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INTRODUCTION

Object of Study

The purpose of this study is to describe the methods

used in marketing Arizona beef cattle, to point out signif-

icant facts and problems relating to the subject and to

suggest possible solutions. This paper is concerned only

with the marketing of cattle from the producer to those

who buy from him.

A Brief History of Arizona Cattle Marketing 

Arizona was one of the earliest cattle regions in

America. The first cattle were landed in Mexico by the

Spaniards. About 1690 Father Zino and his Indian follow-

ers brought cattle from Sonora to the San Xavier del Bac

Mission near Tucson in the Santa Cruz Valley. About ten

years later seven hundred head of cattle were driven from

Tucson to California. ' This is probably the first record

of Arizona cattle marketing. Little more is heard about

1. Barnes, Will C., History of the Early Cattle Business 
in Arizona; an address before the Arizona Agricultural
Extension Workers Meeting, Tucson, Arizona, January 5,
1933.
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the cattle business until the nineteenth century. Indian

depredations prevented its early development.

Before 1870 several herds of cattle had been driyen

into Arizona from California and Texas. These cattle were

used for breeding purposes or sold to the government posts

for beef. ' The present practice of fattening cattle in Ari-

zona started in the Salt River Valley in 1877 after the rail-

road was built into that section.'

Between 1880 and 1885 the cattle business in Arizona

expanded rapidly. Cattlemen were more concerned with in-

creasing their herds than with marketing their products.

Steers were sold to railroad construction companies, govern-

ment posts, and local butchers. The cattle boom crashed

in 1885 and cattlemen faced a series of lean years. With

prices steadily declining, cattle buyers from the north

and east were welcomed by the Arizona cattlemen. In 1888

a cattle trail was established through the Apache Indian

Reservation north to Wyoming, over which cattle were driven

to northern buyers. 2 Between 1885 and 1895 thousands of

cattle were driven from northern and eastern Arizona through

the Datil Mountains to Magdalena, New Mexico, the nearest

shipping point.

1. McClintock, James H., Arizona - Prehistoric - Aboriginal -
Pioneer - Modern (a History o Arizona , Vo . II, pp.
447; 1916,

2. Barnes, Will C., op. cit.
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In the nineties and later Arizona cattle were sold to

farmers of Wyoming, Kansas, Nebraska, and the Dakotas, or

sold on the Kansas City market. The northern buyers liked

the hardiness of Arizona cattle.' Most of these cattle

were marketed as yearlings and two year olds for stockers

and feeders. Some of the cattle were sold direct. Others

were sold to local buyers who contacted feeders or stock-

men of the middle-western states. Small cattle outfits

sometimes pooled their marketable stuff for sales volume

to attract more buyers. Some cattlemen were financed by

commission firms on the central markets, especially the

Kansas City market. The commission firms took chattel

mortgages as security. When these cattle were sold they

were sold through the firms holding the mortgages. Often

these firms were financing both buyer and seller. The in-

terest on such loans ran from eight to twelve per cent. 2

Although fattening cattle in Arizona began in 1877

it was not carried on extensively until cotton raising became

an important industry in the irrigated valleys. The avail-

ability of cottonseed products has led to cattle feeding on

a large scale in certain sections. 2 The growth of popula-

tion in the Western States and the establishment of cen-

1. Ibid.

2. Bailey, James; interview with, February 2, 1933.
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tral markets on the Pacific Coast has furnished an outlet

for these fed cattle.

Although Arizona cattle still move north and east in

large numbers, the last two decades has seen a shift in the

movement of a large per cent. of cattle to California.

California has changed from a surplus beef-producing area

to one of deficit production. This has been due to the

great increase in the population of California since 1910,

rather than to a material decrease in beef production. Be-

tween 1910 and 1930 the increase in population of California

was from less than 2i millions to over 5i millions, or

about 142 per cent. 1

The importance of California as a market for Arizona

beef cattle will be disuussed later.

Production of Arizona Beef Cattle 

Arizona is one of the eleven western states which

taken together comprise what is commonly referred to as the

range oountry. The total lard area of Arizona is 72,838,000

acres, of which about 64,000,000 acres, or 88 per cent.

are used almost exclusively for grazing livestock. There

are also approximately 5,000,000 acres of forest land

1, Rochford, L. H., Influence of California Demand on  Colo-
rado Beef Cattle Prices, Colorado Agricultural College,
Bulletin 316-1, March, 1932.
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that are used to some extent for grazing. Less than one

per cent. of the land area of the state is under irriga-

tion. In this state conditions are favorable for range

livestock production, but very limited for the production

of field crops, due to the topography and low rainfall.

Livestock, especially beef cattle, are used as a means

of harvesting range forages, which constitute a valuable

crop in Arizona. 1

The topographical and climatic conditions ac-
count for a variety of range types and for the occa-
sional overlapping of these types within the same area.
The ranges may be loosely classified as the desert
TOr lower mesa-:: the foothills, and the mountain types....
The areas are not absolutely definite as more than one
type may occur within the same area, depending upon
the altitude and resulting climatic differences. The
vegetation of the desert (Or lower mesa ranges,(iocat-
ed in the southern, western, and central parts of the
State), is characterized by the creosote bush and as-
sociated drought-resistant shrubs, and short-lived an-
nuals. Mesquite, saltbush, filaree, Indian wheat, and
many other plants here serve as forage for livestock.
The rainfall and grazing seasons are periodic and the
carrying capacity of these ranges is low. The foot-
hill ranges afford all-year-round grazing. They are
located in the southeastern, south central and northern
parts of Arizona.) These ranges begin at an eleva-
tion of 3,000 to 3,500 feet and occur up to approxi-
mately 6,500 feet. They show a great variety of plant
growth consisting of grasses, shrubs, and trees, with
perrenial grasses predominating. The annual precipi-
tation on these ranges varies from 12 to 20 inches
and the evaporation and water run-off is less than on
the lower mesa ranges. Several types of grasslands are
included under this classification. The graina grasses

1. University of Arizona, College of Agriculture, Present 
Day Agriculture in Arizona, Bulletin No. 141, 1932.
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and curly mesquite are perrenial grasses which occur
here in abundance and which are especially valuable as
forage for livestock. The carrying capacity is higher
than on the lower mesa range. From 20 to 40 acres are
required per animal unit. The mountain or summer ranges
of the State occur at elevations of 6,500 feet or higher.
Mountain peaks, grassy slopes, forests, and broken
rocky areas with thick, scrubby plant growth are charac-
teristic of this type of range. Perrenial grasses and
browse shrubs afford summer grazing for large num-
bers of cattle and sheep.	 he National Forests in-
clude the major portion of this range type: 1

The greatest density of beef cattle in Arizona is found

in the southeastern part of the state where the foothill

range type occurs. The area of lightest density is found

in the desert range type of the southwestern part of the

state. The cattle density of the northern part of the state

is between these two extremes. The following table shows

the number of all cattle for each county based on the 1930

census 2 for April 1st. of that year:

1. Ibid., pp. 26-28.

2. In a letter to the writer on November 26, 1932, Mr.
W. F. Callender, Chairman of the Crop Reporting Board,
U. S. D. A., stated, "... The Census figures of cattle
in Arizona are not very dependable since in 1920 there
were more cattle assessed in the State than were
enumerated by the Census." Table I is given for com-
parative purposes only and not to show absolute numbers.
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Table I
Arizona Cattle Population and Density by Counties, 1930. 

County Area, Sq.
Miles:

Number of
all cattle:

Number of Cattle
per Square Mile:

Santa Cruz 1,229 30,426 24.7
Gila 4,699 117,251 22.8
Greenlee 1,878 -38,500/ 20.5
Cochise 6,170 92,935 15.1
Pima 9,505 89,821 9.4
Graham 4,630 43,750 9.4
Marioopa 8,891 78,569 8.8
Yavapai: 8,150 56,857 6.9
Final 5,380 22,037 4.1
Navajo 9,899 37,890 3.8
Apache 11,379 35,495 3.1
Coconino 18,623 26,570 1.4
Mojave 13,390 17,157 1.2
Yuma 9,987 7,910 0.7

While the above table is for all cattle in Arizona, the

relative density of beef cattle will run in approximately

the same order, basing estimates on the 1930 Census for beef

cows over two years old. However, Maricopa county, having

the highest per cent. of dairy cattle of any county in the

state would rank eleventh in density of beef cattle instead

of seventh, as in all cattle. There are no estimates avail-

able on the production of cattle in each county nor the number

of cattle marketed from each county. However, as Arizona is

a breeding area rather than a steer country, one may safely

assume that the production for each county varies with the

cattle population.

The numbers and kinds of cattle in Arizona for the last

six years as estimated by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
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United States Department of Agriculture, are given in Table II.

Table II
Numbers and Kinds of Cattle in Arizona, 1927 to 1931. 

Year All cattle Cows and heifers
kept for milk

Beef cattle

1927 794,000 58,000 736,000
1928 835,000 54,000 781,000
1929 715,000 56,000 659,000
1930 750,000 57,000 693,000
1931 795,000 61,000 734,000
1932 851,000 65,000 786,000

1. United States Department of Agriculture, Yearbook of
Agriculture, 1928, pp. 974-975; 1229, p. 981; 1932,
pp. 771, 826-827.

2. Number of beef cattle found by subtracting cows and
heifers kept for milk from all cattle.

The numbers of cattle on the ranges of Arizona are

regulated by market conditions and the conditions on the

ranges. An important consideration in determining the time

to sell and the number to retain is the carrying capacity

of the range. 1

The purpose of the beef cattle producer is to supply

the market. In the following pages the marketing of Arizona

beef cattle will be discussed. 2

1. Barr, George W., Arizona Agricultural Situation 1933,
University of Arizona, Agricultural Extension Service.

2. In this discussion the term "beef cattle" will be used to
refer to all cattle marketed for two reasons. First, records
of cattle shipments include all cattle. Second, segregation
of the two types of cattle would not affect any conclusions
because as calculated from Table II, less than 8 per cent.
of all cattle in Arizona are dairy cattle, and these dairy
cattle are eventually marketed for beef.
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PRESENT METHODS OF MARKETING ARIZONA BEEF CATTLE

The Number of Cattle Marketed Annually

Arizona is a surplus beef producing state. That is,

more cattle are produced for market annually than are consumed

within the state. During the nine years, 1923 to 1931, more

than three times as many cattle were shipped out of the state

than were slaughtered in the state. For this period the aver-

age annual slaughter in the state was slightly over 88,000

head, and the average annual shipments to mints outside of

the state were approximately 280,000 head, making an average

total of more than 367,000 head of cattle marketed. annually.

Table III shows the number of cattle shipped outside of the

state and the number slaughtered in the state each year from

1923 to 1931.

Table III
Cattle Shipped Outside of the State and Cattle

Slaughtered in the State, 1923 to 1931,1
ear	 a	 e s ippe	 a	 e s aug	 a

outside of state. tered in the state
1923 219,587 95,663 315,250
1924 257,089 92,300 349,389
1925 307,288 112,412 419,700
1926 328,429 89,211 417,640
1927 378,814 87,199 466,013
1928 417,940 88,900 506,840
1929 219,960 79,779 299,739
1930
1931

225,102
168,478

72,084
74,765

297,186
243,243 

Average 279,410 88,034 367,444
Arizona Lives ock Sani ary Boar , Repor o Ca 
Slaughtered and Cattle Movements by Counties and

...••nnnn•on
Tit aza - 1923 to 1931.
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The number of Arizona cattle marketed each year is

influenced by three outstanding factors: range conditions,

financial conditions, and cattle prices. These factors af-

fect the number of cattle on the ranges, as well. In 1920

the United States Department of Agriculture estimated the num-

ber of cattle in Arizona et 1,150,000 head. In 1926 the num-

ber was estimated at 919,000 (later revised to 863,000).

This reduction was due mainly to drouth conditions of 1922

and 1924 and to the heavy liquidation necessary to pay in-

debtedness, meet interest payments, and to pay current ex-

penses when cattle prices were quite law.1 The slump in cat-

tle prices in 1920 and 1921 left many cattle growers in fi-

nancial straits and they were forced to liquidate during  the

following years. A drouth in 1922 contributed to the finan-

cial stringency. Another drouth during the last half of

1924 and the string of 1925 all over the southwest, includ-

ing Arizona, caused heavy movements of cattle to other states. 2

This movement of cattle from drouth-stricken areas was ac-

celerated also by unfavorable financial conditions in the

cattle industry.
3

During 1928 more Arizona cattle were marketed than

1. Parr, V. V., G. W. Collier, and G. S. Klemmedson, Ranch
Organization and Methods of Livestock Production in the
Sou hwest, Uni e 3 a es Depar men
nical Bulletin no. 68, June, 1928.

2. Larmer, Forrest Y., Financing the Livestock Industry,
The Macmillan Company, 1926, p. 156.

3. Parr, V. V., G. W. Collier, and G. S. Klemmedson, op. cit.

o Agriculture, Tech-
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during any other year between 1923 and 1931, as shown in

Table III. On January 1, 1928, the estimated number of

cattle in Arizona was 835,000 head. A year later, January 1,

1929, the number had dropped to 715,000 head. 1 This is the

lowest estimated number of cattle in Arizona for many years

and marks the low year of the present cattle production cy-

cle in the state. The low number of cattle for the United

States was reached in the preceding year, and increased

slightly by the beginning of 1929. 2 The reason for the lar-

gest number of Arizona cattle being marketed during the year

when the cattle population of the state reached its lowest

number is that cattle prices advanced sharply in 1927 and

reached their peak in 1928. Other conditions being the same,

any increase in price will be followed by an increase in

numbers marketed.

Cattle Prices

The prices of Arizona beef cattle are based on cattle

prices through the United States. Cattle prices are deter-

mined by conditions of supply and demand, which are affected

1. United States Department of Agriculture, Yearbook, 1932,
p. 771.

2. United States Department of Agriculture, Yearbook, 1930,
p. 824.
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by many factors. With all parts of the United States connected

by railroads, cattle can be shipped anywhere at any time, and

this tends to bring about an equilibrium in prices between

the different parts of the country. Differences in prices

between various points are due largely to transrortation costs

and handling charges.

The most outstanding feature of cattle prices is their

fluctuations. Prices fluctuate from day to day or week to

week, from season to season, and from year to year. It has

been estimated that about 75 per cent. of the price fluctua-

tions are due to the changes in the supply.1 Wide variations

in market receipts from day to day, with consequent fluctua-

tions in price, are due to the lack of a coordinated program

of marketing among shippers. When prices advance, shipments

to market increase. This may check the advance or cause a

decline in prices. A sharp decline in prices will decrease

the receipts, which tends to check the downward price move-

ment.

Seasonal fluctuations in cattle prices are due, to a

large extent, to the variations in market receipts for dif-

ferent seasons through the year. Market receipts are heav-

iest in the fall of the year. As prices tend to vary in-

versely with the supply of cattle, prices are usually lowest

at this time of the year.

1. Lewis, George M., A Market Analysis of the Cattle Indus-
try of Texas, Universi y o Texas Bu e in No.	 6	 928.
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The changes in beef cattle prices from year to year

are caused, in part, by changes in the number of beef cattle

in the United States. The tendency is for prices to be low

When the numbers of beef cattle are large. On the contrary,

when the numbers of beef cattle are declining, as occurred

between 1924 and 1929, the tendency is for beef cattle prices

to rise.' High prices lead to an increase in cattle numbers

until an oversupply of cattle forces prices down to an un-

profitable level. When prices reach extremely low levels a

heavy liquidation of cattle takes place until a balance is

restored between supply and demand as shown by a return of

more profitable prices. These price and production cycles

occur every fourteen to seventeen years . 2 During the present

cycle the year of lowest cattle numbers for the United states

was in 1928 and since that time the numbers have been increas-

ing each year.3

Cattle prices are affected by the hog situation in the

Corn-Belt. If a larger number of hogs are being fed than usu-

al, there is a smaller demand for feeder cattle, with resul-

tant lower prices. When hog prices are low consumers substi-

tute pork for beef in their diet. This also reduces the de-

mand for cattle. The number of hogs is influenced by the

1. Heflebower, R. B., Steer Prices in Relation to Idaho 
Beef Producers Problems, Idaho Agricultural Experiment
Station Bulletin No. 172, 1930.

E. Lewis, George M., op. cit.
3. Barr, George W., op. cit.
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price of corn. The average ratio between the prices of a

bushel of corn and a hundred pounds of hogs at Chicago is

one to eleven and four-tenths. That is, on the average, one

hundred pounds of pork is worth as much as eleven and four-

tenths bushels of corn. Hog production increases when the

price of corn is relatively low and declines when the price

of corn is relatively high. Low hog prices cause a shift from

hogs to other types of livestock for feeding and there is an

increased demand for feeder cattle which tends to raise cat-

tie prices. 1

Cattle prices are also affected by the size of the corn

crop in the eight principal corn producing states. These

states are Kansas, Nebraska, Minnesota, Missouri, Iowa„ Il-

linois, Indiana, and Ohio, which comprise the most important

livestock feeding area of the United States. In the fall of

the year, when a large corn crop is maturing in these states,

cattle in the feed lots are held for a longer feeding period

and there is a strong demand for feeder stock. The prices of

both fat and feeder cattle are pushed up. If a small corn

crop is maturing, cattle in the feed lots are sent to market,

the demand for feeders is light, and prices are low. In the

spring and summer following a large corn crop market receipts

of fat cattle are heavy and prices are low. Conversely, in

the year following a small corn crop cattle prices are on a

higher leve1. 2

IT—EWTITbower, R. B., op. cit.
2. Henney, Homer J., Judging Price Risks in Marketing Cattle,

Kansas AgriculturaTTEiperimen S a ion Circular 58, 1	 .3
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The consumer demand exerts a controlling influence upon

cattle prices. The purchasing power of the beef consuming

public largely governs the consumer demand. 1 When incomes

rise more slowly than prices, or when they fall more rapidly

than prices, people who have small incomes reduce their liv-

ing expenses by substituting the cheaper for the more expen-

sive foods. Since beef is a relatively expensive food, and

many substitutes can be used in the diet to take its place,

other foods, such as pork, dairy products, and vegetables

are substituted when an inexpensive diet is desired. 2

The factors discussed are the most outstanding in their

effects upon cattle prices. Although they apply to the cat-

tle industry of the whole country, they apply to the state of

Arizona as well.

The Arizona cattle producer can do very little to con-

trol prices. Any action to stabilize market receipts and

prices by Arizona cattlemen would require the cooperation of

producers throughout the United States to be success -fil.

The size of the corn crop in the cornbelt, with its effect

upon the corn-hog ratio and upon cattle prices, is controlled

largely by nature. The only action left for the Arizona cat-

tle grower is to adjust his production and marketing program

to secure the benefits of the high prices of the price cycle

and reduce his sales during periods of low prices. The fact

Lewis, eorge M., op. ci  .
Bdminster, Lynn Ramsay, The Cattle Industry and the Tariff,
The Macmillan Company, 1926, pp. 226-227.
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that the Arizona cattle production cycle closely follows

that for the United States as a whole shows that production

in this state is not entirely dependent upon range conditions.'

Intrastate Shipments 

The numbers of cattle marketed, as given in Table III,

do not include the number of cattle sold by ranchers to feed-

ers or other ranchers within the state. The intrastate ship-

ments of cattle during the same period averaged 142,000

head. Intrastate shipments, shown in Table IV, include cat-

tle for slaughter, for feeding, and also drought stricken

cattle. About 50,000 head of cattle are finished for market

each year on pasture or in feedlots in the Salt River val-

ley2 and smaller numbers are finished in the Yuma, Gila,

and Santa Cruz valleys. Many of these cattle are shipped

intrastate before being finished for slaughter or shipment

outside of the state. Hence, it may be seen that to include

the intrastate shipments in the total amount of cattle mar-

keted would involve the counting of some cattle more than

once in securing the net total.

1. According to estimates of the United. StatesDepartment--
of Agriculture the number of cattle in the United States
declined from 1920 to 1928 and since that time it has been
increasing. For Arizona the number declined from 1920 to
1929 and has been increasing since 1929.

2. An Economic Survey of the Salt River Valley Project in 
Maricopa County Arizona, University of Arizona, Agri-
cultural Extension Circular No. 59, June, 1929.
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Table IV
Intrastate Cattle Shipments by Counties 1923 to 1931. 1

Counties 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926 1927

Apache 848	 1,299	 2,878	 767 1,156
Cochise 12,967	 9,688	 8,614	 11,597 20,306
Coconino 5,191	 3,576	 4,835	 2,399 1,646
Gila 6,726	 13,498	 7,725	 8,214 10,304
Graham 7,643	 9,244	 9,025	 6,822 8,913
Greenlee 4,033	 7,295	 3,8-85	 2,253 6,449
Maricopa 48,860	 45,366-	 52,381	 50,963 61,056
Mohave 1,978	 6,846	 3,598	 1,427 3,466
Navajo 3,126	 5,589	 6,863	 4,625 6,323
Pima 9,293	 8,996	 7,361	 7,432 9,342
Pinal 3,193	 8,200	 5,430	 6,109 8,282
Santa Cruz 7,086	 4,168	 4,837	 11,286 9,810
Yavapai 14,137	 14,484	 14,142	 19,449 17,777
Yuma 4 , 916 	7 076	 5,355	 3,593

--
2,676

Total 129,997	 145,325	 136,880	 137,036 167,506

Table IV (Continued)

Counties 1928	 1929	 1930 1931

Apache 3,274	 432	 2,590 1,218
Cochise 20,750	 20,653	 24,261 29,115
Coconino 3,051	 2,993	 2,265 3,466
Gila 10,785	 5,863	 6,801 13,301
Graham 12,360	 10,146	 5,475 6,736
Greenlee 2,077	 2,139	 1,600 2,666
Maricopa 62,183	 60,250	 50,727 40,538
Mohave 1,745	 3,127	 375 334
Navajo 2,130	 3,652	 4,656 4,779
Pima 5,591	 6,074	 6,091 11,503
Pinal 9,687	 7,679	 8,621 10,884
Santa Cruz 13,010	 11,693	 14,139 14,910
Yavapai 24,130	 9,360	 6,416 10,989
Yuma 3,477 	3,422 	1,673 1,569

Total 176,250	 147,683	 135,688 152,008

1. Arizona Livestock Sanitary Board Records.
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Cattle Feeding in Arizona 

The cattle feeding industry of Arizona is of some

importance in the marketing of beef cattle of this state.

Cattle are fattened in the Yuma, Gila, and Salt River valleys.

Although cattle feeding is not a major enterprise, it is be-

coming "a beneficial link in the range cattle industry."

Feeder stock is obtained from the ranges surrounding the val-

leys where the cattle are fattened. The finished cattle are

marketed both for slaughter in the state and for shipment out-

side of the state, although the state of Arizona consumes

more beef than is finished on the farms of the state.

There are two reasons why a part of the finished cat-

tle are marketed outside of the state. First, beef consump-

tion is continuous throughout the year while the marketing of

finished cattle is seasonal. Production and consumption do

not synchronize. At times the supply of finished cattle ex-

ceeds the demand within the state for beef. Second, the com-

petition of range cattle with finished cattle in the beef

trade of the state at certain times in the year has a depres-

sing effect on the price of finished cattle which causes them

to be shipped to a more favorable market on the Pacific coast.

Maricopa is the largest cattle feeding county in the

state. This is due to the fact that the Salt River Valley

irrigation project in Maricopa County is the largest farm-

ing area in the state. The annual slaughter of all cattle
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in that county is approximately equal to the annual produc-

tion of fat cattle. During some months fat cattle are shipped

out of the county, and during other months a part or all of

the county's slaughter cattle supply comes from outside of

the county. Most of the feed-lot cattle are marketed during

the winter and early spring. Approximately three-fourths

of_the cattle from Maricopa county are marketed between the

first of December and the middle of May.1 There are a number

of factors that account for this seasonal marketing of fin-

ished cattle. Climatic conditions from fall until spring are

favorable for gains in weight of cattle in the feedlot. The

feed used to fatten cattle comes on the market in the fall.

Cattle feeding starts at that time, which brings the end of

the feeding period during the late winter and spring. Pa-

cific Coast markets are more favorable for marketing Arizona

cattle during the period from January to May. Receipts are

lighter at this time, with resulting higher prices. The com-

petition of range cattle in the beef trade from April until

Decemter tends to cause seasonal production of finished cat-

tle. Range beef can be sold cheaper than beef that has been

finished in the feed-lot. Although range beef is usually of

lower grade than beef from fed cattle, large supplies of beef

from the range lowers the price of all beef on the market at

that time. For this reason, cattle from the feed-lots are sent

1. University of Arizona, Agricultural Ex ension Service,
An Economic Survey of the Salt River Valley Project in
Maricopa County, Arizona, Extension Circular No. 59,
(Tune, 1929.
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to market ahead of the heavy spring movement of range cat-

tle.1

Cattle Slaughtered in the State 

Approximately one-fourth of the cattle marketed are

slaughtered within the state. The annual slaughter varied

from 17 to 30 per cent , of the total cattle marketed annual-

ly for the years 1923 to 1931, averaging 24 per cent. The

number slaughtered annually varied less from year to year than

the number shipped outside of the state annually. Although

there is considerable variation in the number of head slaugh-

tered in each county from year to year, the average number

slaughtered for the above mentioned period was approximately

proportional to the population per county. Table V shows the

1930 population and the average annual slaughter per county.

The number of head slaughtered per county for each year,

1923 to 1931, is shown in Table VI.

The demand for beef in the United States is elastic.

In Arizona, the number of cattle slaughtered seems to indi-

cate that the consumption of beef cannot be explained by the

elasticity of demand. Table VI shows that in 1928 the total

cattle slaughtered was 88,900 head. The average for the nine

years studied was slightly less, 8E3,033 head. Prices of cat-

tle in the United States were the highest in 1928 of any of

the years from 1923 to 1931. More cattle were slaughtered

1:1-ZTEITT-
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Table V.
Population, 1930, and Average Number of Cattle

Slaughtered, 1923 to 1931, by Counties - Arizona.

County Population l Average Slaughter 2

Apache 17,765 833
Cochise 40,988 6,830
Coconino 14,064 2,500
Gila 31,016 4,8_30
Graham 10,373 1,260
Greenlee 9,886 1,380
Maricopa 150,970 48,000
Mojave 5,572 1,100
Navajo 21,202 2,160
Pima 55,878 8,300
Final 22,081 2,160
Santa Cruz 9,684 680
Yavapai 28,470 4,300
Ytima 17 ,816 2,230

Total 435,5 •3 88,033

1. Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930.
2. Averages computed from Table VI.

in 1928 than in 1929, 1930, or 1931, when prices were falling,

and more than in 1927 when prices were rising. The heaviest

slaughter for any year given in Table VI was in 1925. In

that year fat cattle prices were higher in Chicago ' and the

Salt River Valley 2 than either the preceding or succeeding

year. No explanation of this heavy slaughter can be given.

Slaughter was about average in Maricopa county, which has the

only large packing plant in the state, but was unusually high

in Cochise, Pima, and Yuma counties where slaughter is for

1. United States Department of Agriculture, Yearbook, 1930,
p. 833.

2. Barr, George W., Prices Paid for To Fat Steers in the
Salt River Valley,	 23 o 1932. Unpublishe Da a com-
piled from the Weekly Market Report and News Letter of
the Arizona Cattle Growers Association.
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Table VI.
Number of Head of Cattle Slaughtered by Counties,

1923 to 1931.1

Counties 1923 1924 1925 1926 1927

Apache 1,100 1,324 1,180 807 813
Cochise 13,910 3,903 11,683 8,630 6,783
Coconino 3,651 3,320 3,042 2,602 3,033
Gila 6.020 5,877 6,619 5,281 5,296
Graham 1,651 1,789 2,439 1,471 1,393
Greenlee 1,116 1,930 2,417 1,844 1,865
Maricopa 34,649 49,198 49,176 47,570 48,464
Mojave 1,153 1,899 1,266 1,290 1,449
Navajo 2,068 1,492 3,435 2,982 1,886
Pima 11,591 9,747 18,235 8,083 6,711
Pinal 1,881 2,490 1,789 1,703 2,999
Santa Cruz 940 1,329 435 1,156 610
Yavapai 12,416 4,223 5,585 4,856 3,901
Yuma 3 ,417 3,679 5 ,111 936 1L___996 

Total 95,663 92,300 112,412 89,211 87,199

Table VI (Continued)

Counties 1928 1929 1930 1931

Apache 744 511 429 568
Cochise 5,124 3,503 3,976 4,024
Coconino 2,703 2,366 1,920 1,62e
Gila 5,290 5,531 4,052 5,082
Graham 937 772 957 1,135
Greenlee 1,100 621 615 744
Maricopa 56,481 85,752 47,183 49,551
Mojave 1,123 388 626 714
Navajo 2,609 2,142 1,056 1,530
Pima 3,867 5,167 4,717 4,514
Pinal 1,9 90 - 2,496 1,894
Santa Cruz 526 387 533 601
Yavapai 2,915 2,584 2,229 1,934
Yuma 1.493 1,035 729 833

Total 88,900 79,773 72,084 74,765

1. Arizona Livestock Sanitary Board, Report of Cattle 
Slaughtered and Cattle Movements by Counties and 
Years, 1923 to 1931.
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local consumption.

Apparently, the beef consumption in Arizona, as shown

by the annual cattle slaughter, is influenced by local con-

ditions. A surplus of beef cattle is produced in every coun-

ty. Substitution of other foods for beef would not result

in as great an amount of saving as in sections where substi-

tutes for beef are produced in greater abundance.

Cattle  Shipments to Points Outside the State 

The number of cattle shipped out of the state from each

county varies widely from year to year. Table VII shows the

interstate shipments from each county for the years 1923 to

1931. Data showing the number marketed from each county are

not available. Cattle may be driven for shipment from one

county to a shipping point in another county. 1 No significant

conclusion regarding cattle marketing for the state may be

drawn from the number of cattle shipped from a single county

for any one year, or over a period of•
	 years, because of local

conditions which may not apply to the entire state. Table

VII is inserted for the purpose of showing the approximate

geographical location from which the cattle are marketed each

year. The significance of the total cattle shipped from the

entire state has been discussed under the number of cattle

marketed annually.

1. Wells, Y. R., Interview with, December 24,
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Table VII.
Shipments of Arizona Cattle to Points Outside the State

by Counties, 1923 to 1931.1 

Counties
	

1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	 1927

Apache
Cochise
Coconino
Gila
Graham
Greenlee
Maricopa
Mohave
Navajo
Pima
Pinal
Santa Cruz
Yavartai
Yuma

	1,826	 15,647	 9,733	 22,475	 16,188

	

56,675	 81,502	 75,481	 66,998	 71,523

	

12,539	 8,593	 14,655	 10,354	 14,701

	

10,116	 10,748	 19,087	 18,116	 16,736

	

10,358. 	12,899	 13,704	 14,615	 14,252

	

4,211	 5,568 	9,821 	4,924	 13,064

	

22,181	 28,897	 27,598	 35,718	 38,853

	

11,611	 7,343	 15,599	 15,086	 20,297

	

9,027	 17,351	 27,697	 24,881	 24,108
	15,527	 12,447	 15,074	 7,822	 24,919

	

1,962	 9,958	 10,330	 10,504	 6,514

	

18,316	 17,906	 28,449	 37,134	 66,523

	

27,062	 20,183	 26,898	 49,598	 40,753
	9 ,823 	8,047	13 , 162	 10 , 204: 	10,383 

STATE	 217 234	 257 089	 307 288 328 429	 378 814

Table VII (Continued)

Counties
	

1928	 1929	 1930	 1931

Apache	 13,690	 4,881	 14,843	 8,830
Cochise	 99,621	 66,243	 74,362	 50,853
Coconino	 15,383	 7,703	 5,794	 6,666

Gila	 21,837	 7,555	 9,529	 7,154
Graham	 22,349	 9,537	 7,742	 3,393
Greenlee	 7,410	 2,595	 2,426	 2,488

Maricopa	 40,096	 25,795	 27,006	 31,292

Mohave	 26,862	 5,944	 2,527	 2,652

Navajo	 25,743	 5,507	 12,096	 6,132

Pima	 9,921	 18,867	 11,690	 6,720

Pinal	 9,726	 4,003	 6,709	 5,163
Santa Cruz	 72,651	 41,200 	30,519 	21,859
Yavapai	 42,964	 13,460	 14,614	 8,505

Yuma	 9 687	 6 , 864	 5 , 245 	6,338,

STATE	 417,940	 219,960.	 225,102	 168,045

1. Arizona Livestock Sanitary Board Records.
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Time of Marketing 

There are two shipping seasons for Arizona cattle, the

late spring and the late fall. The cattle are shipped fol-

lowing the spring and fall round-ups. Fed cattle are market-

ed in the spring, the feed-lots being emptied by the first of

June. Shipments of range cattle from the low altitudes begin

in March.' About one-fourth of the cattle shipments are

made during April, May, and June, with the heaviest shipments

in May. During July and August cattle shipments are very

light. The fall shipping season begins in September and con-

tinues until January. Nearly half of the average annual ship-

ments are made during the last three months of the year. The

heaviest monthly shipments are usually made in November.

Table VIII shows the monthly shipments of Arizona cattle to

points outside of the state for the years 1923 to 1931, in-

clusive.

The heavy marketing of cattle in the fall is a practice

that is not confined to Arizona but is followed throughout

the entire country as well. For the United States as a whole

about 40 per cent. of the annual cattle shipments are made

during September, October, and November.18 These heavy fall

shipments intensify the problem of fluctuating market re-

ceipts and fluctuating prices. 2 The supply of grass fat-

la. Larmer, Forrest M., Financing the Livestock Industry,
The Macmillan Company, 1926, p. 203.

2. Ibid.



Table VIII.
Arizona Cattle Shipments to Points Outside the State by

Months, 1923 to 1931, Number of Head.'

Year 1923 1924 1925 1926 1927

January 15,817 7,491 19,925 14,795 20,226
February 8,541 6,130 20,562 13,903 13,424
March 7,329 7,704 18,847 15,245 10,695
April 8,234 6,840 19,136 16,557 14,971
May 32,864 29,850 32,612 42,857 37,703
June 21,879 29,271 27,284 23,155 23,695
July 5,109 10,607 5,712 11,568 12,059
August 4,888 14,639 6,213 9,854 14,603
September 9,172 22,803 9,536 24,855 23,511
October 38,077 30,861 44,795 51,797 80,900
November 42,711 51,20 7 68,305 72,031 77,985
December 18 , 422 39 , 686 34,361 31,812 49,042

Total 212,484 257,089 307,288 328,429 378,814

Table VIII (Continued)

Year 1928 1929 1930 1931

January 21,594 16,022 24,717 12,514
February 11,570 12,680 11,341 11,865
March 12,604 16,838 17,012 7,470
April 28,650 30,353 23,556 7,316
May 48,018 43,097 27,837 19,277
June 27,583 15,745 7,661 6,998
July 5,829 5,126 2,229 4,109
August 10,177 2,296 2,679 4,881
September 29,478 5,322 5,261 10,132
October 96,233 15,798 25,270 31,051
November 81,755 36,128 51,707 32,069
December 44 ,449 20,555 25,832 20,796

Total 417,940 219,960 225,102 168,478

1. Ariiona Livestock Sanitary Board Records.
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tened slaughter cattle at the terminal markets exceeds the

consumers' demands for beef at this time. A large percen-

tage of the cattle marketed in the fall are sold as stockers

and feeders. Most feeder cattle are bought within a few weeks

time during the fall of the year. A large part of these feed-

ers are marketed 60 to 150 days later as fed cattle, which

tends to flood the markets with finished cattle during the

late winter and early spring. 1

The problem of stabilized receipts can be solved only

by some method that will promote more orderly marketing

throughout the year. 2 The Western Cattle Marketing Associa-

1. Ibid.
2. TEE7-Packers' attitude toward fluctuating market receipts

was well stated by Mr. Thomas E. Wilson, President of the
Institute of American Meat Packers in his address before
the convention of The Texas and Southwestern Cattle Rais-
ers' Association, at Fort Worth Texas, on March 15, 1922.
A part of his address was as follows:

"One of the most pernicious causes of unrest and dis-
satisfaction in the past has been the prevailing unsyste-
matic method of marketing livestock. There has never been
any permanent efficient system regulating the flow of live-
stock to the market centers. The producers, as a rule, do
not attempt to distribute their shipments in accordance
with the demand of the consuming public.

"The packers are expected to absorb all that is sent
to market at whatever time of whatever quantity, and to
pay cash on the spot, and then to find a quick market for
all the products.

"This necessarily adds many complications and problems
to the business, and causes violent fluctuations and has
been the prolific cause of much dissatisfaction.

"The expansion and contraction of labor, equipment and
financing necessary to handle business economically under
such a system unavoidably produces many difficulties which
can only be solved by closer cooperation of producers in
stabilizing receipts at the markets. Stabilization of
receipts will tend to stabilize values, and to prevent
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tion is attempting to stabilize receipts of slaughter cat-

tle at the Pacific Coast markets by smoothing out the sea-

sonal irregularities in the movement of cattle to market. 1

Some of the Arizona cattle feeders of the Salt River Valley

market their fed cattle through this association. For Ari-

zona range cattle no organized system of orderly marketing

is in use.

It would be difficult, if not impossible, for Arizona

cattle producers to stabilize their cattle shipments through-

out the year. Certain factors, such as the breeding season,

the water and feed supply, the condition of the ranges and

the condition of the cattle are the principal causes of the

seasonal shipments. Cattle cannot be held off the market

for a great while after they are ready to go. When steers

are fat they must be marketed within a few weeks or held over

until the next season. Grass of sufficient quantity and proper

quality for fattening cattle comes either in the fall or

spring, and cattle reach market condition during these sea-

sons. When stockerAfeeder, or slaughter cattle are ready to

gluts, and consequent wastes, the elimination of which will
operate to the benefit of producer and consumer alike."
Quoted from Youngblood, B., and A.B. Cox, An Economic Study
of a Typical Ranching Area on the Edwards Plat -iiid-o Texas,
Texas Ag ricul ural Experiment S a ion Bul e in 7o. 2 7,
July, 1922, p. 340.

1. 7ourse, Edwin G., and Joseph G. Knapp, The Co-operative Mar-
keting of Livestock, The Brookings Inst tu ion,	 , p.	 8.

2. The term "stockers" or "stocker cattle" refers to cattle
too thin or immature for immediate fattening. There is no
sharp line of distinction between stocker and feeder cat-
tle. The same cattle may be considered good stockers or
poor feeders. Whether they are stockers or feeders de-
pends upon the use to which they are put.
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market it is usually uneconomical to hold them over until the

following season because of loss of weight and quality, risi;

of death losses, and overstocking the ranges.'

Classes and Grades Marketed 

The predominating clasof Arizona cattle marketed varies

from year to year. Normally, the yearling steer is marketed

in greater numbers than any other class, with calves second.

Cows and bulls constitute the production plant, heifers are

used for replacements, and steers and calves are the prin-

cipal products of the industry. In years of liquidation or

high prices there is a shift in the rank of classes marketed. 3

In discussing an economic survey of the livestock industry in

Arizona conducted in 1925 the authors made the following

statement in regard to the classes of Arizona cattle sold:

It has been pointed out from the records of the
survey in 1925 that the yearling steer is the predomi-
nant class of cattle produced for market in Arizona.
According to records of interstate shipments of Arizona
cattle in 1923 and 1924 the largest single class of ship-
ments was yearling steers. In 1925 and 1926, however,
shipments of cows exceeded those of yearling steers.
This condition, due to heavy liquidation of breeding
herds, was not reflected so strongly in the survey be-
cause of the absence of comparatively few insolvent ranch-

1, Youngblood, B., and A. B. Cox, op. cit.
2. In this discussion classes and grades refers to the

tentative standard Market classes and grades adopted by
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, described in United
States Department of Agriculture Department Bulletin No.
1464, Market Grades and Classes of Cattle, 1927, and Cir-
cular No. 28, Market Classes ana Grades of  Calves and 
Vealers, 1928.

3. Wells, M. R., op. cit.
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es from which records were obtained. In 1923 calves
ranked next to yearlings in numbers sold and during the
following three years were the third largest class of
cattle shipments. With a return to more favorable con-
ditions in the industry, yearling steers and calves will
again constitute the principal products of this natural
cattle breeding country."1

Prices of cattle were high during 1927, 1928, and 1929,

reaching their peak in 1928. Shipments of cows from Arizona

were heavy during these years, 1928 being the year of heavi-

est shipments. During 1925, 1926, 1927, and 1928 cows were

marketed in greater numbers than any other class. Since 1929

cattle prices have declined sharply and there has been a con-

siderable reduction in cow shipments, as shown in Table IX,

whbh shows the number in each class, according to age groups,

shipped to points outside of the state for the nine years,

1923 to 1931. Data giving the number of each class slaughtered

within the state are not available. Steers comprise the

largest class slaughtered, with smaller numbers of cows,

calves, and bulls.

Market conditions have an important influence upon the par-

ticular class sold at any given time. 2 Aged breeding stock

is a by-product of the cattle business. When prices are high

the aged cows and bulls are sent to market in relatively

large numbers. The steer market is the most stable. 3 Conse-

• S an ey, E. B., . F. Dickson, and E. • Wood, op. ci 
p.38.

2. Youngblood, B., and A. B. Cox, An Economic Study of a 
Typical Ranching Area of the Edwards Plateau of Texas
Texas Agricul ural S a ion Bul. No. 2 , pp. 	 -3 ., 1922.
According to Dr. E. L. Scott the statements in the above
paragraph apply to Arizona as well as Texas.

3. Ibid.
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Table IX.
Interstate Shipments of Arizona Cattle by Classes,

Number of Head, 1923 to 1931. 1

1923 1924 1925 1926 1927

STEERS
its 75,518 64,799 65,975 58,941 79,270
2's 22,104 28,522 39,883 35,690 30,187
3's 31,842 39,925 43,611 40,715 57,566

COWS 34,329 60,145 80,276 105,526 102,131
BULLS 2,169 2,186 3,648 6,375 7,105
HEIFERS

l's 5,072 8,362 12,872 10,612 18,654
2's 1,251 2,090 3,002 3,673 1,737

CALVES 40 , 199 51 ,060 58 , 021 66,997 82 ,164

Total 212,484 257,089 307,288 328,429 378,814

Table IX (Continued)

1928 1929 1930 1931

STEERS
l's 96,853 55,493 60,191 45,264
2's 36,611 29,552 37,819 30,811
3's 42,114 25,6-90 34,752 28,487

COWS 115,015 50,156 33,194 16,634
BULLS 9,566 4,597 3,659 3,147
HE

l's 27,841 14,990 8,567 5,893
2ts 2,626 2,679 1,791 825

CALVES 87 , 314 36 , 703 45,129---2____ 37,417

Total 417,940 219,960 225,102 168,478

1. Arizona Livestock Sanitary Board Records.
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quently, steer shipments do not fluctuate as widely from year

to year as do other classes. During a drouth, existing market

demands are important in determining the sequence of marketing

the different classes. Usually steers are sold first, calves

next, followed by culled cows and the best breeding stock is

the last to go.1 This order may be shifted according to the

existing market demands for each class of cattle. 2

Most Arizona cattle marketed would grade medium and good,

to choice. However, the use of grades is confined largely to

cattle at the terminal markets sold/for slaughter.' "Grade

is determined by an animal's degree of merit for a given mar-

ket use as shown by the degrees of conformation, finish, and

quality it possesses".4 A high quality, fleshy range steer

fed 90 to 100 days in the feed-lot will usually grade good to

choice. 5 Arizona stocker and feeder cattle are not usually

graded for sale but are sold by inspection. Buyers visit the

ranch, inspect the cattle, and make an offer for a certain

number of head with the privilege of a "cut-back" (rejection)

of a certain per cent. If graded, most stockers and feeders

sold would grade medium to choice. A feeder of a given grade

is expected to finish into a slaughter animal of about the same

grade if fed a sufficient length of time.

177-7ETA.
2. 70577.
3. Stanley, E. B., Interview with, April 5, 1933.
4. Slater, Don J., Market Classes and Grades of Cattle, United

States Department of Agricul ure, Dep . Bul. No. l &4,
p. 17, 1929.

5. Rochford, L. H., Influence of California Demand on Colo-
rado Beef Prices, Colorado Agricultural College Bul.
No. 316-A, March, 1932.
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Market Destination of Interstate Shipments 

Arizona beef cattle are marketed almost entirely west

of the Mississippi River. Approximately one-fourth of the

cattle are slaughtered within the state. The remaining three-

fourths are shipped to points outside the state. some of

these cattle go to Old Mexico, mostly as breeding stock. 1

Most of the remainder go out as stockers and feeders to other

ranges and to feed-lots. 2 Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas

are the heaviest buyers to the north and east. For the years

1923 to 1931 the average number of Arizona cattle shipped

annually to Colorado was 22,000, to Texas 18,000, and to New

Mexico 16,000. Shipments to Colorado and New Mexico depend

largely upon range conditions in those states. The Texas

demand for Arizona cattle depends upon feed conditions. When

feed is plentiful and cheap in Texas, shipments of cattle

to that state are heaviest.3 Feeder cattle go to gansas and

Nebraska in considerable numbers. For the above mentioned

years, the average annual shipments to Kansas were 5,000

head, and to Nebraska, 4,700 head. Cattle feeding is an im-

portant farm enterprise in these states and Arizona has been

a source of feeder stock for the last forty years.4 With

1. Wells, M. R., op. cit.

2. Ibid.

3. Ibid.

4. Barnes, Will C., op. cit.
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the exception of California, which will be discussed in detail

as a market for Arizona cattle, Utah is the only other state

that receives many shipments of Arizona cattle. Cattle are

shipped to Utah when range conditions are favorable in that

state.1 Table X shows the number of cattle shipped from Ari-

zona to other states and Mexico for the years 1923 to 1931,

inclusive.

The California Market for Arizona Cattle 

California furnishes the largest outlet for Arizona cat-

tle, as shown in Table X. In the nine years, 1923 to 1931,

California annually received from 55 to 81 per cent, of the

total number of cattle shipped outside of the state, taking

an average of 69 per cent. for these nine years.

There are several reasons for the large shipments of

Arizona cattle to California. As has been mentioned, Cali-

fornia is an area of deficit beef production and Arizona is

one of surplus production. Between 1924 and 1929 the percen-

tage of population increase of California was two and one-

half times that for the United States as a whole. During the

same period the beef cattle population of California and the

twelve nearest states did not increase. 2 Cattle from other

states are shipped into California to meet the increased de-

1. Wells, M. R., op. cit.
2. University of Arizona, Agricultural Extension Service,

An Economic Survey of the Salt River Valley Project in 
Maricopa County, Arizona, Extension Circular No. 59,
June, 1929.
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Table X.
Number of Arizona Cattle Shipped to Other
States and Old Mexico	 1923 to 1931. 1

1923 1924 1925 1926 1927

California 136,463 143,805 226,294 234,909 306,472
Colorado 29,772 27,162 17,640 27,612 12,797
New Mexico 28,641 33,192 10,636 18,740 11,121
Old Mexico 1,458 11,019 13,716 10,321 3,213
Texas 5,033 12,651 15,736 13,583 24,881
Nebraska 951 13,818 2,504 6,222 941
Oklahoma 1,008 767 4,266 739 955
Kansas 7,595 4,553 8,273 5,241 8,139
Montana 540 4,111 167 721 -
Utah 3,771 4,428 6,728 6,490 7,201
South Dakota 346 1,491 599 1,188 139
Nevada 315 - 207 38 -
Wyoming 20 - 316 2,261 -
Illinois 429 - 202 - 118
Iowa 2,410 - - - 299
North Dakota 749 409 - - -
Missouri - 379 - - 1,764
Oregon - - - - 311
Others 20 5 4 14 463

Total 219,587 257,089 307,288 328,429 378,814

Table X (Continued)
1928 1929 1930 1931

California 245,993 142,345 182,708- 144,708
Colorado 41,263 22,273 16,487 6,787
New Mexico 23,984 10,625 6,805 4,148
Old Mexico 3,533 1,399 765 2,388
Texas 64,687 21,148 2,848 -
Nebraska 7,319 2,539 3,812 4,256
Oklahoma - 2,621 281 16
Kansas 7,192 840 1,860 1,427
Montana 190 20 - 30
Utah 10,347 3,467 2,065 2,174
South Dakota 2,299 2,566 - -
Nevada 214 115 - 15
Wyoming 2,781 1,922 - 12
Illinois 2,763 93 898 -
Iowa - - - 18
North Dakota - - - -
Missouri 5,351 7,850 4,927 2,253
Oregon 24 20 1 -
Others - 117 1,645 246

Total 417,940 219,960 225,102, 168,478

1. lrizona Livestock Sanitary Board Records.
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mand for beef. Each year Arizona ships into California more

than twice as many cattle as any other state.'

The peaks of the marketing seasons for the states of

Arizona and California do not occur at the same time. Be-

cause of this fact, Arizona cattle can be marketed in Cali-

fornia to better advantage than if the peak shipments for

both states occurred simultaneously. The season of heavy

movement of slaughter cattle in California comes in May,

June, and July. These are mostly grass-fat cattle. Cattle

from some of the higher altitudes are marketed in the fall.

Arizona cattle shipments are heaviest during October, Novem-

ber, and December. The spring marketing season for Arizona

range cattle begins in March and ends Ln June. Fed cattle

are all marketed by the end of May. Consequently the market-

ing seasons of the two states do not seriously compete.

Another reason for the large cattle shipments to

California is that Arizona beef cattle meet California con-

sumers' demands. Until about 1920 the California meat trade

was satisfied with three year ola steers weighing 1100 to 1200

pounds. Since that time the demand for animals of lighter

weights has been increasing. 2 Because the predominating

class of Arizona beef cattle marketed is the yearling steer,

with calves second in importance, Arizona cattle producers

1. Ibid., p. 98,
2. Concannon, R. L., Changes in the Production of Cattle,

Western Cattle Marks s an	 ews, Vo • •. No. A. , P
December 5, 1932.
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are able to supply the demand for cattle of lighter weight.

The grades of Arizona cattle also meet the demands of the Cal-

ifornia consumer.

"Beef from highly-finished animals is not well
received by the California meat trade. Quality animals
with a finish that places them in 'good' to low 'choice'
grades, United States standards, represent the upper
limits to the degree of finish desired.... The discrimi-
nation against a high degree of finish is also strongly
evidenced in pork and lamb.

"San Francisco is definitely a steer-beef market.
At Los Angeles the meat trade takes a larger percentage
of cow and heifer beef. The decided preference for steer
beef in San Francisco may be due to the great volume of
business done by jobbers who supply a large hotel and
restaurant trade. These jobbers prefer a heavy steer
carcass weighing 650 pounds up. Another reason given
for preference of steer beef over cow cuts at San Fran-
cisco is the influence of the shipping trade.

"The consumption of hamburger and cured sausage is
relatively high in California. This affords a ready
outlet for cheaper and plainer carcasses. This demand
is reflected in relatively high prices for the lower
grades of slaughter cattle.

"Until very recent years there has been a small de-
mand for light cattle of the baby-beef class. One fre-
quent reason given for this is that the supply of such
beef has not been constant. It seems that the system of
cattle production used in the territory supplying Cali-
fornia markets has not been conducive to the production
of baby beef	 In the opinion of those close to the
trade, it will be some time before baby beef occupies as
important a place in California markets as it does in
most markets of the country." 1

Low Transportation Costs to California 

The costs of transporting cattle to the California

1. Rochford, L. H., op. cit., pp. 7-8.



-38-

markets are low because of the short distance. These costs,

which are discussed under transportation, include losses from

death and injury, shrinkage, feeding in transit, and freight

charges. .They increase with the distance of the haul. Freight

rates on cattle from all shipping points in Arizona to Los

Angeles are lower than to any other central market, as will be

shown later. Because Arizona is adjacent to California it

has a competitive advantage in freight rates over states far-

ther east. Cattle can be shipped from the Salt River Valley

to Los Angeles for about half the rate from Missouri River

points.' "Arizona... finds a market for 50% to 75% of its

livestock in California, which naturally eliminates a large

market movement in that direction from New Mexico, because of

competing freight rates." 2 The fact that Arizona is nearer

the California market than are states farther east also means

that it is farther away from the consuming centers of the east,

which places it at a disadvantage in shipping to the markets

of the Middle West where cattle are slaughtered for the east-

ern trade. Consequently, the lower transportation costs to

California exert a considerable influence upon shipments to

that state.

California Cattle Prices 

California cattle prices are high enough to afford a

• Univers' y o Arizona, op. ci 
. Walker, A. L., and J. L. Lantow, A Preliminary Study of 127

New Mexico Ranches in 1925, New Mexico Agricultural Experi-
ment Station Bulletin No. 159, 1927, p. 89.
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favorable market for Arizona cattle. Because California is

a beef deficit area she must draw upon the surrounding beef

surplus territory to fill her needs. To do this, prices must

be high enough to give the shipper a greater net return than

he could secure at some other market.

Before California became a beef deficit area prices in

that state were determined by Chicago prices less transporta-

tion and handling charges. Cattle prices throughout the

country are still determined by the prices at Chicago, which

is the point of greatest demand, but the old price differen-

tial between Chicago and some of the western markets has been

modified. Pacific Coast prices are high enough, at times, to

attract cattle from as far east as Colorado and Texas. 1

It is difficult to compare the prices of the Pacific coast

markets at San Francisco and Los Angeles with those of Chi-

cago because of the wide variations within the grade upon which

quotations are made. It is probable that the Chicago "high"

prices are for better cattle of the same grade than the "high"

for Pacific Coast markets. 2 Information furnished by the

Western Cattle Marketing Association shows that prices for

cattle of the same quality averaged slightly lower at the

California markets in 1926 than at Chicago, in 1927, 1928, and

1929 they were higher, and in 1930 about equal. 3 In 1931

I. Rochford, L. H., op. cit.
2. Voorhees, E. C., and A. B. Koughan, Economic Aspects of the 

Beef Cattle Industry, California Agricultural Experiment
Station Bulletin No. 461, 1928.

3. Western Cattle Marketing Association, The Co-operative 
Marketing of Beef Cattle, 1931.
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Los Angeles prices for all classes of cattle quoted averaged

higher than prices for the same grades at Denver and Kansas

City. 1 This comparison of the California market prices in-

dicate that cattle producers of Arizona can secure a greater

net return by shipping to the California markets than by ship-

ping to other markets.

1. Rochford, L. H., op. cit.
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MARKETING- AGENCIES USED IN SELLING CATTLE

The cattleman produces cattle for the market and when

the cattle are sold he seeks the most advantageous market

outlet. There are a number of agencies through which cattle

are sold. These agencies may be divided into two groups:

(a) those which buy from or sell tor independent producers,

and (h) cooperative selling organizations. Agencies which buy

from independent producers include local butchers, local buy-

ers, traveling buyers, packer buyers, and cattle feeders.

Commission firms on the terminal markets sell for the inde-

pendent producer. Cooperative selling organizations are rep-

resented in Arizona only by the Western Cattle Marketing As-

sociation. Some cattle are pooled for sale but these pools

are hardly to be classed as organizations. Sales by pools

are made in the same manner as if the cattle were owned by

one person. Pooling to secure canot shipments is not as a

rule necessary in Arizona.

Marketing Agencies Used Independently

Most cattle are sold to traveling buyers who purchase

cattle for feeders in the Salt River valley, the Imperial

valley, or for grass fattening on the ranges of California.
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Traveling buyers are also sent out by some of the commission

firms of the middle western markets to purchase feeders for

their clients. Packers also send out traveling buyers who

are designated as packer buyers. They do most of their 'buy-

ing in the fall. Packers use a large number of calves in

their own feed-lots to fatten for baby beef. Very few cattle

are shipped direct to packers when sold independently, as it

is more satisfactory to the producer to sell to the packer

buyer because the price is agreed upon and payment made before

the cattle are shipped.

Local buyers are found in all parts of the state. They

make purchases for resale wherever they can secure the high-

est price. Their ability to perform the service of buying

involves a knowledge of supply and demand conditions in the

cattle industry.

Cattle are also sold to cattle feeders who visit the

ranch and deal directly with the producer. These cattle feed-

ers are mostly from the cattle feeding sections of Arizona

and nearby states. Feeder cattle going to the Middle West

are nearly all purchased by traveling buyers. Cattle are

also sold to feeders by mail, telephone, or telegraph. Such

sales are made only by cattlemen who have established a repu-

tation for business integrity and accuracy in describing

the cattle they have for sale. 1

1. Ronstadt, Carlos, Interview with, April 24, 1933.
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The sale of cattle to local butchers is an important

outlet for Arizona cattle. Nearly one-fourth of the cattle

marketed are slaughtered in the state, mostly by butchers who

purchase their cattle from nearby ranches. The local slaugh-

ter demand is continuous throughout the year.

Many cattle are shipped by producers to the central mar-

kets.' The largest number go to Los Angeles, mostly for

slaughter as there is little demand for feeder stock at this

maricet. Cattle are also sent to San Francisco, Denver, and

markets of the Middle West. San Francisco is the best market

for veal calves. Shipments to the markets of the Middle West

consist largely of feeder cattle and are made in the fall be-

cause cattle feeders in that region make their feeder cat-

tle purchases at this time.

Co-operative Marketing 

The co-operative marketing of cattle in Arizona is car-

ried on only to a very limited extent. The only cooperative

cattle marketing association operating in Arizona is the

Western Cattle Marketing Association. This association con-

fines its activities in Arizona to the marketing of fat cat-

tle from the Salt River Valley.

The Western Cattle Marketing Association, with head-

• For a complete discussion of livestock marketing at the
Central markets the reader is referred to Plumb, Charles
S., Marketing Farm Animals, Ginn and Company, 1927,
pp. 124-180.
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quarters at San Francisco, is the outgrowth of the California

Cattlemen's Association, organized in 1923. In 1925 it ex-

panded its operations to surrounding states ana in 1927 its

name was changed to the Western Cattle Marketing Association. 1

The purposes of this association include the dissemination of

market news concerning the cattle industry; giving the pro-

ducers a voice in the marketing of their cattle; sale of

cattle on the ranch direct to packers in order to reduce mar-

keting costs; sale of cattle by grade with the price deter-

mined before the cattle leave the ranch; the maintenance of

Pacific Coast cattle price levels on a parity with those of

the Middle West; the orderly marketing of cattle to prevent

price fluctuations; and placing the Pacific Southwest cattle

industry on a firm financial basis. 2

"Proponents of the Western Cattle Marketing As-
sociation feel that they have three distinct achieve-
ments to their credit:

"Cl) The association has put the marketing of cat-
tle in this section on a basis of grade, with reason-
able differentials for quality.

"(2) It has systematized the flow of cattle to mar-
ket, Smoothing out seasonal irregularities to an impor-
tant extent, and going considerable distance toward main-
taining a flet price basis for the whole season--like
the fluid milk producer.

"(3) It has changed the basis of price making.
It is claimed that cattle were formerly priced on the

1. Nourse, Edwin C., and Joseph G. Knapp, The Co-operative 
Marketing of Livestock, The Brookings Institution, 1961,
p. 210.

2. Western Cattle Marketing Association, The Co-operative 
Marketing of Beef Cattle, 1931.
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basis of Mid-West markets less the cost of transportation
to these markets. Since this is a definitely deficit
rather than surplus region, the producer felt that he
should have the price of the Mid-West market plus cost of
transportation from the Pacific Coast. These bald for-
mulae of price rather overlook the fact that the two
areas shade into one another and that a large producing
region is about equidistant from both markets. However,
the Western cattlemen feel that they have brought prices
in their territory into a sounder relationship with those
in other important markets, all demands and supplies
being taken into account ."1

The association now operates in five states--California,

southern Oregon, Nevada, Utah, and Arizona. With the approval

of his application for membership any cattleman in this terri-

tory may become a member of the association by signing a

standard marketing agreement authorizing the association to

market all his cattle to be sold for slaughter purposes.

The marketing charges of the association are not to exceed

three per cent , of the gross sale receipts. 2

Members of the association may borrow funds from the

Tri-State Livestock Credit Corporation which was organized

to finance livestock operations in California, Nevada, Ore-

gon, and Arizona. This corporation rediscounts its loans

through the Federal Intermediate Bank at Berkeley. Loans

are made at 2i% above the rediscount rate of the Federal

Intermediate Credit Bank. Loans are made by the corporation

only to members of a cooperative association affiliated with

the National Livestock Marketing Association. If a cattle-

man operates in a territory served by the Western Cattle Mar-

1. Nourse, Edwin G., and Joseph G. Knapp, or. cit., p. 218.

2. Western Cattle Marketing Association, op. cit., p. 1.
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keting Association, he must be a member of that association to

borrow from the credit corporation.' Some cattlemen state

that the credit facilities provided by this corporation were

an important influence in inducing Salt River Valley cattle

feeders to join the Western Cattle Marketing Association.

Information on the number of Arizona cattle marketed by

the Western Cattle Marketing Association is not available to

the public. Its marketing activities in this state are con-

fined to Maricopa County and not all cattlemen of that county

belong to the association. From the standpoint of the en-

tire state of Arizona, the marketing activities of this as-

sociation are of relatively minor importance.

Financing the Marketing of Arizona Cattle 

Financing the marketing of Arizona cattle is compara-

tively simple. The major problems of financing the cattle

industry are concerned with production. When cattle are mar-

- keted locally the only expense which the producer incurs is

the cost of driving or transporting the cattle to the local

point of delivery. When cattle are delivered to the local

shipping point the seller usually loads the cattle into the

cars. These local delivery charges involve no heavy outlay

of funds. The shipping expenses on cattle sent to central

1. Western Cattle Marketing Association, Tri-state Livestock
Credit Corporation, an undated mimeographed article.
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markets are not prepaid. The commission firm receiving the

cattle pays the shipping costs, stockyards expenses, deducts

these with his selling charges and remits the net proceeds

to the shipper. In shipping cattle to feeders, the seller

sometimes pays the freight but this is not the usual prac-

tice.1 The marketing expenses on cattle sold through the

Western Cattle Marketing Association are paid by the associa-

tion and deducted from the gross receipts of the cattle sales. 2

Such funds as the producer needs in marketing his cattle, if

not available from his working capital, can usually be secured

from local banks.

1. Ronstadt, Carlos, op. cit.

2. Western Cattle Marketing Association, op. cit.
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TRANSPORTATION OF CATTLE TO MARKET

Transportation is a service of outstanding importance

in marketing Arizona cattle. Over three-fourths of the cat-

tle marketed are shipped interstate and large numbers are

also shipped intrastate for feeding and slaughter. Practi-

cally all cattle marketed, except those slaughtered locally,

must be transported. Railroads are the principal means of

transportation. Nearly all the interstate shipments and a

large percentage of the intrastate shipments are made by rail.

Trucks are not used extensively, although their use is in-

creasing.

The chief use of trucks is for short hauls. They are

used in hauling cattle to local butchers, and to feeding

areas of this state and the Imperial Valley. Cattle are also

trucked from the Yuma Valley to the central market at Los

Angeles. The practice of trucking cattle to the railroad

shipping point is becoming general throughout the state.

There is less shrinkage on the cattle when they are hauled

to the railroad than when they are driven a great distance.

Calves that are unable to stand a long drive can be trucked

to the railroad to be shipped.

In competition with the railroads the use of the truck

must be confined to the short haul for cattle transportation
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A recent study by the Interstate Commerce Commission showed

the cost of motor truck operation to be from 11.5 cents to

36.25 cents per truck-mile. This study also showed that, in

hauling livestock, truck rates were competitive with rail

rates up to 2.5 or 30 miles, and beyond this distance truck

rates are higher than rail rates as the distance increases. 1

The cost per mile for hauling a given unit of weight by rail

decreases as the distance increases. For example, the rail-

road freight rates per hundred pounds are 11 cents for fat

cattle and 9.5 cents for feeder cattle for a distance of ten

miles; for 500 hundred miles, 42 cents for fat cattle and 35.5

cents for feeders; and for 1,000 miles, 62 cents for fat cat-

tle and 52.5 cents for feeders. 2 A five-ton truck hauling

fat cattle the same distances at the same rates would receive

$1.10 per mile for the ten mile haul, 8.4 cents per mile for

the 500 mile haul and 6.2 cents per mile for the 1,000 mile

haul. It is obvious from these figures that trucks cannot

compete with railroads for great distances.

In railroad transportation cattle are shipped in stan-

dard livestock cars. The minimum weight for which freight

is charged is 24,000 pounds for cattle f and for calves,

16,000 pounds for a single deck car and 23,000 pounds for a

double deck car. If the car is loaded above its minimum

1. Flynn, Leo J. , Coordination of Motor Transportation, Sen-
ate Document No. 43, 72nd Congress, 1st. session, 1932.

1. Southern Pacific Co. Information furnished by Office of
D. F. & P. A., Tucson, Arizona.
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weight freight is paid on the weight shipped. The number of

head shipped per car depends upon the age and condition of

the cattle. About sixty calves weighing 300 pounds or twenty-

eight stars weighing 1,000 pounds make a carload for a 36-

foot car. A 40-foot car will carry ten per cent. more than a

36-foot car. 1 Cattle reach their destination in better con-

dition when loaded fairly tight. Either too few or too many

in a car may result in losses by death or injury. 2 Bulls

must be tied unless dehorned or unless the entire load is

bulls.3 Sand is ordinarily used for bedding, for which the

railroads make a charge of one dollar per car.

There are certain railway regulations that must be com-

plied with when cattle are shipped. Advance notice of one or

more days is required to secure cars, depending upon the loca-

tion of the shipping point and the car supply conditions. It

is necessary to sign a contract with the railroad company for

transportation of the cattle. In this contract is stated the

weight of the shipment, destination, freight rate, name and

number of the car, and valuation of the cattle. In shipments

at ttordinary" freight rates the valuation is $75 for bulls and

steers, $50 for cows, and $20 for calves under six months of

age. If the shipper declares a higher valuation he must pay

a higher rate. 4 However, market cattle are shipped at ordi-

1. Ray, Sam H., and Arthur T. Semple, Fattening Baby Beeves,
United States Department of Agriculture, Farmers Bul.
No. 1416, 1924.

2. Ibid.
3. Ronstadt, Carlos, op. cit.
4. Plumb, Charles S., op. cit., p. 70.
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nary rates.

Losses in Transit Due to Death or Injury 

There is always an element of risk in transporting

cattle to market. Some of them may die in transit. Others

may be bruised or crippled to such an extent that their value

is materially decreased. The most common cause of death

loss is the poor condition of the cattle when shipped. Death

losses are heaviest in weak and emaciated cattle such as are

shipped from drouth stricken areas. Losses from crippling

and bruising are due largely to improper handling, such as

overloading or loading too lightly, or bumping or jerking of

the car. In case the bruise is not apparent the loss falls

on the buyer and not on the shipper. In the long run ship-

pers bear such losses in the reduced prices buyers pay in

1
order to offset possible injuries that are not apparent. /

Losses in transit cannot be predicted but other conditions be-

ing the same, the risk of loss varies with the distance.

Shrinkage 

When cattle are transported from the ranch or feed-

lot to market they generally lose some weight. This loss in

weight is known as shrinkage. Shrinkage is due to voiding

• Armour's Livestock Bureau, Monthly Letter to Animal 
Husbandmen, Vol. 10, No. 10, January, 1930.
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the contents of the bladder and intestines and use of energy

by the animal body, without a sufficient intake of feed and

water to maintain the body weight. The total amount of shrink-

age is partially offset at the markets by a "fill" of feed

and water before the cattle are sold and weighed.1 Shrinkage

at the markets usually refers to the total shrink less the

fill, or the net shrinkage. When cattle are sold locally

they may be confined in a dry lot for a definite time, usually

12 hours, for a shrink before weighing. Sometimes a deduction

of 3 or 4 per cent , in weight is made for shrink without ac-

tually shrinking the cattle. 2

The shrinkage of cattle in transit varies, due to such

factors as the age of cattle, the character of the feed and

water, the distance of the haul, the time in transit, the

temperament of the animals, and the amount of fill at desti-

nation. Under ordinary conditions the shrinkage averages

3 to 4 per cent , for a 36 hour haul and 5 to 6 per cent. for

a 70 hour haul. The rate of shrinkage per unit of time de-

creases as the time in transit increases.

Time  in Transit 

The amount of time cattle are in transit when being

shipped depends upon the distance and also upon the special

1. Ibid., Vol. 109•No 5 August, 1929.
•nnn

3. Ronstadt, Carlos, op. cit.
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facilities of the railroads for expediting the movements of

livestock. Special stock trains are used over some railroad

divisions, while on other divisions stock cars may be hauled

in a general freight train. Branch lines may have poor train

service. It takes a car of cattle 36 to 48 hours to go from

Tucson to Los Angeles, a distance of approximately 500 miles.

About 6 or 7 days are required from Tucson to Kansas City,

a distance of almost 1,000 miles. Cattle shipped from eastern

Arizona to Los Angeles require one feed enroute. Those from

the western part of the state can be shipped without a stop

for feed and rest.'

A federal statute provides that no livestock may be con-

fined in a railroad car more than 28 hours without being un-

loaded for feed, water, and rest, except upon written request

of the owner or person in charge of the livestock, in which

case the time may be extended to 36 hours. 2 Nearly all Ari-

zona cattle shippers sign the request for an extension of the

time of confinement to 36 hours.
3 Railroads make an addition-

al charge for feeding in transit.

Freight Rates 

There is no subject relating to cattle marketing of

more interest to the cattle grower than the question of

1. Southern Pacific Co., op. cit.

2. Plumb, Charles S., op. cit., pp. 104-105.

3. Southern Pacific Co., op. cit.
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freight rates. Cattlemen feel that the greatest need of the

cattle industry today is lower transportation charges. Any

reduction of rates would benefit the producer. A decrease

in transportation costs has the same effect as shortening the

distance between the producer and the consumer, and any in-

crease in these costs has the opposite effect. Lower transpor-

tation costs result in lower prices of beef to the consumer

with a consequent increase in consumption. "For both the

producer and consumer the lower the costs of transporting the

goods, the better, for although the consumer pays the costs

he has less with which to buy because of the charge".1

The fact that the consumer pays the freight on the beef

he consumes, as a part of the price he pays for beef, does

not mean that lower rates would not increase the producer's

net proceeds for the cattle shipped. The consumer's dollar

goes to pay freight, handling charges, and the costs of pro-

duction. After the freight and handling charges are deducted

the cattle grower gets what is left. A decrease in freight

rates has the immediate effect of increasing the profits of

producers because they receive a greater share of the con-

sumer's dollar. The long time effect is the expansion of prod-

uction, with a consequent decrease in prices, until a normal

relationship between production and prices is again estab-

lished. An increase in freight rates raises prices to the

1. Hibbard, Benjamin Horace, Marketing Agricultural Products,
D. Appleton and Company , 1721, pp. 61-62.
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consumer, who will buy less as prices rise, thus bringing

about a condition of relative overproduction.' To the pro-

ducer, the lasting benefit of lower rates lies in the fact

that he can make the same returns on a larger volume since

the consumer will use more beef at lower prices. Lower rates

also benefit the producer by permitting him to ship to more

distant markets.

Freight rates are of concern not only to the shipper but

to the carrier as well. From the standpoint of the railroads

freight rates on cattle must be high enough to meet the ad-

ditional expenses incurred in hauling the cattle and also

make some contribution to the fixed charges if the railroads

are not to incur a loss from this traffic. They cannot charge

more than the "traffic will bear" if they are to get the busi-

ness. Between these two limits rates are fixed by consent

of federal authority at what are presumed to be fair and rea-

sonable charges. It is to the interests of the railroads to

charge what the traffic will bear. The shipper wants rates

as low as possible with adequate transportation service.

There is always a conflict between the interests of the ship-

per and carrier which accounts for the perennial agitation

for changes in freight rates by both cattlemen and railroads.

For rate making purposes cattle are divided into three

groups, fat cattle, stockers and feeders, and calves. The

1. Ibid.
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rate on stocker and feeder cattle is approximately 15 per

cent. lower than that on fat cattle. The rate on calves is

about 15 per cent , higher than the fat cattle rate when calves

are shipped in single deck cars, and the same rate as fat

cattle when shipped in double deck cars. The higher single

deck rates are due to the fact that the weight of a carload

of calves is less than a load of fat cattle. Double deck

cars are used very little for shipping Arizona calves. Rates

increase with distance but not in proportion to increases in

distance. Table XI shows the rates from the principal cat-

tle shipping points in Arizona to four central markets. These

rates apply on all cattle shipments except single deck loads

of calves. There are no stocker and feeder rates on ship-

ments to central markets.

The use of trucks in marketing Arizona cattle is of

such recent origin that there is too little available in-

formation on rates charged to form any conclusions as to

average rates. Truck rates may be based on the number and

class of cattle hauled, or upon weight, and vary with dis-

tance. A survey of the cattle trucking business of the en-

tire state might indicate a tendency for truck rates to be-

come standardized.
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Table XI
Cattle Freight Rates From Sixteen Arizona Shipping Points

to Four Central Markets (Cents per cwt,)1

From:	 To: Los Angeles Denver Kansas City Chicago

Casa Grande 43 621 791 951
Douglas 51t 62 72 90,
Flagstaff 482 58t i732 87
Florence
Globe

45
57

642
6.3

801I76.-f-
964

'	 I94.2-
Holbrook 53 54 69 65
Kingman 5 4, 65 80 96:
Nogales
Patagonia

491
511

65-1
63

781
762

971
9 4 i

Phoenix 43 641 834 971
Prescott 471 63 78 94
Red Rock
Tucson

45
47.1.

621
62

771
75i

9 51-I94-2-
Willcox
Winslow

50*
I50 _2

581
56

72
71

90
87

!lima 33 701 901 1041

1. Information furnished by the Southern Pacific Company,
Office of D. F. & P. A., February 7, 1933.



STATE STATUTORY REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE MARKETING

OF ARIZONA CATTLE

The marketing of Arizona beef cattle is governed by

certain statutory regulations which must be complied with

when cattle are sold, transported, or driven off their range

for any purpose whatsoever. The Arizona Livestock Sanitary

Board has supervision of the livestock interests of the state.

In this respect it is the duty of the board to protect the

livestock industry of the state against theft and disease and

the public against unwholesome meats. 1 To carry out this pur-

pose livestock inspectors and deputy inspectors are appoint-

ed by the board.

Sanitary Regulations 

The board, by and with the advice of the state veter-

inarian, is empowered to establish and give notice of quaran-

tine areas and make rules for the slaughter of animals with

contagious and infectious diseases. 2 No animal capable of

communicating the disease, or liable to become infected with

the same, shall be permitted to leave the district or grounds

quarantined, except by authority of the state veterinarian.3

1. 1931 Session Laws, Arizona, Ch. 43, pp. 86-113, Sec. 1.
2. Ibid.
3. Arizona Revised Code, 1928, Ch. 48, pp. 504-520, Sec. 2081.
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It is a misdemeanor for anyone having in his possession

a domestic animal affected with any infectious or contagious

disease, and knowing or having been notified that such ani-

mal is affected, to "sell, drive, ship, barter, exchange, or

give away such diseased animal'; or to drive or move any

animal in violation of quarantine regulations; or to kill

for butcher purposes any diseased animal. The owner of any

domestic animal which has been exposed to, or affected with,

any infectious or contagious disease may dispose of such ani-

mal after having obtained a bill of good health for the same

from the state veterinarian.1 The transportation or delivery

to any person within the state of cattle capable of communi-

cating, or liable to communicate, the disease known as Texas,

splenetic, or Spanish fever is a misdemeanor, and anyone found

guilty shall be liable for damages that may arise. 2

Inspection Requirements 

All cattle sold must be inspected. Inspectors are re-

quired to inspect immediately when notified that any live-

stock is subject to inspection. Their fee is fifteen cents

per head for cattle. The inspector certifies to the owner

or person in charge of the cattle, on forms furnished by

the board, that the cattle have been inspected, according

1. Ibid., Sec. 2083.
2. Ibid., Sec. 2087.
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to law, for health, marks, and brands.1 Cattle are inspected

at the railroad shipping point, at the place where they leave

the state, and at all places where they are gathered for sale,

transportation, or to be driven off their range. 2 Inspection

must be made by daylight, and "in such manner as to enable

the inspector to personally see and inspect each and every

mark and brand, and record the same." 3 The owner or person

in charge of the cattle inspected is required to furnish the

inspector a list of the marks and brands and the inspector

determines by inspection that the person in charge of the

cattle is the owner or has written authority from the owner

to handle the cattle.4

It is unlawful for any railroad to receive cattle for

transportation without inspection. Cattle conveyed or

transported by any conveyance other than railroad must be in-

spected, and any person, firm, or corporation so transporting

or conveying cattle shall first secure a duplicate certifi-

cate of inspection showing the number, kind, and sex of such

cattle, with their brands and any other description neces-

sary to identify the same. 5

Upon the sale or transfer of any cattle, the delivery

of such cattle shall be accompanied by a written and ack-

r.--Tgar-géision Laws, Arizona, op. cit., Sec. 9.
2. Ibid., Sec. 7.
3. Ibid., Sec. 8.
4. Ibid., Sec. 7.
5. Ibid., Sec. 10.
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nowledged bill of sale.1 Any cattle inspector has authori-

ty to authenticate bills of sale, marks and brands, giving

certificates of acknowledgement of the same under his hand

and seal. The fee for acknowledgement shall not be more than

25 cents. 2 The seller of cattle must have the right to sell

as evidenced by: (1) cattle having his brand, or (2) having

a bill of sale for the cattle, or (3) having power of at-

torney from the owner authorizing the sale . 3

1. Ibid., Sec. 21.
2. Ibid., Sec. 5.
3. Arizona Revised Code, 1928, op. cit. Sec. 4853.
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THE COSTS OF MARKETING

The costs of marketing any commodity usually are con-

sidered to be the difference between the price received by

the producer and the price paid by the ultimate consumer.

In the case of beef cattle, the marketing costs are the dif-

ference between the price which the cattle grower receives

and the price paid by the butcher, packer, or feeder who

uses the cattle as a raw material in his processing or feed-

ing business. In this study, the costs of marketing will

include only those costs necessary to the transfer of title

and delivery of the cattle from the seller to the buyer,

whether or not the buyer is the ultimate consumer. These

costs vary with the methods of sale and the place of delivery.

When cattle are sold locally, the only marketing costs

of the producer are the time used in making the sale, inspec-

tion fees, and expenses of local delivery. The time used by

the producer in making the sale is not a cash cost and for

practical purposes need hot be considered. The inspection

fees are 15 cents per head. Local delivery costs vary with

the distance which the cattle are driven or transported. One

producer reports the cost of driving cattle 40 miles to a

shipping point at 25 cents per head and the cost of trucking

calves 60 miles at 60 cents per head.
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The costs of marketing cattle at the central markets

include the expenses of delivering the cattle to the local

shipping point, inspection fees, labor of loading the cattle

into the cars, transportation expenses, and handling charges

at the market. Transportation costs, which increase with

distance, include bedding at $1 per car, sometimes feeding

in transit, costing about $20 per car for each feed, but may

vary widely, and freight (See Table XI). Transportation

charges exceed all other expenses when cattle are sent to

terminal markets.

Handling charges are approximately the same at the dif-

ferent central markets. The Secretary of Agriculture has

supervision of the livestock markets and determines all fees

and charges made by commission firms and stockyards companies.

Handling charges include yardage, feed, commission, insur-

ance, and sometimes small miscellaneous fees. The seller

pays all charges until the cattle are sold and weighed. The

charges at the LOS Angeles market, which is the most impor-

tant market for Arizona producers, are as follows: yardage,

cattle weighing over 400 pounds, 75 cents each, under 400

pounds, 35 cents; feed, alfalfa hay $1.25 per hundred pounds,

barley hay $1.75 per hundred pounds; insurance 15 cents per

carload; commission, minimum $16, maximum $21, based on the

rates of 35 cents per head for cattle weighing less than

400 pounds each and 75 cents per head for cattle weighing
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over 400 - pounds)

The following figures may be taken as the approximate

cash costs in marketing a carload of 28 steers weighing

1,000 pounds each, shipped from Tucson to the Los Angeles

market: inspection, $4.20; bedding, 1; feeding in transit

(not always necessary), $20; freight, .133; feed in stock-

yards, 420 pounds of alfalfa, 5.25; commission, $21; in-

surance, 15 cents; voluntary assessment for Livestock and

Meat board, 5 cents; making a total of $163.65. Assuming

the steers shrink 4 per cent. in transit, the marketing costs

would be 69.6 cents per hundred pounds selling weight.

An actual sales record of 63 calves weighing 22,330

pounds when sold, shipped from Tucson to Los Angeles in

1932, showed total expenses of $157.61. The marketing costs

on this shipment averaged 70 cents per hundred pounds sell-

ing weight.

The above figures show the cash marketing costs from

shipping point when cattle are shipped 500 miles to market.

For a shorter distance they would be less, and would be more

for a longer distance. Shrinkage, and losses due to death

and injury have not been considered, as they cannot be pre-

dicted. Railroads are responsible for losses resulting from

carelessness or negligence on their part. Collection of

claims against railroads is a complicated procedure and claims

1. Brehaut, H. R., Secretary of the Los Angeles Livestock
Exchange, Letter of February 1, 1933.
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should be turned over to agencies which make a specialty of

this business. 1

The outstanding problem of marketing costs to the pro-

ducer is how they may be reduced. Whether cattle are sold

locally or shipped to market, the costs of transferring title

and possession of the cattle to the processor or feeder are

based upon the services rendered. In selling cattle local-

ly the producer must depend upon competition to prevent

buyers from charging too wide a margin for their services.

When cattle are shipped to market the individual producer can

do little to reduce his marketing costs except through proper

care of his stock to minimize losses. Collectively, Arizona

cattle producers, through state and regional action can con-

tinue their efforts to secure .and. maintain reasonable trans-

portation rates and handling charges.

The individual producer's interest lies in reducing his

marketing costs below those of his competitor, because both

sell in the same market. Cattle prices over a long period of

time tend to equal the average costs of the marginal pro-

ducers. Since marketing costs are a part of production

costs, reducing marketing costs for the cattle industry of

the entire country would tend to benefit the individual pro-

ducer, in the long run, only by creating a larger market.

This is true because lower costs would result in larger

1. Plumb, Charles S., op. cit., p. 115.



profits. This would stimulate increased production and the

larger supply could be sold only at lower prices. It is

only when the Arizona cattle producer can reduce his market-

ing costs below those of his competitors that he can increase

his profits over a long period of time.

Nevertheless, the immediate effect of a decrease in

marketing costs for the industry would be an increase in

profits to the producer. These profits would continue until

the expansion of cattle production, which they would stimu-

late, would cause a decline in cattle prices. Hance, for a

time, at least, individual producers do secure for themselves

a part of any reduction in marketing costs for the industry

as a whole.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Arizona was one of the earliest cattle regions in

America. Because of Indian depredations the cattle industry

did not develop until the latter half of the nineteenth cen-

tury. The cattle business expanded rapidly from 1870 to

1885. Overexpansion brought on a period of low prices for

several years following 1885. Cattle were sold mostly to

buyers from the states north and east of Arizona until about

1910. Since that date cattle have been going to California

in increasing numbers because of California's rapid growth

in population.

Arizona is one of the western range states. Approxi-

mately 88 per cent. of its area is used almost exclusively

for grazing. Range forages are harvested by livestock, es-

pecially cattle. The state is a surplus beef-producing

area. About three-fourths of the cattle marketed annually

are shipped outside of the state. The number of cattle mar-

keted each year is influenced by three factors: range con-

ditions, financial conditions, and cattle prices. The number

of cattle retained on the ranges is also affected by these

factors. In periods of drouth, financial stringency, or

high prices, cattle are sent to market in greater numbers.

The prices of Arizona cattle are based on cattle prices
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throughout the United States. Cattle prices are determined

by conditions of supply and demand. Prices fluctuate from

day to day, from season to season, and from year to year.

These fluctuations are due largely to changes in supply.

Daily fluctuations are due to wide variations in market re-

ceipts from day to day. Seasonal fluctuations are caused by

seasonal periods of heavy market receipts resulting from

the seasonal nature of production. The number of beef cat-

tle in the United States influences the change in prices from

year to year. Cattle prices are also affected by the Number

of hogs in the Corn-Belt, the corn-hog ratio, the size of

the corn crop in the Corn-Belt, and the consumer demand for

beef.

The cattle feeding industry furnishes an outlet for range

cattle. About 50,000 head of cattle- are fattened for market

each year in the irrigated valleys of the state. Some of

these cattle are slaughtered within the state and a part of

them are shipped to points outside the state.

About one-fourth of the cattle marketed are slaughtered

within the state. The number slaughtered each year is not

dependent upon cattle prices, but rather upon the local re-

quirements of the population for beef.

There are two shipping seasons for Arizona cattle, the

late spring and the late fall. Approximately one-fourth of

the annual shipments are made in April, May, and June, and

one-half in October, November, and December. The heavy mar-
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keting season for the entire United States is also during

the fall. Because of range conditions, seasonal marketing

of Arizona cattle cannot be avoided.

The predominating class of Arizona cattle marketed

varies from year to year. Normally, the yearling steer is

marketed in the greatest numbers, with calves second. In

years of high prices shipments of cows increase. Most cat-

tle marketed would grade medium or good to choice.

Arizona beef cattle are marketed almost entirely west

of the Mississippi River. Interstate shipments north and

east are heaviest to Colorado, Texas, and New Mexico, with

smaller numbers going to Utah. Some cattle, mostly breeding

stock go to Old Mexico. California furnishes the largest

market outlet because it is a deficit beef-producing area,

the peak marketing seasons for the two states do not con-

flict, Arizona cattle meet California beef consumers' de-

mands, transportation costs are low, and California prices

are favorable to the Arizona producer.

Arizona cattle are marketed both independently and co-

operatively. Cattle are marketed independently by shipment to

central markets, and through sales to local butchers, local buy-

ers, traveling buyers, and packer buyers. Few shipments are

made direct to packers. Cattle are marketed cooperatively by

some of the cattle feeders of the salt River Valley who sell

their cattle through the Western Cattle Marketing Association.

Financing the marketing of cattle involves only trans-

90834
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portation and handling charges. The major problems of finan-

cing the cattle industry are concerned with production ex-

clusive of marketing.

Transportation is an indispensable service in market-

ing cattle. Trucks are used to a limited extent for short

hauls and their use is increasing. Most cattle shipped to

market are transported by railroads. Railroad freight rates

increase with distance but not in proportion to increases

in distance. For rate-making purposes cattle are divided

into three groups: fat cattle, stockers and feeders, and

calves. Rates on trucking cattle are not uniform as are

railroad rates.

Certain state statutory regulations must be complied

with in marketing cattle. Statutes provide quarantine and

inspection requirements to protect the livestock industry

against theft and disease and the public against unwholesome

meats.

The cost of marketing cattle is the difference between

what the producer receives and what the butcher, packer, or

feeder pays. Marketing costs vary with the method of sale

and the place of delivery. When cattle are sold locally,

the only marketing costs are the time involved in making

the sale, inspection fees, and delivery expenses. The costs

of marketing at the central markets include delivery to local

shipping point, inspection fees, loading cattle into cars,

freight and other transportation charges, risk of losses from
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death and injury, and central marketing and handling charges.

Marketing costs are based on services rendered. The producer

can do little to reduce his marketing costs when shipping to

market except through proper care of his cattle. When selling

locally he can take advantage of competition among buyers to

secure low marketing costs by limiting the buyer's margin.

It is more to the producer's interest to reduce his in-

dividual marketing costs than to secure the reduction of mar-

keting costs for the industry as a whole.

The important problems of marketing Arizona beef cattle

are caused by natural conditions which cannot be controlled by

producers. In times of drouth it may be necessary to send cat-

tle to market regardless of their condition or the market de-

mands. Seasonal marketing cannot be avoided because of the

seasonal variations in breeding, growth of ibrags, and cendi-

tion of the cattle. Hence, natural causes greatly hamper an

effective regulation of the flow of cattle to market. Some

regulation of the daily market receipts could be brought about

through effective producers' cooperation on a national basis.

However, consideration of past cooperative marketing activi-

ties indicates that such cooperation wpuld be difficult if

not impossible to attain. Cyclical production cannot be con-

trolled by the individual producer but he can adjust his opera-

tions to take advantage of the cyclical changes within the

limits permitted by natural factors. To eliminate the periods

of overproduction and underproduction in the production cycle
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would require united action of producers throughout the

country, as in the regulation of daily market receipts.

Apparently, Arizona cattle are marketed as efficiently

as possible under existing conditions. Therefore, no changes

in the present system of cattle marketing are recommended.
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