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Truck Receipts at Terminal Markets 

Truck receipts at the three principal terminal markets for Mis
souri livestock (St. Louis, Kansas City and St. Joseph) increased 
very slowly up to 1924. At that time less than five per cent of all live
stock received at those markets was shipped by truck. Beginning in 
1925 there was a rapid increase in trucking, and in 1931 approximately 
35 per cent of the hogs, cattle and sheep were received by truck (Fig. 1). 

While truck receipts represent a larger proportion of total re
ceipts at St. Joseph than at the other two markets (Fig. 1), the largest 
number of head received by truck in 1931, and the greatest increase 
since 1920 in total head trucked, was at St. Louis. This is shown for 
hogs in Fig. 2. 

In 1931 some 50 per cent of the hogs received at St. Louis, Kansas 
City and St. Joseph were trucked in, while only 21 per cent of the sheep 
and 17 per cent of the cattle receipts were by truck (Fig. 1). Part of 
this difference may be accounted for by th~ fact that a larger proportion 
of the cattle and sheep receipts at these markets are from distant pro
ducing areas. Other reasons for the larger proportion of hogs trucked 
in are: their compactness, high weight relative to bulk, ease of handling, 
and perhaps the fact that the size of the shipment is more frequently 
adapted to the capacity of a truck. 

The truck movement to these three markets followed fairly closely 
that to other corn belt markets (Fig. 1). Prior to 1925 the advance in 
trucking was greater for the nine principal markets of that region than 
for the three Missouri markets alone, but since 1925 the latter have 
experienced a somewhat greater increase in the percentage of receipts 
shipped by truck. The greatest percentage increase in truck receipts 

*Mr. Preston Richards (resigned) a .. embled the data covering rail shipments of livestock from 
local points, which were furnished by the railroad. through Mr. E. A. Logan, State Statistician. The 
Farmers Union Livestock Commission. at St. Jo.eph and Kansas City, the Producers Commis.ion 
A .. ociation at St. Louis and Kansa. City, and the Stockyards Companies at Springfield, furnished the 
data on points of origin of truck receipts and truck rates. The managera of over 100 livestock shipping 
associations and the local agents of several railroads operating in Miaaouri furnished information on 
local conditions. 
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at these corn belt markets was from 1927 to 1928, 84 per cent for the 
three markets drawing from Missouri, and 44 per cent for the other 
six~markets. . 
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Fig. 2.-Truck and Rail Receipts of Hogs at Three Missouri Markets, 1921-3l. 

The three markets (St. Louis, Kansas City and St. Joseph) receive 
practically all of the livestock shipped from Missouri points, as well 
as large numbers from Illinois, Kansas and other states. Little evidence 
is available to show the relative contribution of Missouri and these 
other states to the increase in truck receipts at the three markets. 
Figures obtained from four large cooperative commission firms which 
handle approximately one-fifth of the hog receipts at these markets give 
some indication of the changes in trucking by states in recent years 
(Fig. 3). The percentage of the truck receipts of a cooperative firm at 
St. Louis originating in Missouri steadily increased from 1928 to 1931, as 
follows: 10%, 17%, 21%, 23%. These figures probably indicate that 
at St. Louis truck receipts of hogs from Missouri have increased at a 
faster rate since 1928 than those from Illinois. This is partly accounted 
for by the later development of hard surfaced roads in Missouri. Just 
the reverse seems to have been true at Kansas City and St. Joseph, where 

. the proportion of tru!=k receipts originating in Missouri seems to have 
declined somewhat since 1928, probably because of the more recent 
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development of road building activities of states to the west of Missouri 
(Fig. 3). 
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Fig. 3.-Receipts of Hogs at Three Missouri Market., Indicating Relative Growth of Trucking 
from Missouri and Nearby States, 1920-31. 

Regional Differences in Trucking in Missouri 

The stockyards companies at these markets keep no records of 
truck or rail receipts of livestock according to points of origin. The 
extent of livestock trucking in different sections of Missouri is indi
cated by the truck receipts of four large cooperative commission firms 
which account for about 20 per cent of the three markets' hog receipts. 
The .county totals for these firms for the year 1930 have been used as a 
base for estimating the origin of hogs trucked to each market, as shown 
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in Figure 4. It is evident that in a few counties special circumstances 
cause the business of these firms to be unrepresentative of the markets 
as a whole. 

_ • JU::,.!.,A.Q.O! 

~_Lr.!.J_TM.!"_l!.O 

Fig. 4.-Estimated Truck Shipments of Hogs from Missouri, by Counties, 1930 (Based on receipts 
of four cooperative commission firms). 

The state agricultural statIstIcIan receives monthly reports from 
the railroads covering rail shipments of livestock from stations in Mis
souri. From these reports tabulations have been made by counties, 
showing the annual decreases in rail shipments since 1920, by counties, 
after allowing for changes in hog population. The percentage decreases 
for alternate years beginning with 1924 are shown in Figure 5. It is 
evident that the reports from railroads in some parts of the State are 
incomplete, but the data probably are sufficiently accurate to furnish a 
general picture of the changes which have taken place. The influence 
of the State highway program, the development of the Springfield 
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livestock market, the density of hog population, and other factors are 
apparent in the increased truck movement which has been responsible 
for the progressive decline in rail shipments. 

These maps, particularly Figure 4, indicate the marked differences 
in the size of the trucking territory covered by each market. Livestock 
always tends to move to market in an easterly direction, because prices 
are progressively higher as the eastern centers of population are ap
proached. Thus, for the grade and weight of hogs usually produced 
in Missouri prices normally range between twenty-five and fifty cents 
higher at St. Louis than at Kansas City or St. Joseph. For this reason 
the trucking territory of the St. Louis market in this State is much more 
extensive than that of the two other markets, and the average length 

= 'NCREASe OR NO RCPORT = ,. 2~ P!:Ra:NT OCCRCAX 

IIDiIID Z6-!!O f'ERCU(T' OCC/lEAX 

tii!22:I ~. 7.5 PeRCCNT DECReASe: 

_ 76'100 PeRCENT OCCRCA&. 

Fig. 5.-Decreases in Rail Shipments of Hogs from Missouri by Counties, Based on Reports of 
Railroads (Base-l920). 
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of haul is correspondingly greater. In fact, comparable figures for other 
corn belt markets* indicate that livestock is commonly hauled greater 
distances to St. Louis than to most other major markets, although indi
vidual instances of long hauls are to be noted in almost every section 
of the country. The remarkable differences in the length of hauls to 
St. Louis, Kansas City and St. Joseph are plainly evident in Table 1. 
The average distances covered by hogs trucked from Missouri to the 
three markets, based on the receipts of four cooperative commission 
firms handling 20 per cent of the total receipts, were as follows: St. 
foseph, 43 miles; Kansas City, 52 miles; St. Louis, 128 miles. The 
proportion of hogs coming from points within 60 miles from market was 
as follows: St. Joseph, 86%; Kansas City, 71%; St. Louis, only 4%. 

TABLE I.-PER CENT OF TRUCK. SHIPMENTS OF HOGS FROM MISSOURI 
ORIGINATING AT DIFFERENT DISTANCES FROM MARK.ET* 

St. Joseph Kansas City St. Louis 

Mileage Cumula- Cumula- Cumula-
Range % tive % % tive % % tive % 

0- 30 19.7 ---- 19.6 ---- 1.7 - ---
31- 60 66.1 85.8 51.3 70.9 2.5 4.2 
61- 90 11.1 96.9 25.3 96.2 20.7 24.9 
91-120 2.5 99.4 2.5 98.7 25.9 50.8 

121-150 .62 100.0 1.2 99.9 19.2 70.0 
lSI-up ---- ---- .1 100.0 30.0 100.0 

*Estimates based on receIpts of four cooperatIve commISSIOn firms handling ap
proliimately one-fifth of the total market receipts; distances calculated to center of 
county of origin by shortest road route. 

Why Trucking Has Increased 
The remarkable growth of trucking sketched In the preceding 

paragraphs has been due mainly to three factors: 
(1) The development of the Missouri state highway system: 

In 1923 there were only 224 miles of concrete highway in Missouri, 
which had increased to nearly 3000 miles in 1931. Miles of gravel road 
increased from less than 1000 in 1923 to over 4000 in 1931. However, 
the number of miles of surfaced highway in proportion to area in Mis
souri is still slightly under that for the country as a whole, and only 
about half that for the North Central States. 

In the early stages of its development livestock trucking in many 
sections of the State was limited to seasons of the year when dirt roads 
were in good condition. The improvement in roads outlined in the 
preceding paragraph has radically changed this situation, and now truck
ing is a year around method of transportation. This is indicated in 
Figure 6, which shows the seasonal variation in truck and rail receipts 

*Henning, G. F;t The Inll.uence. of the Truck in Marketing Corn Belt Livestock, Journal of Farm 
Economie., July; 19J1. pp. 385-386. 
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,of livestock at the three terminal markets for Missouri livestock. The 
differences between rail and truck shown in this chart are readily ac
counted for by differences in the characteristics of sections shipping 
to these markets by truck and rail. For example, rail receipts of cattle 
are proportionately higher than truck receipts in the fall, due to the 
increase in grass cattle from areas too distant for trucking. Similar 
reasons are ' apparent for the seasonal variation in truck and rail receipts 
of other species. When these factors are taken into consideration there 
is nothing to indicate that trucking is materially affected by weather 
or seasonal changes in road conditions. 

(2) Convenience: Truck shipment is generally acknowledged 
to be more convenient than rail shipment under conditions which have 
existed in the past. By merely calling a trucker a short time before he 
wishes to load the farmer disposes of most of his physical marketing 
troubles. There is no haul to the local shipping point, no bother of 
arrangements, no waiting for shipping day. Shipment may be made at 
any time most convenient, or which the farmer believes is best from a 
price standpoint. . 

Producers living close to the market in some cases have been able 
to watch the market and get their hogs in by truck on good days. It 
may be said, however, that the prevalent idea that farmers who are not 
close enou'gh to ship after the market opens can study the daily variations 
in receipts and prices and "pick a good day" to ship by truck is not 
supported by research, which indicates that daily price fluctuations at 
present are not subject to prediction. The use of the truck enables some 
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producers to obtain higher 
prices by "topping" their 
stuff in the feed lots. Small 
opera tors can move ani
mals to market as they fin
ish, rather than holding 
some over and pushing 
others to make. a carload 
or meet the requirements 
of infrequent shipping 
days. Feeders are, able to 
buy stock cattle at the 
market in smaller lots suit
ed to their particular needs 
and sometimes at a price 
advantage over carloads. 

(3) Reduced trucking charges: The rapid reduction in rates is 
shown in figures 7 and 10. Lower prices for trucks, gasoline and tires, 
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trucking rates to rise, but in the face of increasing participation by 
re'sponsible transfer companies just the' opposite has occurred. 

It is generally granted that eventually it will be necessary for all 
states to regulate trucking, to protect highways and other motorists, 
and make the trucks pay their proportionate share of road upkeep. A 
law having this objective already has gone into effect in Missouri.* 
This or additional legislation may eventually result in a reversal of the 
trend of trucking rates, and return some of the truck business to the 
railroads. 

Of course, all livestock trucking is not done by commercial truckers. 
As shown by Figure 8, which is based on estimates of 149 livestock ship
ping association managers, about one fifth of the livestock trucked from 
points within 100 miles from market is hauled by farmers. Since most 
of these farmers require trucks for other purposes, the added expense 
of trucking livestock is relatively small. 

Pro b1ems Resulting from Increase in Trucking 
In the foregoing brief description of the development of livestock 

trucking in Missouri no attempt has been made to analyze the many 
problems which have arisen as a result of this new method of transporta
tion. Livestock trucking has vitally affected the business of the rail
roads, packers, stockyards, commission firms, cooperative organiza
tions, and other marketing agencies. It has been of primary. importance 
in the growth of direct marketing, including private and cooperative 
concentration points. Largely as a result of trucking, the farmer has 
seen his old livestock marketing system founded on the local shipping 
association gradually disintegrate. In short, the truck has brought 
revolutionary changes in the entire livestock marketing system. 

The resulting problems now faced by livestock producers of Mis
souri may be classified into three groups: 

(1) The advantages and disadvantages of shipping livestock by 
truck and rail. Some of the factors which must be considered have been 
touched upon in the preceding section. One of the most important 
considerations is the relative costs of marketing by the two methods 
of transportation. 

(2) The advantages and disadvantages of direct marketing. Many 
differences of opionion exist regarding prices received on the market 
and from direct shipments, relative shrinks and fills, grading methods, 

*Thi. law i. given in full, together with rules and regulations for trucks affected by the law, in a 
publication of the State Public Service Commi .. ion, General Order No. 27. Truck. hauling livestock 
or other farm products to the market, without any return load; trucks of , an actual weight carrying 
capacity less than 1 ~ tonI; and trucks not operated for hire, are exempt from the provision of the 
lawa Trucks coming under the Act are divided into two clas8ta: (1) motor carriers, or those operat
ing al common carriers accepting freight from anyone for hauling over designated routes at uniform 
rates; (2) contract haulers, engaged in transporting livestock or other products under individual a
greement with shippers. The Public Service Commission is given rather broad regulatory power. over 
the trucks, particularly motor carrier~. Annual license fees in addition to the regular registration fee are 
provided, ranging from $25 for trucks of n·ot more than 2 tons capacity to $500 for trucks of over 9 
tons. Liability and cargo insurance must be carried. 
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savings in terminal market expenses, and the effect of direct marketing 
on livestock price levels. 

(3) Changes in the cooperative marketing of livestock brought 
about or made desirable by the growth of trucking. 

All of these questions are of vital interest to Missouri livestock 
producers, and are the subject of research being conducted by the 
Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station. The analysis of costs of 
marketing by truck and rail summarized in this publication is the first 
report dealing with these problems arising from livestock trucking. 

COST OF MARKETING BY TRUCK AND RAIL* 
Factors ,Affecting Truck Rates 

There are two principal factors affecting the rates charged for haul
ing livestock by truck: (1) distance from market, and (2) local com
petitive conditions. 

Variations in truck rates not due to distance from market are of two 
kinds: 

(1) Differences within the same communities. Rates on individual 
shipments from the trade territory of a given town to the terminal market 
vary within an average range of about 10 per cent. About 75 per cent of 
the towns studied showed at least some variation. These differencec; in 
rates within the same community are the result of variable road con
ditions within the locality, reliability and type of equipment of the hauler, 
differences in methods of quoting rates (per head, cwt., load), insurance, 
size of load, presence or absence of return loads, and bargaining ability 
of the farmer. 

(2) Differences between localities. The most important reason for 
the great differences in rates from different points the same distance from 
market is the variation in competitive trucking conditions in different 
communities. These conditions include the number and character of 
haulers, the kind of competition furnished by local shipping associations, 
the kind of rail service furnished an~ rail rates, road conditions, vol
ume of livestock available for trucking, and the prevalence of back hauls. 

The importance of these local conditions in determining truck 
r~tes is indicated in Figure 9, for which 1930 rates have been used be
cause of the large number of shipments (3,223) included in the data 
for that year. The straight lines which pass through the dots on these 
charts represent "average" rates for each distance from market. If 
there were no fluctuations in rates due to local conditions all of t4e dots 
representing the distance and rate for individual towns would fall di-

*Thisis a condensed summary of the results of a study of truck and rail rates, and other livestock 
,narketing. costs between farm and packer, covering 3,223 actual shipments in 1930 and 1,837 shipments 
in 1931. The complete findings of this study are reported in Mo. Agr. Exp. Sta. Research Bul. 165, 
which i. written in technical form and is intended only for distribution among thoae engaged directly 
in marketing work. " 
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rectly on these lines. The extent to which the dots diverge from these 
lines, or the degree of scatter about the lines, indicates the importance 
of local conditions in affecting truck rates. 

TABLE 2.-PERCENTAGES OF THE DIFFERENCES IN TRUCK RATES BETWEEN 
TOWNS WHICH WERE ACCOUNTED FOR BY DISTANCE FROM MARKET, 1930 

Market Hogs Cattle Sheep 

St. Louis __________ 21.5 21.5 16.2 
Kansas City _______ 66.4 59.0 12 .8 
St.Joseph ___ ______ 46.1 53 . 3 38.1 

This scatter may be calculated mathematically and expressed in 
terms of percentages, as shown in Table 2. Such calculations show that 
differences in rates between towns in the St. Louis territory are accounted 
for by distance from market only to the extent of about 20 per cent. 
In other words, approximately 80 per cent of the variations in rates were 
due to local factors other than distance from market. In the Kansas City 
territory a little over 50 per cent of the differences in rates was explained 
by differences in mileage. St. Joseph fell between the other two markets, 
with about 45 per cent of the rate variations in its territory accounted 
for by distance from market. 

Just as there is a difference between market territories in the degree 
of fluctuation in rates due to local conditions, so there is a difference 
between species of livestock. The greatest variation in rates not due to 
distance was for sheep. In fact, the influence of distance on sheep rates 
in the Kansas City territory was almost completely obscured by other 
factors. Cattle and hog rates are more closely related to distance from 
market. 

Obviously, the marked variations in rates which are due to local 
conditions are of great significance to livestock shippers. Some are paying 
rates much higher than the average, while others are benefiting from 
very low rates. There is nothing much the individual shipper can do 
about this, except to protest when he believes his rates are unduly high. 
Collectively, however, producers may accomplish something in imp!·ov
ing rates as well as other trucking conditions. 

Notwithstanding the marked differences in rates which are the result 
of local competitive conditions, there is a plainly observable tendency 
for truck rates to be higher as distance from market increases. This 
is indicated by the slope of the lines representing "average" rates at 
different distances from market. These lines, as shown in Figure 9, 
covering each species and market, are for 1930. In Figure 10 the same 
lines for 1930 are shown without the individual variations, together 
with simil~r lines of average rates for 1931. 
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Obviously, it would be useless to attempt making allowances for all 
of the individual variations from the average rates, in any discussion of 
marketing costs and related problems. For this reason, all references to 
trucking rates from this point on will refer to these lines representing 
"average" rates. 
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Comparison of Truck Rates by Species and Markets 
If the lines representing the rate tendencies for hogs in each of the 

three markets are combined, and similarly the- lines for cattle and sheep, 
it is possible to compare rates on the three species in the State as a whole. 
Likewise, it is possible to combine the cattle, hog and sheep rates for 
each market, and thereby compare these markets as to the general level of 
trucking ra tes. 

These combinations, which cannot be shown here because of space 
limitations, indicate that sheep rates are somewhat higher than rates 
on cattle and hogs, because less weight can be loaded on a truck of a 
given size. The rates on cattle and hogs are about the same. Truck rates 
were lowest in the St. Joseph territory. Rates to Kansas City were 
slightly lower than rates to St. Louis from points close to market, but 
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for distances greater than 100 miles rates were lowest in the St. Louis 
territory. 

Change in Truck Rates from 1930 to 1931 
Following the analysis of 1930 rates it was found that trucking 

charges had materially declined, Su additional rate data were obtained 
and new trend lines calculated for 1931. These are shown in Figure 10, 
compared with 1930 rates. It will be seen that rates decreased most in 
the St. Joseph and Kansas City territories, and that the decline in rates 
was greater as distance from market increased. The declines were largest 
for hogs, cattle and sheep in the order named. 

Rail Rates 
Rail rates are much more uniform than truck rates at different 

distances from market, although there is some variation above and 
below the average for each mileage. Whereas truck charges, on the 
average, increased at a uniform rate with increases in distance from 
market, rail charges do not rise in proportion to distance; i. e., the line 
representing most likely rates at different distances from market is 
curved rather than straight (Fig. 11). 

Sheep carry the highest rates by rail as well as by truck, with hogs 
and cattle following in the order named (Fig 11). Rail rates for hogs, 
cattle and sheep combined are about the same in the St. Louis, Kansas 
Ci ty and St. Joseph terri tories, shown in the upper section of Figure 11. 

Total Costs of Marketing 
The costs of marketing livestock by truck include the following 

items: (1) hauling charge, (2) insurance, which must be counted even 
if not actually carried, as the risk is still present, (3) yardage at terminal 
market, (4) feed, (5) commission, (6) shrinkage, (7) any price discount 
which may be applied to truck livestock. 

The costs of marketing by rail include: (1) local hauling charge to 
shipping point. This must be taken into account even if the farmer does 
his own hauling, although in that case he may be willing to use his time 
and equipage at a lower rate than that charged by local haulers. (2) The 
local shipping association charge, or its equivalent in handling costs 
incurred by the large individual shipper, which in that case may be less 
than the amount allowed in this study. (3) Insurance, unless included 
with the association charge. (4) The freight charge, for which single 
deck rates were used in this study. (5) Yardage at terminal market. 
(6) Feed. (7) Commission. (8) Shrinkage. Some of these charges are 
more or less fixed for all shipments, whereas others vary according to 
local conditions. 

While no data are available for Missouri, studies in other states indi
cate no appreciable difference in shrinkage by truck and rail. The greater 
fill usually taken by rail hogs at the market apparently is offset by later 
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departure of truck hogs and consequent fill at the farm. Likewise, some 
claim that trucked hogs are discriminated against by packer buyers, 
because of injuries or lower "yidd", but no evidence of this could be 
obtained on the markets. One of the largest individual cattle buyers on 
the Kansas City market states: "The truck racks are so small that cattle 
almost invariably bruise themselves when they are brought in by truck, 
and I positively will not buy trucked in cattle except at a considerable 
discount ........ I have two or three packers in the East for whom I buy 
cattle who positively forbid me to buy trucked in cattle for them". 
However, because no definite figures on these reported discounts could 
be obtained, the latter have not been ineluded with total costs of mar
keting. 

Yardage, commission and insurance charges are higher for truck 
than for rail hogs because of new facilities required and the greater 
trouble in handling the smaller lots received by truck. On the other 
hand, feed costs are less by truck than by rail, according to average 
figures based' on a considerable number of shipments. 

The individual shipper, of course, must use the particular cost items 
applying to his case in figuring comparative costs of marketing by truck 
and rail. The foregoing discussion may be of assistance in determining 
some of these items. So many changes are taking place in terminal mar
ket charges that any enumeration of them here might be misleading. 
The individual shipper can easily obtain this information at any time 
from his livestock shipping association or terminal commission firm. 
The main thing is to be sure that all items affecting comparative costs 
are in eluded, and that the estimate of each item is unbiased. 

In attempting to forecast future trends or evaluate different methods 
of marketing, average costs must be used. For this purpose, the average 
truck and freight rates at different distances from market have been 
used as a base, to which have been added the other marketing costs 
which are not affected by distance. The resulting total costs of market
ing for different distances, markets and species, for the year 1931 are 
shown in Figure 12. 

Taking into account all these costs between farm and packer, in 
1931 in the St. Joseph territory truck shipment on the average was 
cheaper than rail shipment for hogs, cattle and sheep, from all distances 
encountered. In the Kansas City territory truck shipment was cheapest 
for hogs at all distances, and for cattle up to about 90 miles, but for sheep 
rail shipment was cheapest from points more than 40 miles distant. In the 
St. Louis territory the railroad made a better comparative showing, 
having abol,lt the same total costs as trucks for hogs, slightly lower costs 
fQr catt.le, ~nd cQnsiderably less for sheep. 
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