
92.3 
86.3 
87.1 
88.3 
94.6 
86.2 
86.3 

100.0 
95.0 
86.5 
84.8 
81.3 
93.7 

100.0 
82.5 
81.1 
90.0 

105.0 
82.0 
89.8 
91.7 
96.2 
91.3 
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two counties did the average weight exceed 100 pounds. The average 
weight for all counties was 91 pounds. 

Table 3 shows numerous feeding and buying practices of the report
ing farmers. Most of these farmers operated farms of larger than average 
size. The average for the entire group was 368.6 acres. In 21 out of the 
24 counties represented the average size of farm was above 240 acres. 
176 of the 286 farmers or 61.5 per cent were cattle feeders. The simple 
average of the proportion of corn bought by these 286 farmers was 42 
per cent. While the number of farmers from whom information was re
ceived is not large enough to be representative of the entire feeding sec
tion, it can be safely said that the tendency is for farmers who feed stock 
pigs to operate businesses of considerably larger than average size. Their 
farms have a larger than average acreage, a majority of them feed cattle; 
and they buy on the average nearly half of the corn fed. 

TABLE 3.-FEEDING AND BuYING PRACTICES oF 286 MissouRI STOCK HoG FEEDERS 
REPORTING 

County Ave. size of Margin under Length of No. feeding Proportion of 
farms of re- Fat-Hog feeding stock hogs corn bought 

portin.g farm- Prices in period out behind by fee~ers 
ers dollars cattle reportmg 

Atchison 628.5 .40 129.7 da . 21 19% 
Benton 71 .75 50 " 0 100% 
Buchanan 354 . 6 1.05 91.8" 8 42.9% 
Caldwell 271.7 .82 155.5 " 3 27 .5% 
Carroll 329.2 .43 92.7, 7 32.9% 
Cass 299.1 1.59 111 

, 
6 57.7% 

Chariton 292.1 .60 121. 8 " 10 48.1% 
Gentry 478 .89 135.3 " 11 45.3% 
Grundy 274.8 1.00 104.3" 6 36.1% 
Henry 560 " 2 75% ---- ----
Holt 454 .80 122.5 , 4 20% 
Howard 336.8 1.08 110.7, 10 42.8% 
Jackson 327 2.00 127 .5, 4 52% 
Johnson 290 .57 141.0, 7 42.3 
Lafayette 279.4 .73 106 .3, 11 35.3% 
Lincoln 250 ---- ---- -- ----
Linn 361.8 1.08 114.5, 9 25.4% 
Livingston 295 .48 95 .5, 5 34.6% 
Monroe 240 0 105 

, 
1 50% 

Nodaway 960 ---- ---- 1 50% 
Pettis 361.6 1.00 115.6" 9 41.1% 
Platte 212.7 .81 101.1 , 6 35.5% 
Pike 517 1.31 88.7, 3 21.2% 
Saline 401.2 .60 122.4, 32 34.8% 

Totals 176 
Averages 368.6 acres .86 111.6 42.1 

Per cent of 
total no. 
farms 61.5 

Table 3 also shows the average margin of fat hog prices over stock 
hog prices as reported by f~rmers buying stock hogs. This margin aver
ages 86 cents for the 286 farmers. The county averages are extremely 
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variable, the range being from 48 cents to $1.50. A more complete 
analysis of the question of margins will be given under the section on 
prices of stock hogs. It should be remembered that the margin as here 
given is the margin of current fat hog prices over current stock hog 
prices. It is not the margin between cost and selling price. 

The average length of the feeding period for stock hogs, as given by 
the farmers from whom information was received, is shown in Table 3. 
The average feeding period for the entire 286 farmers was about 112 
days. The range in the county averages was from 50 to 155 days. How
ever, the variation was not as great as these two extremes indicate, 
since a large proportion of the counties were grouped fairly closely about 
the average. This average feeding period of 112 days corresponds with 
the average weight of 91 pounds at the time of buying (see Table 2.) 
If the usual estimate of daily gain of one pound per head is applied the 
final weight would be 203 pounds, which is probably very close to the 
average weight at which stock hogs are sold after fattening. 

Table 4 shows the per cent of death loss of stock hogs bought locally 
only and bought both locally and elsewhere. The weighted average for 
ali farmers reporting who bought locally only was 4.7 per cent, while for 
those buying locaily and elsewhere it was 7 per cent. These figures taken 
absolutely are probably not significant, but from a relative standpoint 
the superiority oflocaily bought hogs in respect to death losses is evident. 

TABLE 4.-DEATH LossEs OF STOCK Hoos FED BY 286 MrssouRI FARMERS REPORTING 

County Per cent death loss of hogs bought Per Cent Death loss of hogs 

Atchison 
Benton 
Buchanan 
Caldwell 
Carroll 
Cass 
Chariton 
Gentry 
Grundy 
Henry 
Holt 
Howard 
Jackson 

locally only bought both locally and elsewhere 
5.4% 8.9% 
2% 
3.6% 
2.8% 
4.9% 
6.4% 
4.9% 
3.3% 
5.7% 
5% 

11.3% 
4.1% 

Johnson 4.1% 
Lafayette 3. 6% 
Lincoln 5% 
Linn 1.9% 
Livingston 4. 2% 
Monroe 5% 
Nodaway 7.5%. 
Pettis 3.8% 
Platte 4.2% 
Pike 1.5% 
Saline 6.0% 
Average percent of death loss 4. 7% 

10% 
4% 

7.5% 
3.2% 
4.7% 

10% 

8.5% 
2% 
4% 
4% 
2.8% 

4% 

3% 
3.5% 
6.8% 
7.0% 
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The time of buying stock hogs of the farmers from whom infor
mation was received is shown by months for 1928 and 1929 in Table 5 
and Figure 2. Greater numbers of farmers bought during the fall and 
winter months than at any other time of year, but the number buying 
in the summer months is not as small relatively as might be expected. 
It should be remembered in comparing these figures with the seasonal 
variations in rail shipments of stock hogs given in another part of this 
bulletin that the figures here given are largely for locally bought hogs. 

TABLE 5.-MoNTHLY DisTRIBUTION oF PuRCHASE oF SToCK Hoas BY 286 MrssouRr 
FEEDERS REPORTING, 1928-1929 

Month 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

28 

24 

20 

~-

~ 

4 

0 

--/. 
/I \ 

lfj \ 
1/ 

\ 

1928 
No. Buying by Months 

10 
7 

19 
13 
11 
7 
5 
5 
8 
6 

16 
20 

1929 
No. Buying by Months 

14 
14 
20 
21 
14 
11 
14 
13 
14 
15 
23 
27 

/ 
/ 

/ 
\ / 

i v 
\ 1929 -- I 'y 

!'-.... t-, -- ~--
.......... 

""~. 
v · 

19~ I 
'\~ v ............... / 

Jon. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

Fig. 2.-Monthly purchases of stock hogs in 1928 and 1929, by 286 farmers reporting. 

The problem then, from the feeder's standpoint, seems to resolve 
itself into a few important considerations. Farmers whose operations 
are somewhat larger than average find it necessary to buy some stock 



TABLE 6.-MARKETING AND PRODUCTION PRACTICES OF 124 STOCK Hoo PRODUCERS IN SoUTH CENTRAL MISSOURI 

County No. of farmers No. pigs sold No. of hogs fat- No. of farmers No. of farmers No. of farmers No. of farmers 
tened out on feeding corn feeding corn feeding acorns growing hogs 
same farms alone and acorns alone under ·fence 

Benton 5 110 25 4 ---- 5 
Carter 17 1509 305 7 8 2 8 
Douglas 3 34 30 3 ---- -- - - 3 
Hickory 2 165 0 1 ---- 1 
Howell 13 6225 110 6 3 2 8 
Oregon 26 1163 72 14 11 0 22 
Ozark 11 587 20 3 4 3 5 
Reynolds 13 2940 1054 8 5 0 6 
Ripley 15 724 145 7 6 2 7 
Shannon 10 2455 60 6 3 1 9 
St. Clair I 100 25 1 0 0 1 
Texas 2 40 10 1 1 - 0 1 
Wright 6 111 20 3 1 1 6 
Total* 124 16153 1876 64 42 11 82 
Percent of Total 89.59 10.41 54.70 35.90 9.40 67 .77 

*The total number of farmers following the practices outlined does not check with the total number given in first column, because with 
several questions a few answers were incomplete. 

:::0 
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hogs either to feed behind cattle or to utilize surplus corn directly. This 
surplus corn is a community surplus rather than a surplus of the farms 
in question. Preference for locally produced stock hogs is marked, but 
the local supply is seldom sufficient. Stock hogs can be bought either 
from the central market or from the producing sections, but with such 
hogs, greater death loss usually results, and in general, feeders believe 
that the final returns are not as great because of relative lack of quality 
and health. 

The Production Area Situation.-Table 6 gives a summary of the 
answers, by counties, as given by 124 reporting farmers to several im
portant questions relating to marketing and production practices in 
the stock hog production area of South Central Missouri. These farmers 
produced a total of 18,029 pigs, 89.6 per cent of which were sold as stock 
hogs, the remainder being fattened out. 

In raising these hogs up to the selling weight 54 per cent of there
porting farmers did not depend upon acorns for feed at all. Thirty-six 
per cent of these farmers raised their pigs partially on acorns, while 
9 per cent fed no corn at all. It is probable that the extent to which 
stock hogs are produced on acorns is much greater than these figures 
indicate, since the number of farmers reporting is too small to be fully 
representative of the entire group of producers. In any event the prac
tice is an important one, and is one which will doubtless continue for 
some time to come, since it offers a means of utilizing products which 
could not be handled very well in any other way. 

The number of producers following the practice of allowing the 
pigs free range coincides fairly closely with the number producing pigs 
on acorns. Sixty-eight per cent of the total reporting farmers grew their 
pigs under fence, the remainder did not. This wide range permits of 
more complete utilization of feed or rather acorns, but is also conducive 
t0 lack of breeding and disease. 
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Differences in other production practices of stock hog raisers who 
replied to requests for information are shown in Table 7. Eighty-eight 
per cent of these farmers followed the practice of producing two litters 
of pigs per year. Ninety per cent used a pure bred boar. Seventy-two 
per cent of the total number of farmers usually vaccinated their hogs for 
cholera. The average size of farm varied considerably from county to 
county, the range being from 130 acres to 880 acres. The average for 
the entire group was 261 acres, indicating that in this section also stock 
hogs are handled on larger than average size farms. 

TABLE 7.-MrscELLANEous PRACTICEs, VACCINATION, SrzE OF FARMs, ETC. OF 124 
SouTH MissouRI FARMERS REPORTING 

County No. of farmers No. of farmers No of farmers Average size o 
vaccinating producing two using pure bred farm 

litters of pigs boar 

f 

Benton none 
per year 

5 4 130 
Carter 17 16 14 225.6 
Douglas none 2 2 294 
Hickory none 1 1 145 
Howell 8 10 10 258 
Oregon 21 23 18 301.2 
Ozark 6 11 10 880.2 
Reynolds 13 12 13 156.6 
Ripley 13 11 12 189.8 
Shannon 10 10 9 189.3 
St. Clair none 1 1 210 
Texas 1 2 2 155 
Wright 1 5 4 260 

Total 90 109 100 3394.7 
Average 261.1 
Per cent of to-
tal no. of farms 72.6 88.6 90.6 

Table 8 shows the various selling practices of farmers in the stock 
hog production area. A relatively small proportion, about ·11 per cent, 
of the farmers reporting sold their pigs by the head. The average margin 
under fat hog prices varied considerably from county to county. The 
average for the entire group was $1.56. The wide variation in margins 
makes this figure of little absolute significance. 

The ways or agencies through which the reporting farmers sold their 
stock hogs are shown in Table 8. Many of the farmers followed more than 
one practice of selling, so that in considering the totals it should be 
remembered that in most cases some farmers have been counted twice. 
Forty-nine per cent of the farmers sold at times to local feeders, 62 
per cent sold to local buyers (buyers who in turn ship the hogs either 
to central market or direct to the feeding area), 17 per cent shipped 
directly to country points, and 18 per cent shipped through shipping 
associations. Thus, farmers sell stock hogs through many agenctes, 



TABLE 8.-SELLINO PRAC'I'ICES or STocr;: Boo PRODUCERS IN SouTH CENTRAL MissouRI 

County Margin under No. sell by lb. No. sell. by No. sell. tolocal No. sell to local No. shipping No shipping 
market price of head feeders buyers directly to thru shipping 

fat hogs country points association. 
Benton 1.03 2 3 5 3 2 
Carter 2.27 15 2 !0 12 4 
Douglas 1.50 2 1 2 1 I 2 
Hickory .50 -- 1 1 1 1 
Howell 2.18 13 0 4 8 3 2 
Oregon 1.72 25 3 10 19 2 1 
Ozark 2.07 11 0 4 10 
Reynolds 1.85 13 1 10 8 4 
Ripley 1.50 15 1 8 8 1 5 
Shannon 1.62 9 0 4 4 2 7 
St. Clair 0 0 1 1 1 
Texas 2 . 50 2 0 1 1 2 
Wright 1.53 6 1 1 3 1 3 
Total 113 14 61 78 21 23 
Average 
Per cent 

1. 56 

of total 88.98 11.02 49.19 62.90 16.94 18.55 
~---

No. shipping 
to Central 
Markets 

1 
8 

4 
4 
3 
1 

10 
7 
6 

1 
5 

50 

,_. 
~~ 

~ ..... 
(f) 
(/J 

0 
c: 
17.:' ..... 
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17.:' ..... 
() 
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the most important of which seems to be the local buyer. The ship
ping association apparently has not replaced the local buyer to any 
great extent. The local buyer undoubtedly performs important services 
in getting the hogs together in carlots from a rather large area poorly 
served by railroads, but, if the margins as reported are approximately 
correct these services are rather costly. 

The number of farmers reporting who sold hogs at different ages 
and the average weights of these hogs at the time of sale by counties are 
shown in Table 9. Seventy-one per cent of the reporting farmers sold 
pigs at or under 6 months of age, 20 per cent sold at ages between 7 and 
9 months, and 9 per cent sold stock hogs when they were 10 months old 
or older. This represents the farmers' practices only in a general way. It 
simply means that normally farmers usually sell most of their hogs at 
the ages as reported. The average weight at the time of sale of stock 
hogs for the 124 farmers was 99.1 pounds. The county averages range 
from 50 pounds to 137 pounds; however, it is doubtful if the county av
erages are significant because of the small number of farmers in each 
county who gave information. The average for the entire group, 99.1 
pounds, is slightly higher than the average weight at time of purchase 
as given by feeders in the feeding section and shown in Table 2. This 
difference in average weights indicates the tendency that the producers 
want to get as much weight as possible while the feeders prefer, with 
certain limitations, as light weight as can be obtained. 

TABLE 9.-PROPORTION OF THE 124 FARMERS REPORTING SELLING STOCK HoGs AT 
DIFFERENT AGES AND THE AVERAGE WEIGHT OF HOGS AT THE TIME OF SALE. 

County 6 mo. & under 7-9 mo. 10 mo. & over Weight 
Benton 5 64 
Carter 6 5 2 96 
Douglas 3 91 
Hickory 1 137 
Howell 9 3 97 
Oregon 21 4 103 
Ozark 7 2 2 96 
Reynolds 7 3 3 118 
Ripley 7 4 3 106 
Shannon 8 100 
St. Clair 1 50 
Texas 1 1 127 
Wright 5 1 103 

Total 81 23 10 
Average 99.1 

Per cent of total 71.05 20.18 8.77 

The difficulties encountered in the production of hogs in the stock 
pig area of South Central Missouri are probably not much different 
than those prevalent in hog production throughout the State. However, 
because of the semi-range conditions prevalent in that area, and the 
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lack of adequate veterinary service, rhe diseases to which hogs are sub

ject may cause relatively greater death loss. The two leading difficul

ties as indicated by farmers reporting were worms and cholera. Eighty

five farmers stated that they used some measures of either prevention 

or cure for worms, while 39 farmers used no such measures. Of the 

means of remedy or preventions used, the more important ones listed 

were worm remedies, clean quarters, and copper sulphate. 

The problems of the South Central Missouri hog producer are proba

bly no more varied than those of the stock hog buyer and feeder in North 

Missouri, but they are somewhat more difficult. The stock hog producer 

does not, as a rule, feed out any hogs, and as a consequence he is out of 

touch with market conditions to a considerable extent. A concrete ex

ample of this fact has been given by an extension worker in marketing. 

During the late winter of 1929, it was found that within a period of two 

weeks the price of stock pigs within this south central section of Missouri 

varied from $6.00 to $9.00 per cwt. Some of this change can be accounted 

for by the seasonal rise in the prices of all hogs. In addition there was 

very probably some improvement in local demand. However, a princi

pal reason for this wide variation was the lack of information on the part 

of producers in the first section as to general market conditions for that 

season of the year. Due to the fact that only a relatively small number of 

farmers grow pigs in large enough numbers to have a carload, and due 

also to the producer's lack of contact with buyers in feeding sections, the 

local buyer in South Central Missouri performs an essential service. 

The problem is, can the producer or an agency established by a group 

of producers render this service more efficiently and at a cheaper cost? 

Certainly the producer can do a great deal to improve the quality of the 

stock hogs which are sold, and in order to get a higher return some im

provement in this direction will have to be made. However, the ways in 

which such improvements are to be made is not within the realm of a 

marketing study. It should be pointed out that if sufficient improvements 

in marketing and production methods were adopted, it is very probable 

that the prejudice of feeders against South Missouri hogs would be for

gotten, and the demand for these hogs would be stronger. Under these 

conditions swine production in South Central Missouri might be conserv

atively expanded, and the stock hog business be made a much larger source 

of income for that area than it now is. 
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THE STOCK HOG MOVEMENT** 
While it is known in general what areas of Missouri ship stock hogs 

and what areas of the State buy them, the exact distribution of these 
shipments and receipts has never been definitely summarized. The fact 
that hogs are shipped directly to country points as well as to central 
markets complicates the situation somewhat, so far as getting exact 
figures on the movement is concerned. The desirability of greater use 
of the method of shipping these hogs directly to country points makes 
it very essential for the buyer and seller to have definite information on 
the origins and destinations of stock hogs shipped. Knowledge of the 
time of shipment of stock hogs is also important from both the buyer's 
and seller's standpoint. 

Stock hog shipments direct to country points from country poinL 
have been in existence for a very long time. However, the extent of these 
shipments has not been very great except in recent year.>. In earlier 
years the big difficulty with stock hog shipments was the losses from hog 
cholera. Instances have been reported by reliable authorities in which 

· death losses in shipments amounted to as high as 90 per cent of the total 
number. Due to the ravages of this disease shipments of stock hogs 
through the central market were prohibited. There was no very prac
tical method of stopping shipments direct to country points, so they 
continued intermittently with little or no regulation for a long time. The 
experience which many buyers of stock pigs had at this time was one of 
the important causes in the development of the marked prejudice against 
shipments coming directly from the production areas. 

The discovery of the anti-hog cholera serum and its gradual per
fection and adoption was responsible for a considerable enlargement 
in number of stock hogs handled. In 1914 the Bureau of Animal industry 
of the U. S. Department of Agriculture made effective regulations under 
which stock hogs could be shipped from the central markets for feeding 
purposes. These regulations, which are still in force, provided for vac
cination against cholera and spraying with a prescribed disinfectant be
fore the hogs could be shipped from the market.* 

**The data used in this section on' origins and destinations of stock hog shipments both .:from country points and from the Central Markets were obtained from the records of the State Veterinarian of the Missouri State Board of Agriculture, Dr. H. A. Wilson. The authors desire to express their appreciation to Dr. Wilson for his cooperation in furnishing this information. 

*See Davenport, A. C., "The American Livestock Market and How It Functions." 
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Since that time state regulations have been more widely adopted. 
All of the corn belt states now have regulations covering the movement 
to points in each state from country points and from public stockyards.* 

The Missouri regulations, adopted in 1918, are typical of regulatory 
laws in most states. It is provided that Federal regulations shall govern 
all shipments from public livestock markets or other points outside the 
State under government supervision. Hogs shipped by freight from one 
point to another within the State or from outside points not under Fed
eral supervision to points within the State must be accompanied by a 
certificate of health issued by an authorized graduate veterinarian show
ing that the hogs have been immunized against cholera. If no com
petent graduate veterinarian is available at the point of origin, the State 
Veterinarian of Missouri may issue a special permit for the hogs to be 
shipped subject to inspection, immunization, and quarantine at desti
nation at the owner's expense. These regulations have been carefully 
enforced, and while no penalties for violation are provided, so far as the 
buyer and seller are concerned, the State Veterinarian refuses to grant 
further permits to violators.* * 

The Central Market Movement.-In the United States there are two 
large stock hog producing sections, one in the Northwest, South Dakota 
in particular, and the other in the South and Southwest, very largely in 
the states of Missouri, Arkansas, and Oklahoma. 

All of the large central markets handle stock hogs. St. Paul and 
Kansas City, by reason of their location with respect to the producing 
and feeding areas, are the two largest markets. On account of the close 
governmental supervision of these shipments definite figures are avail
able on the number of stock hogs shipped from the markets and the des
tination of these hogs by states. Table 10 shows the total shipments by 
months from all markets in the United States, 1916-1928. Figure 3 
shows these numbers of hogs graphically. Except for the year 1916, the 
total number of hogs shipped each year has varied roughly between 
500,000 and 900,000. In 1916less than 200,000 stock hogs were handled 
through the central market. The big years of the stock hog movement 
from the central markets were 1918 and 1919. Nearly 1,000,000 head 
of hogs were shipped to feeders from central markets in each of these 

* These reg'Ulations are given in detail for all states in United States Department of 
Agriculture Miscellaneous Circular 14-Revised, "State Sanitary Requirements Governing 
Admission of Livestock." 

**Details concernin~r the Missouri Stock Ho~r regulations as well as much valuable in
formation on sanitary measures in the handling of stock hogs can be found in Missouri 
State Beard of Agriculture Bulletin Vol. 20, No. 3, "Stock Hogs, Their Purchase and Care," 
by Dr. Homer A. Wilson. 
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TABLE 10.-YEARLY SHIPMEN_T o~ . . s'!:9_CK I:Ioos FROM _ST. PAuL, KANS;4-s CITY, 
ST. Louis, ST. JosEPH, A No ALL MARKETs, 1926-1928* 

Year St. Paul Kans.as Ci-ty · .. ·.St, Louis . St. Joseph All Markets 
1916 22,576 22,238 13,156 ' . · . 11,243' 194,000 
1917 231,631 18,183 12,358 . 32,716 788,000 
1918 172,569 174,929 76,815 33,722 989,000 
1919 103,240 243,837 98,175 27,414 902,000 
1920 161,439 200,196 47,258 23,323 728,000 
1921 104,480 93,505 44,299 9,335 499,000 
1922 109,474 161,753 62,808 11,370 592,000 
1923 136,142 265,458 41,489 17,112 641,099 
1924 117,794 118,823 10,933 13,052 413,591 
1925 157,152 55,224 14,256 29,992 395,558 
1926 356,568 96,919 26,864 22,471 666,326 
1927 301,230 85,812 37,516 19,839 635,670 
1928 197,275 '94,899 29,630 25,538 539,606 
*Data for 1916-1925 from U.S. D. A. Statistical Bulletin No. 18. "Statistics of Hogs, 
Pork and Pork Products" data tor later years were o.btained from information in re
cent yearbooks of the U. S. Dept. of Agr. 
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years. Since that· time the numbers ha~e decreased somewhat, usually 
varying between 500,000 and 700,000. . · 

The number of stock hogs shipped from several of the largest mar
kets is shown in Figure 4 by years since 1916. St. Paul usually ships 
more h,ogs than any other market, although in some years shipments 
from Kansas City have exceeded those of St. Paul. The number of stock 
hogs shipped from St. Louis usually averages less than half the number 
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shipped from Kansas City; however, St. Louis usually ranks third in 
number of stock hogs shipped. The number of hogs shipped from St. 
Joseph is also shown in Table 10 and Figure 4. Several other markets, 
as Omaha, Wichita, Oklahoma City, Sioux City, and others, rank ahead. 
of St. Joseph in stock hog shipments, but because of Missouri farmers' 
interest in nearby markets the revival of the St. Joseph market in this 
field is worthy of note. During the last four years the number of stock 
hogs shipped from St. Joseph has averaged about 20,000 annually. Dur
ing 1917, 1918, and 1919 shipments from St. Joseph averaged around 
30,000, but in 1921, 1922, and 1923 the number of hogs shipped from 
there declined to around 10,000 hogs per year. Since most of the stock 
hogs shipped from St. Joseph go to Missouri, the recent increase in num
bers is of considerable significance to Missouri farmers. 

Shipments of stock hogs from central markets to seven corn belt 
states for the years 1920-1928 are shown in Table 11 and Figure 5. 
Iowa is the largest buyer, with Illinois second and Missouri third. 
Nebraska, Indiana, Kansas and Ohio follow in order. There is consider
able fluctuation in the numbers from year to year, as will be seen in 
Figure 5. Among the three leading states there is little relative fluctua
tion. In only one year, 1925, did Illinois surpass Iowa, and in only two 
years, 1920 and 1928, did Missouri surpass Illinois in numbers of stock 



TABLE 11.-YEARLY SHIPMENTS OF STOCK Boos TO SEVEN CoRN BELT STATEs, 1920-1928.* 
Year Iowa Illinois Missouri Nebraska Indiana Kansas Ohio Total 1920 133,528 61,192 63,566 23,787 28,915 44,409 11,179 366,576 1921 75,484 39,975 36,456 14,987 27,716 32,250 11,957 238,825 1922 119,702 62,677 46,399 22,901 46,580 29' 148 1Q,921 338,328 1923 175,507 96,009 69,874 62,811 24,751 26,032 11,278 466,262 1924 74,140 44,313 36,471 34,104 20' 116 16,627 7,772 233,543 1925 32,559 47,064 31,681 23,888 33,787 17,725 23' 190 209,894 1926 74,878 106' 194 45,796 20,060 101 '155 16,042 77,286 441,411 1927 78,005 64,316 55,650 84,745 62,385 27,568 35,361 408,030 1928 74,778 41,131 47,323 87,075 30,607 55,053 6,269 342,236 *Data for this table were obtained from U. S. D. A. Statistical Bulletin No. 18"Statistics of Hogs, Pork, and Pork Products" and from U. S. Dept. of Agr. Yearbooks for 1926, 1927, and 1928. 
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hogs received from central markets. The other four states fluctuated 
much more widely in the ranking in the several years. 

Various factors are effective in causing the change from year to 
year in the stock hog movement from central markets. The number 
of hogs shipped into the seven corn belt states decreased considerably 
from 1924 to 1925, probably due to the poor corn crop in 1924. No 
doubt the amount of feed available is an important influence. Figure 
6 ::;bows the total number of stock hogs shipped into the above mentioned 
states by years and the total numbers of stocker and feeder cattle ship
ped into the same states for the same years, 1920-1928. There is a very 
evident relationship between the two. An increase of one usually is ac
companied by an increase in the other, and conversely a decrease in 
one usually follows a decrease in the other. Figure 6 also shows the 
same relation between stocker and feeder cattle shipments and stock 
hog shipments to only one state, Missouri. In this case the two move
ments are also in fairly clo,:;e accord. The same factors which operate to 
change the number of feeder cattle coming into a section are responsible 
to a certain extent for a similar change of the numbers of stock hogs 
being shipped into a section. For example, a large supply of corn might 
encourage the buying of both stock hogs and feeder cattle. Another 
reason for the correspondence of the in shipments of feeder cattle and 
stock hogs is the fact that one of the necessary adjuncts of cattle feeding 
is the use of hogs to completely utilize the feed. The tendency for far
mers who buy stock hogs to buy feeder cattle also was shown in Table 3. 
It should be remembered in connection with this comparison that the 
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number of stocker and feeder cattle shipped into these states represents 
a much greater proportion of the total number of cattle going on feed 
than the number of stock hogs shipped into the same states represents 
of the total number of such hogs bought, due to the much larger move
ment of stock hogs within a given feeding area and the country move
ment of stock hogs. Other factors affecting the stock hog movement 
will be considered in connection with shipments from country points to 
country points. 
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The seasonal variation in shipments of stock hogs from all mar
kets in the United States, from Kansas City alone and from St. Paul 
alone is shown in Figure 7. Monthly shipments of stock hogs from all 
markets, and from Kansas City and St. Paul from 1916 to 1928 are given 
in Table 12. The indices of seasonal variation of stock hog shipments, 
for all markets, and for Kansas City and St. Paul are given in Table 1. 
Normally the fall months September, October, and November are the 
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Fig. 7.-Seasonal variation in stock hog shipments from all markets, St. Paul and Kansas City. 

times when the largest numbers of hogs are shipped from central mar
kets. The summer movement, particularly in July, is the smallest of the 
year. The late winter and spring movement is well below the ship
ments in the fall, but it is in the main slightly above the average for the 
year and considerably above the movement in June and July. 

It will be noted in Figure 7 that there is considerable difference in 
the normal monthly variation in stock hog shipments from the Kansas 
City and St. Paul markets. Both markets reach low points in the summer 
months, June, July and August. The St. Paul average for June and Au
gust is somewhat lower than that of Kansas City. During the spring 
months shipments from Kansas City are relatively greater than ship
ments from St. Paul. In April, Kansas City shipments usually reach 
a spring peak averaging about 20 per cent higher than the average for 
the year, while the shipments from St. Paul are 20 per cent below the 



TABLE 12.-MONTHLY SHIPMENTS OF STO'CK Hoas FRoM ALL MA.RKETS, ST. PAuL, AND KANsAs CITv, 1920-1928* 
ALL MARKETS 

Year Jan Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 1920 59,145 60,233 74,912 56) 778 53,331 34,814 19,315 20,770 34,084 50,379 40,497 25,949 1921 31,729 41,582 68,859 46,844 26,884 24,671 10,753 17,304 30,393 28,638 23,591 19,426 1922 21,827 48,608 61) 112 47,105 60,545 50,894 21,225 25) 104 27,989 45,707 41,150 42,008 1923 52,687 49,585 60,311 59,893 52) 171 37,233 23,605 50,721 87,722 79,060 53,097 35,014 1924 34,964 33,969 40,076 51,495 36,793 27,356 18,869 22,604 29,663 48,774 36,843 32,185 1925 33,468 25,122 41,263 33,049 26,423 34,076 27,940 18,675 24,226 35,152 43,533 52,631 1926 43,775 43,156 41,457 37,352 47) 901 52,574 31,221 33,309 59,502 91,690 99,724 84,665 1927 71,369 73,305 69,229 54,984 46,139 31,661 17,238 22,046 27,601 60,855 90,208 71,035 1928 56,833 47,826 58,374 47,066 50,297 37,859 27,260 28,758 46,435 52,586 50,302 36,010 Average 45,088 47,042 57,288 48,285 44,498 36,793 21,936 26,587 40,846 54,760 53,216 44,324 [ndex Seas. Var. t 103.92 108.42 132.03 111.28 102.56 84.80 50.56 61.28 94.14 126.21 122.65 102.16 
St. Paul 

1920 11,970 10,242 11,577 7,374 7,295 3,670 1,762 1,644 5,276 16,401 17,479 10,445 1921 10,623 12,631 14,661 8,805 8,224 5,238 2,153 2,477 6,430 10,789 9,036 6,049 1922 3,207 6,312 10,217 7,876 14,240 10,430 4,991 5,574 5,933 13) 122 15,650 13,985 1923 13,436 13,647 13,898 12,996 14,095 9,635 5,463 3,011 75,94 15,949 15,219 11 '199 1924 7,660 8,450 10,082 9,311 10,518 5,944 4,342 3,248 6,156 18,519 16,972 16,592 1925 11,839 7,791 11,889 12,517 12,341 11,574 6,691 4,638 5,896 13,271 24,896 33,809 1926 21,709 18,852 13,899 13,462 19,838 17,114 11,289 11,680 32,522 62,516 73,650 60,037 1927 37,629 29' 132 26,522 19,319 15,366 7,407 5,076 7,786 9,768 33' 138 63,914 46,173 1928 29,467 22,033 24,134 16,545 16,177 9,112 5,974 5,208 10,681 21,033 21,574 15,337 Average 16,393 14,343 15,208 12,022 13) 121 8,902 5,304 5,029 10,028 22,748 28,710 23,736 Index Seas. Var. t 112.06 98.04 103.96 82 .18 89.69 60.86 36.25 34.38 68.55 155.50 196.25 162 .25 
Kansas City 

1920 19,627 15,766 23,742 11,485 14,638 9,306 4,370 5,920 12,305 16,005 8,507 6,155 1921 6,350 8,969 14,471 6,366 6,024 5,167 2,025 4,278 7,425 7' 197 5,308 4,391 1922 6,178 11' 170 16,920 13,692 20,476 15,778 5,249 8,360 13,060 16,983 12,803 10,816 1923 21,100 18,243 17,967 18,352 15,525 11 '255 6,114 27,621 55,589 43,442 21,834 8,416 1924 11,317 10,752 12,342 21,572 11,702 7,910 2,186 5,409 11,098 14,058 5,576 4,901 1925 5,066 3,493 7,185 5,266 4,280 5,017 4,965 1,942 4,747 4,653 3' 198 5,472 1926 5,531 6,289 6,521 7,227 12,660 13,382 2,881 4,994 9,475 9,695 10,005 8,259 1927 9,873 10,551 9,569 9,354 7,916 6,217 2,443 1,842 3,805 8,809 9,254 6,179 1928 7,511 7,310 9,937 8,283 8,938 6,023 2,452 5,167 13,599 11,675 8,853 5,151 Average 10,277 10,282 l3' 183 11 '288 11,351 8,895 3,631 7,281 14,567 14,724 9,482 6,637 Index Seas Var. f 101.42 101.47 130.10 111.40 112.01 87.78 35.84 71.85 143.75 145.30 93.57 65.50 

Total 
530,20 
370,67 
493,27 
641,09 
413,59 
395,55 
666,32 
635,67 
539,60 
520,66 

9 
1 
8 
6 
0 
6 
7 

105,135 
97) 116 

111,537 
136,142 
117 '794 
157,152 
356,568 
301,230 
197,275 
175,550 

147,826 
77,971 

151,485 
265,458 
118' 823 
55,224 
96,919 
85,812 
94,899 

121,602 

*Data for this table were obtained from U, S, D, A, Statistical Bulletin 18 "Statistics of Hogs, Pork, and Park Products." and from U. S. Dept. of Agr. Yearbooks for 1926, 1927, and 1928. flndex ot seasonal variation. 
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average for both April and May. Shipments from Kansas City reach a 
peak, about 60 per cent above the average for the year, in September 
and October. On the other hand shipments from St. Paul reach their 
peak in October, November, and December when shipments are 60 to 
100 per cent above the yearly average. 

The chief reason for the difference in seasonal variation in ship
ments from the two markets is the difference in production practices 
occasioned by climatic differences in the trading area served by each 
market. Stock hogs shipped from the St. Paul market are largely from 
the North and Northwest part of the United States. Pigs produced in 
this section are farrowed principally in the spring or summer and as 
a consequence are ready to be sold as stock hogs the following fall and 
winter. It is also true that in a portion of the area served by the St. 
Paul market skim milk is used to a great extent in the growing of pigs. 
After the season of heavy milk production in the summer and fall the 
feed supply becomes partially exhausted so it becomes necessary to get 
the pigs to market; hence larger supplies of stock hogs are on the market 
to be shipped out. Failures in the corn crop are also frequent in this 
section. Shipments of stock hogs from Kansas City have their first origin 
either in the stock hog production areas in South Missouri, Arkansas, 
Oklahoma, or Texas, or from parts of the corn belt proper near Kansas 
City. Hogs shipped into Kansas City from a large part of the production 
area are spring or summer pigs which are fed on acorns as far as possible. 
Hogs of this sort are sent to the market in the late winter or early spring, 
hence the higher relative spring shipments from Kansas City than from 
St. Paul. In the late summer and fall months hog producers in the corn 
belt begin to get short of corn, and because of the lack of an adequate local 
market in many cases some pigs are shipped to the market along with 
fat hogs. This, together with shipments from the strictly stock hog areas, 
constitutes the fall increase in shipments to the country. This last situa
tion is probably equally true for all the corn belt markets as well as for 
Kansas City, but it is probably of greater relative importance in Kansas 
City than in St. Paul. 

Another probable cause of relatively higher spring shipments from 
Kansas City than from St. Paul is the fact that in the Kansas City 
territory there is more summer feeding of cattle and consequently a larg
er stock hog demand. Other factors related to the seasonal variation 
in shipments will be considered in connection with the shipments direct 
from country points to country points. 

The seasonal variation in shipments of stock hogs from central 
markets is slightly different for the several corn belt states. Figure 
8 shows this seasonal variation for Missouri, Iowa, and Illinois. Both 
Iowa and Illinois show increases in fall shipments beginning in Septem-
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Fig. 8.-Sensonal Vilriation in shipments of stock hogs to Iowa, Illinois and ~1iasouri . 

ber slightly more than the spring increase in shipments in March, April, 
and May. Shipments to Missouri, on the other hand, reach a relatively 
higher peak in the spring months than do the shipments to the other two 
states, but there is only a small increase in the number of stock hogs 
shipped to Missouri in the fall months. Shipments to all three states decline 
through the summer and reach a low point in July or August. Ship
ments to Iowa and Illinois usually increase to a considerable extent in 
the following months, but Missouri shipments have only a small nor
mal increase. 

Missouri farmers are not buyers of stock hogs in the fall to the ex
tent that farmers are in Iowa and Illinois. This difference in the seasonal 
distribution of shipments to Missouri and to the other two large stock 
hog importing states is in line with differences in seasonal variation 
in shipments from the Kansas City and St. Paul markets as shown 
in Figure 7. Kansas City shipments are relatively smaller than St. Paul 
shipments in the fall because of the fact that Missouri is one of the large 
market outlets for Kansas City stock hogs. The most important reason 
for this difference has already been discussed in connection with market 
shipments. A large part of the cattle feeding in Missouri is done in the 
spring and summer, and a relatively smaller proportion in the fall. Iowa 
and Illinois are both considerably larger corn producing states than Mis
souri, and it is probable that a greater proportion of the corn is hogged 
down in these states than in Missouri, making a greater demand for stock 



TABLE 13.-MoNTHLY SToCK Hoo SHIPMENTS FROM ALL MARKETS TO IowA, ILLINOis, AND MissoURI, 1920-1928 
Iowa 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Se~t. Oct. Nov. Dec. 
1920 14,595 12,876 23' 141 10,362 11,816 8,278 3,948 4,278 7, 44 16,668 12,609 7,213 
1921 8,600 11,074 14;174 5,328 5,473 3,550 964 2,679 7,969 5,402 6,355 3,916 
1922 3,826 6,682 14,671 11,992 16,033 10,342 4,043 5,101 7,548 14,136 15,733 9,595 
1923 15,412 15,810 16,655 19,894 15,708 10,628 4,518 13,066 25,370 20,602 11,953 5,891 
1924 5,896 7,375 10,710 12,162 8,747 3,224 1,685 2,085 7,010 8,636 3,807 2,803 
1925 3,659 3,545 3,756 3,674 1,993 1,334 1,222 1,838 1,588 2,255 2,490 5,206 
1926 3,547 3,822 5,666 3,024 3,544 3,297 2,732 2,772 9,002 16,367 14,522 6,583 
1927 13,014 10,574 7,007 5,661 3,924 2,510 370 1,253 1,889 8,628 13,306 9,869 
1928 8,590 5,831 6,828 5,956 6,235 5,876 24,19 3,371 10,852 9,844 6,568 2,408 
Average 8,571 8,621 11,400 8,672 8,163 5,448 2,433 4,049 8,774 11,393 9,704 5,942 
Index Seas. Var. t 110 .38 111.03 146.83 111.69 105.14 70.17 31.34 52.15 113.01 146.73 124.99 76.53 

Illinois 
1920 9,120 9,256 9,732 6,041 6,903 3,761 872 1,252 2,041 5,729 3,478 3,007 
1921 2,973 3,090 8,838 6,305 2,642 2,555 961 2,451 3,080 2,673 2,012 2,395 
1922 2,695 8,009 6,275 5,095 6,538 5,562 1,643 4,769 5,092 6,592 4,152 6,255 
1923 7,982 6,200 6,359 9,553 5,565 5,543 3,243 8,434 20,435 14,334 5,236 3,125 
1924 3,663 2,511 3,849 5,574 3,456 2,187 1,183 1,820 4,056 7,505 3,789 4,720 
1925 1,939 1,488 5,534 3,852 2,400 2,392 5,481 1,287 2,704 3,835 6,751 9,401 
1926 7,249 8~405 5,698 4,004 6,038 11,953 5,063 3,277 8.511 20,077 13,291 12,628 
1927 9,229 8,416 8,931 8,138 4,163 5,325 1,863 1,420 2,071 3,821 6,668 4,271 
1928 3,040 2,346 2,970 1,912 2,233 3,869 3,500 3,289 4,309 5,968 3,616 4,079 
Average 5,321 5,524 6,465 5,608 4,437 4,794 2,645 3' 111 5,822 7,837 5,554 5,542 
Index Seas. Var. t 101.90 105.80 123.81 107.40 84 .98 91.81 50.66 59.58 111 .49 150 .08 106.37 106.13 

Miss.ouri 
1920 10,554 9,367 11 '730 9,778 7,601 2,735 1,970 690 1,631 3,504 1,756 2,250 
1921 3,390 5,040 9,961 5,414 2,117 2,199 1,886 1,744 1,573 718 1,477 937 
1922 1,000 6,635 9,636 2,617 5,579 4,307 2,771 1,932 1,330 2,770 2,904 4,918 
1923 8,292 7,295 10, 173 6,158 5,662 2,866 2,938 5,928 8,053 5,200 4,974 2,335 
1924 3,681 4,219 4,923 8,626 4,324 2,246 697 1,800 789 2,685 1,195 1,287 
1925 1,897 2,055 3,817 2,779 1,304 4,577 3,986 2,114 2,289 2,652 1,486 2,726 
1926 5,261 4,289 4,419 2,576 2,585 3,767 2,679 2,205 2,636 4,330 6,047 5,001 
1927 7,340 7,617 8,051 4,869 6,309 3,986 2,590 2,378 2,317 2,389 2,999 4,805 
1928 3,841 5,061 7,599 4,415 5,565 2,649 1,931 1,893 4,385 3,518 3,330 3,136 
Average 5, 028 5,730 7,812 5,248 4,560 3,259 2,383 2,298 2,778 3,085 2,907 3,043 
Index Seas. Var. t 125.36 142.87 194.75 130.83 113.70 81 .25 59.41 57.30 69.26 76.91 72.48 75.88 

Total 
133,528 
75,484 

119,702 
175,507 
74,140 
32,559 
74,876 
78,005 
74,778 
93' 175 

61,192 
39,975 
62,677 
96,009 
44,313 
47,064 

106,194 
64,316 
41,131 
62,663 

63,566 
36,456 
46,399 
69,874 
36,471 
31,681 
45,796 
55,650 
47,323 
48' 135 

*Data for this table were obtained from ·u. S. D. A. Statistical Bulletin No. 18 "Statistics of Hogs, Pork, and Pork Products" and U. S. 
Dept. of Agr. Yearbooks for 1926, 1927, and 1928. tindexot seasonal variation. 
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hogs. It is also probable that the surplus corn raised the previous year is 
relatively greater in the fall in Iowa and Illinois than in Missouri. This 
would, of course, further increase the demand of feeders for stock hogs 
at that time in those states. 

The market origin of stock hogs shipped to Missouri from 1924-
1928 is indicated in Figure 9 and Table 14. St. Joseph and Kansas City 
supplied from 74 to 89 per cent of the stock hogs shipped into Missouri 
from central markets. During the period for which data is available~ 
1924-1928, shipments to Missouri from Kansas City and St. Joseph aver
aged 42.2 per cent and 38. 4 per cent respectively of the total central 

50 
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Fig. 9.-Market origin of stock hogs shipped to Missouri from 1924 to 1928. 

market shipments to the State. St. Louis ranked third in this respect 
but in no year did the shipments from St. Louis surpass either Kansas 
City or St. Joseph. In one year, 1926, St. Paul displaced St. Louis as 
the third ranking market. The principal reason for the large portion of 
the stock hog shipments from central markets coming from Kansas City 
and St. Joseph is the proximity of these markets to the principal corn 
surplus sections of the state, Northwest and West Central Missouri. 
Kansas City is, of course, recognized as a leading stock hog market, and 
considerable buying is done there because buyers know that they have 
greater possibilities of getting the kind and weightofhogswhich they desire. 
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TABLE 14.-MONTHLY SHIPMENTS OF STOCK Hoos TO MISSOURI BY MARKETS 1924-
1928 

April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 

Totals 

April 
May 
]line 
July 
August 
September 
Octo per 
November 
December 
J anuary 
February 
March 

Totals 

April 
M;ay 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 

Totruls 

April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
anuary J 

F ebruary 
March 

Totals 

1924 
343 
139 
145 

209 

151 
775 

1762 

1924 
4388 
1877 
1749 

336 
998 
592 
690 
763 
967 

1869 
14229 

1924 
573 
595 
553 
344 
468 
838 
684 

1031 
1362 
1620 
703 

1073 
9844 

1924 

148 

148 

East St. Louis 

1925 1926 1927 1928 
212 80 471 1250 

76 212 427 2006 
297 78 224 1341 
324 234 2107 
249 225 236 1433 
249 288 79 1502 
384 230 75 134 
.366 212 77 
613 

1054 427 
213 931 79 
830 1399 90 

4867 4316 1589 9942 

Kansas City 

1925 1926 1927 1928 
1139 586 2410 2247 
377 1208 2736 1029 

1474 1283 1216 273 
576 1470 26 
189 656 669 140 
1.35 1223 843 2056 
521 1125 1022 1448 
726 2621 1838 12&9 
476 1089 1816 258 

2160 3740 737 1385 
2201 3317 2500 2686 
1819 2394 2814 4583 

11793 19242 20071 17420 

St Joseph 

1925 1926 1927 1928 
680 862 839 911 
952 1302 2067 1615 

1787 1910 1421 1262 
969 1371 975 2009 

1283 907 1452 1222 
1084 400 534 847 
1246 1221 400 2167 
1509 1247 894 1269 
1790 1780 1493 1834 
1261 1137 2012 1673 
1275 1833 2910 1394 
1060 1991 1919 1311 

14896 15961 16916 17514 

St Paul 
1925 1926 1927 1928 

424 229 
297 1074 810 

110 490 
455 145 

168 
430 179 

771 139 
171 2227 611 164 
309 733 299 596 
337 735 119 
139 601 130 
246 1384 237 118 

1742 8296 2609 2230 
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TAB LE 14 (CONTI N UED) . 

Wichita 

1924 1925 1926 1927 1928 
928 140 
152 
129 124 

149 
109 

1467 264 
*Data for this table were obtained from information furnished by Bureau of Agricul
tural Economics of the U. S. Dept. of Agriculture. 

The size of shipments of stock hogs to Missouri from central mar
kets has undergone a marked change in recent years. This is particu
larly true of the shipments from Kansas City. It will be seen in Figure 
10 that since 1923 the average size of sh.ipment has dropped from 175 
to less than 100. No doubt this decrease has been due partially to the 
increase in motor truck transportation of livestock. The average size 
of shipments for St. Louis and St. Joseph have both been considerably 
less than the average size at Kansas City, the Kansas City figures 
varying from 90 to 169 and the St. Joseph averages fluctuating between 
30 and 53. The St. Louis figures have also declined somewhat. The 
average size for St. Joseph increased slightly from 1923 to 1925, but 
since 1925 every year has shown a slight decrease in the average number 
of hogs in each shipment. 

rror-----r-----r-----r-----r-----r---~ 

Fig. 10.-Average size of shipments of stock hogs from Kansas City, 
St. Joseph and St. Louis, 1923-1929. 
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TABLE 15-SizE OF STOCK HoG SHIPMENTS TO MissoURI FROM KANSAS CnY, ST. 
LouiS AND ST. JosEPH, BY QuARTERs, 1923-1926 AND BY MoNTHs, 1927-

1929 

Month 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
Ju'ly 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Yearly Average 

Month 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
Yearly Average 

Month 
J anuary 
February 
March 
A pril 
May 

1 une 
uly 
ugust A 

s 
0 
N 
D 
y 

eptember 
ctober 
ovember 
ecember 
early Average 

1923 1924 

178.70 161.94 

158.66 146.86 

182 . 88 138.00 

149.65 176.00 

169.3 157.24 

1923 1924 

70.82 76.50 

84.49 112 . 65 

55.30 67.11 

59.77 42.85 

71.95 79.74 

1923 1924 

36.39 70.21 

55.71 33.90 

49.83 15.49 

44.03 30.55 

47.28 30.4 

KansflS City 

1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 
108.8 54.6 98.0 

168.10 131.15 109.4 109.8 85.4 
106.6 124.5 100.7 
122.5 125 . 9 117.0 

129.84 131.45 123.4 75.2 86.4 
117.1 72.4 72.5 
87.8 39.6 72.0 

98.00* * 99.24 80.7 32.7 61.4 
85.3 142.9 33.5 
95.1 87.5 107.0 

108.71 80.6 79.1 56.7 
60.8 58.0 46.6 

127.3 116.98 93 . 8;0 90.92 90.72 

St. Louis 

1925 1926 1927 1928 1929 
53.4 51.9 33.0 

74.27 60.42 75.7 35.6 55.3 
70.1 46.1 36.2 
49.0 40.5 48.6 

61.49 22.22 49.3 46.9 36.9 
43.7 33.7 30.2 
36.3 60.5 42.4 

47.16** 34.18 40.8 31.1 37.9 
30.5 42.4 53.7 
26.6 33.1 38.8 

39.61 34.0 58.7 36.2 
25.8 39.8 17.0 

55 . 61 39.97 47.52 41.34 40.52 

St. Joseph 

1925 1926 
1928 1927 1929 

56.37 63.41 71.8 41.7 73.8 
74.1 39.6 47.5 
64.7 48 . 1 39.1 

55.21 61.51 37.8 27.7 49.9 
42.9 32.9 29.4 
41.1 38.9 66.8 

50.97** 39.02 45.0 45.0 38.7 
37.1 20.9 22.6 
41.4 19.5 47.8 

50 . 64 8.7 47.4 21.6 
30.0 55.2 42.7 

53.62 52.78 63.2 92.2 34.4 
50.69 48.96 44.84 .. *The data on which th1s table 1s based were obtamed from the records of Stockyards 

shipments of stock hog$ kept by the State Veterinarian of Missouri. 
**Average for 6 months. 

The reasons that there should be a very considerable decrease in 
the average size of shipments from the three markets are not entirely 
apparent. The increase in trucking is not the only factor, but in this 
respect Kansas City probably has somewhat better highway facilities 
in its Missouri trading territory than the other cities have, and hence 
the greater proportional decrease in the size of shipments from Kansas City. 
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The destinations of central market shipments to Missouri counties 
are given for 1927-1929 in Table 16 and in Figure 11. Shipments in 
each of the three years are largely confined to the Northwest and West 
Central sections of the state, and to St. Louis County . 

TABLE 16.-DESTINATION OF STOCK HoG SHIPMENTS FROM CENTRAL MARKETS TO 
MisSOURI BY CouNTIES, 1927-1929. * 

Destinationot Stock Hog Shipments from Kansas City, 1927-1929. 
County No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 1929 
Atchison 1234 1188 998 
Audrain 545 
Bates 151 306 307 
Buchanan 31 
Caldwell 258 143 672 
Callaway 136 
Carroll 726 557 1308 
Cass 768 677 620 
Ced,ar 126 
Clay 2308 4415 4458 
Clinton 1419 2121 1610 
Cooper 499 588 
Dade 139 
Daviess 108 129 
Dekalb 143 
Gentry 165 
Grundy 227 
Harrison 125 
Henry 2640 299 
Holt 516 
J asp<!r 64 
Jackson 2921 3306 1939 
Johnson 1329 86 1199 
Lafayette 1687 556 820 
Lincoln 152 130 
Marion 373 
Mercer 136 
Newton 770 
Nodawav 154 
Pettis · 415 321 433 
Platte 368 462 480 
Putnam 374 169 
Ray 1465 463 1123 
Sarine 1278 590 715 
St. Clair 406 
St. Lonis 3460 6097 3499 
Vernon 288 30 
Worth 126 

Total 25,8 89 22,184 22,771 

Destination of Stock Hog Shipments from St. Joseph, 1927-1929. 
County No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 1929 
Andrew 148 228 86 
Atchison 1158 708 955 
Buchanan 3200 3236 2127 
Caldwell 184 
Carroll 840 142 442 
Chariton 140 
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TABLE 16.-DEsTINATION oF STOCK Hoo SHIPMENTs FROM CENTRAL MARKETS TO 
MissouRI BY CouNTIEs, 1927-1929.* (CoNTINUED) 

County 

Clinton 
Cooper 
Daviess 
Deka:lb 
Gentry 
Harrison 
Holt 
Lawrence 
Linn 
Livingston 
Mercer 
Nodaway 
Platte 
Putnam 
Saline . 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Worth 

Total 

467 
131 

88 
167 

307 

822 
207 

146 
126 

7807 

No. ot Hogs 

927 

25 
22 

19 
443 

34 
126 

355 
946 

11 
152 

173 

7687 

887 

34 
17 

49 

9 
40 
56 

268 

123 

193 

5470 

Destination of Stock Hog Shipments from St. Louis, 1927-1929 

County No. of Hogs 

Adair 
Audrain 
Boone 
Butler 
Callaway 
Cape Girardeau 
Carroll 
Chariton 
Dallas 
Franklin 
Henry 
Jackson 
Jefferson 
Lafayette 
Lewis 
Lincoln 
Linn 
Livingston 
Mississippi 
Montgomery 
Pike 
Platte 
Ralls 
Reynolds 
Saline 
St. Charles 
St. Francois 
St. Louis 
Stoddard 
Texas 
Warren 

Total 

1927 
346 
195 
578 
418 

141 
235 

35 

803 
145 
150 
165 
136 
125 
48 

20 
422 

8 

7454 
272 

30 

11,726 

1928 

8 

47 

477 
65 

85 

37 

15 
7943 

162 
7 

8846 

1929 

8 

54 
21 

523 

14 
331 

59 

53 

36 
27 

8723 
200 

10049 
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TABLE 16.-DEsTINATION OF STOCK Hoo SHIPMENTS FROM CENTRAL MARKETS TO MissouRI BY CouNTIEs, 1927-1929* (CoNTINUED). 
Destination of Stock Hog Shipments from Springfield, 1927-1929 

County No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 
Cass 161 
Christian 125 130 
Dade 29 
Dallas 301 95 
Daviess 63 
Greene 2312 1603 
Hickory 10 
Laclede 
Lawrence 55 25 
Platte 26 
Polk 6 
St. Clair 164 
St. Louis 
Taney 57 
Webster 60 

Total 2989 2233 

Destination of Stock Hog Shipments from St. Paul, 
County No.ofHogs 

1927 1928 
Atchison 392 
Clark 148 169 
Lincoln 282 164 
Linn 117 
Montgomery 226 224 
Nodaway 842 
St. Louis 1193 425 
Worth 221 

Total 3421 982 

1929 

188 
10 

2240 

6 

170 

48 

2662 

1927-1929 

1929 
118 

250 

368 

County 
Destination of Stock Hog Shipments from Ft. Worth, 1927-1929 

No. of Hogs. 

Cass 
Clinton 
Henry 
Jackson 

1927 

135 

135 

1928 1929 
793 
724 
292 

1,809 

Destination of Stock Hog shipments from Wichita, 1927-1929 
County No. of Hogs. 

Ray 

Total 

1927 
190 

190 

1928 1929 

*The data .contained in tables 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 23 were obtained from information secured from the records of the State Veterinarian of the Missouri State Board of Agriculture. 
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Fig. !I.-Destinations 9£ central market shipments of stock hogs to Missouri counties, 1927-1929. 

As has been pointed out, shipments from St. Louis and St. Joseph 
to Mis3ouri points go very largely to the counties in the same immediate 
sections around the two cities. Stock hogs from Kansas City are shipped 
not only to nearby points but also to the other areas of the State where 
stock hogs are fed. Shipments from Springfield, Missouri, are similar 
to those of St. Louis and St. Joseph, but the volume of the Spring
field shipments is not nearly as large as those of St. Louis and St. Joseph. 
Destinations of shipments from St. Paul and Ft. Worth to Missouri 
points are also shown, but in the years considered the total numbers 
of hogs shipped from these markets were so small that they were rela
tively insignificant. 

Country Shipments of Stock Hogs.-In addition to the movement 
of stock hogs from the central market, they are abo shipped in relatively 
large numbers from country points in the production areas direct to 
country points in the feeding sections. The origins and destinations 
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of these shipments to Missouri are shown in tables 17-18. Figure 12 
shows the origins of stock hog shipments from country points to country 
points in Missouri, and abo the destinations of all stock hog shipments 
to Missouri for the years 1927-1929. 

Fig. 12.-0rigins and destinations of country shipments of stock hogs to and from Missou ri, 
1927-1929. 

TABJ.E 17.-0RICIN OF STOCK Hoc SHIPMENTs BY TowNs AND CouNTIES IN Mis
souRI, 1927-1929 

County Town No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 1929 Barry Exeter 337 2232 467 
Purdy 140 

-- -- - -
Total 477 2232 467 Benton Warsaw 490 

Bollinger Zalma 180 Buchanan St. Joseph 167 411 
Campbell 319 

Total 167 730 Butler Poplar Bluff 296 155 
-- --

Total 296 155 
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TABLE 17.-0RIGIN oF STOCK Hoo SHIPMENTS BY TowNs AND CouNTIES IN Mis
SOURI, 1927-1929 

County Town No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 I 1929 
Caldwell Hamilton 133 
Camden Climax Springs 16 
Cape Girardeau Pocahontas 167 

Cape Girardeau 676 
-- -- --

Total 167 676 
Carroll Norborne 319 138 

-- --
Total 319 138 

Carter Fremont 150 123 
Ellsinore 284 
Grandin 484 201 

-- -- --
Total 918 201 123 

Cooper Bunceton 1305 200 257 
-- -- --

Total 1305 200 257 
Daviess Jamesport 110 
Dent Salem 7322 4573 3203 

-- -- --
Total 7322 4573 3203 

Douglas Ava 170 172 
-- -- --Greene Springfield 3496 5786 

Total 3496 5786 
Henry Clinton 151 
Howell West Plains 9999 5556 7938 

Mt. View 499 
-- -- -~ 

Total 10498 5556 79~8 
Iron Irontown 475 150 

Arcadia 2~5 -- -- --
Total 475 150 2$5 

Jackson Elmdale Yd 2579 525 111:0 
K. C. R. R. 348 
K. C. St. Y ds. 179 
K. C. R. R. Yds. 161 13~0 
Team Track, K. C. 1113 4812 
K. C. Track 1034 
Kansas City 158 361 

-- -- - . -
Total 2579 3518 66f)3 

Laclede Lebanon 821 475 
-- -- --

Total 821 475 
Lawrence Verona 145 
Livingston Dawn 258 

Chillicothe J69 -- -- --Total 258 169 Madison Margrand 337 
Moniteau Tipton 80 
Morgan Versailles 184 443 

-- -- - . -
Total 184 443 

New Madrid Morehouse 30 Nodaway Pickering 93 Oregon Thayer 4571 484 3~44 
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TABLE 17.-0RIGIN OF STOCK. Hoo SHIPMENTS BY TowNs AND CouNTIES IN Mis
SOURI, 1927-1929 

County Town No. ot Hogs 

1927 1928 1929 Koshkonong 2184 134 
Alton 175 1009 
Thomasville 135 -- -- --

Total 6755 793 5088 
Phelps Newberry 85 
Platte Camden Point 99 150 

Ia tan 160 
Platte City 375 -- -- --

Total 99 685 
Polk Bolivar 124 43 

-- -- --
Total 124 43 

Reynolds Ellington 1279 761 2092 -- -- --
Total 1279 761 2092 

Ripley Doniphan 7566 4820 4698 -- -- --
Total 7566 4820 4698 

Scott Sikeston 14 
Shannon Birch Tree 2211 481 1255 

Angeline 168 
Winona 347 339 
Eminence 177 -- -- --

Total 2379 828 1771 
St. Clair Cbllins 284 
Ste. Genevieve Ste. Genevieve 154 
Stoddard Mingo 163 

Dexter 484 
-- -- --

Total 647 
Stone Reeds Sprg. 7.73 545 150 

Galena 189 
-- -- --

Total 962 545 150 
Taney Branson 155 315 150 

Ho!lister 408 
-- -- --

Total 155 31'5 558 
Texas Summersville 673 501 

CabbOl 329 169 
-- -- --

Total 1002 670 
Vernon Black Rock 169 
Wayne Williamsville 168 
Webster Seymour 380 

Dexter 147 
-- -- --

Total 527 
Wright Mtn. Grove 133 165 

Man'sfield 513 206 
Norwood 178 293 

-- -- --
Total 824 664 

*See footnote to table 16 



38 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 

TABLE 18.-DESTINATION oF STaCK. HoG SHIPMENTs FROM CouNTRY PaiNTs BY 
CouNTIES IN Mrs so i!RI, 1927-1929. 

County No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 1929 
Andrew 180 
Atchison 1913 284 715 
Aud.rain 819 487 
Bates 1777 3881 2268 
Benton 200 
Boone 303 437 66 
Buchanan 485 633 
Butler 190 
Callaway 670 195 
Caldwell 110 472 758 
Camden 1157 
Cap,e Girardeau 504 210 
Carroll 1064 150 714 
Carter 332 
Cass 1614 1844 2867 
Chariton 143 195 1991 
Christian 175 
Clay 2220 6038 3888 

Clinton 1002 2074 4755 
Cole 342 671 713 
Cooper 7959 1823 3799 

Dade 177 333 
Dallas 180 16 

Dekalb 845 676 
Franklin 323 219 
Ga,sconade 173 
Gentry 131 727 

Green 680 123 

Henry 2017 901 2335 

Holt 1377 118 159 
Howard 3631 1237 182 

Jackson 561 576 760 

Jasper 141 
Johnson 2345 375 735 
Knox 144 
Lafayette 2447 1025 1034 

Lawrence 426 461 
Lewis 189 
Lincoln 9859 1448 4490 

Linn 284 

Macon 80 
Madison 188 
Marion 150 294 

Mercer 188 
Mississippi 1786 1113 
Moniteau 3526 1736 2347 
Monroe 170 
Montgomery 934 409 1127 
Morgan 595 136 
New Madrid 285 284 

Newton 341 
Nodaw.,ay 969 324 387 

Osage 115 
Pemiscot 753 

Pettis 4236 1314 4021 

Pike 2255 237 ,110 

Platte 175 105 

Polk 216 
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TABLE 18.-- DEsTI NATIO N OF SToCK Hoo SHIPMENTS FROM CouNTRY PoiNTs BY 

Cou NTIES IN MissouRI, 1927-1929.* 
County No. ot Hogs 

Pulaski 520 
Putnam 526 
Ralls 175 
Randolph 927 
Ray 1610 870 1119 
Reynolds 173 
Ripley 723 
Saline 13997 11193 8891 
Scotland 193 
Scott 117 364 
Shannon 175 
Shelby 285 138 173 
St. Charles 327 
St. Clair 629 150 190 
St. Louis 603 678 
Stoddard 6168 785 722 
Sullivan 168 
Vernon 725 775 I 140 
Warren 163 
Webster 290 755 158 
Worth 348 141 
Wright 175 

Total 46,452 33,915 47,818 
*See footnote to Table 16. 

The point., of origin are very largely in South Central Missouri. 
There is some little variation from county to county in the three years 
for which data was obtained. In general, however, the more important 
shipping counties maintained their relative position all three years. 
Among these counties were Howell, Oregon, Ripley, Dent, and Reynolds. 
As will be seen in Figure 13 the railroad facilities are relatively meager 
in this area, and as a consequence stock hog shipments are made from 
comparatively few towns. During the three years studied nearly 20 
per cent of the total country shipments to Missouri came from three 
towns, West Plains in Howell County, Thayer in Oregon County, and 
Doniphan in Ripley County. This concentration of numbers of stock 
hogs shipped is made necessary by the inadequate transportation service. 
Production is not at all concentrated, and the few shipping points serve 
relatively wide areas. 

In every year there are a small number of hogs shipped from various 
points outside the stock hog area. Sometimes these shipments originate 
in Northwest Missouri, but in any event this sort of movement is very 
irregular. One exception should be noted: in every year Jackson County 
on the central western border of the state is a county of origin of relatively 
large numbers of stock hogs. This is obviously due to the fact that 
Kansas City is in Jackson County, since Jackson is in the corn surplus 
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Fig. 13.-Map of Missouri showing railroads serving the State. 

area and consequently does not produce stock hogs for sale. The Elm

daleY ards near Kansas City in Jackson County are privately owned and 

operated. Considerable numbers of stock hogs are shipped here and then 

shipped to their ultimate destination point within the state. Inasmuch as 

the Elmdale Yards are not public stockyards, shipments from that point 

are not included as central market shipments but as country shipments. 

Another market factor influencing this situation is that many of the 

stock hogs in country shipments coming from Jackson County are listed 

with Kansas City team tracks as their point of origin. These were pigs 

sold on the team tracks whose origin was usually Arkansas, Oklahoma, or 

Kansas. These pigs were never offered for sale in the Kansas City stock

yards, and so can not be included in the central market shipments. Nor 

is the exact state of origin known in every case, hence for convenience 

only they were classified as originating in Jackson County.* 

*Information concerning team track shipments was obtained from a large Kansas City 

Livestock Commission Co. who handled a large number of stock hogs in this manner. 
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The destinations of all country shipments of stock hogs to Missouri 
are also shown in Fig. 12 and in Table 18. In general, country shipments 
go to approximately the same areas of the state as the market shipments. 
However, for the years shown in Figure 12 the country shipments were 
somewhat more concentrated in the West Central and Northwest parts 
of the state than were the stockyards shipments. In all three years, 
1927-1929, a relatively large number of hogs were shipped from country 
points to Eastern and Southeastern parts of the state. This was partic
ularly true in 1927. Some of the West Central Missouri counties, 
Saline, Cooper, Pettis, Clinton, and Clay, seem to receive country 
shipments more consistently than any others. This is probably due to 
several factors. In some cases these counties have better railroad con
nections with the stock hog production area in South Central Missouri, 
as is indicated in Figure 13. These counties are all large cattle feeding 
sections, so that there is a wide and consistent demand for stock hogs. 
Buying habits of farmers may also be an important influence, in that they 
have become accustomed to handling South Missouri hogs in such a way 
as to make a fair return. 

In addition to the country shipments of stock hogs from within the 
State, there is also some movement of country shipments to Missouri 
from other states. The number and origin of these out-of-state shipments 
are shown in Figure 14 and in Table 19. In 1927 more than one-third 
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Fig. 14.-0rigins of stock shipments to Missouri from other States, 1927-1929. 

of the country shipments to Missouri were from other states. In the other 
two years, 1928 and 1929, this proportion was considerably less. The Mis-
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TABLE 19.-POINTS oF ORIGIN OF CouNTRY SHIPMENTS OF Hoes FROM OTHER 
STATES, 1927-1929*. 

County No. of Hogs 

1927 1928 1929 
Arkansas 34030 10005 10906 
Illinois 117 138 
Iowa 658 
Kansas 1124 118 
Louisiana 2131 1035 
Mississippi 4867 180 
Nebraska 295 148 
North Dakota 140 
Oklahoma 725 1384 3718 
South D akota 3521 170 
Texas 149 163 1020 

Total 46,959 12,794 16,989 

*See Footnote to table 16. 

souri producing section continue3 on into Arkansas, and this State usually 
supplies the majority of the out-of-state country shipments to Missouri. 
Shipments from states other than Arkansas are not large enough, when 
considered individually, to be of any significance. 

The numbers of stock hogs included in the country shipments to 
Missouri are shown by years from 1923 to 1929 in Figure 15 and in Table 
20. In 1924 and 1925 less than 20,000 stock hogs were handled in this 
way; since, then, however, the number has been well above 60,000 ex-
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Fig. 15.-Country shipments of stock hogs to Missouri by years, 1923-1929. 

cept in 1928 when it declined to slightly less than 50,000. 1924 and 
1925 were both years of relatively low hog prices and farmers were not 
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TABLE 20.-CouNTRY SHIPMENTS OF STOCK Hoes TO MrssouRJ, 1923-1929.* 
Year No. of Hogs. 

~~~1====== = ============= = =========== = ===!i:!I~ ~~~~========= == ===================== = ==~~1:~t? 
~~~~====================================~::~8~ *These data are compilations of the records of stock hog shipments in the office of the 

State Veterinarian of Missouri. 

anxious to buy hogs for feeding. In 1928, however, hog prices were 
fairly good, so the decline in country shipments this year was due to 
other factors. Probably the principal reason for this situation was the 
good acorn crop the previous year. In 1928 hogs were fattened out on 
the nut mast and were sold directly for slaughter from the South Missouri 
and Arkansas area. The number of hogs on farms in the South Central 
Missouri crop reporting district, January 1, 1928, was approximately 
25 per cent greater than the preceding year, and more than 30 per cent 
greater than the following year. 

The number of stock hogs in the country shipments to Missouri is 
greater in some years than the number coming from the central market. 
This was true in 1926 and in 1927. In general, however, the number 
coming from the central market is greater. Nevertheless, the importance 
of direct country movement can not be overemphasized. 

The number of stock hogs shipped to Missouri direct from country 
points is given by months, 1927-1929, in Table 21, and the seasonal vari.., 
ation in these shipments is shown for all three years in Figure 16. 
The month to month variation differs slightly for the three years, 
but in general, numbers of hogs shipped are relatively high for the first 
four months of the year, then decrease somewhat in May, and finally 
reach a very low level in June which is maintained for the remainder 
of the year with some slight upturn in December. In 1927 the high 
month for shipments was February, in 1928 it was April, and in 1929 
it was March. The general tendency for all three years was the same. 
This seasonal movement corresponds fairly closely with the seasonal 
variation in central market shipments of stock hogs to Missouri as 
shown in Figure 8. It adds further proof to the conclusion that Mis
souri farmers buy stock hogs very largely in the late winter and spring. 

In the foregoing analysis of the stock hog movement, complete 
figures on shipments to Missouri have been given. However, it should 
be noted that figures on the movement from the t>roducing areas are 
incomplete. There was no way of arriving at the number of stock hogs 
shipped to the central markets from this section, and certainly a con-
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TABLE 21.-CouNTRY SHIPMENTS oF STOCK Hoos TO MissouRI PoiNTS BY MoNTHs, 
1927-1929.* 

1927 No. Hogs No. dead Per cent dead No. of ship- Ave. size of 
after 21 days ments shipment 

January 18,817 733 3.90 106 177.5 
February 19,580 1,236 6.31 119 164.5 
March 18,938 1,368 7.22 109 173.7 
April 15,306 1067 6.97 86 177.9 
May 7,775 308 3.96 43 180.8 
June 2,862 88 3.07 18 159 
July 855 36 4.21 5 171 
August 861 12 1.39 7 123 
September 59 1 59 
October 2,272 53 2.33 13 174.7 
Novem,ber 2,907 74 254 16 181.7 
December 3,179 97 3.05 19 167.3 

Total 93,411 5072 5.43 542 172 .36 
1928 

January 5,516 236 4.28 29 190.2 
February 4,296 296 6.80 25 171.8 
March 6,164 170 2.76 36 171.2 
April 8,641 374 4.33 47 183.8 
May 4,100 99 2.41 22 186.4 
June 2,099 72 3.43 13 161.5 
July 2,678 160 5.97 13 206.0 
August 4,218 303 7.18 24 175.8 
September 2,125 235 11.06 12 177.1 
October 641 30 4.68 4 160.2 
November 1,430 41 2.86 9 158.9 
December 4,801 195 4.06 28 171.5 

Total 46,709 2211 4.73 262 178.28 
1929 

January 7,092 441 6.22 41 173.0 
February 10,210 696 6.77 58 176.0 
March 17,195 882 5.12 96 179.1 
April 10,555 712 6.74 58 182.0 
May 7,385 404 5.47 41 180.1 
June 3,951 160 4.04 21 188.1 
July 3,166 221 6.98 19 166.7 
August 693 8 1.20 6 115.5 
September 1,039 8 .62 6 173.2 
October 1,310 77 5.87 8 163.8 
November 942 37 3.92 7 134.6 
December 1,269 10 .79 6 211.5 

Total 64,807 3656 5.64 367 176.58 

*See footnote to table 16. 
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Fig. 16.-Seasonal variations in country shipments of stock hogs to Missouri, 1927-1929. 

siderable number move in this manner. Nor was it possible to get com
plete figures on country shipments from Missouri to other states. 

Exact figures could not be obtained for country shipments of stock 
hogs from Missouri to any other states except Iowa and Indiana. These 
figures are given in Table 22 for the years 1927-1929. In general the 
number of such shipped to Indiana is insignificant, but the number 
shipped into Iowa are fairly large, varying from 11,000 head in 1927 
to 43,000 in 1929. It is very probable that a fairly large number of 
stock hogs go to Illinois, as well as Iowa, from Missouri, but no figures 
could be obtained on the Illinois shipments. 

TABLE 22.-COUNTRY SHIPMENTS OF STOCK HoGS FROM MISSOURI TO IowA AND 
INDIANA, 1926-1929.* 

Year 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 

Indiana 
3896 
3252 

430 
320 

Iowa 

11,433 
16,756 
43,467 

*Data for this table were obtained from the Division of Animal Industry of the 
Iowa State Department of Agriculture and from the State Veterinarian of Indiana •. 

Death Losses in the Stock Hog Movement.-It has already been 
pointed out that one of the big problems in the marketing of stock hogs 
either from country points or from public stock yards is the relatively 
high mortality as compared to shipments of other classes of livestock. 
The age of the pigs, length of time of shipment, time of year of shipment, 
and susceptibility of hogs in general to disease, are all important fac
tors in the situation. 
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Probably the most important single cause of death losses of stock 
hogs is hog cholera, even with present immunization regulations. Stock 
hogs shipped from central markets are vaccinated at the stockyards 
before shipment. Stock hogs shipped from country points to Missouri 
as well as other states must either be vaccinated at the point of origin, 
or if no competent veterinarian is available, vaccination can be done 
at the point of destination. In any event, the buyer is required to 
make a report to the State Veterinarian or his authorized deputy 
concerning the number of hogs in the shipment dead or sick on arrival, 
and the number dead in 21 days. In this way it was possible to obtain 
a definite estimate of the mortality of both central market and country 
shipments of stock hogs. 
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Fig. 17.-Monthly variations in death losses of country shipments of stock hogs to Mis
souri,l927-1929. 

The variation in the mortality of all country shipments by months 
for the years 1927-1929 is shown in Figure 17 and in Table 23. The 
per cent of mortality for each month was calculated by determining the 
percentage that the total number of hogs dead at the end of 21 days 
as of the total number of hogs shipped. In a similar manner the mortality 
rate was computed for each year. There was no marked or distinct season
al variation in the mortality of stock hogs for the years considered. In 
two years, 1927 and 1929, the smallest mortality was in August and in 
September, but September of 1928 was the highest month on record. 
In general the winter and spring months appear rather consistently high. 

The month of July was apparently in the same class with the win
er months in this respect. Hot weather may be just as important from 
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this standpoint as the colder temperatures. The monthly mortality 
rates vary all the way from no deaths in September, 1927, to 11 per cent 
in September, 1928. It should be remembered in this connection that 
relatively fewer stock hogs are shipped in the summer months than in the 
winter and spring months. The yearly average rate of mortality. did 
not vary greatly in the three years. The lowest yearly rate was 4.73 per 
cent in 1928 and the highest 5.64 per cent in 1929. 

TABLE 23.-MoNTHLY VARIATION IN DEATH LossEs OF STocK HoGs SHIPPED TO 
MISSOURI FROM CENTRAL MARKETS, IN PERCENTAGES OF ToTAL SHIPPED, 

1927-1929* 

Month 1927 1928 1929 
January 3.49 4 .74 5.16 
February 4.25 4.34 4.96 
March 5.29 4.70 3.97 
April 6.01 5.66 6.11 
May 4.18 5.14 5.06 
June 3.13 9.06 4.03 
July 3.52 4.19 8.26 
August 4.03 3.51 5.56 
September 5.48 5.93 3.65 
October 4.70 5.84 3.79 
November 3.59 5.77 3.90 
December 3.93 4.21 5.65 
Weighted Ave. For 

Year 4.30 5.16 4.92 
*Data from which this table was computed were compiled from the records of stock 
hog shipments in the office of the State Veterinarian for Missouri. 

While there was some variation in the death losses of individual 
shipments, a large portion of the items fell fairly close to the average 
for the year.* In the year 1929, out of a total of 367 country shipments, 
the death losses on 67 per cent of them were less than 5 per cent, and 82 
per cent of these shipments had death losses of less than 10 per cent. 
The per cent of death loss on all shipments for that year was 5.64 per 
cent, so the death losses on the individual shipments did not deviate wide
ly from the yearly average. 

Approximately half of the pigs shipped from country points were 
vaccinated before shipment. There was very little difference in the 
death losses of hogs vaccinated at the point of origin and at the place 
of destination. 

The causes of death of the pigs shipped into Missouri were reported 
to the State Veterinarian in most cases. However, no tabulation of these 
causes is shown since in many cases the reports were made by farmers, 
who probably did not have enough technical knowledge to make an 
accurate diagnosis. The more important diseases mentioned as causes 
of. death were hog cholera, hemorrhagic septicemia, swine plague, ne
crotic enteritis, and pneumonia. 

*The standard deviation .could not be accurately computed since some of the shipments had no death losses, and hence no percentage could be calculated for such shipments. 
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The monthly rates of mortality of stock hog shipments from the 

central markets were computed in the same way as the mortality rates 

of country shipments. Table 23 gives these mortality rates for central 

mar)<.et shipments of stock hogs to Missouri for the years 1927-1929. 

The graphic summary is given in Figure 18. As was the case with the 

death losses of country shipments there appears to be no distinct or 

regular seasonal variation for the three years, 1927-1929. In two years, 

1927 and 1929, the summer months of June and July were the months 

of highest death losses. In 1927 these months were the lowest of the 

year. 
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Fig. 18.-Monthly variations in death losses of central market shipments of stock hogs 

to Missouri, 1927-1929. 

These monthly mortality rates for central market shipments vary 

from 3.13 per cent in June 1927 to 9.06 per cent in the same month of 

1928. The yearly percentage of death loss for stockyards shipments 

was figured for each of the three years in exactly the same way that 

yearly mortality rates for country shipments were calculated. The 

yearly death rate varies from 4.30 per cent in 1927 to 5.16 per cent in 

1928. The mortality rates of individual stockyards shipments were 

no more variable than those of the individual country shipments. 

In two of the three years, 1927 and 1929, the death losses of stock

yards shipments to Missouri were less than the death losses of country 

shipments. However, in none of the years was the difference of the 

two rates large enough to be significant.* The small number of years 

*The percentage of death losses could not be determined for each individual shipment 
since a fairly large number reported no death loss at all. Consequently the standard deviation 
of the individual percentages of death losses could not be computed, and the standard error 
of difference of two means could not be calculated in order to get a measure of the signifi· 
cance of the difference between death losses of stock hog shipments originating at country 
points and at the. central market. 
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for which figures are available makes it impossible to determine whether 
or not there is any normal seasonal variation in death losses. In so far 
as death losses are caused by weather conditions, seasonal influences 
are important. However, it seems probable that it is the unusual weather 
conditions which precipitate large death losses, and these variations 
in weather are of course abnormal. For example, relatively low tem
peratures with considerable rain might have a greater effect on death 
losses in April than in March. There are of course other causal faclors 
which are not necessarily seasonal in nature. Prevalence of disease, as 
hog cholera, may not be a seasonal matter at all. Then too, the general 
thriftiness or lack of thriftiness of the pigs, which is a composite of several 
factors, is an important influence. In general, there is practically no dif
ference in death losses of stockyards and country shipments to Missouri. 
However, this does not mean necessarily that there is no difference in the 
general health and thriftiness of the pigs from the two sources. Death 
losses are only a partial measure of these considerations. 

While the practical average of 4.5 per cent mortality of stock 
hog shipments is probably much lower than when the stock hog move
ment was carried on without government regulation and supervision, it 
still amounts to a rather large operating expense. If the average ship
ment has about 175 pigs (see Table 22), this means on the average that 
che cost of 8 pigs must be added to the other costs of getting hogs ready 
for market. If the margin of profit is small, as it frequently is, this 
4.5 per cent of the total initial co.;t of the pigs might prove to be a very 
important factor. It should also be remembered that the stock hog 
buyer, in so far as he is able, attempts to get stock hogs cheap enough that 
he can stand the average death loss, so the producer and feeder would 
both be likely to profit to some extent by improvements which would 
lower death losses materially. 

STOCK HOG PRICES 

Prices and Grades.-With practically all classes of livestock most 
of the sales are made on a central market. While a relatively large 
number of stock hogs are sold on central markets, probably about 
the same number are handled as direct country shipments, and an even 
greater number are bought and sold locally. Notwithstanding this fact, 
central market prices of stock hogs are probably fairly indicative of all 
stock hog prices. Since market prices are the only regular quotations 
available for stock hogs, they were necessarily the prices used in this 
section of the study. 
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Prices of stock hogs on the various markets are finally summarized 

by the government price reporting service as the prices of feeder pigs, 

70-130 pounds or 130 pounds down. The summarized prices are averages 

of all grades common to choice. 
On the Kansas City market two distinct kinds of stock pigs are 

offered for sale, native pigs and southern pigs. The term " native pigs" 

is applied to pigs from any section that show a preponderance of blood 
from · one or more of our five or six principal breeds of hogs, as Durocs 

and Poland Chinas. Such pigs, coming to the Kansas City market, 

are usually shipped from Kansas, Northern Missouri, Nebraska, and 

parts of Oklahoma and Arkansas. Southern pigs are pigs that show 

that little or no care has been exercised in their breeding, regardless of 

the area from which they come. The term "southern" is applied to this 

class of pigs because a large majority of them are shipped from the south
ern trade territory; South Missouri, Arkansas, parts of Oklahoma, Louis

iana, and Texas. The pigs are in many cases raised on an open range and 

consequently are frequently badly ear marked, hence the term "crop

eared" is often used in this connection. Monthly price quotations are 

not given for these two distinct grades. Prices given are averages of all 
sales* 

The most noticeable characterist ic of stock hog prices is their close 

relationship to fat hog prices. A simple correlation of these two prices by 

months on the Kansas City market for the years 1920-1928 gives the 

high coefficient of .93 ± .09. This relationship is, of course, not strictly 

linear, but the above correlation shows a very close correspondence. 

This close relationship is due largely to the fact that stock hogs and 

fat hogs are interchangeable within certain limits. If prices of stock 

hogs become unduly low in comparison with fat hog prices, some of them 

at least could be used for slaughter, likewise if stock hog prices became 

unduly high as compared to prices of hogs for slaughter, some of the 

lighter slaughter hogs could well be bought for feeding. The substi

tution principle applies at least to a portion of each class of hogs and 

this portion is large enough to be a controlling influence. Monthly 

prices of stock hogs at Kansas City St. Paul, 1920-1928, and month

ly prices of medium weight hogs at Kansas City, 1920-1928, are shown 
in Table 24. 

*The discussion in the above paragraph on native and southern pigs was taken lara:ely 
from an article in the April 1930 number of the " National Livestock P r oducer" entitled 
"Stock Pigs at Kansas City" by H. W. Trautman. 



TABLE 24.-MoNTHLY PI\.ICES OF STOCK HoGs AT KAN•sAs CITY AND ST. PAuL, 1920-1928, AND MoNTHLY PRICES OF MEDIUM VhrGHT HoGs AT KANSAS CITY, 1920-1928. 
Prices of Stock Pigs (130 lbs. down) at K. C. 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 
1920 14.08 13.15 14.04 13.46 12.18 12.01 13.34 13.19 14.29 12.53 11.14 8.88 1921 8.99 9.25 10.14 8.60 8.03 7.80 8.82 8.67 7.54 7 . 50 7.04 6.71 1922 7.58 8.65 9.48 9.82 10.19 10.39 10.07 9.16 8.95 8.43 7.86 7.28 1923 7.81 7.30 7.05 7.03 6.43 6.19 6.12 6.23 6.30 5.39 4.79 4.99 1924 4.73 4.52 5.25 5.39 5.19 5.08 6.06 7.55 7.26 7.22 6.41 6.05 1925 7.02 8.18 10.85 10.92 11.20 11.50 12.44 12.67 12.29 11.74 11.59 11.59 1926 12.25 13.13 13.53 13.66 14.53 15.27 14.75 12.68 13.46 12.98 11.89 11.49 1927 11.96 12.19 12.11 12.18 10.40 8.99 10.04 9.81 10.10 10.05 8.57 7.97 1928 7.60 7.19 6.90 7.25 7.67 7.82 9.27 10.57 10.85 8.81 7.70 7.38 Average 9.11 9.28 9.92 9.81 9.53 9.45 10.10 10.06 10.11 9.40 8.55 8.03 Indices of Seasonal Va-

riation 96.40 98.20 105.08 103.81 100.85 100.00 106.88 106.45 106.98 99.47 90.48 84.97 ------------ -- ----- - - ---------

Prices of Stock Pigs (130 lbs. down) at St. Paul 

1921 8.98 9.58 10.84 9.32 8.37 8.35 9.19 8.90 8.10 7.82 7.39 7.39 1922 8.35 9.91 10.29 10.54 10.86 10.54 10.26 9.25 8.92 8.72 8.00 8.09 1923 8.37 8.01 7.76 7.66 6.89 6.16 5.22 5.39 6.59 5.52 4.73 4.92 1924 4.92 4.86 5.04 6.12 5.94 5.70 6.20 7.77 7.54 7.18 5.82 6.30 1925 7.28 8.75 11.50 11.68 11.62 11.99 13.00 12.94 12.38 11.50 11.38 II. 79 1926 12.78 13.60 13.77 13.95 14.49 14.88 13.43 12.44 12.99 12.39 11.77 11.56 1927 12.04 12.03 12.24 11.80 10.31 9.08 10.04 9.92 9 .98 9.82 8.18 7.34 1928 7.05 7.26 6.91 7.63 7.82 7.96 9 .23 10.87 11.82 9.42 8.18 7.82 Average 
Indices of Seasonal Va-

7.75 8.22 8.70 8.74 8.48 8.29 8.51 8.61 8.70 8.04 7.26 7.24 
riation 94.40 100.12 105.97 106.45 103.29 100.97 103.65 104.87 105.97 97.93 88.43 88.19 
*U.S. D. A. Statistical Bulletin No. 18 "Statistics of Hogs, Pork, and Pork Products" pp. 137-138, 141-142, later data !rom yearbooks of the U. S. Dept. of Agr. 
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TABLE 24 (CoNTINUED).-PRICES OF MEDIUM WEIGHT HoGs 200-250 LBs. AT KANSAS CnY BY MoNTHS 1920-1928 

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

1920 15.00 14.27 14.93 14.38 14.25 14.81 15.50 15.24 16.27 14.13 12.01 9.43 
1921 9.29 9.05 9.72 7.91 7.94 7.91 9.81 9.29 7.93 7.74 6. 77 6.84 
1922 7.68 9.38 10.21 10.09 10.42 10.41 10.29 9.03 8.99 8.94 7.95 8.09 
1923 8.25 8.01 8.14 7.96 7.42 6.81 7.25 7.99 8.48 7.33 6.72 6.70 
1924 6.95 6.92 7.10 7.17 7 .16 6.92 8.04 9.59 9.68 10.24 9.13 9.68 
1925 10.38 10.98 13.44 12.24 11.79 12 .34 13.60 13.14 12.67 11.48 11.23 11.12 
1926 12.11 12.44 12.29 12.34 13.38 14.23 13.33 12.58 13.17 13.13 11.77 11.43 
1927 11.68 11.57 11.19 10.45 9.39 8.80 9.62 9.98 11.19 10.93 9.10 8.24 
1928 8.18 7.93 7.92 8.92 9.41 9.75 10.74 11.45 11.86 9.55 8.64 8.32 

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

*Data up to 1925 from U. S. D. A. Statistical Bulletin 18, pp. 137-38. Later data from "Crops and Markets". 
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Average yearly prices of stock hogs and fat hogs at Kansas City 
adjusted to the Bureau of Labor Statistics Index Numbers of Whole
sale Prices, 1910-14= 100, are shown in Figure 19 (see Table 25). While 
not enough years of stock hog prices. are available to show the price 
cycle, there seems to be every reason for believing that stock hog prices 
follow very closely the cycle of fat hog prices. For the nine years shown, 
the two price series follow each other fairly closely. Prices of both 
classes of hogs in terms of purchasing power in 1920, 1921, 1922, 
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Fig. 19.-Purchaaing power of fat hogs and atock hogs by years, 1920-1928, 1910-1914•100. 

were on a low to medium level. In 1923 and 1924 both suffered consider
able slump, stock hog prices dropping relatively more than tat hogs. In 
1925 both prices advanced, reaching a peak in 1926, and both gradu
ally declined in 1927 and 1928. In only two of the nine years, 1926 and 
1927, was the yearly average of stock hog prices higher than that of 
fat hogs. These were both years of relatively high hog prices. In 
1923 and 1924, the years of lowest hog prices of the years included, the 
margin of fat hog prices over stock hog prices was highest. While the 
number of years of prices available is not enough to make any definite 
conclusion, it would seem that in years of relatively high hog prices, stock 
hog buyers become over-optimistic and bid prices up higher than other
wise. On the other hand, a low level of hog prices is a pessimistic influence 
and stock hogs are priced lower than usual as compared to prices of hogs 
for slaughter. 



TABLE 25.- AvERAGE YEARLY PRICES AND PuRCHASING PowER OF STocK Boos AND FAT Boos (MEDIUM WEIGHT) AT KANSAS CnY, 
1920-1928* 

Index Numbers of 
Average Yearly Price Wholesale Prices of all Purchasing Power Purchasing Power 

Average Yearly Prices of Medium Weight Commodities of Stock Hogs of Medium Weight 

Year of Stock Hogs Hogs 1910-1914 = 100 Deflated Price Hogs Deflated Price 

1920 12 . 69 14.19 230 5.52 6.17 

1921 8 .26 8.35 150 5.51 5.57 

1922 8.99 9.29 152 5.91 6.11 

1923 6.30 7.59 156 4.04 4.86 

1924 5.89 8.22 152 3.87 5.41 

1925 11.00 12.03 162 6.79 7.42 

1926 13.30 12.68 154 8.64 8.23 

1927 10.36 10.18 149 6.95 6.83 

1928 8.25 9.39 153 5.39 6.14 
~-

- ---------·- - ·---~ 

*Prices given in this table are averages of the monthly prices given in Table 24. The Index numbers of wholesale prices were t aken from 

recent yearbooks of the U. S. Department of Agricutulre. 

U\ 
..j:>. 

~ 
Ul 
(Fl 
0 
c: 
?;! 
H 

~ 
§ 
(") 

c: 
t"' 
t-J 
c: 
~ 
t"' 

tr1 
X 

"' ~ 
H 

~ 
1:'1 z 
t-J 
(f) 
t-J 
> 
t-J 
H 
0 z 



RESEARCH BuLLETIN 146 55 

itO 

110 
$T.l'AUL 

v ::::- ~ 
---- ----

~' ---- r-- -100 --/ ""\r KAH,SAS CITY ~, 
go ' ',, 

~ 
' 

.... , 
80 

TO 

or 
JAN. FU. MAll. A"PR. MAY JUN£ JUlY AUG. SEPT a:r. NOll. J)fC. 

Fig. 20.-Seasonal variation in prices of stock hogs at Kansas City and St. Paul, 1920-1928. 

Seasonal Variation in Prices,-The seasonal vanatwn in stock 
hog prices at both Kansas City and St. Paul is shown in Figure 20. 
The indices of seasonal variation as shown in Table 24 were computed 
from the monthly prices at the two markets for the years 1920-1928. 
This normal month to month variation in the prices of stock hogs is 
very similar to the seasonal variation in the prices of slaughter hogs. 
A spring rise in prices is normally followed by some declines in the sum
mer months, particularly June. Prices rise again to the spring levels in 
the late summer and early fall and decline fairly rapidly in the late 
fall and winter, reaching a low point for the year in December. 

There is not much difference in rhe seasonal variation in prices 
at the two markets. Kansas City stock hog prices in the spring are 
lower than St. Paul prices, but in the fall Kan::>as City prices are higher. 
The low point for the year for both markets comes in December. Kansas 
City prices are about 15 per cent below the average for the year in this 
month, while St. Paul prices are about 12 per cent below the yearly 
average. 

The relation of the prices of slaughter hogs and the prices of stock 
hogs is again shown in the seasonal variation in stock hog prices. Stock 
hogs are normally highest in price in the spring, late summer and fall. 
The times of largest shipments of stock hogs are likewise in the spring and 
fall. In other words, the seasons when prices are normally highest is 
also the season when shipments of stock hogs are normally greatest. 
Prices of stock hogs are therefore not so much influenced by receipts of 
stock hogs, but are affected considerably by the total receipts of all hogs. 



56 MISSOURI Ac:miCULTUR:AL·ExPERIM·ENT STATION 

Total receipts- of hogs are greatest-in winter months when stock hog 

prices are lowest, and these total receipts are also at lowest points in the 

spring and late summer when stock hog prices are highest. The inf!~ence 

of prices of hogs for slaughter upon stock hog prices is more of an associa

tion than an influence, since both are affected to a considerable extent by 

one factor, the number of hogs available for market; · 
Comparison of Local and Market Prices.-The importap.ce of local 

buying and selling stock hogs has already been pointed out. In order 

to compare prices of these locally handled hogs, one of the questions in 

the questionnaire to stock hog feeders related to the time of purchase 

and price of the locally bought hogs in 1928 and 1929. While the price 

reports of only 286 farmers, when broken up into the various months 

in which each purchased stock hogs during the two years, hardly provide 

a sufficient sample, they are nevertheless indicative to some extent of 

the prices of locally bought stock hogs. 

TABLE 26.-A CoMPARISON OF STOCK HoG PRICES AND FAT HoG PRICES FOR 
MissouRI, 1928-1929 

Prices of stock hogs* Prices of medi.um Prices of stock hogs 
bought locally in :weight hogs . (200-250 (70-130lbs) at Kansas 
North Missouri lbs)· at Kansas Cityt Cityt 

1928 1929 1928 1929 -1928 . 1929 
Jan. 8.35 8. 71 8.18 8.98 7. 60 ' 7.42 
Feb. 8 .82 9.00 . 7.93 10.09 7 . 19 8.08 
Mar. 8. 71 . 9.48 7 .92 11.15 6 ; 90 9.49 
Apr. 9.42 9.75 8.92 I 1.05 . 7 .25 9.68 
May 9.89 10.70 9.41 10.64 7 .'67 9.95 
June 8 . 67 10.55 9.75 . 10.66 7 .82 10.28 
July 10.50 10.82 10.7.4 11.32 .9.27 10.64 
Aug. 11.13 10.14 I 1.45 10.90 . . 10.57 9.18 
Sept. 9.61 9.00 11.86 10.21 ' 10.85 8.27 
Oct. 9.80 9.11 9.5$ . 9.40 ~ - 81 8.23 
Nov. 8.56 8.21 8.64 8.88 7 .70 7.44 
Dec.· 7.95 8.12 8.32 9.08 7.38 7.65 
Yearly Ave. 9.28 9.46 9.39 10 .20 8.25 8.86 

*Prices of stock hogs bought locally were obtained from information received from 
farmers in North Missouri. · · · · 
tPrices of medium weight hogs and stock hogs at Kansas City W\!re t aken from "Crops 
and. Markets." 

A comparison of these local prices with the prices of stock hogs 

and the prices of fat hogs (medium weight) at Kansas City for the 

years 1928 and 1929 is given in Table 26. This comparison is ::;hown 

graphically for 1929in Figure 21. Prices of stock hogs in North Mis

souri averaged slightly higher than stock hog prices at Kansas City 

for the same months. In only two months out of the two years were 

Kansas City stock hog prices higher than stock hog prices· in North 

Missouri. The average margin of North Missouri prices over Kansas City 

prices of stock hogs was $1.03 for 1928 and $0.61 for 1929. This dif-
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Fig. 21.-Comparison of the prices of stock hogs and fat (medium wt.) hogs at Kansas City with 
prices of stock hogs sold locally in North Missouri. 

ference in prices shows very clearly that the local supply of stock hogs 
in Missouri is insufficient and feeders are willing to pay approximately 
the Kansas City stock hog price plus the cost of getting the hogs from 
the market for the local supply of hogs. The marked preference of 
farmers in the feeding area for locally produced hogs has already been 
discussed, and this price difference which is probably greater than ship
ping costs in most cases is only further evidence of it. 

It should be pointed out that local prices of stock hogs do not 
bear the exact relation to market prices as do local corn prices, for exam
ple. Farmers buying stock hogs locally consider usually the present 
market price of fat hogs, what the prices of fat hogs are likely to be 
when the stock hogs under consideration are ready to be marketed, and 
the relation between corn and hog prices for the time being. Prices of 
stock hogs in North Missouri usually ran somewhat under the price 
of fat hogs (medium weight) at Kansas City for the two years, 1928-1929, 
although in some months, as in the first half of 1928, the North Missouri 
stock hog prices were slightly above Kansas City prices of fat hogs. 
Here again the corn-hog ratio is an important factor. In general, how
ever, the market prices of fat hogs set a fairly definite upper limit to 
local stock hog prices, since many feeders will prefer to sell rather than 
feed hogs at such prices. 

Margins.-The margin of fat hog prices over stock hog prices 
is of considerable importance in that it can vary only within fairly well-



58 MISSOURI AGRICULTURAL ExPERIMENT STATION 

defined limit~, because of the possibility of substituting one class of 

hogs for the other. Within these limits this margin varies somewhat from 

month to month. The seasonal variation for the margins of Kansas 

City fat hog prices over prices of stock hogs at the same market is shown 

in Figure 22 and in Table 27. The average monthly margins vary from 

27 cents in April to 90 cents in October. The spring and summer months 

are periods of lowest margin, while fall and winter months average rela

tively higher. The reasons for this seasonal variation are not entirely 

apparent. It seems probable, however, that the winter months with their 

relatively large receipts of fat hogs would cause lighter weight hogs to 

sell on a higher than average level, and thus stock hogs would be affected. 
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Fig. 22.-Seasonal variation in the margin of fat hog prices over stock hog pri ces at Kansas City. 

based on prices from 1921-1928. 

From the viewpoint of the farmer buying stock hogs, the margin 

of current fat hog prices over current stock hog prices is not as impor

tant as the margin of fat hog prices a few months hence over current 

stock hog prices; or in other words, the difference between the buying 

and selling price. This is probably not as important with stock hogs 

as with feeder cattle, but it is a factor in determining profits. The length 

of feeding period for stock hogs varies, depending upon whether or not 

the hogs are put on full feed immediately, the kind of feed fed, treatment 

and care. In view of this variation in length of feeding period, margins 

of current stock hog prices under prices of fat hogs, 3, 4, and 5 months 

later were calculated using Kansas City prices for both kinds of hogs 



TABLE 27.-AVERAGE MARGIN OF STOCK HoG PRICEs UNDER FAT Hoa PRICES AT KA NsAs CnY 1921-1928 -

Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 
1921 .30 -.20 - .42 -.69 - .09 .11 .99 .62 .39 .24 -.27 .13 1922 .10 .73 . 73 .17 .23 .02 .22 -.13 .04 . 51 .09 .81 1923 .44 . 71 1.09 .93 . 99 .62 . 13 1. 76 2 . 18 1.94 1.93 1.71 1924 2 .22 2.40 1. 85 1.78 1.97 1.84 1.98 2.04 2.42 3.02 2.72 3.65 1925 3 .36 2.80 2.59 1.32 .59 .84 1.16 .47 .38 - . 26 -.36 -.47 1926 -.14 -.69 -1.24 -1.32 -1.15 -1.04 -1.42 -.10 -.29 .15 -.12 -.06 1927 - .28 -.62 -.92 -1.73 -1.01 -.19 -.42 .17 1.09 .88 .53 .27 1928 . 58 .74 1.02 1.67 1. 74 1.93 1.47 .88 .01 . 74 .94 .94 Average .82 .73 .58 .26 .41 .51 .51 .71 .78 .90 .68 .87 
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F ig. 23.-Average margin by months between s tock hog prices of the given months a nd p rices of 

fat (medium w t.) hogs 3, 4 , and 5 months lat er, based o n average monthly p rices of atock hogs and 

medium weight hogs at Kansas City, 1920-1928. 

over the period from 1920 to 1928. These margins are shown in Figure 

23. For farmers expecting to sell in 3 months after purchase, the time 

of buying showing the lowest margin is from J uly to October, from August 

to October the margin is a negative one, or the cost price is greater than 

the selling price. The late fall, winter and spring months are more 

likely to have the highest margins with this 3 months feeding period. 

In December, May and June the margin averages over $1.00 per cwt. 

When pigs are bought to sell4 months later, the margin is again least from 

July to October, and is practically negative for all four of these months. 

The month of March also shows a relatively low average margin. The 

periods of highest margins are late fall and late spring. M ay, November 

and December are months of highest margin when a 4 months base is 

used. When pigs are bought to be sold in 5 months after purchase the 

period from June to September is the time oflowest margins. T he aver

age margin is negative for each of these months. The highest margins for 

the 5 months period are in the months of December and February, but 

beginning in November a fairly high margin is sustained until M ay on the 

average. The margins on this 5 months base show slightly less fluctuations 

than the margins based on fat hog prices 3 and 4 months in advance~ 

The principal reason for this variation in margins of hogs sold 

after the three different feeding periods is the fluctuation in fat hog 
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prices caused by seasonal variation in receipts of hogs. In general, 
according to all information which could be obtained, Missouri farmers 
buy relatively few stock hogs in the months of July, August, and Septem
ber, and these months are ones of uniformly low margins. It is proba
bly true also that in a majority of instances stock hogs are fattened 
out and sold within 3 or 4 months after purchase. In some cases, however, 
hogs are held without much feed for a time and 5 months may elapse 
between the time of purchase and time of sale. In any event, the 5 month 
period shows a more uniform margin, and one which might be more 
profitable as far as margins are concerned. In some cases it might pay 
to hold stock hogs 5 months instead of 4 because of differences in margins. 
At any rate it seems probable that greater gains might accrue to farmers 
feeding stock hogs if more attention were paid to the time of buying and 
length of feeding period as they relate to difference between the cost and 
;;elling price of the hogs. 

Price Discrimination.-The question of price discrimination against 
stock hogs after fattening when they came originally from the so
called "southern territory" was formerly one of considerable impor
tance. Buyers contended that the feeding on the nut mast resulted in a 
soft carcass and the prices were cut accordingly. However, at present, 
when hogs have been fattened on corn from approximately 100 pounds 
to about 200 pounds, "softness" is usually not considered providing the 
hogs "kill out" satisfactorily. However, in almost every year some hogs 
are fattened on acorns, and such hogs are discounted on the market 
from $2.00 to $3.00 per cwt. This discount is probably justified. The year 
1928 was a banner year for the acorn crop and many hogs were mast 
fattened that year. Such hogs coming on the market were known as 
ear-marked hogs and all such hogs were discounted or bought subject 
to "kill". Price discrimination is not of much importance so far as the 
feeder using corn is concerned, except in case of low quality, but farmers 
in corn deficit areas, where mast feeding is practiced even to slaughter
ing weights, can expect a considerable discount. It must be decided 
whether or not a greater profit can be made by raising more stock pigs 
and selling them to the corn surplus areas than by fattening a smaller 
number out on the nut mast and taking a relatively lower price. Of course 
the availability of breeding stock would enter into this question. 

The factors affecting stock hogs prices are largely the same as those 
which affect prices of all hogs. Supplies of hogs available for slaughter 
is probably the most important of these factors. But notwithstanding 
the close correspondence of prices of hogs for slaughter and prices of 
stock hogs, there are certain variations in this relationship that have 
been discussed, which are of considerable practical importance. 
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POSSIBILITIES OF IMPROVEMENTS IN THE MARKETING OF 
STOCK HOGS 

Possible improvements in the marketing of stock hogs in Missouri 
are of three principal kinds: (1) producing and marketing pigs of higher 
quality, which would result in less risk and higher returns for both 
producer and feeder; (2) reducing the cost of handling between pro
ducer and feeder; and (3) widening the market for stock hogs from 
the south central section of Missouri. 

Production Aspects.-Better production methods are a prerequisite 
for improvement in methods of marketing stock hogs from the South 
Central Missouri section. The use of better breeding stock is essential. 
Giving hogs the freedom of an open range is not conducive to good 
breeding, since it is almost impossible to round up all male pigs for 
castration under such circumstances. Selective breeding is thus pre
vented, and inbreeding usually results. Sanitary measures, such as 
seeing that the sows farrow on clean ground, are also important from the 
standpoint of keeping down worms and thus producing more thrifty 
pigs. Most of such improvements would likely mean increased costs of 
production. A larger outlay of capital would be necessary. In indi
vidual instances over short periods of time these production improve
ments might not increase returns sufficiently to justify their expense. 
The profitableness of these better production methods depends to a 
considerable extent upon how widely they are adopted. Before any 
considerable benefit can accrue to the individual producer, it is nec
essary for a fairly large number of farmers to adopt better production 
methods in order that the general quality of stock hogs coming from South 
Missouri or individual communities located therein will be improved. 

It is true that in parts of the stock hog production area some steps 
are already being taken toward better methods of production. A ma
jority of the farmers in South Missouri giving information reported the 
use of a pure bred boar. It is doubtful if this group of farmers were fully 
representative of all farmers in that area. There i;; still much to be 
done before stock hogs from South Missouri will compare favorably with 
similar hogs raised in North Missouri or other northern states. 

While any improvements made in stock hog production are in the · 
final analysis up to the farmers in South Missouri, North Missouri 
stock hog buyers could do much to encourage improvement by offering 
to pay son:e premium for the kind of hogs that they want. One of the 
questions on the questionnaire sent to stock hog feeders, discussed in the 
first section of this bulletin, related to whether or not feeders would 
be willing to pay some premium for thrifty, well-bred pigs. About one
half of the replies were doubtful as to whether such a premium over other 
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South Missouri stock hogs would be justified. With this attitude on the 
part of the buyer, the producer can hardly be expected to make much 
advancement. Because of rhe various difficulties with buyers and pro
ducers, improvement along production lines will of necessity be slow. 

Improvements in shipping stock hogs from the production area 
direct to country points as well as to the central markets would undoubt
edly decrease death losses. The lining of cars with roofing paper or some 
other similar material in the winter months would give the pigs consider
able protection. Shipment in a clean car, thoroughly disinfected, is also 
important. Finally it is important to ship only healthy hogs. These 
are some things on which the buyer should insist, and for which he can 
well afford to pay the shipper to do. Certain precautions should also be 
observed by the buyer upon the arrival of the hogs. It is usually better 
to haul them from the unloading point to the farm, since such pigs are 
usually in a weakened condition from the journey. Care should also be 
exercised in getting the hogs started on feed. These improvements can 
be accomplished with much greater ease than the ones mentioned in the 
preceding paragraphs. The benefits are probably not so far reaching, 
but they are certainly more immediate. 

Improvements in Marketing Machinery.-While the opportunities 
for bettering methods of marketing stock hogs in Missouri are limited 
by such fundamental difficulties as inadequate transportation service 
and poor production conditions, a number of possible improvements 
suggest themselves. 

Before any definite plans are considered, the general situation in 
South Central Missouri should be outlined. In most years around 20 
per cent of the hogs shipped from that area to Missouri points came from 
three towns, West Plains, Doniphan and Thayer. The monthly ship
ments from each of these towns to Missouri for 1927-1929 are shown in 
Table 28. Figure 24 shows these monthly shipments, from West Plains 
only, for the three years. This town is the largest of the three in ship
ments, and is fairly typical of the other two towns in the seasonal distri
bution of shipments. It will be noted in the table and figurejustmentioned 
that during two of the years under consideration, 1927 and 1929, a major 
portion of the shipments were made during the first four months of the 
year. In the other year, 1928, relatively few stock hogs were shipped 
out of the entire section, so the figures for this year are hardly comparable 
with the other two. While these three towns are usually the largest ship
ping points for stock hogs in Missouri, there are several other Missouri 
towns that ship fairly large numbers of stock hogs. In addition there 
are also several towns over the border in Arkansas, which rank well 
along with the three Missouri towns mentioned. The wide area served 
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TABLE 28.-MoNTHLY STOCK HoG SHIPMENTIS TO Miss_OURI PoiNTS FROM \VEsT 
PLAIN·s, DoNIPHAN AND THAYER, 1927-1929. 

I Month 
J anuarv 
Februarv 
March · 
April 
l\'la v 
June 
Julv i 
:\ugust I 
Sep tember 

I 
October 
November 
December I 
Yearly 

Total 

Month 
anuarv J 

Februa-ry 
March 
c\pril 
May 
une 
uh· 

J 
J 
:\ugust 
epi:ember s 

0 
N 
D 
l 

ctober 
rovember 
ecember 

'early Total 

\Vest Plains 
1927 

I 
1928 

I 3061 663 
18i2 435 
1847 369 
972 989 
867 451 
222 502 
340 843 
175 362 

492 

182 169 
461 581 

9999 5856 

I 
1927 

851 

I 
1296 
587 
946 

I 352 
162 

I 
I 

I 
I 

377 

I 4571 

Doniphan 
1929 1927 1928 1929 
2034 1318 426 639 
305 1152 609 355 

1233- 289 572 1053 
2233 219 1065 

694 1864 389 980 
724 315 825 

378 407 397 
181 244 183 

59 537 
250 755 

359 175 309 
630 689 

7938 739.0 4820_ 4698 

Thayer 

1928 1929 
167 

182 483 
1422 
822 
68 

225 
174 

152 

325 
198 

150 
384 3884 

* Data for this table were obtained from the records of stock hog shipments In 
the office of State Veterinarian of Missouri . 
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by relatively few railroads is probably the chief reason for the con
centration of shipments in the several towns. 

The livestock shipping association is one agency already in existence 
which might be able to handle the problem. Shipping associations, how
ever, are relatively few in number in this section of the State.* But 
it would be possible for the organizations already in existence to ac
complish much if some definite plan of action could be formulated. There 
are several ways in which a cooperative organization might handle the 
marketing of stock hogs. Some of the more important of these possi
bilities are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

A program of direct selling to farmers or farmers' organizations 
in the feeding areas either in Missouri or in other states might be de
veloped. It would be necessary for the shipping association to have 
close contacts with the stock hog buyers in the feeding area. Such 
contacts might be established either by direct mail advertising, by 
sending a fieldman directly to the large buying sections during the 
winter and spring months, or through county agents. 

One way in which shipping associations might obtain higher prices 
in direct sales is by issuing "Certificates of Thriftiness". As previously 
noted, the producer of good, thrifty pigs is not now able to command 
a premium justifi~d by the condition of his pigs, because of the general 
reputation of the hogs produced in the region. Shipping associations 
might obtain better prices for such pigs, in dealing direct with feeders, 
by issuing certificates over the signature of the manager and also, pos
sibly, a local veterinarian, stating that the pigs were produced under 
certain conditions, were of a certain specified quality, and as far as 
could be discerned free from worms and other objectionable qualities. 
This would be similar to the certificates used in connection with official 
shipping point inspection and grading of other commodities, such as 
fruits and vegetables. The state association of veterinarians or the 
State Board of Agriculture might be the proper agency to sponsor such 
a system of inspection and certification. It is probable that a sufficient 
premium could be obtained to more than ~ffset the slight cost of issu
ing such certificates. County or district agricultural extension agents 
also might be able to assist in such a program. 

Another possible improvement in the selling of stock hogs direct 
to feeders is the auction method of sale. With a large number of hogs 
being shipped from relatively few towns, and a major portion of the 
shipments usually being made in the first four months of the year, a 
workable plan of auctions might be introduced. It might be possible 

*The location and number of these organizations is shown in l\1issouri l~xperiment 
Station Bulletin 253, "Cooperative Marketing for Missouri," page 19. by F . L . T'J10msen 
and G. B. Thorne. 
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to have several auctions during the season at each of the more important 
shipping points. Such a method would give buyers a wide range of choice 
of the kinds of hogs purchased, and would provide a definite means of 
getting buyers or their representatives to know just where stock hogs 
could be bought. There would, of course, be several difficulties in the 
use of the auction method, such as getting a sufficient number of hogs to 
make an auction for any one day or week, securing railroad cars to 
move them after sale, and the cost of handling. In any event, if the auc
tion method were favored, it could be first tried in a small way in order 
to ascertain its advantages and limitations. A somewhat similar plan 
of auction was tried during the fall of 1929 with stocker and feeder cattle 
in South Missouri with some success. The system of auctions has 
been in successful operation for fat stock in the bluegrass region of Ken
tucky since 1922.* This does not necessarily mean that the system 
would work in case of stock hogs, but it is a possibility worthy of serious 
consideration. 

It might also be possible for livestock shipping associations or 
a farmer's organization of any sort in the producing section to prepare 
lists each year of available numbers of stock hogs with the owners' names 
and addresses. Such lists could be distributed to the potential buyers. 
In this way the approximate number and location of a considerable 
portion of the stock hogs for sale would be known. Purchases might even 
be made by mail. In any event buyers would have an opportunity to 
buy where their freight bill would be the cheapest, and with no direct 
railroad connection from south Missouri to feeding sections, in some 
cases this arrangement would certainly be advantageous. It is also pos
sible that after several years of such contacts certain communities and 
producers would acquire trade reputations which would make it possible 
for them to obtain a premium for better grade stock hogs. 

"\Vith the rapid construction of all weather roads in Missouri, motor 
truck transportation may become a factor of considerable importance. 
If such a development takes on very considerable proportions, it might 
fit in very well with some of the plans outlined in theprecedingparagraphs. 
Certainly it would bring some important changes, and farmers affected 
can do well to anticipate them. 

The success of any new cooperative venture in the way of lowering 
marketing costs in the final analysis will depend upon whether or not 
the unified action of at least a majority of the producers of stock hogs 
in the entire section or at least individual communities can be obtain
ed. Small cooperative units would likely be little better for the producer 
than the local buyer. This does not mean that all stock hogs should 

"See Kentucky Experiment Station Bulletin 270, "Kentucky Livestock Auction Sales," 
by E . C. Johnson. 
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be sold together, but it does mean that the producer's organization 
should have sufficient volume for efficient operation with kinds of hogs 
that buyers want and at the time they are desired. Another possi
bility of such cooperative action is that by selling stock hogs on a 
graded basis the premium paid for the thrifty well bred hogs would 
encourage better production methods. If farmers are to receive the full 
benefits of cooperative selling, improvements in quality of stock hogs 
must be brought about in conjunction with any new marketing method 
adopted. 

In the foregoing discussion of improvements in marketing methods, 
consideration has been given only to the marketing of stock hogs from 
the strictly stock hog production sections. Inasmuch as a very con
siderable portion of the stock hogs are bought locally in the corn sur
plus area, this situation deserves some attention. In the main, how
ever, the sales are usually made from farmer to farmer direct, so the 
possibilities of any reduction in marketing costs are extremely limited. 
There is, however, one very definite possibility for improvement. Every 
year there are some stock pigs shipped to the central market from the 
feeding area. These pigs are usually shipped in small numbers, and along 
with a shipment of fat hogs. At approximately the same time stock 
hogs are being shipped into the same county and sometimes in the same 
community in carload lots from either the stock hog producing section 
or from the central market. While in most cases the local supply would 
not be sufficient to satisfy all the local demand, considerable saving might 
be effected if the shipping association or some other farmers' organiza
tion would provide a means of clearance on stock hogs as well as other 
forms of livestock bought ~nd sold within an area as large as a county, 
for example. Unnecessary-transportation charges, as well as shrink and 
other marketing costs, could be eliminated in this way. 

Disadvantageous Practices to be Guarded Against in Stock Hog 
Marketing.-Whether or not any organized plan of marketing of stock 
hogs is adopted, there are certain practices and conditions which can 
be improved to the advantage of both producers and buyers. 

It cannot be emphasized too strongly that unhealthy pigs should 
never be shipped. Unusual death losses will very frequently result, 
and in addition to the loss on the individual shipment the attitude of 
buyers hearing of the instance will be one of suspicion, not only toward 
the shipper but also against the particular section from which the hogs 
were shipped. 

Other infringements of the state sanitary regulations should be 
avoided. Immunization against hog cholera by a competent graduate 
veterinarian may seem very unnecessary, particularly if the hogs have 
been vaccinated by one not a veterinarian. However, the impor-
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tance of knowing the quality of the serum and virus used as well as 
knowing the proper dosage makes the services of the veterinarian in
dispensable in most cases. It is also important for farmers buying stock 
hogs either from South Missouri or from the central market to make the 
required report to the state Veterinarian regarding death losses. Since 
all regulatory work of this kind is intrusted to this officer, it is necessary 
that he have a definite check on the whole movement. 

It should also be pointed out that at present state regulations of 
stock hog shipment cover only the movement by freight. In case motor 
truck transportation in country shipments becomes important, it is very 
essential that the regulations for the freight shipments be applied also 
to the truck shipments. Buyers and producers should both cooperate 
to this end. 

It is also possible for unscrupulous local buyers in the production 
area to destroy the confidence of farmers in the feeding section in stock 
hogs purchased in South Missouri. Buyers of this sort should be avoided 
by the producers, and forced out of business as quickly as possible. 

SUMMARY 

Stock hogs are produced in large numbers in South Central Missouri, 
which is a corn deficit area. In Northwest and West Central Missouri, 
both corn surplus areas, stock hogs are bought in large numbers from 
either the central market or direct from a production area, such as 
South Missouri. The problem, then, in Missouri must be considered 
from the viewpoint of both the producer and the buyer. 

The stock hog feeder has several definite problems. The feeding 
of stock hogs is necessary either as an adjunct to cattle feeding or as a 
means of utilizing surplus corn directly. Preference for locally pro
duced hogs is marked, but the local supply is seldom sufficient. The 
buying of stock hogs from the central market or from the producing 
section is usually accompanied by greater death loss, and in general feed
ers believe that final returns are not as great because of the relative lack 
of quality and health of the hogs in question. 

The typical stock hog producer in South Missouri produces a small 
number of low quality hogs. He is frequently out of touch with the mar
ket, and depends upon a local buyer to buy his hogs for shipment. The 
fact that he frequently does not have enough pigs for a carload, and has 
practically no contacts with the ultimate buyers, increases his market
ing costs to a considerable extent and may cause the price received to 
be out of line with supply and demand conditions. 

Stock hogs have been shipped from country points to country points 
for a long time, but it has been only since 1914 that the movement of 
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stock hogs from the central market has been permitted. This was made 
possible by the discovery and perfection of the method of hog cholera 
immunization. Sanitary regulations are now in effect which apply not 
only to central market shipments but to country less shipments as 
well. 

St. Paul and Kansas City are the two largest markets for stock 
hogs, because of their proximity to both feeding and production areas. 
Other markets are of course of some importance. The total central mar
ket movement for each year varies roughly between 500,000 and 900,000 
hogs. Iowa, Illinois, and Missouri are the largest buying states. From 
30,000 to 60,000 hogs are shipped into Missouri each year from central 
markets. A large part of them.come from Kansas City but a considerable 
number are shipped from St. Joseph, St. Louis and St. Paul. 

The number of stock hogs shipped from country points to Missouri 
each year averaged about the same as those coming from central mar
kets. South Missouri has always been the most important origin of 
these country shipments. Arkansas is usually the only other important 
state of origin. South Missouri also ships a large number of stock hogs 
to other states, usually not more in total than the number shipped to 
Missouri. 

Both central market and country shipments to Missouri are made 
very largely in the first four months of the year. Iowa and Illinois are 
different from Missouri in this respect . There is a considerable seasonal 
movement to these states in the fall as well as in the spring. 

Death losses are one of the big problems of both central market 
and country shipments of stock hogs. The average mortality rate is 
about the same for both, usually varying between 4 and 5 per cent. 
There is no distinct seasonal variation in death losses of stock hog 
shipments. However, in the three years for which figures were available, 
the influence of extremes of weather on mortality rates were apparent. 
Hot weather seemed to be as detrimental as cold weather in increasing 
death losses. 

Prices of stock hogs follow prices of slaughter hogs very close
ly. Both stock hogs and slaughter hogs can be used interchangeably to 
such an extent that their prices hold a fairl y constant relationship. 
Stock hog prices vary seasonally just as the prices of slaughter hogs do, 
generally high in the spring and fall and low in the summer and winter. 
The times of highest stock hog prices are usually the times of greatest 
stock hog shipments, indicating that the total supply of hogs is much 
more influential as a factor affecting stock hog prices than supplies of 
stock hogs alone. The margin of current fat hog prices over current stock 
hog prices usually varies between 30 cents and $1.00 per cwt. The mar
gin between the buying price of stock hogs and their selling prices as 
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fat hogs varies to a considerable extent with the time of purchase and the 
length of the feeding period. Normally with a feeding period of 3 or 4 
months the stock hog buyer can expect the greatest margin between 
cost and selling price if stock hogs are bought in late spring or late fall, 
and the lowest margin if stock hog.:; are bought in the summer. 

There is room for considerable improvement in the quality of stock 
hogs produced. The producer in South Missouri could no doubt increase 
his returns if improved methods and practices of production were adopted. 
Before such production improvements can be very effective in increas
ing prices they must be adopted over the entire production area or in 
individual communities. Certain improvements can also be made in the 
mechanics of shipment which would probably materially reduce death 
losses. Possible improvements in the marketing machinery, or methods 
of sale, are somewhat more difficult to estimate, since none have been 
tried. Several possibilities are suggested without being recommended. 
Among these are: shipment through livestock shipping associations; 
establishment of direct contacts with buying areas by livestock shipping 
associations or other cooperation organizations; establishment of a co
operative auction; and preparation and distribution of lists of available 
stock hogs with owners' names and addresses by some farmers' organi
zation or agency. 
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