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1. Introduction

Itfis always instructive to see one's country's performance
compared with others for it helps us to see where our wegknesses
lie and shows how others deal.with similar difficulties. In the
present report a comparison is made between British agﬁiculturev
and that of two Commen Market countries - Belgium and the Netherlands -
and of Denmark, which is one of the. chief food exporters in Europe.
The climate of these three countries is fairly similar to-that_of‘
Britain and so are their fgrm products; to. this extent, at least,
comparative results should be meaningful.

;The Common Market's and Denmark's farm price and(production '
policies are important to Britain because of her relianée on certain
food imports from these countries.l The British farmer's income and
cost posifion in relation to the other cowntries' farmers ig also of
vital importéncé tn the nation. Unless production costs are competitive
British farmers' incomes will suffer or will have to g0 on being
prqtected:by subsidies and. tariffs. If British farm incomes are to
fall, one wants tobknow whether this is likely to make our fermers
pqorer‘than,their continental neighbours who - on the average -
are thought to have a relatively modest standard of living.

Of the various existing data on farm costs and incomes the most’
comprehensive are those relating to the aggregate results of all farms
in the country. Data on the different size groups, regions, and

commodities are based on scmple surveys and, as such, are subject to error

1. See, e.g., (1), Table 3, p. 31.
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the extent of which cannot be determined by an outsider; whereas

the aggregate results have at least the advantage of being cdnéistent
with the country's national income accounts. Furthermore, most farms
produce several commodities, end the aggregate results are perhaps more
meaningful as a’picturé of the farmers' pdsition than the productéby—
product analysis, with its artificial and arbitrary allocation of”
certain inputs to the different'commgdities.

For these reasons, and because of the greater ease of comparison,
the present study is based mainly on the aggregate farm revenue end
expenditure accounts in each of the four countries. These data will
enable us to derive some measures of comparative farm incomes and
production costs. It will then be necessary to examine the possible
reasons for any differences in costs and incomes between the four
countries.

The main body of the present rgport presents the most important
findings of this enquiry. A description of the methods used and more
detailed results are contained in the Appendices. Research of this kind
is relatively time-consuming and actual numerical results are bound to e
rather out of date when they are publiéhed{ -Hovever, by taking two periods
of two years each (1953-54 andAl957—582) it can be shown that cerfain

distinctive features persisted in each country's agriculture for a

period of six years and are, therefore, likely to be of a more than

temporary nature.

2. In the U.K. the majority of the relevant statistics apply to
agricultural, not calendar, years; the periods considered in the
present study are 1953/4 - 1954/5 and 1957/8 - 1958/9. '
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- PART I. FINANCIAL RESULTS

2. Net Farm Income per Farm

As in other branches of economic activity, incomes in agriculture
are derived from work, ownership (of 1and or capital) or entrepréneurship.
Farmefs‘ incomes combine all these three elements’in‘varying pfdportions,
.depending mainly on the size of the farm business and on whéther the farm
is rented or owner-occupied. ' For purposes of comparison, this last
difference can be eliminated by charging a notional rent to ‘owmer-occupied

fams. It is then possible to arrive at an estimate of the "net farm income",

which is basically the reward for the farmer's labour and entérpriSe.
(Appendix 3 shows that the data for this calculation, éspecially estimates
of family. labour, are far from satisfactory). Since it has been impossible
-to estimate the-amounf-of interest on the farmer's own and btorrowed capital
for.all the four countries studied, such interest is also included in our
- net farm income figures.
Table 1 shows the estimated average net farm incometper farm in
the four countries. This, however, is only a very fough‘indicator of
the actual incomes met on the individual farms, since an identical average
figqrevmay be'derived from an aggregate including»relatively few ﬁeny
large and meny small incomes, or from one consisting_exclusivély of
: nearhayérége incomes. In.fhe abseﬁce of.data on the proportion'of’farms
wifhin_véridus ranges of incomé, some idea of the incomes for the different

.sizes of farms can be obtained by looking at the average incomes’per 100
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adjusted acres’, in conjunction with the information given in
Table 2 about the farm sizes in the four countriesf
| ‘It,shduld also. be nbted that the number of "farﬁs“ includes.
holdingS'whose,occupiers derive most of their income from other
sources (compare Ref, 45) but lack of information on this point for the
three continental countries makes any adjustment a matter for guesswork;
I have, therefore, used the unadjusted totals.
As elsewhere in this report, the financial data are presented -
mainly in pounds sterling at current exchange rates. Here, as in some
of the following pages, an alternative series is also shown, giving
the results in & adjusted for the purchasing power of the four currencies.
These alternative figures must be regarded as very tentative, since no
»year—by—year estimates of the purchasing power of the various curréncies
are available, The 1955 results of en 0.E.E.C. enquiry (2) have been
applied to our 1957-58 data merely to illustrate the probable difference
between results calculated at current exchange rates and those based on

the "real" value of the currencies in terms of their internal purchasing

power.% . For example, the average net income per farm in 1957-58 in the

3. The method of calculating "adjusted acres" is explained in Appéndix 1.

Reference (2), p.30, Table 5 gives the units of domestic currency per
dollar both at the official exchange rates and at each country's
quantity weights. E.g. 100 U.S. dollars in 1955 exchanged for £35.8,
but the basket of goods, representative of the British expenditure

..pattern, which cost 100 dollars in the U.S. cost only £27.2 in Britain.

" The ratio between the "exchange rate equivalent" and the "purchasing
power equivalent", i.e. 35.8/27.2, represents the internal purchasing
power of one dollar in Britain. These ratios for several countries are
shovn in Reference (2), p. 31, Table 6. Taking the U.K. ratio as 100,
the other countries! ratios can be expressed as the following indices:
Belgium 91, Denmark 102, Netherlands 119. In the present report the
results in £ at current exchange rates have been multiplied by these
indices to obtain "& adjusted to purchasing power".
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Netherlands at current exchange rates was fqﬁrteen per cent lower
than in the U.X., but - assuming that the gdjusted figures are
accurate - the "average'f Dutch famgrf; annual income would actually
have bought a slightly larger ‘“basket of goods" than a British
fg mer's income.

Table l also shows ’che percenté.ge changes in 1n<‘:.<-)me per farm

:be‘tmeen the two perlods.
. TABLE 1

Net Farm Income (2—year .averages)

Belgium  Denmark ' - Netherlands  U.K.
£ at current exchange rates

Average net farm income ‘ B
per farm: - 19554 518 &1 42 559

1957-58 : 855 572 667

Average net farm income per: . L C S e
100 adgusted acres: 1953—54 2219 2033 963

1957-58 2205 2780 1076

£ adijusted +o vurchésing' power4

Average net farm income per farm:
1957-58 . 872 . 681 667

Percentage increzse in net farm _ , Per cent
income per famm, 1953-54 to
1957—58 (at current exchange _ : 39




..6._~ 
TABLE 2

Farm Acreégé

' Beleium  Denmark” Netherlands

 Adjusted Acres per Farm

Average size of farms: - e
Year 1953 37.5 -20.2

1958 B 20,6
Estimated number of farms Eaox cant
below average size, as
percentage of all farms of

1 hectare (2.47 acros) or over.

58 56
5 .

_ Percentage of agricultural Ll
" ‘area occupied by farms of -‘96”
50 hectares (123.5 acres) or

less (8)

It would seem from Table 1 that in both periods the average income
pér farm was highésf in Denmark.‘ The relative position of the other three
‘countries differs accqrding to whetber, in valuiﬁé\théir farm incomes, we
‘use the eichange ratesﬁdr the relafive purchasing power of the currencies.
leoweVér;‘firm,conclusions;about the comparative levels of farmers' incomes
. cannot be drawn because of the lack of complete'infbfmafiﬁn on labour

cost (see Appendix 3) and on the number of farms.

5. Derived from References (3, 4, 5, 6, 7). The data refer to the
... . following:years :. Belgium, 1959; Denmark, 1956; Netherlands, 1959;
U.K., 1958, '
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- 'The ‘comparison of incomes per 100 adjusted acres is very much .-
1eSS‘favourablefto-the(U.K. than the "per farm" results because:of: the
considerably . larger average size of farms in Britain than‘in‘thgiother
countries:?,(seé'Table 2).“'The results .per 100 acres are averages
weighted by. the acréage., In the"U.K. a relatively high percentage.
of the agricultural area is occupied by farms of 50 hectares or over;
hence the U.K. results are more iepresentative of such farms than are-
the other countries! results. - It has,dften been fbund %hat,-within a

. country, net incomes per:100 aéres tend to fall as the farm size Iises,6

~and the same trend: can be seen in our inter-country comparison,especially
for 1957-8. "This negative association between net inéome per 100 acres
and - farm acreage is probably due mainly to the fact that the average

. "amcunt" of a farmer's labour and entrepreneurship is fairly similar in
the different size groups, and. can be considered a fixed factor of
vproduction; hehce there are diminishing returns to other factors, -
Ancluding additional acres of land.

. However, unless the small farmer's income per acre is high enough

to offset the limitations of his acreage, his totel net income is likely
to be below his country's avefage. This is probably the position in

- Britain, or so it appears from the sample surveys of farm management.7

Compare Reference (9), Table 13, for England and Wales.. A similar
trend for Demmark cen be seen in Reference (10), 1960, p. 113,
-assuning that net farm income = net profit + total labou - hired
labour. ‘

' See Ref. (9), 1954-55, Table 12.
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Since the percentage of smalleerhan—average,farms is higher in Britain
“than in .the other countries (see Tablev2),.it seems likely that . a
parti;ﬁlarly high proportion of British farmers earn an income below:
. the national average. Even in the. other three countries well over:half
of the farms are under the average. size and hence probably earn a lower-
than-average income.

3. Net Farm Income per 100-acres -

" Table 1 shows that there is & very large difference between

- the average net income per 100 acres in Britein and the other countries.

In both periods the. othor countries’ net. income per 100 acres was Dore
than double the U,K. figure. Even allowing for the possible -errors of
estimation‘and for the tendency of income per acre to vary inversely

‘with farm size (see section 2), the impression remains that of any four
farms of similar size, each.situated respectively in one of the four
countrics and representative of its country's farming, the British fam
would pfobably have by far the lowest net-income.. (This,~of course, is

an over-simplification, but it is the nearest that aggregate data allow

us to gét,to the true position at the farm level.) Such:a situation seems
disquieting from‘the British point of view, and it-is important to look for
bthe causes of ‘Britoin's rclatively low mitio of farm‘incomo-tO'ncrgage;

at the same time some light may be thrown on the differences_between_ 

all the four countries' income/acreage ratios. -

" Net farm income per 100 acres is the?difference-between total output

and total cost per 100 acres. Table 3 shows the relative influence of

costs and output on income in the four countries.




Total Outbu’c, Total ‘Cost and Net Farm Income per 100 adjusted acres.

o (2—Vear averages)

i  Belgium .,  Denmark Netherlands| . - U.XK.
M S N T ——. L —— B ST—

1954, 1957-81953-4 1957-8 (195%-4 1957-8| 1953-4 1957-8

£ at current exchange rates

Total Oubput; 7464 8479 | 4636 484 | 6982 9235 | 4101 4732

Total Cost | 4302 4950 | 2417 2679 | 4949 6455 5138 3656

Net Farm

Toome 362 3529 | 2219 2205 | 2035 2780 963 1076

{

(§.B. Cost excludes farmers' labour) . .

. Taking -each country separately, a éoﬁlparison between the two

periods shows-that; with the exception of Demnmark, increases in inc‘bme;‘

were associated with'bincreases in both cost and output., In Denmark,i'the: H

cost increased by a greater apount than outéﬁt, resulting in a d_lmlnlshed

indorde';"’An:intér—cbunti'y é:dmi)arison, h'owéviér," does not show such’a .

strong positive associabion between cost, outi)u't and income. Thus Belgiun's
. relatively high income was achisved in tﬁe first period thibxligh nlgh bufpﬁ.t

but moderate cost; in the second period her output fell behind the'Neéﬁeflands',

but the cost was sufficiently low to ‘ensure the highest income of ‘the four

countriés{- In both periods Demmark had & higher output than the U.K., but

“a lower cost, with the result that her iﬁcome, though lower ‘b:han‘Béigiwn':'s‘,

was considerably higher than Bfitain's. |

Obviously income depends on the relation between cost and output,
as well as on their size, but since an identical cost/output ratio must

result in a higher income per acre at a higher than at a lower level of cost
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and output, high costs and outputs are often associated w1th hlgh
‘-1ncomes.: The 1mportance of a hlgh output ‘can be seen, for example,

by comparing “the Belgian and Danieh results: the cost per £100 output

is fairly similar (see Table-4), but:the much higher Belgian output

per 100 acres results in a much:higher income. . On the 6¥her hand,

Denmark's output per lOO acres is only sllghtly hlgher than Brltaln s,

and 1t is the large dlfference in the two countrlos cost per £1OO output

(Table 4) that causes the 1arge dlfference in income per 100 acres._ |

. TARLE 4

~Total Cost per £100 Total Output (2=year averages)
(Cost excludlng farmers own labour)

Belglum Denmark = Netherlands - - U.K.

Period: ‘ _ S £ at current exchange rates

1953-4 | . s8 52 T .7

1957-8 | - I,

Output per 100 acres depends on the physical yields of agricqltural

products, on the prices received for those products and on the proportions

between the different products. The same factors affect the post/butput ratio
whieh, in @ddition, is influenced by the prqductivity of labour, materials
end equipment used, by the‘composition of these resources and by their .'
prices. We shall attempt to probe into these complex relationships as far

as possible, but before:doingvso it is worth looking at a few other results

which emerge from a comparative study of farm costs and revenue.
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4. Net Product of Agriculture

The concept of net farm income has several disadvantages

| for any international’ comparison. Firstly, that prbpei'tidri of

income which is & reward for the farmer's labour veriee eeeording to
i"the size and type of farm: at the one extreme there is anemé.ll’ family
ferm with no hired labour, typical-of Belgium, Denmark e.ndI‘Holland,

at the other - a businessman's ."'hobby",-farm with a menager in complete

charge, or a large farm on ‘which_~the~fa’n'nerlperforms no manual but

-, .only managerlal work - both types of’cen met with in the U.K,

: Secondly, it is dlfflcult if not 1mposs1ble, to’ Judge how appropriate

the values of "notlonal" rent nre, yet these values (based malnly on the
average rent of tenanted fams) must be used in arriving at the net income,
Lastly, only very approximate estimatee can be made of the emount of farm
work done by unpaid family members; yet this work must be valued and
mcluded in wages in arrlvn.ng at the farmers' net income 1n order to make
the results comparable,

A11 these difficulties sre eliminated by using net product as the
ya.rds'blck for comparlsons, since net product, in the Un:L ued Natlons
terminology (11), is the difference between (a) total output and (v)
externc_'l. inputs, 1.e. total cost other than land and 1abour cos‘b and
interest. Net product is thus essentn.ally the return to the land, 1abour, :
capital end management employed in farming, and is equal to that part of

natlonal income which is derlved from agriculture. Since. farmers often
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own the farmm land and perform mu.eh of. the farm v;orl;, 11: Seems
meaningful to incorporate. their ineome with the income from agrieulture
of those landlords and labourers who are not farmers, and to use this
- aggregate figure for international comparisons. In Table 5 net
product is related to the acreage, manpower and total external inputs
- of each country's agriculture.
- TABLE 5

. Net Product of Agriculture (2-year averages)

- Belgium . Denmark . | . -Netherlands - .U.K.

1953-4 1957-81 19554 1957-8 | 19)3-4 1957-8 1955-4 1957-8

1 £ at current exchane:e rates

Per 100 adj.
acres

5417 | 3314 33_09 4275 5698

Per £100 | ,
bt Tapets | 177 | 251 210 . 158 . 161 99 95

Per Man-Year> | o2 | 68 497 07T | 586 723

Per person in A - .
cagricultural - | - 684 | 547 608 342 - 486 | 586 T34

occupation . .
e S £ adjusted to purchasing vower

Per Mon-Year 894 194 | o 8a 723

Net product per lOO acres depends on cos‘bs ("efternal mpu’cs") and
output per 100 acres, and on the 1nput/output ratlo, thus much of what
was sald in sectlon 3 about the reasons for the dlfference.: in net income

between perlods and between countries :Ls appllcable here as well

8. See Appendlx 4. Data relatn.ng to labour are probably more subject to
errors of estimation than other data used in this paper.
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- Britain's input/butput ratio (i.e. total external inputs ‘per ‘£100 output)
is particularly high (Table 6), causing her net product per 100 acres
to be mch lower than Denmark's déspite;the~relatively small difference in
the two countries' output per 100 acres (Table-3).
TABLE - 6

- External Inputs per £100 Total Output (2-yvear averages).’

- Belgium - "Denmark |. ‘Netherlands - | VU.K.
1953-4 1957-8 1953-4 1957-8 11953-4 411957-8. E 1953-4 1957-8

£ at current exchange rates

Imported Feed &
Seed

Impq;ted Animalﬁ (a) ‘ :(a) (a)‘ (a) ,(a)
Fertilisers 7.0 6.3 5.1 5.7 ;6’9

{15.4 16,9 }.10.7 10.9. |19.1

‘ Equipment:f’A
Maintenance &

Depreciation | 5.1 .

~3.9

0
Miscellaneous 5.5, 5.7, 1 : ] 5l

Total External

" Inputs 35.3 . 36.1 - {'28.6 © 32.3 .| 38.8

NOTE: (a) deducted in calculating output.

-

Reiﬁting'financiél resultsbto acreage haé the disadvaﬁtége of the
uncertainty as to whether we are comparlng 11ke w1th 11ke, desplte our
:attempts at muklng an ngusted acre comparable between countrles, no
adgustment can fully account for the dlfferenccs in 5011 fertlllty and
cllmate.v Expresslng resulté "per £100 External Inputs" or "per Man-Year"

does not overcone this obgectlon completely, for those nﬂtural differences
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must contribute to ‘the variation,in»thejproductivityiof‘the neterials,
'equipoentgand manpower. . However, if the inherent fertility of land

© in one country is lower, on. the average, than in another; one would

expect the difference to show itself to & greater extent in the net

product per acre of land than in:the ratios of net product to external

inputs or to manpower. These ratios are also of interest from the point
. of view of the allocation of human and capital resources between
iagrlculture “and’ 1naust:y, and botween the dlfferent countrles of

a European communlty

In fact, Table 5 shows that Britain's net product/external

inputs ratio is not so far below Belgiom'é and the Nethorlanaé"agAheri

nef pioduct/acreage ratio, Hoﬁever,'the most\étrikiog éifferenoe bo#%eon
these.two measures Occurs in the case of Denmark which,;thoﬁgh only
thirdiin order of net pro&uct'per 100. acres, is first in order of net

 product per £100 external inputs. This is prinarily due to Demmark's

relative self-gufficiency in animal feedingstuffs.9 Déﬁmofk’é comporo%ively
low expenditure on’imported feed, seen in Tzble 6, contrasts ‘with"'"the' high

' proportlon of livestock Droducts in her total agrlcultural output, shown

- later in thls paper (Table 13) | -

Table 5 also shows that the four countr1es' relatlve‘pOSLulons differ

‘ ;ccordlng to whethﬂr we are concorned w1th net proauct per 100 acres or

‘ per manyyear. Brltaln, whlch haS by fdr the lowest net product per 100

acres, moves up to the thlrd place in the ranklng for not produot per

9.. Compare Reference (12), Teble 1.
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man~-year (at current exchange rates). On the other hand, the Néthgrlahds
move down from their first (1957-8) or second (1953-4) position in land
_Productivity to the bottom in productivity of labour (at current ethapge
rates). This is because U.K. and the Netherlands are at the two extremes
of the labour/land ratio, as shown in Table 7.

TABLE 7

. Man-Years per 1000 adjusted acres

( 2-year averafzes)‘ .

1953-4 -
UK. : 35 o 32

Denmark : R 48 _ : . - 44
Belgium .57 ' ; - 55
Netherlands . - 8 , 86 B 81

Since the British farmers and farm workers have so ruch more
land at their disposal, in relation to their number,: than their Dutch -
counterparts, it is not surprising that their net prqduct per man is
larger. It might indeed be considered disappointing that the diffeljenoe‘
is not greater, and that the average purchasing power of the net product
per men-year in British agriculture seems to be the lowest of the four
‘cou.ntries _(Table-S , last row) .

The data on agricultural labour ‘are so imprecise that too much
realiance must not be placed on the results per man-year. Resulis per

person engaged in agriculture are included in Table 5 as a check. It

would appear from these figures that British agriculture has & comparatively
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high net product in relation to the total number of persons employed.
Since, howefer, the number of persons does not include casual workers
and tﬁose.part—time workers whose main occupation is outside agripulture,
-net prodﬁcf per person seems to me less meaningful than net product per
man~year.

Ideally, the differences between tﬁe ratios of net product to movable
resources, i.e. labour and capital, such as those illustraeted in Table 5
should be minimised in a European community aimihg at the greatest
possible economic efficiency. However, the results considered so far
in this paper have been calculated on the basis of the existing money
prices of factors and products; these prices differ widely between the
four éountries. If Britain and Denmark join.the Eufopean Economic
Community, and if the E.E.C. continues its policy of economic harmbnizétion,
these price differences are likely to become very much less and the ratio of

net product to the resources used should reflect more cloéely the physical

productivity of these resources. The physical-productivity aspect of the

roblem will be congidered later in the present paper.
] bap

5.  Rents, Wages and Profits

I have drawn the reader's attention to the lack of exact
information sbout the aprropriate values of notional ‘rent on owner-occupied
farms, the amount of agriculturel work done by famrmers and theéir uhpaid
relatives and the amount of capital invested in Tarming. It'séems '
deSirable,,however,Ato meke some estimate of the prqportion of the net
product attributable to the broad categories of factors of nroduction,
i.e.,to land, labour, capital and entrepreneurship. In Table 8 rent

includes notional rent and charges for depreciation and maintenance of
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buildings and fixtures, so that all farms, whether tenanted or not,
are put on the same footing; wages include an estimate of the value

of unpaid femily labour (see Appendix 4);:and,ﬂprofit and interest" "

are a residual (called "Profit" in the text for brevity).

Rent, Labour Cost, Profit and Interest (o=year averages) '

Belgium . Denmark i Netherlands | U.K.
1053-4 1957-8 1955-4 1957-8/1953-4 1957-8 1953-4 1957-8

A, Percehtage Distri- .
bution of Net Productf S " Per cent

Rent 1 16,5 16.4| 5.4. 6.5 | 11.0 10.2] 9.5

. Vages | 18.0 18.4127.7 26.9 | 4.4 41.0 |43.4
Farmer's labour 26.5  27.1117.4 17.3 24.1  23.9}24.0

Totel lebour | 445 45.5]45.1 44.2 | 65.5 64.9 | 67.4

Profit and Interest | 39.0 38.1149.5 49.3 23.5 24.9123.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 '100.0 100.0 100.0

' 7 i
£ at current exchange rates

B. Rent per 100 - ' -

adjusted acres 891 178 213 . 582 194
5 ¢ ¥ ]

} £ at current exchange rated

C. Wages per —_ P T : R

Man-Year 310 344 326 459 1395

! : T o
1 £ adjusted to!purchasing power

351 - 546 |

D. Profit and £ at current exchange rated

Interest

|
'
i
t
!
|
|

(1) per £100 output | 25 24 § 36 34 |12 15
{ .

(2) per 100 adjusted |
acres 1881 2064 1644 1633 1004 1418

(3) per farm 308 373 617 626  [163 292
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Rent. The sharé of net prodict-attributed to rént"deﬁendénto‘éonei’
extent on the average rent per 100 acres.f-ThnS’if can be seen in
Table 8 that Belgium's relatively high share of rent in the net -~ =
product corresponds to that country's high rent per 100 acres, and that
the Netherlands are in the eecond place~infboth respects. However,
Britain‘Showsfauconsiderably~nigherfehereVof rent than Denmark in both
perlods, although in. 1957—8 tne average Brltlsh rent per 100 acres

ias actually lower than my estlmated flgure for Denmark This is a

result of Britain's relatively low productivity of land,.esvehownnlﬁic':

by'net product per IOO acres'(Table'S\'ifhe U. K. ‘reQuires, on the
average, more land than Denmark to produce the same value of net product
rfand thls tends to boost the. proportlon of. net product attrlbuted to rent
| A comparlson of rent. per 100-acres- (Table 8) with- output and net v
,product per 100. acres (Tables 3 end. 5) shows that -both rent and- product1v1ty
b_of 1and are. relatlvely high in. Belglum and.- the Netherlands, and relatlve.y
low in Denmark aend the U.K (though the ranﬁlng of each country for rent o
Jds. not the same. in. all cases.as for product1v1ty of 1and) Th1s~ev1dence'5
is naturally 1nsufflclent for us to conclude that a general rent increase.

in Brltaln would lead to an 1ncrease in the productivity of land. Indeed,
the cause—and—effect relatlonshlp may concelvably be in the reverse dlrectlon'
'the hlgh land rents in Belvlum, for example, may be a result rather than a

cause, of- the high product1v1tonf land. -




- 19 -
Labour Althpugh.the share ofllebourvinrthe.net p;qduet”must depend ..
part;y_pnreach cougtry{s,wages pepﬂman-yeer,‘itfis obvious from Tablele
theﬁ the‘interhcpun?ny diffepenees_;nl%he:wege level are not very strongly
associafed with the relatiye share_ef labour.JjThuslflooking at the share
of leﬁour,bthe U.K% and fhe Netherlands on the one hand, and Belgium and -
Denmark’oﬁ the ethe;, form_two_d;stinct pairs, with approximately 65 - 0%
ofAthe netippoduct atﬁributed to_1abopr ?p:phe former and approximstely ,
43%‘in the ;etfer\pair in both“periods; wherees:nq‘eonsispent end;striking
paifiﬁg;off is possible with regard to wage leVeIS,; In fact, Britain and.
Hollahd find,tbemse;vesﬁwith s_similarL,comperaﬁively;large:share of net
product geing‘to,labou;,for different reasons:,lBritain mginly.because of:
its high ﬁage level and Holland mainly beeause,of_its?}abeureintensive
system of farming (see Table 7),

Proflt and Interest Slnce this 1s a resldual its.share depends to a large

xtent on. the shares of the other types of 1ncome, and especially the most
1mportanu OI tbose, 1.,. 1abour. Hence in Table 8 we see again the wide
dlscrepanqy between the reletlvely low share of proflt in the U.K. and the
1Netheriands and the relatlvelj h1 gh one in Denmark and Belgium., Although .
lln Belgium p:oflts seem to suffer from the high rents, it should be

remembered that this is of no practical importance. to owner-occupiers whose

"rent"is only notional. .

4 high share of profit in the net product does not necessarily . .
mean that farming is highly profitable: if net product is very low, so is
the profit., The usual measure of profitability - profit as percentage of

capital - camnot be calculated from the existing data, but Table 8 enables
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Us to compare profitability in terms of profit per £100 output, per -
100 acres and per farm. The figures show that in'fhe'caée'of Ourifbufgﬂ
countries a relétively'high share bf'profittinjhéfzprqﬁact'dbes sééﬁAto‘.
be associated with a relatively high profitability (i.é.:Béigium's: and
Denmark's agriculture are relatively high’iﬁ bothvréspects). In most
cases profit per £100 output fell but‘iro%if'perﬂldo'ééréé and per farm
increased between the two periods. ~ In Holland the' rise in”pfofits\wééz
remarkably large, thanks mainly'io the combafétively‘iérge iﬂcrease‘iﬁ |
the‘physical prbducfivitthhich will be seen in é 1afer'section
(séction 9, Table 12)," Britain shoirs é'partiCﬁlarly iow'profit‘bér\
100 acres; this follows from the already emphasised relatively low
output and net product per 100 acres.

6. An Overall Picture of Financial Results

‘The preceding sections have>preéented‘én‘analyéis ofHSOmé finanéialt
results of farming inABelgium, Denmark; the Néthéflénds and the U(K. They
have not, however, supplied an answer to the Quéstioh which the réader:maf
have in mind, nameiy;‘which of:the'countriesbsfudied has thé ﬁost éffiéiént
‘agriculture? We have not the daté for éséeésing theif ovérali égricﬁitﬁrai
efficiency in the strict economic sensé of eéual"ﬁafginallféfurns;:etb., |

(see e.g. Ref. 13). Yet the data presented so far do afford some indications

on the different aspects of economic efficiency. These indications are'w

summarised in Table 9.
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‘TABLE 9

‘Ranking of Einancial Results (2—veér averaeés at. current exchange rategl

: i'_jin descending order, unless otherwise stated)

Belgium  Denmark  Netherlands  U.K.

1. Net Farm Income
per farm

N SEN

Net farm Income per
100 adjusted acres

Output per 100
adjusted acres

Cost per £100 output

(ascending Qrder)

Net Product per 100
adjusted acres

Net Product per £100
external inputs

Net Product per Man~ -
Year

4

4
4,

4
4
4
.
4
4
4
3
3

Wages per Man-Year

e

Profit and Interest

(a)'per'£100 output

B

(b) per 100 adjusted
-acres
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The lower the ranking figure.in the table, the hig er is

- ..the country's. comparative position.. For example, oelgium nas H1mfor

et Income yer 100.acres, meaning that she-is highost wl.th regard to
that measure of efficiency. The table deals with-ten different aspects
: of:ecoﬁoﬁiolﬁerfOrmanée'indjho cééh%iy'is fife%‘of‘ieef:in all of them.
Even within the limitations of the selected aspecte of performance, we may :
wonder whether the raoking night not be more mcaninpful if the fGSuluS
had been caloulated according to the_purchasing power of‘each;curieneyp ;.ﬂ

rather than the current exchange rates. As already,exnlaln d,- I hed no-

means of making reliable esuimates on the basis of the purch351ng power.

Where such eotlm tes were attempted for the purpose of 111ustratlon
(Tables 1, 5 end 8), the relative position of the countries,did chaﬁge;'
w1th the Netnerlunds appoarlnv higher and Belgium 10ver in the rankln* ﬁoi.
performance than in the "current exchenge rate" results.’ However, sad as 1£‘
may seem to the British reader, Britain's relative_position;is not improvedi -
by using the purcnnein? oowei instead of the exchange rete basls. o

I mentioned in the Introduction that certain feetures of each of
the four countries' agriculture have appeared in bvoth two-year periods studied
and are therefore of @ more than temporary nature. eThis is well illustrated ..
by the fact thut the four countries relative pos1t10n (as shown in Table 9)
cnanged very little betwoep the two periods. vhere he runking varies betheen
the two periods the difference is never more than one point. However, bearing
in mind the different results given by the "exchanze rate" and "purchasing

yowerﬁ methods, the general conclusion must be restricted to the one fact
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whlch emerges whichever method is used; namely, that in both perlods the
economic efflClenCJ of British agriculture, so far as I have been able to
measure it, was below that of Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands w1th
regard to six out of the ten yurdstlcks used in Table 9 (i.e. 1temc
2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 10) Bv way of contrast it is worth empha51slng that
the farm workers! anmual barnlngs were relatively high in Brltaln, though
in 1957 and 1958 the Dutch farnm Workers may have led in purchas1nﬂ power
‘(Table 8). The wage level, however, is a rather amblguous measure of
economic efficiency in agriculture. Even in the U. X., w1tn 1ts relatively
high degree of dependence on hired labour, wages accounted for well under
half of agricultﬁre's net product; in the other countries the proportion
was only between approximately eighteen and forty-one per cent (Table 8)
The comparatively high wages per worker in British farming must be seen in
conjunction with the comparatively low profits (Table 8); and we should
not forget that, from the farmer's point of view, wages are an item of
cost whose increase he may regard as an economic setback.

One weakness of the "aggregate" approach used in this paper is

that the results for each country represent a very heterogeneous collection

of farms and are therefore rather remote from anything encountered on any
one farm or group of farms. It may, therefore be of interest to see some

comparative results derived from actual surveys of farms which do not differ
Very greatly as to size, type and climate. A few such results from Denmark

and the south of England are presented in Appendix 11. The comparison shows
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that the Danish farms had,'dn the average, a;higher net income per 100

acres. The differences are not sovgreat as in tﬁe agéregete estimetes,
but it must:Be recognised that the farms surveyed give only a artlnl V
picture of'the'two‘countfies' aﬁriculture; In partlcalar, tde U.K

hill farms, ﬁh-cn - because of climste und topovrepny - spe01allse in
sheep and cattle rcarlng, ‘would probably tend to have a lower income per
100 acres tnan lowl and forms even if acreage were adgusted to take account

of the differences in na tural fertility.
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.- . PART II, PHY STCAL PRODUCTIVITY AND:PRICES -

Money incomes dépend mainly on (a) the volume and unit cost of
physical resources, (b) the composition of Tesources and the productivity
of each component and (c) the unitiprices.ofﬂproducts“ahdﬂthé‘compOSitioﬁ
of output. In this part of the paper I shall examine these factors and
their influence on the income differences between ‘the four countries.

7. Product Prices . .

. Table 10 shows the indices of ‘prices received by farmers in each
- Qountry.(U.K.rprices = lOO). v
Table 10 -

Indiccs of Producers' Pricks ??) at current exchange rates (2-vear averaééS)(U.K. = 100

1953-4 ' 1957-8
Belgium! Denmark|Netherlands! U.K, Denmark|Netherlandd

Grain ) . 95 81 | .76 - {100 || : 89 86
Sugar Beet 84 64 T3 100 88 79 82
Potatoes 76 77 72 100 44 |- 40 |- 36

Total Field Crops gb? 87 76 75 100 1 73 65 61
Vegetables oo bs0 b e b ol s 5 | 38
Fruit _ 37 56 %2 1100 46 4 .63 1 .
Total Horticult.Crops fb? 45 65 40 100 40 54
Cattle S 1112 ‘ 100 | 97
Pigs | 89 8 | 77 100 | - 901 86
Poultry e e el 95 70 100 67 84

Milk ‘ 73 56 59 100 44 79 . 51 .
Eeogs ' PN T S 64 72 100 74 66

b; , L :
Total Iivestock Products ' 92+t | 77 T - 100 || 87 T2 100

Total Agricultural Output \b) 81 P75 69 100 7% i 68 | 100

Notes : (a) Prices include subsidies.

(b) Each "Total" is an index of output valued at the relevent prices, when output
at U.K. prices is taken as 100. :
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For moet_qf_the_prodﬁcte,’prices were higher in. Brifain than in
any of the other countries studied. Consequently,; all the aggregate
.price.indices;(i.e.:The,“Total"'indiees-for fieid»crops, hortibaltural
-.crops, livestock products and agricultural output) for ‘Belgium, Denmark
and the Netherlands are below 100 in Both periods.- Thus,. the better
financial results of the three continental countries' agriculture
compared with Britain's owe nothing to the level of product prices.
One might conclude that the British farmers" financial results would have
been worse, both absolutely and relatively to the other countries, under
the Belgian, Danish or Dutch system of agricultursl prices. However, if
price levels had been different, other things might have been different
~as well, . For example, lower prices mlght have encouraged higher output
‘(1n an attempt to malntaln revenue) or more care in the use of resources;
S0 that, had the British prices been lower, farm incomes need not

necessarily have been coirespondingly.lower.

~Apart from the inter-country price differences, there were, of course,

yearutoeyear changes in product»prices within each country. "’Increases in
"crop prlces were accompanled by falls in the prlces of llvestodk products,
rthe net eifect on the qggregate price level belng an increase from 100 to
:M103 in the hetherlands, from 100 to 105 in the U. K. and decllne from
100 to 95 and 99 respectlvely for Denmark end Belvlum between 1953—4 end

1957-8,




8. Input Prices

- The published statistics provide only.very incomplete 'data on the
prices of the different inputs used in farming., Information on the

quanfities of individual inputs used, which would make possible an accurate

.weighting of the individual prices (e;g. of petrol, T.V.0. and diesel oil,

to arrive at price indices of all tractor fuel);~is often even more scanty.

‘The estimates presented in Table 1l cannot, :therefore, be regarded as

Imported Feed

Fertilisers

Fuel and lubricants 9 | 100 o4 | 87 | 100

Machlnery

Totel Brternal Inputs 92 100 : S 100

Rent
Labour

A1l Inputs

highly accurate,

TABLE 11

Indices of Input Prices at current éxchange rites. UK. Price = 100

2=year averages. -

....52 4 L .1.9.51_—__§

Denmark|Netherlandsi U.XK. 1gium| Denmarki Netherlands

80 87 |10 | 107 | 5 113

82 75 00 79| T e
100 || 165 | 121 100

92 | 100 100

% 78 g3 100 85 | e |  a 100

118 | 8 | 100 00 || 150 | 83 114 100

However, the degréé'df error contained in these estimates is wlikely
to alter the main conclusiohs which céﬁ be dféﬁn‘ffom the tabie. These
concluslons, vased on the aggregate 1nd1ces ("All Inputs") are :

(l) In Belglum, 1nput prices were, on the whole, higher than in the other

three countries - considerably higher in the second period.
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(2) Danish input prices were, on the whole, ‘the -lowest.

(3) Dutch and British input prices‘were;'in aggregate, similar in

the first period; in 1957-8 Dutch input prices Weré‘higher than

‘British.

These ‘conclusions do'not seem to indicate any strong association
_between input prices and profitability. Thus, for example, Britain's input
‘prices were not unduly high, yet her profit per £100 oufﬁut in 1957—8 was

the lowest of the four countries (Table 8); and Belgium had a fairly high
profit per £100 output (Table 8)'despife her relatively expensive inputs.

. The prices of inputs. changed in Varying.proportioﬁs,»some upwards
and some downwards, between 1953-4 and 1957-8. However, unlike product
bprlce changes, the changes in 1nput prlces resultcd 1n an overall increase
‘1n the 1ndex (taklng 1953—4 as the base year) in all the four countries.
The rise in Belglum was 36 p01nts, in Denmark 3 p01nts, in the Netherlonds

23 p01nts, and in the U.K. 7 points.

9. Aggregate ths;cal Product1v1tv

o Sincé brice Aiffefences do not seem to explain the inter-country
vafiation in income énd other financial results of farming, the main reason-
for this variation must be the varyipg productivity of resources in physical -
terms. Due to the absence of sufficiently detailed and reliagble informstion
abdﬁt the composition énd quentity of resourcss used in proaucing‘each
indiﬁidual commééit&, ph&siqal productivity must be assessed on the aggregate
leﬁel. For thls purpose all 1nputs and outputs ha ave been converted to a -
s1ngle common denomlnator, ; .e., their money value at standard prlces, which

are the same for all the four countries and for_both periods. Since,
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however,.thefstandard price system adopted can affect not only each

country's results but also the relationship between the four countries!

COmParatiVe'performqnce;o,-three separate sets of calculations, using a

different price system for each-sét,havevbeen made, so that thé results
can be checked and those which-are significantly affected by changes in
~ the price system can be pinpointed. . The three price systems used are:-

(1) Danish 1953 prices:  These were chosen because during the period .under

review the farm product prices in Denmerk were largely formed without

state intervention and thus mzy be said to have approached a free-trade
level of prices. The 1953 pfices were used because they were available from
an_earlier invéstigation (12).

(2) U.K. 1958-59 prices: From the British point of view it seems interesting

to see what the other countries' results would have been -under British price
conditions. -1958—59.Was the most recent year for which complete price data
were avajlable when the calculations were carried out.

(3) Milk at actual prices in each country: other prices at U.K. 1958-59 level:

Milk is the most important or the second most important eingie farm product in
all the four countries, (see Table 13). In Britain the producers' price of
milk hes been considerably higher than in the other four countries, (Table lO)
.mainly because of the much higher prqportion of milk consumed liquid

(see Appendix 6). The use of resources in dairy farming is presumably
influenced by the expected receipts which in turn depend on the proportion

of the milk consumed ligquid, made into cream, butter, etc; thus, it might

10. See Reference (12), Part I, p. 22, for a discussion of this problem.
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be claimed that deriving productivity measures from calculations in
- which nmilk is velued at the same price in each country does ndt»giVe‘
a fair comparison between the countries. In one set of calculations™
I have therefore valued milk at each country's price, on'thé"éssumpﬁion
that this reflects the different patterns of milk utilisation.

In assessing the aggregate'@uantity"'of inputs we come up'against
the already mentioned uncertainty as to the correct estimate of unpaid
family labour. One method of assessing the labour input is based on the
estimated number of man-years (see Appendix 4) charged at a stondard rate.
This concept of assessing the manpower use is probably more relevant in the
context of physical productivity than an estimate based on'the‘unadjusted
number of all farm personnel which includes part-time labour. HOWeVer,
to indicate the possible extent of error in the assessment of man—Yeérs,’
I have included some estimates in which all persons occupied in.farming

are charged at a standard rate.

~ Details of the methods and results of the calculation-of inputé

and outputs at standerd prices are given in Appendices 7 and 8.




Table 12

HE aj: : :
Ratios of Output to Totsl Inputs (2—ve.ar averages)

: - X Bel"gium‘ ' Denmérk Co Ne‘bherl ands . K
Pricing SVS’Eem . 1953-4‘ 1957-8} 1953 4 19°7- 1953-4 ..1957—8 1052—4 1957—8

I. Standard Prices - . I N I : £ outout per £100 inputs . |
1. Danish 1953 prices . 7 S ’
(2) with labour input based on man-years| - - | 165 174 157 77

(b) wa_th labour input based on the S : o :
number of persons : : ] 164 72 | 144

2, U.K. 1956-9 prices” o , -

3. Milk at actuﬂl prices, other at U.*.
1958-9 pricesP) , L.oe23ct o 152

II. Actual prices b) . , | 155 150

N . . - ,  INDICES
I. Standard Prices : : (1) U.X. ratio

1. Danish 1953 prices

(a) with labour input based on man-years ' 1163 172

(b) with labour ihput based on.the -
number of persons . . - : 150 159

2. U.K. 19589 prices?) . | S B 71

3. Milk at actual prices, o’cher at U.K. \ A
1958~9 pricesb) - : - L 1. : 130

— : 2 0_
. dctoal prices ®) ' » 1 137 135 | 100
| | - k2) 1953-4 ratio;= 100

Danish 1953 prices (with labour input
based on man-years) | 100 109 100 105 100

Actual prices ® 100 99 | 100 97 | 100

'l;.,

Note ag Inputs include fammers! and other unpaid labour.

Labour input based . on man-years.
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Some estimates of overall physical productivity are shewnein‘

Table-l2 in the form of output/input:ratios at standard prices; Here the
mosf striking resﬁlt is the considerably higher physical productivi%y of
resources in the three continental“countrieS'than in Britain, ‘Belgium's
physical productivitylappears to.be tke highest of the ﬂoﬁr cogntries
irrespective of the price system used. ‘ The'ehoice of priceksystem

does, however, affect the relative as well as-the absolute productivities.
The most marked effect is in the case of Denmark whose superlorlty at
Danlsh prices is con31derably reduced when u31ng British prlces.k ThlS
effect is largely: due. to thejhlgher prices of “inputs ;n Britain then

in Denmark. "~ Under pricing sYstem 3 (actual prices for milk,.otherrisev
Briﬁish'1958/59'prices) Denmark's relative position compared with Britain‘
naturally suffers a further deterioration even though product1v1ty of
xesources is stlll 30 per cent hlgher in Denmark than in Brltaln. Wheﬁ-
any: of the remaining standard prlce systems is used all the three eontl—

'  nental countrles indices are con51de1ably higher for physical product1v1ty
than for productlv;ty at actual prices. - This 1ndlcates that the actual
price relafionshipe.between products endfinputebwere'more favourable to °
farmers iﬁ~Britein than in the other eountries.i .The use of “sfenderd"
»vprlces naburally removes thls dlfferentlal . '

Brltaln seems to have been-: the only one of the four countrles where

overall_phy31cal productivity (measured at Danish 1953 pxmces) did not rise
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during tHé»SiX'yéafs, 1953 to 1958.11 | However, in Belgium and'Dénﬁérk

the rise in physical prbductivity wés not sufficient to compensate‘fér fhe
unféVbﬁrable’change ih tﬁe farmers'-terﬁé>of traaé, i.e, the reduéed ffbduct
prices and inéreaéea input priées. Although the butch farﬁers' inﬁﬁf briées
rose much.ﬁore‘than thé prices of their prodﬁcts (by 23 perzéénﬁiaé\agaihs?
3 per cent), the‘ielativéiy'lafge incfease in physical prdducti#ify.enabled
them,'alohé ambng the four countriés studied, to increase théir output per
£100 infufé af éctualvpfices between the.fwo periods; |
10, Prédﬁct—mix 7
Although in the Présenfvstudj producfivity is‘aééessed at-théhaggregate

level only, the fact cammot be ignbred £hat for a reélly satisfachxy expiana—
tidn.of thé intechountry diffeiencés>inbproductivity it would bq necessary to
inveétigété'reéource uée in the éfoducﬁioﬁ of every commodi£y;  There are,
howevér, ihdidétions in many fam sﬁrvéys that resources ;re notvequélly
pfoductiVe in ali'branches ofJagricultural productién;  hence fheybomposition
of 6ﬁtﬁut'("produ¢t—mix") may Ee expected to affect'fhe overall productiyity
ofvresoﬁrCéé, | fable 13 ShoWs/eééh.coﬁnf:y's "product;mix".‘ '

" Since fhe relafionship ﬁetween the productivities of‘resourceé in the

diffeient Branches‘of farming is likely to vary from country to country,

11. - This conclusion from Table 12 is contrary to the estimates published by
the Central Statistical Office (15)_which show a rise in-the index of
‘productivity of British agriculture from 106.1 in 1953/4 and 108.1 in
1954/5 to 113.6 in 1957/8 and 115.3 in 1958/9 (1949/50 = 100). Tt has
unfortunately not been practicable to investigate in detail the reasors
for the divergence between those results and mine., This divergence is
probably due mainly to the use of two different price systems (Danish
1953 and British 1949/50). in the two studies. ' Also, the C.S.0. estimates
are based on output adjusted to normal weather, whereas I used the actual
output. Apart from the uncertainty as to what "nommal weather" is and how
far output is affected by “abnomal weather", I was unable to make similar
adjustments to the output of the continental countries, which do not appear
to publish figures of "nommal weather" output,
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we could not expect any strong correlatlon between product—mlx and
aggxegate product1v1ty. A country s overall product1v1ty should be the
hlgher the more it concentrated on those commodities in whose productlon
“resource product1v1ty is Ielatlvely hlgh but we cannot fully demonstrate

the truth of this statement while there are insufficient data on these

individual commodity resultse A partial demonstration is, however,

possible. , In a previous paper I showed that”more-land'was needed per .
unit of livestock outpuf in Britain than in ﬁeleium, Denmark or Holland ,
(Ref. 12, Part I, p. 15, Table 1), and that this difference was partlcularly
great in the gra21ng enterprlses (Ref, 12 Part I, p.16, Table 2). Yet
Table 13 shows that a larger share of agrlcultural output was derlved from
vythe gra21ng llvestock in the U, K than in the other countrles. Thls would

| naturally tend %0 depress tne overall phys1cal productivity of land in the
U X, Thls, hovever, mlght not lead tOta low aggregate product1v1tj of
resources, for one mlvht suppose that some non-land resources would be saved
when more land was used, .One method of testlng this hypothes1s is to Pplot on
a dlagram the quantltles of 1and and of other resources used in each country
and in each period to produce a unit of output, If less "other resources"
were needed when more land was,used, the points onlthe’diagram would tend to

be arranged about a curve descending from left to right,

In fact no such general relatlonshlp emerges from the. aecompanylng
dlagram.(p 37) ThlS may be due to geverdl ‘Teasons., In agrlculture land is by

 no means a perfect substitute for other resources; certain inputs, such as
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Table 13

Percéntage Composition of Agricultural Output at Danish 1953 Prices -

(2 - year ave;cages)

Belgium W D_eggnark‘ ' ‘Netherlandé '
| 1953-4 | 1957-8 }1953-4 | 19578 |1953-4 | 1957-8

Per! cent

Grain 509 | 66 | 43| 36 | 4.9 | 4.
Sugar Beet ol 2,91 3.1 | 241 2,9 | 2,5 2,5
Potatoes . 441 | 349 | 1.9 1.6 | 543 | 449
Other Field Crops 2,2 1.5 1.6 | 1.1 .| 4.1 3.1

TOTAL FIELD CROPS 15,1 | 15,1 | 9.7 | 9.2 | 16,8 | 14,9

Vegetables (excl.potataes) 13.3\ 15,3 2,1 | 2.2 8.0 8.4

]

Fruit ‘ 7.7 4,8 1,2 1.1 6.2 3.8
Other Horticultural Crolgg ) 3.1 3.3 2.5 Te2 6.3

TOTAL HORTICULTURE 24,1 23,4 5.8 6.0 21.4 18,5

Cattle 14,0 | 13.6 | 12,9 | 17.4 | 10.7 9,6
Sheep 042 0.2 | 0.1 (v) 0.4 0.5
Horses 1.0 { 0,5 | 0,8 0.4 0.6 063
Milk | 20,0 | 18,2 | 28.4 | 24,9 | 25.7 | 25.1
Wool 0.1 0.1 (p) (p) (v) (v)

Total Grazing Livestock z
g Output Z5.3 3246 42,2 42,7 3544 3545

Pigs | 144 | 1843 | 317 | 32.4 | 15.6 | 15,7
Poultry 1,6 369 2,0 2,1 1.8 345
Eggs 8.9 9.6 TeT 1 Te4 8,5 | 9.8
Other Livestock Products - . 0.1 0,1 0.3 0.6

TOTAL LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS | 60,2 60.4 83.7 4.7 61.6 65.1

Sundry Output - - - - - -
Valuation Change +0.6 +1,1 +0.8 +0.1 +0,2 +1.5

TOTAL AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT 1100,0 1100,0 1100.0 |100.0 {i00,0. |100.0

Notes: (a) Mainly flowers, bulbs and seeds »
(p) Included in Other Livestock Products,
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fenecing, drainage, and essential cultivatioh‘(with the necessury equipment)
will nommally increase with the area of land farmed and are therefore:
complements rather than substitutes fdf land. A low productivity in
relation to land will then reilect itself in low product1v1ty of gome of
the 1nputs In a comparatlvely non—1ntens1ve grassland system, such as in
the Unlted Klngdom, ‘the proportlon of inputs whlch are’ complementary to

1and is llkely to be hlgher than in the other three countries and the same

causes which lead to low land product1v1ty will also ténd to be shown up'in'al

« relatlvely low productivity of other resources.
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Inputs per £100 Output at 1953 Danish Prices

 Non-land inputs (incl. 1abour).;  £ at 1953 Danish prices

I" 1 | ]
2 3 4 5
= & Rent (at 1953 Danish level per adjusted acre)
B = Belgiumy, D = Demmark, N = DNetherlands, U = TU.K,

Subscripts: 1 = 1953-4 (2-year average)
2 = 1957-8 (2~year average)
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11, Factor Pronortioh

a 'in férming,”as in other branches of prbductidn, land; labour and
capital can be combined in different proportions to produce the same
output., The diaéram in the preceding section is an illustration of this
fact, Table 14 gives a more detailed picture of the varying proportions
in which the productive resources were combined in the four counfries'
agriculture. Since the land a?ea available to each farmer is usually
fixed, the table relates the other factors of production to a fixed unit
of land (100 adjusted acres). Total agricultural area may and does change,
being increased by reclamafion or reduced,esg.,by the encroachment of
industry and housing. Farmers, however, alter the proportion between the
factors of production mainly by changing the amounts used on the existing
acreage.

In fact, Table 14 shows an increase between the two periods in the
ratio of each categoxry of non-land inﬁuts to land, with only two‘ezceptions,
one major and one minor. The major exception is the well-known reduction
in the agricultural labour force in all the four countries, The minor
exception is the apparent decrease in the input of fuel and lubricants in ..
the United Kingdom, This decrease may seem surprising in view of the
increased number of farm tractofs; it is due to the large rise in the

populari%y of diesel'tractoxs which are more economical in fuel

\
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Table 14

Main Inputs and Output (at Danish 1953 prices) per

100 adjusted acres (2 - vear averaces)

Beleium ' Denmark | Nethorlands
1953-4 {1957—8 1953-4 | 1957-8 | 1953-4 |1957-8
£ | £ £ £ &
Imported Feed 868 - 990 380 1 529 044 1232
Imported Animals (dleducfed é'r om outpu )
Tertilisers {excl.lime) | 408 | 433 211 | 254 474 518

Maintenance, Repairs, _
Depreciation 321 333 270 338 319 392

Fuel and Lubricants 1 - 68 84 ) 97 127
R N T

Miscellaneous o 290 3

¥ain Extemal
Inputs: Total 1 1955 1195 | 1502 2074 2555

Labour A oo
Eincl. farmers! labour) 1442 1276 y 2577 12417
"man-year'method) o

Mein Inputs: -~ Total %) 2635 | 2778 4651 | 4972

Output | Nt 4625 | 5118 7562 {9085

%) Exclusive of Rent.

consumption than either petrol or T,V,0. tractors.12

12, In Britain, the increese in the total number of tractors was comparatively very
small, and therefore did not counteract the effect of the rise in the
roportion of diesel tractors, The comparative figures are given below
Refercnces 3, 14, 6, 7). (The 1953 diesel tractors' percentage in the
Netherlands is my estimate).

Percentage of diesel tractors: Dengark Netheglands
0 /o R /O

1953 2l no data 23.
1958 no data 47

Percentage increase in
tractor number, 1953 - 58 102
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Although the percentage iﬁcreasesvin the various inputs vary between
the countries, an overall pattemn emerges from the taﬁle. -in both periods the
Netherlands had the highest and Belgium the second highest‘quéntity of labour,
imported feed, fertilisers, totql_main external inputs and all main inputs per
100 acres. Britain and Denmark ranked third or fourth in these respects,
This rahking may be thought of as a measure of the intensity of land use, but
it does not afford any straightforward explanation of the varying productivity
of resources seeh in Table 12, It may perhaps be suggested that the highly'
intensive system of farming in the Netherlends does not result in a corres-
'pondingly high output/input ratio because of a strong»"diminishing returns"'
effect when the quantity of land is fixed., Belgium, the second highest in
order of intensity, has perhaps found the "golden mean" resulting in the highest

average productivity of resources.,

Britain's relatively low output/input ratio may be partly due to the high

machinery and miscellanecous inputs in relation to the area. It can be‘seen in,
Table 14 that there is, in general, no aésociation between these inputs énd the
output. Britain's high expenditure on these items is accompanied by a relatiyoly
low output, and this helps to make her "aggregate" productivity of resources
(Table 1é) relatively low,

It would be wrong, however, to conclude that ﬁritish agriculture would
be necessarily more cfficient if it were less mechanised. It seems likely
that the "drift" of famm workers to other, better-paid occupations would have
occur:ed‘even if fhe.rate of mechenisation had been much slower.' In such

circumstances British farmers might have been forced to derive
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an even higher proportion of their output from grassland husbandry which - as
suggested in section 10 - may have a particuiarly low output/input ratio in
~ Britain. As it is, not‘only has a large number Qf workers been released from
the farms, but the U.K.'s present agricultural output probably requires a much
lower expenditure on labour and power than it would if the horse were the main
source of power on the famm, (See Appendix 9).

It should be noted here that the costs of maintenance, fuel, etc.
(Table l4),,are_only a very imperfect measure of mechanisation,-asvthese items
include the expenditure relating to horse-drawn implements.  The picture can be
supplemented by thé'data on the density of farm tractors and horses given in

Table 15.

Table 15

Number of Agricultural Tractors and Horsesa) per 1000 Adjusted Acres

Belgium Netherlands

Tractors | 4

Horses ' 51

1958 Tractors ‘ 9

Horses 40

a) Sources: Ref. (7) and (14).

As might be expected, Britain's large number of tractors in relation to
its agricultural area enables her famming to be carried on with a relatively

small labour force, (Table 14). At the other extreme, Holland's relatively
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high labour ihput is probably an effect of the intensive use of land., The
large’amdunté'of'fertilisérs and imported feédingsfuffs uéed require a
correspondingly large number of men to hahdlé them; and the resulfihg high
output pef acre needs a relatively large labour férce to ﬁéfvest thevabuﬂdant
crops, milk the high-yiélding.cows, and-so on., However, the high yields and
non-labour inputs do not séem fo provide a sufficient explanation of Holiand's

high labour input. For example, in 1957-8 the Netherlands used almost 50 per

cent more labour per acre than Belgium; vyet her imported feed and fertiliser

inputs per acre and hei output per acre wére oﬁly 24, 20 and 16 per cent,
respectively, greater, Part of the difference inithé manpower use is probably
due to Holland's having a smaller share than Belgium of low-labour enterprises,
such.as cereal growing, and a larger share of products with relatively high

labour requirements, e.g.,milk, (See Table 13).

To some extent the inter-country differences in the "input-mix" may
réflect the differences in the relative prices of the various factors of
production. Thus, in both periods under reviev machinery was, on the whole,

cheaper, and labour and fertilisers dearer in Britain than in the other three

countries (Tqblé ll); ‘ahd it’is probably no coincidence that machinery use
(as shown by "Maintenance, Repairs, Depreciation) was highest in Britain and
labour and fertiliser use lowest (Table 14). The estimated rent per acre of
farm land is considerably lower in Denmark and Bri%ain than in Belgium and the
Netherlands (Table 8). (The reason for this difference is probably the
greater scarcity of farm land in relation to the agricultural population and

the smaller average fam size in the latter countries - see Tablés 2 and 7).
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It is thus logical that famming is relatively "extensive" in Denmark and
Britain, as shown by the comparatively low inpufe and output per 100 acree
(Table 14). In other words, the quantity of land tends to be high in relation

to other resources where the rent (or price) of land is relatively low.

Furthemore, different agricultural products require different combinations of

productive factors, so that each country's "pfoduct-mix" must affect its
"input—mix“; Nevertheless, even within these 1imitations‘there is scope for
mddificatiohs_in the traditional pattern of inputs. For example, the often
advocated increase in the use of fertilizer on British grassland may result
in a substitution of home-grown for.imported feed, ‘This would almost
certainly reduce the cost of production of cattle and sheep products without

13

necessarily altering the_"preduct-mix".

It mﬁst be understood that a higher aggregate output/input ratio
unambiguOuely indicates a higher technical efficiency only when the physical
emounts of all factors per unit of output are lower, If the difference in
aggregate cosf is partly a result of a difference iﬁ inbut-mix (as in the
present comparison), the cost difference is influenced by the relative prices
used for valuing the inputs, 'Henoe the comparison between thevfour countries!
@utpuﬁfinput vretios (Table 12) is not an entirely satisfactory indication of

their relative technical efficiency.

13. Compare Reference (12), Part II, p. 128 - lBl;and Reference (16).
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12. Productivity of waour and Land

A The_differenees in the four countries! aggregate productivity,
illustfated in Table 12, are likely to be associated with differences
in ﬁhe productivity of the individual factors employed., If we knew the
exact magnitude of preductivity of each factor in the different countries
(i.e.,the marginal product of each factor) end vere able to estimate. the. .
effects on these productivities of changing the ratio between the factors,
we should be in a good position to advise farmers qnd governments on the
steps necessary for bringing a country's agricultural productivity and
incomes up to the level of the more efficiont producers, For those famms
in Denmark, Britain and Ireland whose accounts are analysed by agricultural
economists this kind of study was carried out by Rasmussen (62,63). The
aggfegate deta.ﬁsed in the preeenf study do not lend themselvesbto this type
of analysis. What can be measured from these data is not ﬁarginal product
but an altogether different concept, namely, "ﬁroductivity" in the sense of
average oufpu£ pef unit of facfor employed, Table 16 pIesepts a comparison
in index form ef average output per unit of tﬁo of the:most impoxtant'facfors
of production: .;land and labour, The indices of outpu#/labour ratioe are
given in two forms: (l)' oﬁtput.per man-year and (2) output per persen |
occupied in agriculture, to indicate the ﬁossible extent‘of error in the

man~year calculation,
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Table 16

" Indices of output at standard prices (U.K. = 100)'

: (2 - year averaqes)'

Denmark Netherlands
1953-4 [1957—8 195%3-4| 1957-8

Price System

Danish 195% ‘Odtput'pér man-year |- : : 113 | 117 103
U - iper person - : “95 1790 Sy 90 71

“per adj.acre

per man-year.
per. person.

per adj.acre

Milk at
actual priceg
other at U.K.
1958-9

per man~year

<+ per person

per adj.acre

Note These results are given in £ in Appendix.10.

As regards output ver man-year, the only strlklng conclhalons from the

table Whloh survives under ll throe price systems ig the comparutlvely high

. Tigure foz Belglum. Tlo fact that output per man-year in Belgmum is hlgher
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than in Holland may be partly due to the already mentioned difference in the

product-mix. Also, Belgium's output per acre is so much higher than Denmark's

or Britain's that it is bou.nd to favour a gxeater economy of 1abour used in
.those operatlons which do no’c vazy greatly with size of outpu’c : .

(e.g. cultlva’clons). This part of the labour input may be cons:.dered a
fixed cost whose average amount per Unit of output falls-as outpu’cv‘rlses‘.
Hence the larger the total output the - 1arger will be the amount. of output

per umt Nof »"GhlS "fixed" labour. Wl‘th a flxed ‘acreage, there w:Lll, therefore,
be a tendency for‘a\}erabge i)rodnctlv:.ty of ‘labour to increase ‘as ‘output per acre’

rises,though this tendency may be counteracted by diminishing returns to that -

1abour which varies directly with output (e.g. harvesting labour).

The differenee betvreen the output per man—jrear :'Ln Britain .on~ the one
hand and Denmark and Holland on the other is rera’clvely small, w:Lth Denmark's
figure bomg actually lower than Britain's under one of .the price systems used
for the calculatlons. Yet this is a dlsappmntlng result for Britain when- we
consider the comparatively large amounts of other resources used in ‘British

faming in relation to manpower. (Table 17).

Table 17

Total Maln Inputs at Standard PI‘lCGS )per Man—year (2-Vear averages)

Prlce Svstem Perlod' Belmum Denmark Netherlands U K.

Danish 1953 1953—4 376 P 261 506
1957-8 427 393 338 660

U.K. 1958-9 1957-8 397 . 375 305 618

a) Exclusive of labour.
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It seems obvious that the main reason for Britain's relatively low output
per man—year is her 1ow output per acre, just as Belgium's hlgh output per
lacre helps to .raise that country s output per man-&ear. |

These conclu81onsron productivity of labour must be taken with the
proverblal grain of .salt because of the very dlfferent relatlve pos1tlon
Wlth regard to output per person occupled in agrlculture. Here British :
figures are hlgher thwn Dutch and- Danlsh in ll cases and very close to the
.Belglan flgures. Were the manpower data more complete, output per man-vear
would be the ‘appropriate measure of the average productivity of ' labour. YIn

the present unsatlsfactory state of the labour data the dlscrepancy betneen

. the two sets of indices (1 e output per man—year and output per person) mey

however, be partly due to errors of estimation. It is therefore best”to

suspend judgmenf'on;the“relative productivity‘of labour until more complete

information is available.

As to?thekprodnctivitv of lend, this can be meesured in more detail

than in Table 16 bj crop 'y’ields >pe'r acre, Table 18 shows a lon.g‘—tem
tendency for almost all crop yields in the fhree continental.countries fo

be higher than in the U.K, While this may be partly due o natural
advantages,rsuch'as climafe,‘it seems likely that the relafirely low
fertiliser usage in Britain is one of the reasons for the comparatlvely low
yields.' It is'probably'not a coincidence that the order of the four countries
with regard to output per acre (i.e. Netherlands, Belgium; Denmark, U.K;, in
descending order) is the same as their ranking for the amount of fertiliser

per acre (Table 14),
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¢ ' Dable 18

' Indices of Yield per #cre (U.K. in each period = 100). Period Averages

Periods: 1 - 1920-4; 2 - 1048-52; 5 - 1957-8

, Be_lgi um Denma:t_'k - Nethe rlands

E T2 3 2 3
Wheat s 13 134 125 | 134 121
CRye T e 125 121 | 114 08 | 125 122
Barley - 18 18 ¢ S 137 125 ¢ 133 138
Oats 122 131 139 138 | 129 1%
 Sugar Beet " 135 123 123 119 | 156 153
Potatoss = ol w2 92 100 113 | - 162

Notes: ——— = no data available, The U.K, data for 1920-4 exclude
-7 % Northern Ireland, Sources: (14, 17) o

Before artificial fertilisers._reached Jche}ikr‘px_'esen’c importance it
was suggfasted that Denmark's relativ‘e_ly hlgh crop,yie‘ld was due. to. the
large amoupts of dung wh_;i.ch the soil received from the dense liverstook_.l
popuiation (Ref. 17). It is‘therefore intéresting ‘cq n_ote »that not only
Denmark; but also - and to a greater e};tent - Belgigm and Holland have had
a greater number of 1ivestgck_ units per acre of agricultural area than
Britain énd that the relative figures have changed_ very little over.the

years, (Table 19)




~49 -

Table 19

Indices of Livestock Density .(Period Averages). U.K. ‘= 100

Description of Index © Years Belgium Denmark  Netherlands
Livestock Units per Acre of a » ' ’
Crops and Grass 1920-4" b 129 b
pér adjusted N
acre _ 1953-4 149 129
n o 1956-~9 147° 130

"

. England = 100 (No data for U.,K, )
b No data

Includes Luxemburg

Sources: (8,14,17,19)

Productivity of land used for livestock feeding cannot: Be measured as
easily as crop yield per acfe, but there are indicafions that Britain lags
much further behind the three continental countries in this respécf than in
cTop yields (12). Thié is, of course, a further reason for Bﬁtain's

compafa’cively low total output per acre,
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PART TII. AN OVE RALL VIEU

13. Competltlve P031tlon and Farmers' Income Prospects

How far do the results presented in this paper help us to assess
Brltlsh agrlculture s place in Eur0pe° Let us first cons1der the
competitive position and assume, for the sake of argument that Britoin.
becomes "subject to.the same level of factor and product prlces as Belgium,
Denmark and the Netherlandu. It 1s ev1dent from Table\;Z,that in such a .
51tuatlon the percentage proflt on farmer S expendlture is likely to be
lower, on the average, in Brltaln than in the other three countries,
Indeed, a fall in product prices that would leave'many British famers
without any profit might simply reduce the relatively high prefit margin '

of - the other, -

Exact figures cannot be given for these hypothetical profit margins,

because my calculation of inputs at standard prices leaves out certain
items, e.g.yseeds, lime, etc., for which I had incomplete information.
Some impxession of the competitive position may, however, be gained when
the ratios between total main inputs and total output (both at standard
prices) are presented in index form, since the relation between the
different countries' ratios is likely to be similar to the relation
between their hypothetical costs of production under a unified price
system. In Table 21 these indices are given together with indices of
actual cost (i.e. total input at actual prices) per unit of output at

standard prices., The second set of indices corresponds to a situation
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in which there is a free market for fam products without any
harmonisationfof input prices; in other'wdrds, these are aggregate
indices of unit costs of productioh actually ?revailing in the four
countfies, with Britain's cost taken as 100,
TABLE 21

Indices of Cost of Producing;ﬁioo worth of output valued at Danish 1953 prices

(U;K. = 100). 2-year averages

Price system for valuing inputs Years Belzium Demmark Netherlands

Denish 1953 prices 19534 56 62 65 -

1957-8 52 59 . 58

Actual prices | . 1953-4 66 53 65

1957-8 62 48 65

N.B. "Cost" includes farmers' labour. = The labour charge is based on the
"man-year" method.

Assuming a unified price system for boﬁh inputs and output, Belgium
would have been in the strongest competitive position in both periods,
whilst Holland's improvement in physical productivity would have raised her
from the third place in 1953-4 to the second in 1957-8. However, Denmark,
with rélatively low input prices (Table ll), had the.lowestggjgél costs of
production in both periods. |

Britain comes badly out of bbfh comparisohs, with her production costs

considerably higher than in any of the other countries, mainly because of
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the rela tlvely low productlvrty of resourceo. As a result Brltlsh
agriculture is in a much weaker pOS1tlon than the agrlculture of Belglum,
Denmark or Holland to survive in 1ts present form 1f prlces received by .
farmers for their products fall 31gnlflcantly below thelr present level.
Although the larger farms may continue in existence indefinitely with a
low. profit margin per acre, small farmers - of whom there are many in

" Britain despite the relatlvely large average size of farms - would flnd

. that the low proflt per acre reduced thelr actual 1ncome‘to an 1ntolerebly _
" low level., Furthermore, at price levels so low that recelpts do not cover”
. the cash expenditure necessary for production, no famer, whether large or
‘lsmall can carry on for long. As Table 22 shows, this would have-been .in.-
fact the pooltlon of British agrlculture in 1957 and 1958 if product prlces
| had . been at the Danish 1953 level, whereas.the Belgien,{DenlehwaneADutch
farmers would have recelved a substantial surplus over and gbove that.
- expenditure. (This assumes that. factor prices, the quantltles and "

. composition of inputs and output, and physical productivity would have

remained at their actual level.)
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Table 22

of Agriculture under a system of standard product prices

vaofhefiCéi'Neﬁ Income

Total Annual Cost at
© Actual Prices Z(at
current exchange
rates)

Total Annual Output at .
Danish 1953 prices

' Hypothetical Annual
Net Income of ,
Agriculture (B - A)

| Per Farm

Belgium

Denmark

NétherléndéA

UK.

1957 1958

1957 - 1958

1957 1958

1957 1958

£&m £&m

116
£ &
487 . 573

£m £m

188 lgl

%6 946

& £

U5 155
£ - &
523 560

&m £m

-119
£

-235

Note:

a)‘Exclusive of interest and farmers! labour (see section 2).

In fact, of course, there is. no immediate prospect of farm product

prices in Britain falling to the low level envisaged in the table;

and the

- physical productivity of British agriculture may well have increased since

1958, thus making a negative net income unlikely even if prices fell

considerably.

T+ should also be remembered that the relatively large home

market for liquid milk is likely to make the British farmers' competitive

position better than would appear from the table, because the average price

of British milk is likely to be above the European average even in an

entirely free market,
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Despite these reservations,{the fact remains that British
~agriculture has only been able ! to prOyide farmers with aversge,ineomes
reasonably close to those prevalllng in Belgium, Denmark and Holland

“(see Table 1) and fam wor&ers - w1th comparatlvely high wages (Table 8)

' because of the reletlvely high 1evel of product prlces‘reeelved by British
farmers (Table 10); Closer integration of the economies'efsWestern.Europe
does ﬁoﬁinecessarily'mean'that U.K, agricultural income would fall, provided

8

the farm_priqe level is set at or near the British level, but - because of

their relatively high production costs (Teble 21) - British fammers! incomes

are likely to be well below thOSe in the three other coﬁntries.f.A Ieduction
in the present level of product prlces, unless uccompan:.ed by a proportlonal
.fall in the prlces of 1nputs, 1s llxely to hlt U K. faxmers more severely

on the whole, than Belgian, Dutch or Danish farmers«becagse'of the hlgher
average costs of production. However, a detailed study of the comparative
‘unit costs of different-agricultural products may well reveal that British

- costs are relatively low in certain branches of farming, and that’ in some
sectors ‘British producers may be better equipped to face falling prices than

their continental counterparts, =
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14. Summary and Coﬁclusions_

As indicated at the beginning, and enphasised in the text and’ in the
Aappendlces to thls report the measurenent of relatrVe product1v1t1ea between
countr1es is a dlfflcult and lengthy process.k There is the general
problem of ensurlng that we are comparlng llke w1th llke in temms of the
quantltles and qualltles of products and 1nputsand the prlces 3851gned to
them, In thls context, probably the two greatestweaknesses of these
calculatlons are the absence of any satlsfactory measure of the relatlve

| quallty of land and uncertalnty about the quantltles of labour used

Although the acreage of agrlcultural land in Brltaln has been

‘adJusted to take account of the hlvh pronortlon of hllly areas and rough
graz1ngs the problem of comparablllty has not been satlsfactorzly overcome.
The hlgher product1v1ty per acre of 1and shown for the thrce contlnental
countrles may thus be, in part merely a reflectlon of the better land in
those countrles. Calculatlons of land product1v1ty in terms of output
per £1OO of rent would have shown a very dlfferent ranklng betWGen
Belglum and the Netherlands but not between Britain and Denmark

Rent however, is also an unsatlsfactory measure, in that contract'rents
(elther actual or notlonal) whlch are the only measures avallable, may .
bear llttle or no relatlonshlp to the economic worth of agrlcultural
lend, ‘since tney are affected by 1nst1tut10nal and other 1nfluences nd
subJect to long 1ags.

Wlth regard to the labour productltlty measurements, llttle can be

done to improve them until better statlstlcs are available of the use
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of manpower in agriculture., In this resbect,ithé British'dafélare' 
considerably better thap_in some of the continental countries, where

. family labour forms a higher proportion of total laboqr input. _In‘all
:coﬁﬁfries, hbwever, here‘is é lafge measure of unqertainty aﬁoutv£he
amount of wofk done by farﬁerg themseives oﬁtside theif far@s. In fhese
circuﬁétances the‘best that can be done is to offgr calculations on more
than oné bdsié, as has been‘dbne invfhe present repért.

:Déspife thése‘difficulties-and uncer%aintieé, howéver, some of the
findihgs éf this analysis must stand, Hhafever refinements may become
possiblé és avresﬁlt of betfef dafa, they are ﬁnlikely to iﬁvalidate tﬁe
conclusions.that'betweén 1953 and 1958 the income and purchasing power of
the 'éverage:farmer' in Deﬁmark were superior to those enjoyed b& the
.averagé Brifiéh; Belgian or Dutch farﬁer. -

Income is cloéely related to productivity. The productivity of
‘resourcesnused depends in part upon thé efficienc& of the technical
processeé used in given lines.of production and there are_indicafions
of a higher lével of technoldgy within the agriculture of fhe three
continental countries than in Britain itself; This has been accebtéd
for a'iong time‘with respect toiDanish agriculfuxe but it is obvious‘

" from this analysis that in maﬁ& respects thé égficulture of thev_v‘ |
Netherlands and Belgium ié‘technicaily equally efficient, "It would
appear fhaleritisﬁ farmers havé a good deal to learn ffom Belgian and

Netherlands farmers on the efficiency of operating an intensive small-

scale agricﬁlture. A disquieting feature of the comparisons made is
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the fact that, during the middle 1950's,. British agriculture seems to have

made 1ittlé or no gain in effiéiency (measured iﬁ terms of output per unit
input ét Dénish 1953 prices; see Table 12) at a time when our contiﬁental
neighbour;fﬁere improving theirs at a fairly.rapid‘rate. ' In terms of the
future, and particularly in the event of close economic integration of
Bfitain a£d Europe, any differential gains in efficiency in favour of the
contihental countries must seriously affect the oompetiti#e position of
Brifish farmers and, in consequénce, their level of income.

One feature common to all the four countries during the period‘uhder
reviewAwas the rapid expansion of agricultural output, which was particularly
markéd in the Netherlands, In an industry like agricultﬁre, carrying a
large proportion of fixéd costs, expansion of oﬁtput will usually‘lead to
greater ﬁhysical productivity of total resources used;A But, since the
expénsion of output fakes place agaihst.the background of a more slowly
rising demand for agriculturai products, the tendency. is for piices to
fall-in real terms and for fam incomes to suffer, Intensification of
agricultural producfion, while it may lead to greatervphysiéal productivity,
is not therefore the answer to the agricultural problems of the four
countries under review., However, if we could spread the overhead costs
of each farm over a greater output without at the same time unduly
increasing the aggregate output of agriculture, the pressures on prices
and on farm incomes would be censiderably alleviated. This could only.
be done by reducing the number of farms, thus allowing eacﬁ to produce
more without increasing aggregate output, In the light of what has beenv

ascertained about the relative productivity of resources between the
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foﬁr gountries,vthe_relativé income of the average British farm would
.today be much more unfgvourable than it is, were ifAnof for the fact

thét the ayeragé British farmef has more land at his command than is

the case in the three continenfal counﬁ;iés. Thié relativé advantage

may, however; be compleﬁely wiped out if British farmers' product prices
fall to, say; ﬁhe Danish level,rﬁithout a corresponding reduction invcdsts.
As shown in Table 22, British farmers' income might then fall far below
that in the othef cdﬁntriéé.‘ A fasterlréfe of decrease in the numbef of—
holdings through'amalgamation is,rthefefore, even moré vital to fhe British
farmers than to some of their continental heighb§urs.' The problem isindt
easy but it is being seriously discussed on the Confinent,-and prograﬁmes of
farm amalgamaéion are being actually put into effeéf in some.countriés
(e;g., Sweden). (64). Action along these lines; together with a vigorous
applicatibn of those cost¥saving methods which do nOf depend on én.increase

in the country's agricultural oufput, seems to be urgently needed in Britain

if the relative prosperity of fammers is to be maintained,
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APPENDICES
Note: Individual entries in the tables do not always add up to the

totals entered because .of rounding,

1. Adjusted Acreage

The data on the total agricultural area were obtained from
Ibferences(?) end (14)

It was felt that U K. hills and rough gr121ngs are the only
%ell—deflned categorles of agricultural land with an’ obv1ously lower
productlve potentlal than the rest’ only an inSighificaﬁt'proéortion‘
of the other countrles fqrm land falls within these categories, Only
the U K. area has, thorefore been "adjusted". The following/methed was
used. - :

| | Outputs per“acie of hills and of lowlands were calculated from
dafa published by Devidsoﬁ and Wibberley (21). Nash'”‘ estimates (22)
were cons1dered 1napp11cable, as he included uplands in the "hill" area (23).
It was assumed that an acre of rough grazings is equlvalent to a quaxter of
an acre of "croPs and.graSS". As a result, the following scale has been
used: - ﬂ" | | .
Crops and Gfass: ' 'i-scre of lowlends” = 1,00 adjusted acfe”

1 " '_ " hills 0,22 n n

Rough Grazings: 1 . " Jowlands 0.25

l" ‘ weooon hills - 0.055 n 1
~ Davidson and“Wibberiey-(21)Aestimate that hills occupy 7.61 per -

cent of Crops and Grass, and 71.80 per cent of Rough Grazings in Great Britain.
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I applied these proportions to the U.K. as a whole. The resulting
estimates are compared with total acreage (exclusive of land out of -
use because of flooding) in the following table, which also gives the

other three countries' total agricultural area.

Years 195% | 1954 | 1957

UK. - ‘ ' o (1000 |acres) |
(1) Actual area: . v 1. :

Crops & Grass: Hills 2364 { 2364 | 2361
Lowlands 28695 § 28713 | 28665

Rough Grazings: Hills . 112114 | 12114 | 12082
Lovlands 4758 | 4758 | 4745

Total | 47951 | 47909 | 47853

’(2) Adjusted arca: R (1000 ddjusted 4
Crops & Grass: Hills ' ’ 50 | 519 |

Lowlands - | 28713 | 28665

Rough Grazings: Hills | 666 665

Lowlends | C o110 | 1186

U.K, Total 31089 31035

_(lOOO acres)
Belgium 5 ‘ B 4305 4245

Demmark : o : 7695 747

Netherlands » . : _ 5730 5698




2, Number of Farms

Basis of Estimates

(1.B. Where no information was available on year-to-year changes, the .

some figﬁre-waS~applied to two years). .

Belgium: ﬁhmbor of agricultural snd horticultural holdings of all sizes:

Ref.‘(B).

Denmark: Number of agricultural holdings: Ref,,(10>. (It was assumed that
these include holdings which are partly horticultural). Number
of purely horticultural holdings: Ref, (4).

Netherlands:

Number of agricultural and horticultural holdings excluding field

crop holdings under 1 hectare and livestock holdings producing

‘for household consumption only.  The figure from the 1950 World
Census (Ref. 24) was applied to the years 1953 and 1954. The
1957f8 estimate was obtained by assuming that the total number
of holdings had fallen in the same proportioh as the number of
farms of 1 hectare and over. (Ref. 6).
UK. Number of agriculturai and horticultural holdings over 1 acre: Ref.(?).

Bstimated Number of Farms -

Year Beleiunm Denmark Netherlonds U.X,

1953 263629 206186 282119 534924
1954 263629 205521 282119 | 554924
1957 238514 © 202935 276609 506269
1958 232152 201906 276609 495198
N.B. (l) In Northern Ireland holdings of 1 acre are included.

(2) The number of holdings in the U.XK. in 1954 was, in fact, 525, 125,

but this figure was not available when the results per fam were being

calculated for the present bulletin.
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3. Net Form Income per 100 adjusted acres.

Sources: (3, 4, 6 - 11, 18, 25 - %9).
General Notes: . Wherever possible, purchases by famecrs of feed, seeds

and plants produced by home agriculture are excluded from

. outputsnand inputs. Output includes subsidiess

Demmark: Unlilc most previously published statistics, Danish data
“hore include horticulture,
The total Net Income figures for the U.K. from which these
results were calculated differ from the figures published in
the U.K. Annual Abstract of Statistics (29) mainly because
I did not include "other credits' in Output, or "interest"
ih coste These items are not recorded in the other
countries! available statistics; their exclusion, therefore,
increases comparability. On the basis of the Annual Abstract

figures, U.K. Net Income per 100 adjusted acres is:

1953/4 ~ 1957/8

1073 1154
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Net Famm Income per 100 adjusted acres (& at current exchange rates)

. -. Beleium Denmark | Netherlands U.K. ¢
Yearss 1953 1 1954 §1953 1954 {1953 |1954 [1953/4i11954/5
: £ £ £ £ 1 £ £ £ . £
Imported Feed, Seeds& Plants™ 1075 | 1214 | 396P 595b] 1260 [1405 | 827 ' 930

Imported Animals: .- S L ' c.. c e ¢ c .c- 123 ’ 139
Fertilisers - ~ 499 | 545.1 240 230 | 479 483 | 210 | 212
4 a ' coal o al ;
Depreciation (exel.buildings) 365 | 395 o 270 206 i 207
Fuel & Lubricants = . o : '72d 82(.i '3'12. ' 329' 116 ..187 | 180
Miscellaneous® : 4-21d 407 » ) . 344 3 1 245 ' 256
Total External Inputs . 252812738 | 1212 1433 | 2616 1967 | 2150
Rent® : ‘ ] 7901 809 | 172 - 185 | 460 190 | 197
Wages® | o | 863| 877 | 913 - 920.| 1669 885 | 886

Maintenance & Repairs ( excl.ildings) 9

d

- Total Cost- . 4181 | 4424 | 2297 2538 | 4745 3042 3233

Total Output 7348 | 7581 | 4652° 46197 6699 4078 | 4120"

Net Farm Income 3167 | 3157 | 2355 2081 | 1954 1036 | 889

Yoors: 1957 | 1958 | 1957 1958 | 1957 1 1057/8
L1 & £ Tz 1 & £

Tmported Feed, Seeds & Plants® 1337 | 1523 | 464° 599°| 1839 930

Imported Animals 1 e} ¢ .C c ‘e e f. 213
Fertilisers 5771 497 284 276 1 511 301
Maintenance & Repairs (excl.buildings) 98d 96d 1 ' »233 ) 205
Depreciation (excl.buildings) 413 1 427 % 524 4481 5pof | 237
Fuel and Lubricants ‘ ¥ e 165 163
Miscellameous® 475 497d§ 09 3% py 5358

Total Fxtemal Inputs | 29% | 3127 [1481 1668 |3487 2387

Rent® o | 82 900 | 216 2111 579 203

Wages® R | | 9861|1007 | 900 &80 |2184 980

" Total Cost - 14864 [5034 | 2597 2759 {6250 { 3570
Total Output 18499 | 8459 | 4926° 48417} 9050 a7
Net Farm Income %635 | 3425 12329 2082 {2800 1157

See notes on p. 64.




Footnotee'te"fable on-p. 63 f’

Includes the follow1ng feeds de*mved from . -home agrlcuWuure.
._;ndustrlal byeproducts, mllllng offels, and meat and bone meal.

Also included are handling charges and merchants' margins on home—4v
iproduced seed feed and 11vestock ':Iﬁ‘the Netherdands, the valuve -
,-of home—grown 1ngred1ents of . comnound feeds is 1ncluded For the A'

U.K., the euuhor s estimate of_the value of home-grown feed ﬁee4.»>

" deducted from the feed totals.d_

Home-grown horticultural seeds,:bulbs and plants purchased by Denish
growers are'ineluded in the cost of seeds and in the output. In the
Danish output, meat and milk are valued after processing in slaughter-

houses and dairies.
7 Deducted in calculating output.

Author's estimates. 'For’Belgium;ﬂthe total of these items equais the

¢« official total of "general overhead.expenscs".

. In Belgium and the'Netherlands, includes indirect taxes. - In Demmark,

includes materials used in dairies and slaughter-houses.

Includes estlmﬁted costs of malntenonce and deprec1et1en of bulldlngs

land taxee, rates and ownei—occuplers notlonal rent. For Denmark "rent"‘
was estlmated'on the basis of Danlsh-land prices (Ref. 12 p.133, Appendix
.Teble{F)danddof'the.otﬁer.three.oounfries' a?erage.rafie of Ienﬁ—ﬁo land

© price.
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[}

& The estimated number of persons engaged in:égricﬁlture (exclusive of
fammers) (Ref. 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 14, 42, 43, 44, 61) was multiplied by
the'estimated average earnings (Ref, 3, 25, 4, 10, 36,'41). The -
resulting estimafes of totél “Wagesﬁ arc compared below with théf
officidl estimates used by each country's authori%ies in the fann:

income computations,

Total "Hages" | (£ million)

Year: 1953 1954 1957 ' 1958‘

Belgium Estimated . 3T 38 42 43
" Official 19|19 20 20

Denmark Estimated 51 53 49 48
Official 71 71 70 68

Netherlands Estimated - 95 107 :.124 142
Official _ » 49 51 60 66

U.K. Estimated ' 175 180 194 196
Official 275 276 304 316

Unless there had been a large expenditure on casual laboﬁr, one would
have expected all the estimates to be higher than the official fiéures
which are meent to exclude‘the wife's 1abour in the‘U.K..and all
unpaid family labour in the other countries. Obviously my estimates
for Denmark and the U.K. are too low; in the absence of any other

relevant information I have therefore used the “official" figures for

these two countries, although complete comparability might require the

addition of an imputed charge for any unpaid labour in Demmark and for

wives! labour in the U.K.
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Excludes the author's estimate of the value of home-grown feed.

4, Labour

General:

One man-year is the‘eqbivalent of;the annuel lgbour of aﬁ
adult male. o o

(Ref. % and 25). Employees' total earnings = e, Other
labour is assumed to be equivalent to all fammers' full-time .

farm work thus unpaid family-labour on the farm is- assumed

1o compensate for the famm occuplers absence from the farm

,when engaged in cher work; " Ratio of Number of Farmers to

Total Number of persons engaged in agricultuie, foreSfry and

fishing = 0.543 (in 1947)

¢

Total Number of persons engaged in agricultureietc. =n.

Therefore, the estimated number of fammers each year =

0.54%n = f.

Average annual earnings of adult maies = W

Hence, estimated iabour cost exelusive of employees = fﬁ.
Number of man-years = (e + fw) = |

Mab-years ("helgrbejdere") ib Daﬁish statistics are not
adJusted for sex or age. My attembts at adjusfmeht give
mutually 1ncons1stent flgures. Results seem more reasonable
if the OfflClal data are taken as estimates of adausted |
men-years; thls has been done in | the present study, on the

assumption that the dovmward adjustment for sex and.age.is
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czncelled byvan addition for overtime, special skills, etc.
',The total number of man-years in agriculture is given
in Ref..(10) .The total number of man-years in.horticulture
in 1953 and 1954 has been calculated from Ref. (4); the 1957
anq 1958,totals‘are estimates based on the 1954 man-year data
: and the indicgs ofAhorticulturai oufputv(1954 =_100).

. The average ahﬁual earnings of adult males have»beén estimated
frgm Ref. (10); whén»multiplied by the total number of man-
years they give the Total Labéur,Cost‘(including famers'
1abour income).

Nethe:iands;_ Ea:nings per man year: Ref. (%6). Manfyears er the years
1953, 1957 and 1958:  Ref. (6) and (40). Man-years for 1954:
my estimate. |
Eamings per man;yeaf'(Ref. 4l)v=.ﬁ. 1 Nﬁmber of man-years,
exg;uding farmers:and their wives = Total fages (frbm
Appen&ix 3) di?ided by w.

The number of man-years of farmeré and their wives has been
“estimated in the folloﬁing'manner:

Ratios of the number of farmers to all employers and self—
eéfloyed'persons'in'agricﬁltufé,‘fbreéfr& and fishing were
calculated from Ref.(42). These ratios were applied to data
‘frﬁm Ref, (43) to estiméfe‘fhe number of farmers in_Northern .

"Ireland in 1951, This estimate was added to the number of

farmers in Great Britain (Ref. 42 and 44)»t0'obtain the 1951




éstiﬁné’ce for the U.K.v The ratio of this figure to

the ‘to'fal number of égricﬁltﬁi'al holding§ (from Ref . T

is 0.725;" this ratio has been used to estimate the
rumber of farmers' and wives' /man—yea:ré’ from the number of
hoiairigs in each year.  The ratio (0.728) does not include
the wives; hut it may be noted that the total amount of
agriéuihiral work done by farmers' wives in the U.K, is

not lllfely to be greater than the total number of hours by
which the annual farm labour of those farmers who have othor
part-’c:.me JObS (or who' occupy very ‘small holdlngs) falls shor’c

of full—tlme fam work. (Compare Ref. 45).

Estimated number of man-vears in agrlculture

Belegium  Denmark Netherlands UK.

1000 maen-years

245 376 — 4% 1110
244 367 487 1055
235 B 459 . 987
234. 327 459 973,

Estimated number of persons in agriéultural :
occupations’ (Ref. 3. 5-7.10,14,42-44,61)  (excl. fisheries & forestry)

Year ' Belgium. Denmark h Nethe rlands U.Ks:

1000 persons ~ = - .
1953 350 470 711 1102

1954 | 47 464 720 1065
1957 337 0 428 662 981
1958 336 418 673 950




5. Net Product
The Net Product_caiculation is a simple extension of the ﬁet inccme

calculation which is described in Apbendix 3; Net Product belng the

: dlfference between Total Output and Total External Inputs.

‘ Estlmates of the distribution of the Net Product between the different
types of income- have been made by reference to the Net Income and Labour
calculatlons (See Appendlces 3. and 4) . These estlmatee are given in the
table which follows. o

"Proflt and Interest" is the name glven to the reeldual income whlch is

not further sub—d1v1ded in the table because of the 1ack of satlsfacto:y

'..data.;

The other terms are defined in Appendices '3 and/4.
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Estimated Fommation and Distribubion of Total Net Product of Agriculture

(£ million at current exchange rates)

Total Owtput |
Total External Inputs

Years:

Belgi

1953

- Denmark

Netherlands

1954

1954

£m

11953/4

£m

- 319

cium
1954
£m

- 326
118

- 355

416
160

1267
611

Net Product

' Ren’c .

209

1256

656

34

27

59

Wages

Farmers! labour

37
55

59

Total Labour
Profit and Interest

Total Output
Total External Inputs

93
8

62

Net Product

Rent

Wages

Farmers' Labour

Total Labour

Profit and Interest




6. Milk Utilisation

- Belgium - Denmark: Netherlands UK. -
11054 1958 |1954 1958 | 1954 1958 |1954/5 1958/
“lgalls., galls.| galls. galls.| galls. galls. {galls, galls

Total Milk Production per person | -89 262 242 | 119 118 45 46

a b b

Liquid Human Consumption per person 22 26 28 41 36 32 31

SR | / 7 o, % ‘
Liquid Human Consumption as | %; A %; 7 %; 7 ”° : %
percentage of total production : 25 10~ 12 35 31 71 69

“Includes milk used in the production of cheese and of tinned and
dried milk,

bIncludes'pfoducers' use of famm-made milk products for human
consumption. ' ‘

CNot available.
Sources: (6, 10, 14, 25, 27, 31)

T. Inputs at Standard Prices

Method

" (a) Inputs at Danish 1953 prices

Tmported Feed - - 1. 195% and 1954

The quantities of differentvfeeds used in 1953 and 1954 had
. been estimated by the author for a previous paper (12) on the
basis of Ref. (10, 14, 25, 27, 29, 36 and 46).
The 1953 import prices in the U.K. could be calculated
in detail from Ref. (46). The few details of Danish prices
available to the author (Ref. lO) pointed to the conclusion

that, although there were small differences in the prices of




-T2 -

ihdividual items, the totallﬁalue of imported feed would be
| fairly similar vhether calewlated at Danish or British 1953
vLﬁii§e$;{ »ﬁri#ishji953_pfides Wé:e‘therefoxe used for con-
venience:in estimating the value of imported feed in 1953 and
1954.

2. 1957 and 1958

'The 1957 and 1958 feed inputs at standardvl953/prices

- were estimated in the folldéwing manner:

(1) For Belgium, the quantities of the different feeds given
vin Ref, (3) were multiplied by the U.K. 1953 import prices.
(2) For Denmark, Netherlands and U.K. the quantitative‘daté
arec not available in sufficient detail. Thereforé imported
feed at standard 1953 prices was estimated by the formula

100 a ¢ , where :
bad

& is the total value at actual prices of "Importecd Feed,
Seeds, Bulbs and Plants" in 1957 or 1958 (see Appendix 3)

b is the cor:esponding item in 1953,

c is the 1953 total Impoxted Feed at standard prices;
‘is the aggregate index of feed prices in 1957 or 1958
(U.K. 1953 price = 100) estimated from individual prices
given in Ref. (6, 10, 35, 46) weightea by the 1953

quantities (Ref. 12).




Imported Animals

" This item was calculated by using a cattle price index (see Appendix 8).
Fertilisers
", Quantities: Ref, (14).

. Danish 1953 prices: Ref. (47).

Maintenance, Repairs and Depreciation (excluding buildings) .. -

 is’ estimated to equal lgOe

, where e is the total of Maintenance,
Repairs and Dépreciation at actuél—priées (see Appendix ‘3); ‘and
iiis a ‘composite price index (Danish 1953 ﬁrices =100) estimated .
from prices of 'different items of~eqﬁipment weighted by the current
numbers of each item, (Source: Ref. 3, 6, 7, lO, 35, 40, 48*54)°'

and Lubricants.

- Actual cost was converted .to standard prices by the.use of azprice'
index (Danish ;953 prices = 100) estimated by the followiqg,methpd
Some of the sources just mentioned (under Maihtenance etc.)
give the prices>of different types of tractor fuel and enable
separate estimates to be méde of the number of petrol, T.V.O. and
diesel tractors in each country in the relevant years.

An estimate of the percentage quantities of the different fuels .

was made on the basis of these estimates of tractor numbers, and of

the standard fuel requirements given in Ref. (55 & 56). The fuel
prices were weighted by these percentages to obtain an "average"'fuel
price for each country in each year. Then price index, for example,

for the U.K. in 1957 is: - 100 x U.X. 1957 average price
Danish 1953 average price.
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Miscellaneous actual costs were converted to standard prices by the use. -

of an index equal to the simple:avefage of the "Maintenance etc,"
and "Fuel" price.indices.

Léhgg; cost at standard prices is the number of man-years multiplied by
the Danish 1953 annual earnings per-adult male.-(See“AppendiX’4).
The alternative estimates:in Table 12 of the main text are based on
the number of persons (Appendix 4) mulfi?lied by.the;average Danish
wage per person in 1953 (£240).

ngﬁ is Danish'1953 estimated rent per acre (see Appendix 3) times number

of acres (adjusted acres in U.K.; see Appendix 1).

(b) Inmputs et U.K. 1958-59 Prices

These results were calculated from the inputs'valﬁed at Denish

1953 prices, using the various price indices described in section (a)

" above.
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BEstimated Inputs at Danish 195% Prices (£ million at currént exchange ratés)

Belgum | .- Demmazk - | Nethsrlands - UK.
1955 | 1954 | 1953 | 1954 | 1953 | 1954 |1953/4 [1954/5

Imported Peed o 33 | 42| 25| 33 | 46 | €2 159 | 185
Tmported Animals. .~ .- .. .| deducted fxom output 38 | 43
Fertilisers . , |8 | 1r | 1w |16 |21 | e 49
Fuel and Iubricants | 3 | 3 | incl.nmise] 5 | 6 54
Mainteriance; Repairs and | RN R . . :

Depreciation excl.buildings) | 13 14 20 21 18 19
Miscellanééﬁs R 13| 1»5 : ':"'24 | o7 113 14

MATN EXTERNAL INPUTS: TOTAL g0 { 89 | 8 |97 |X
Rent - 77 | 13|
Labour (incl., farmers' labour) |. T3 0

MATN INPUTS:  TOTAL

198 | 157 198

Inported Feed o . 43 33 50 74‘
Imported Animals . » ucted frlom ¢ u t 56
Fertilisers - | ' 18 | 19 {2 | 29 I 58
Fuel and Iubricants 4 | incl.ih Mise] ° 8 45

Maintenance, Repairs and _
Depreciation (excl.buildings) | 14 14 22 30 23 T 152

Miscellaneous 14 16 32 28 17 105

MAIN EXTERNAL INFUTS: TOTAL g1 95 151 619
Rent . 7 7 13 13 10 10 ¢ 53 53

Labour (incl. farmers' labour) 71 70 100 o8 138 138 §F 296 292

MATN INPUTS: TOTAL 169 172 219 239 288 298 968 | 1019

N.B.. The following items are excluded because of the difficulty of conversion to standard
prices: a) . imported seeds, bulbs and plants
b) 1lime
¢) handling charges and merchants' margins on seed and feed.




8. Output at Standard Prices: . o

Method

(a) Outpuu a‘t Danish 1953 Prlces R

The prlces recelved by farmers .of each country for field crops and
livestook products were ascertalned or’ estlmated from References (3, 6,
10, 18, 25-27, 31 36) ' Indices: (Danlsh 1953 price = 100) calculated
from 'bhese pr:.ces were used ’co convert each country's output of these :
products to Danlsh 1953 PI‘lCOS. | |

Informatlon 1s not avallable for estlmatlng the prlce of each
"'hortlcultural product in’ the four countrles. Exn.stlng' prlce da‘ba' :
(References 6, T, 10 18 25 31) were used however, to es’clmate
aggregate indices (Danlsh 1953 pI':Lce lOO) for tho three broad groups "

Mof hortlcul alral products i e. vegetablos, fruit, and other (ma:.nly
" These indices Weir¢ used to convert each
‘country s hortlcultural output to Danish 1953 prlces.

10utput at U.K. 1958—59 Prices .

' These rosults Were caloulated Trom the output valued at Denish 1953

prices, using the price indices described in section (a) above,
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Estimated Output at Danish 1953 Prices (£ million at current exchange rates)

(N.B. .. = 1less than £500,000)

.Beigium Denmmark | Netherlands | U.K.
| 1953 1954|- 1953 1954 1953 | 1954 |1953/4]1954/5:

| Grain | 17 18y 20| 9| 20 | 22 & T
Suger Beet o o 8| of 6/ 1w | 1 | ‘19| a7’
Potatoes - 12 13| 8| 16 | 29 | - 46| 44

Other Field Crops S 5 7 6 15 21 9 8

TOTAL FIELD CROPS 5 44 46 62 | 83

35 46 35 | 36 44 | 39°

Vegetables (exc. potatoés)
CPruit o e o1 24 1.4} 27|27 | 21| 23

Other Horticultural Crops 1 8.11|.9| 8] 30 | 3 | 12| 12

TOTAL HORTICULTURE ol e a 9 | % T "

Cattle = 9 a) 45 | 48 163 | 203.
Sheep 1 1] .. 2 2 45 46
‘ : : incl,in-other

Horses _ o 2 3 R o2 > List. Prod..
Milk ' | 60 60 105 | 101 186 1 185
o - - - incl.in other L

Wool vo  aa L'st, Prod. 161 17
Pigs . : 435 42 6 | 69 5| 172
Poultry ’ ‘ 5 5 | 6 9 32
Bggs . . ... .. . .. lweo 29 |

‘Other Livestock Products’ . | e .o

TOTAL LIVESTOCK ‘PRODUCTS ' 175 184

-Sundry Output o - -
Valuation change o 2 o2

TOTAL AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT 283 312
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Estimated 'Outﬁﬁf at. Danish 1953 LPrié:es‘ (£ million -a% current exchange -rates) cont .

Belgium | Denmark| Netherlands -
‘| 1957 1958°| 1957 1958| 1957 198

ey RN - 55" o | 11 17 0o 25

Sugar Beet ol 9 owm | ;o111 16
?Btatoes‘_ o | 12 4 6 71| 24 27
Other Field Crops ol 6 51 4. 17 15
TOMLFIEID OROPS - | 50 %2 | %2 ™ 8

Ye.éétébléa (excl. potatoes) 51 51 8 9 P R

| Fruit, . {12 20| 4 5! 14 24 | 21 |
Other Horticultural Crops 10 13 11 11 27 38 9

TOTAL HORTICULTURE . 73 84 23 25 | 83 ) 63

' - - " : ! incl.in e
e » , Prod. incl,.in
Horses : . 12 2 2 2 1 |L'st.Px
AMik o N 5] 101 97 | 131 129 204
. AR o ‘ incl,in incl.in '
Wool — * : «s ++ other L'st.| other L'st, | 17
: o ) ’ _ . Prod. Prod.
Pigs .. - | 48 48 | 128 130 | & T8

Poultry . . 9 17 | 6 10| 17 19
Bggs . . | %2 %2 | 28 31| 48 54
Othe:cf Livestock Products IR R _ e 3 3

TOTAL LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS o 1195 209

Sundry -Output C = -
Valuation change - - 4 3

321 347 | 390. 405

TOTAL AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT
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9; An Estimate of Cost-saving by Mechsnisation

One of the main differences between the British and continental
férming methods“is the relatively much greater number of t?aétors in
‘ theAU.K. It is well known that farming requires less manpower Whep‘
tractdfs replace horses. One'may'wonder, hdwever; whgther thé.savingvon

labour and on horse maintenance is larger'than the additional expenditure, 

i.e. the depreciation of tractor-drawn implements and the costs of tractor

maintenance anﬂ>operation;

An investigation into fhe'comparative COSt.Of uSing tractors and horses
on British farms was cériied ouﬁ by Deiter‘in 1953, His paﬁer (57)'gives
data on annuéi fixed costs.pér horse and per tractor and hourly variable
~ costs of horsesAaﬁd'traétors. I used these data to estimate the tofal
UK. agricultural power cost at 1953 prices in two years, 1946/7 and 1953/4,
between which the number of tracto;s rose from 181,000 to 466,000, while the
number of hérses fell from 585,000 to 212,000 (Referenée 7). My method i;
as follows,

Two studies (58,59) provide data on the average annual number of .
hours per tractor on different types of famms. From these I estimated tha%
in 1946/7 U.K. farﬁ tractors worked; on the aveiage, 861 hours each, and in
1953/4, 810 hoﬁrs each'-bthe'féductibn.in thelnumbér of hours being due to
the contraction in the arable acreage.

Between 1946/7 and 1953/4 there were, on the average, thrée tractors
added to the total number for .every four horses lost from the total. | In
absence of better data I assumed this to indicate that three tractors did,

on the average, the same amount of work as four horses.
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Assuming that it takes a horse, on the average, three‘hqurs:to_do the
work which a tractorvcan do in an houf;‘thg ;ﬁngél nqiﬁé;lgf“ﬁégséfhoﬁrs
per'4 horses is three times the annualvnumber of tractor-hovz! per‘jrtractors‘
These cosumptions onable us, therefore, to cstimate the total numbe: of‘
tractorQﬁquré'and horse-hours ih the U.XK., during the two years in qﬁestion,
Dexter's resul%s can then be used tp estimate the total annual oosfyéf |
tractor and.porse power in farming (at_19§3 prices).

Total U.K. labour cost (excluding the labour of farmers and tﬁeir
wives) for 1953/4 is given in Reference (29). From this and from the ratio
between the ﬁotal number_of_fafm‘ wquers in the two_years (Reference>7) it
is possible to estimate_the-1abour cost in 1946/7 at 1953 prices.

The estimated total cost of labour and power in UK, farming can thus

~ be assessed as follows :

1946/7 1953/4

£ million (at 1953 pricesl

Cost of Tractor Power 28.8 T0.1
Cost of Horse Power . 51.0 - 17.9

Cost of Labdur'(excl.farmers : . :
and wives) 324.8 275.0

Power and Labour Total 4046  363.0

Thus, assuming constant prices, there was an estimated reduction of
£41,6 million in the annual cost of labour and power during this period of
rapid mechenisation., Yet this was also a period of rising output. From

Reference (27) we can estimate that "net output" rose by £214.6 million
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(at 1953 » s\ from £711.8 million in 1946/7 to £926.4 million in’
1953/4. rphese results 1ndlcate a reauctwon of 917 6 -n.ﬁhe power and

rlabcgr~cost'pér'£100fnet output (all at 1953 prices) (from £56.8 to

In other words, if;th?/1953/4 net output had been prodﬁcedrby the

1946/7.method$,‘it would have cost £163 million more than it actually
aia (i.e. 17.6 x 926.4 ).  Though part of this saving may be due'to a

o 100

“Shlft towards enterprises rpqulrlng 1ess labour and power in r°1at10n to

'output and to increased crop ylelds per acre, 1t seems 11kely that most

of the saving can be attributed to mechanisation.
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10. Output at Stendard Prices per Man-Year, per Person and Def 100
Ad-usted Acres. (Sources: see Appendices 1,4 and 8). (2-year averages;)

Beleiun Denmarls | Netherlands UK.
1953741 1957/8 | 1953/4] 1957/8| 1953/4|1957/8|1953/4 | 1957/8;,_

Price System | Description

|
|
1 £ at current exchangel rates

Danish 1953 |Output pér men-year = 1219 11425 961 | 1203 880 | 1127 852 1625
Oﬁtpu‘c per person in' v :

agric. occup. 855 992 764 939 775 851 | 1040
Output pei' 100 | | . '

adj. acres . " 6892 7858 | 4625 | 5118 9085 2967, 3237

U.K. 1958-9 tput per man-year 2142 1621 ' 1732 1410

Output per person in : :
agric. occup. 1492 1266 1191 1431

Output per 100 : ‘
adj. acres ‘ 11815 | 6896 13956 4454

Milk at cur- |Output per man-year 2040 -1 1355 1501 1404
rent prices, :

other at U,K,|Output per person in '
1958-9 prices| agric,., occup. 1421 | 1058 1032 1425

Output pér 100 ,
adj. acres . 11248 | 5765 12098 4435
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11. Comparisons of Financial Results Based on Fam Suxvevs,_lQSB[Q -

| (Eétimated from Referehceé~9; 35 and 60 on the basis of current prices and

 ;A¢xchange ratég)A'

'“‘(N;é}‘Nb’ﬁfaiﬁing;éypéﬁ'éiaséifiéafibﬁ“iS”uéed"in”the“Danish-reports).

A, Mainlv'mediUm-siZéa fanmé;_::

Typé. of Fam -

England
Mixed with mixed

crops & livestock.

Denmark

Various

‘Region

South east

Various

acres

acres

Average size

150-250
190.5

1123.6-247.1

164.1

No. .-

No.

No, of Farms

13

89

Composition df Qutput

%

%

Cattle

Sheep and Wool

Pigs

Poultry and Eggs -
Cwk v

-Other Livestock

11.8
6e3
9.0

2 9.9 .

418

14.6
incl.in"Other prgt,.",

32.0

39

| 2504

0.3

Total Livestock

Crops
Sundries

T8.8

17.3
39
100.0

6.2
03,8

100.0

|- £ per 100 acres

Output

Input

Interest and Profit

Add Farmer!s and Wife's Labour
Net Farm Income

4561

4086
475
153
628

Other Family Labour ! not avail.

4693
4242
451
504
955
67




B. Small Fams T U

England B , Denmark

Type of Fam ‘Mixed withsubstantial
' : dalxylng. " Various

Region | , Bucks., O*'fords.,
South.Essex, Berks., | .. :
| Sussexe - -wivweo |ee.. Various .

Acres-- - Acres

' §i76 rengs k"";";f"' | '50-100"acres -+ ADA=ThL1- 74,2-123.5

Average size : 79 acres 61,0  92.7

" "Net Fam Income per =~ 1387 1185

--100 -acres -(including .. S o
famer's and wife's i,

““labour income)‘ S

I
IS
i
!
i

Other Family Labour

i not available

Note: In the English publications quoted, Net Farm Income includes the
reward for any famm work done by the fammer's wife. The Danish sources
include the wife's reward with the charge for family labour. For the

sake of comparability I included half of thls churge in Net Faxm Income :
as representlng the wife! ] estlmated share. o
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