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This report represents our first systematic attempt in the
East Midlands Province, to make an economic appraisal of a
horticultural enterprise. Consequently it bears the marks of
a ploneer effort. . : Co

The nuwnber of producing-units on which the report is based
is so small that extreme caution must-be exercised in drawing
any conclusions which might be applicable to a wider group of
growers, cven within the limits of the East Midlands arca.
Moreover, we have dealt with only one season's results. Never-
theless, by showing physical and financial dotails of the bulb-
forcing enterprise at individual nurserics, and by making
comparisons between them, some indication is given of the nature
of the economic decisions which have to be made by the bulb-"
forcer. ' ' '

Furthermore, it is hoped that the experience gained in-
obtaining information from growers, and in compiling the report,
will enable us to make a more effective job of further economic
studies of horticultural crops which we undertaks in the future.

In conclusion, we wish to acknowledge the very gencrous
co-operation of the growers who supplied the information on which -
the report is based.- : :




THE COST OF FORCING NARCISSI AND TULIPS DURING THE 1952-53 SEASON.

Five growers supplied particulars relating to their bulb-forcing _
enterprise. Three of these gave details of forecing narcissi and tuiips,
one of narcissi only, and one of tulips only. There are, thercfore, four
records of narcissi and four records of tulips.

The five holdlngs to whlch these costings relate are scattorc& over a
wide area comprlslng Loicestershire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire GHI
Lincolnshire.

Size of the Entérprise

The size of the bulb fOIClng enterprise may be measured in toxms of
the weight or number of bulbs forced. - The following table shows the
number of tulips and weight of daffodlls forced and costed on the hcidings
included in the study

Nursary Quantity of bulbs forced
tode nmumber Tulips Narcissi
. _ t000!'s i cwts,
76 -
76 ’ 240
. - . 150
40 ‘ 70
- 12

Relative Importance of Bulb-Forcing in the Business.

Nurseries 1, 2 and 3 are specialists in bulb-forcing which rarks as
a main enterprige in the business. Nursery 4 is a mixed holding g+
o wide veariety of orops. Forced tulips and narcissi .are grown.as &« cutch—
crop between successive crops of cucumbers and tomatoes. Nursery.) is a
mixed holding where a small quantity of narcissi are forced in any cpace
which may be available in houses partially occupied by other creps.

In the case of Nursery 3, the tulips costed were only -a small part
of a very much largsr tulip-forecing enterprise.
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Varietnl Differences and Vari.tions in Growing Techniqucs.

A considerable number of different varieties of both narcissi and
tulips were forced by this small group of five growers. Fourteen different
narcissus varieties and 41 different tulip varieties are included in the
. costings.

A full list of the varieties costed on each nursery is attached
together with details of the number of bulbs'planted. Bulbs prepared for
early forsing by pre—-cooling are donoted in thelxst by a letter P plaoed
after the varietal name.

Pdrtlculals of the source and grade of bulbs forced on the holdlngs
costed may be summarised ag follows.

Rursery 1.

A11 the tulips forced wore imported. Of the total of 76,350, 38,000
were 12's, 28,000 were 12 up's and the romninder 11's and 11/12'3.

Hursery 2.

Half tho nareissi forced were imported and -half English grown. The
majority of the imported bulbs:were double-nosed 2's, but there werc somc
double-nosed 3's and mothor-bulbs. The Engllsh bulbs were "as 11fted"
with only non—ilome11ng bulbs removed.

All the tulips wore imported. Of a total of 36 purchses of different
varictics and grades, 19 consistcd of 12 up's, one of 12's, five of 11/12's,
and 11 of 1l's.

Nursery 3.

All the narcissi forced were English-grown except one ton of Ornatus
Max. All the bulbs purchased were mixed double-nosed 1l's.and 2's.

The tulips were imported 12 up's.

HNursery 4. -

A1l the nsrcissi foxced were English-grown, and "as lifted", with non-
flowering bulbs removed.

All the tulips were imported 11/12's.

Tursery 5.

All the narcissi forced were imported double-nosed 1's.
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Bulb Varieties and Numbers on Costed Nurseries.

NURSERY 1

Tulips
Her Grace
Delice (P)
Albino
Hildegarde
Delice
Hildegarde (P)
Philip Snowden
Fridjof Nansen
Prunus
Allbright
Copeland's
Purple
Bartigon
Copeland's
Rival
Great City
Mothersday
Murillo Max
Princess Margaret
Red Pitt

' You
10, 000
10, 000
8,000
5,850
5,000
5,000
5, 000

4,000 -

4,000

3,000

3,000
2,000

2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000

NURSERY 2

Narcissi
Carlion
Flower Carpst
Flower Reccrd
Golden Harvest
King Alfred
Monigie
Rembrandt
Scarlst
Elegans
Van Sion

Tonnage

— S e e S e et e e
=
n

Tulins
Blue Tarrot
Copeland!s
Rival
Cordell Hull
Crater
Dillenburg
Barly Queen
Great City
John Gay
Krelage's
Triwcph
Orange Early
Queen
Orange Wondor
QOssi Oswalda
Philip Sncwden
Piccadilly
Prunus
Special Pink
Sunburst
Rhinelnnd
Ursa Minor
Utopia

4 Van der Erden

William Pitt -

| Magniticeace (P)

JTulins |

IUREEEY 3
Tonnage

23
2
1
1

F\‘arc

Rose Covelaund (P) 40,000

NURZERY 4

Tonﬁigg
T
g

No.
2land 20, 000
20, 000

Narcissil

Go 1 Harvest
Caxriton

Goideun Harvest (P)

No.
1, 500
2,100
1,000
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GROVIIG PRACTICES.

These werc not found to differ very markedly amongst the growers
included in the study, except in the timing of the crop, which led to
variations in the heating requirement. Further reference will be made
to this later. There were, however, a few rather minor dlfferences in
growing technique which should perheps be mbntloncd. '

On Nursery 1, thc method of covering the boxes after planting tulip
bulbs was ao*ownat unusual. Instead of covering with ashes or straw and
standing outside, as is the usual method, the boxes were covered with peat
and buried in a two fect deecp trench excavated in an empty glasshouse. As
might be expected this practice is rather more labour-cansuming than thecon-—
vyentional one, as figures presented in a subsequent table of labour re-
quirements (Table 3) indicate. However, the grower concerned was satisfied
that the value of this extra labour wns returned to him with good divicdends.

Coming now to the operation of bunching, it may be noted that two of
the growers msrketed their flowers in bunches of six, (Wurseries 1 and 5)
whereas the remeining three tied in bunches of 12. At Nursery 1 each hunch
of tulips was also marked with & brand label, placed in position by ‘the
buncher at the time of tying.

Lastly, it may be mentioned that there was somc variation in the type
of box used in the forcing process. The specialists (Nurseries 1, 2 and 3)
all used cut-down bulb-cases (the containers in which Dutch bulbs nre packed
for export). On the other hand, the non-spceialists (Nurseries 4 and 5)
usad Duteh tomato boxes.

- MARKETING.

Differences between growers in the metter of marketing policy have
two main aspects:

(i) Type of market utilised.
{ii) Date of markecting.

(1) Type of Market. >

It was not possible in cvery case wherce flowers were sold on both the
wholesale and rotail markets, to determine precisely the quantity and value
of flowers sold in esuch type of markct. As far as could be determined,

. however, the' proportions wére as follow:




Narcissi
Mursery |Per cent wholesale| Per cent rehail b
number Blooms| Value Blacms Volue loocme 3 BLocns

- - - 82 ' 18
- 49 44 51 56 49 51
100 - 100 - - 160 -
87 | 87 12f | 12k 87% 12
53 49 47 o1 - -

In addition to sales direct to the consuming public, sales to retailers have
been counted as "retail sales" for the purposes of the above table and
subsequent discussion.

The flowers sold wholesale from Nurseries 3 and 4 went to large narkets
outside the East Midlands area. ' The remainder were sold very largely in
local wholesale markets. ‘

(ii) Date of Marketing.

The accompanying table shows the dates betwsen which narcissi and tulips
were sold from nurseries included in the study. '

Narcissi Tu'lins
Nursery Date of Date of Date of Date of
numbher first sale last sale - first sale last sals

- - 17th December 28th March
15th January 8th April 15%h January 2nd Mey
12th December 11th March 1zth January " 23rd January
29th January J1lst March 18th January 14th March
10th December 15th March - -

Heotine.

The ascompanying table shows the dates between which narcissi and tulips
were forced in heated houses on the nurseries included in the study.
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Nursery
number

Narcissi

Tulips

Date at whioh
bulbs first

Date at which
bulbs last

roccived heat

Date at which
bulbs first
received heat

Date st which
bulbs last
received heat

reccived heat

1st January
24th November
4th January
14th November

3rd April
9th Maroch
4th March
15th March

lst December
1lst January
5th December
24th Dscembor

—

.28th March

3rd April
29rd January
14th March

A comparison of these dates with those shown n

the table of marketlng

periods will reveal the fact that part of the narcissus crop on Nursery 4
and part of the tullp crop on Nursery 5 were forced without heat. On
Nursery 4, the 1 tons of the narcissus variety Cheerfulness was forced

without heat.

the total number of bulbs forced) were forced without heat.

On Nursery 2 approximately 35,000 tulip bulbs (nearly half

~A11Athe boilers used for bulb~forcing on the nurseries under study were

coal or coke-fired.

A. Naturs and Quality of Cdéting

| COSTING PROCEDURE,

Data.

‘On Nursery 1, heat was supplied by a forced draught
boiler burning coke-breeze, and on Nursery 4 by a

, coal burning boiler fitted
~with an automatic stoker. '

This stud& is based upon two types of information supplied by the
participating growers.

(1) Purchases of raw material used only ‘in the bulb for01ng enter-
prisa, and sales of flowers. :

(ii)

Estimptes of the labour requifed to perform particular operations,
estimates of fuel consumption during a specific period, and so

forth.

The type of information falling within the first of these categorics
tends to be highly sccurate since it is generally on record in the form of
receipted bills, sales wotes, ete.

On the other hand, the type of information in the sscond category can
rarely be obtainod with the samc degree of accuracy, since growers do not
normally keep o rccord of thc amounts of labour required for a specific task
or the acmount of o raw moterial such as fuel used for the production of a
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particular crop or. during a particular period.  The mearest we can gét to
the correct quantity is the grower's “best . estimate” which is based partly on
memory and partly on ecxpericnce and hence must vary in sccuracy from one
grower to ‘another. However, we can never expect to get 100 per cent
accuracy from any grower using this method.

Hence, in the detailed analysis of co«t ;-and returns shown in the
tablus, the individual items can be classlfled into two main cafemorles.

(o) Highly Accurate.

This group contains all purchases and sales which are specific to the
_bulb-forcing enterprise, e.g. purchases of bulbs, sales of flowers etc.

(b) Not Highly Accurato.

This group contains all items involving 1abour costs and raw materials
not used exclusively in the bulb-forcing enterprise.

Since the final estimates of overall costs and returns were calculated
on the basis of information falling within both of these ca tegorices, it is
difficult to assess their reliability. But it would certainly be unwise.
to regard them as being highly accurate. Nevertheless, it.is thought that
even whon allowance is made for a fairly large margin of error in the results
 shovm for cach produccr, certain tendencics remain apperent which may
indicatc important focts about the bulb-forcing business

B. Tvpss of Cost Included

In thc main, only direct costs were included in the cqlculxtlona.
Overheads such as the maintcnance and repair of glasshouscs and heating
apparatus, and wator and elcctricity charges were not taken into account.
However, in a few special cases, charges having the nature of overhead costs
wers mode, as will be explained in succendlnw paragraphs.

C. Labour.

The charges for labour were as follow unless the grower paid more
than the standard rate, when the full amount was charged:

Per hour s. d.

Men 2. 6.
Women v 1.11.

he grower's own labour was charged ut the standard rote.




D. Marketing Costs.

No marketing costs incurred by the grower after the flowers had left
the nursery, such as carriage or wholesaler's deductions, are specifically
shown. All such items wore deducted from gross market recceipts in arriving
at the growcrs' net receipts which sppear in the tables.

No selling costs were allowcd for salcs of flowers at the nursery.

E. Heating.

Heating costs include only the cost of fuel and stoking-labour.

The grower was asked to give his best estimate of the fuel consumption
and man-hours of stoking-labour during the forcing season, and these were
then charged up at the appropriate rates to give the total heating cost for
the season.

In the case of one of the non-specialist growers other crops received.
heat from the boilers ussd for bulb-forcing. Under such circumstances’
heating is in effect an overhead cost. The method of cost-allocation
adopted in this casc was merely that of dividing the grower's estimate of
total fuel and lebour costs during the bulb-forcing period between bulbs and

other crops on the basis of the heated glasshouse arsa occupied by cach.

The allocation of heating costs between "prepared bulbs" and "natural
bulbs" was on the basis of the number of "ton-weeks" (narcissi), or "10,000
bulb-weeks" (tulips), of heating represented by each of these categories.
For example, one ton of prepured narcissus bulbs receiving heat for four
weeks would represent 1 x 4 = 4 ton-weeks of heating cost. Similarly, two
tons of natural narcissus bulbs receciving heat for six weeks would represent
2 x 6 = 12 ton-weeks of heating cost. Therefore, in & case where prepared
and natural bulbs werc being forced in these proportions the total heating
cost durihg the forcing would be allocatsd between prepared narcissi and |
natural narcissi in the ratio 1:3 (=4:12). It should be noted that no
attompt was made to reflect differcnces in the rate of fuel consumption at
different periods of the scason.

F. Box Depreciation.

Each grower was asked for his estimate of the average life of the
boxes he used for forcing, and hence, given the total number of boxes
utilised during the season, the average annual replacement cost (assuming a
constant annual rate of replacement) at current prices was calculated. The
individual nursery aversges were then pooled and averaged to give an overall
average annual replacement cost per unit quantity of bulbs which was used.
throughout the costings as the basis of box depreciation.
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Te the extent thaot thuse bexos are alse used in the prgduat1nn of qthQr
e70R3, sush nd bodding }‘zlﬁntﬁe during ’&hg eourae of tha yeap, theip annual -
doproglationis really an ovarhead coal,  Howevey, although thcec are the
sonaitdons undep whieh the baxca wore uged on iwe of the balﬁingsg the whelg
pf tho annual depreciption was in fagt shorgad 49 tha bulba.

- Baeh of the varioug measuves of relotive "profitability" ussd in this
ptudy is referred to ag a "margin', Every margin is based on the differenae
betwaen total grower's net vecoipte and the sum of all the coshs of whioh
acoount has bsen taken, The tem"profit" has delibeyately bsen aveidad,
ginos ite use might be taken to imply that all aosts, ineluding a proportion
of Qvﬁzhaqda, had been chargad to the bg;h—fcruing entorpri 79

Tablo 1A showe ﬁatniia of the mgin ;temg @? sgpquituxq, yetuyng and
pargine for forcod naveissl on each of the nureeries inoluded in the study,
Dotpils aya shown goparately for preparad hulbg, natural bulbe, and all -
bulhs at each nursery,  In order to fnoilitole Qemparigiang botween producers,’
maat pf the items of sepgt and retumms have heen puh 9? % common bagls -

dther ona ton of bulbs ar g bunch pf 5 dezen blooms. :!’ Howaver, s fow
itama are alao shown on 8 "ger purgery" baaig tp indipata d@ffgwﬁnoea in ths
soale of production, ;

The fcllawing a¥e fome of the sali@nt fﬁatgrea of tha itsma shoyn in
Table 1A, , . . _

(4) Cogt_of Bulbs,

This ia the geat per ton of bulba deliverad at the nuvassyy innludlng
all axponsos suoh aa carriage, import duty apd the cost of gooling,
Differences in oheise of source, grade and varisty of bulbs eeulted in wide
diffeyencas in cost per ton, it ia of interest that the nurssry showing
the grostest Yetal meygin por ton (Nursory 4) foreed the cheapest bulbs,
The high pries of bulbs per ten at Nursary 5 wea probably paptially dug 10 the
faet thﬁb they were beught in very small quantitics,

m G D0 RET Mt ite it A BGE R . W RN R - A RO DS B 1S deD KTt RPN AR o At A S LS MR TE E Mt 40 ST MR B A IDER M SR
' Tho cquivalont costs and vetumns oy ton shown for ppopared bulbs o}

Huxaavy % should be %reated with the utmost rggarvc,’shnca'the number
of bulbg mtunlly foroed was voyy small,




TABLE 1A

ANALYSIS OF TH

iy

i K

AIN ITEMS OF EXPENDITURE, RECEIPT3 AND 1{ARGINS FOR

FORCED NARCISSI DURING THE 1952-53 SEASON.

Nursery codc no.

FEEPARED BULBS

NATURAL BULBS

ALL SULBS

Item

S

3.

5

2

3

4

3

4

Average all

nurserics

e

£

£

£

)

£

0
o

£

Cost of bulbs
Growlag costs
Picking & packin

Heating costs

Deprec. of boxed

1%8.%8
%%
35.25
+ 290

213 %
18 62

3.14
2.90

145.90

13:%

.40
2 90

130.00
12.

5%

30.10
2.90

95.00
9.50
13-%5
29.90
2.90

27
373;0
32.35
2.90

95-00

13195 2

29.90
2.90

192
'

2 10

2.90

140.70

2?2%2
18.24
2.90

Total expenses
Total grower's
net receipts

Por +ton

215.45

266.50

250.50

220.80

176.65

222.55

214.35

206,25

151.05

232.95

214.85

243.70

151.05

239-95

228.80

276.70

192.84

245.73

Total margin

21.05

40.90

45.0

11.90

88.90

28.85

88.90

47.90

52.89

Total expenses
Total grower's'
net receipts

Total morein

Per

700.20

866.20
166.00

nursery

33-35

3870
5.35

2119.95

2670.65
550,70

911.00

061..60
50.60

528.70

839-15
311.05

2670.65
550.70

1611.20

1827.80
216.60

528.70

839.75
311.05

140.40

169.80
29.40

1100.06

1377.00
276.94

Average cost
Average grower's
net return

Se de
1.10%

oms

2. 4.

s. d.
3. 2%

3. 8%

s. de
2. 2.

2. 82

S. d.
1. 82

‘x

1.10.

S. d.
1. 1%

1. 9%

s. d.
2. 2.

?.o 8?

S. de
1. 9%

o, O.L

s. d.
1. 1%

1
1l. O

s. d.
2. 42

2.102

s. d.
1.105

2. 4%

Average margin

Pe dozen
bfo

d.
5.40

d.
6.16

d.
6.74

a.
1.16

da.
1.97

d.
6.74

d.
2.91

d.
1-91

d.
6.03

d.
5.91

Margin per £ of

s. da

4. 9.

s. d.

3. 2

s. d.

5- 271;

s. d.

s. de.

1. 1311, ok

S. d.

5. 2F

s. de

2. 8%

S. de

11. 9L

s. d.

4. 21

s. d.

5.11%

total expenses

Dozens of blooms|
sold

Per

No.

nursory

1. 375

No.

208

No.

19, 602

No.

10,492

No.

9, 364

No.

19, 602

lNo.

17,867

No.

2,961

No.

1,169

No.

1,200

Dozens of blooms
sold ~ per ton

2,269

1, 564

1,633

2,469

'2L675

1,633%

2, 382

2,675

Al
1, 905%!

2,149
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Nursery:3 paid less per ton for prepared bulbs than the other three
nurseries paid for natural bulbs. It seems that differences in.source, grade,
and variety affect the price of narcissus bulbs. far more than. the cost or
pre~coollng. :

(11) Grow1ng‘Costs.

These include all costs incurred from the time of plantlnb until the
time when the flowers were cut. In absolute terms the variation in cost per
ton between the nurseries was not very large, though in relative terms it
appears to have .been of some significance, except when we compare Nursery 4
with Nursery 5. :

Growing costs at Nursery 3 were approx1mately the same for both preparcd
and natural bulbs. :

In no case did grow1ng costs form more than a very small proportion of
total net expenses.

(111) Picking and Packing.

This includes all costs incurred from the time of cutting to the time
when the flowers left the nursery.

The veriation in costs between the nurseries was quite large both
absolutely and relatively, except in comparing Nursery 2 with Nursery 4.
The variation may be attributed partly to varietal dlfferences, partly to
differences in labour skill and partly to differences in technique, such as
the size of “the bunch in whlch the flowers were tied.

In three cases out of four picking and packing costs were the second
largest item contributing to-total net expenses.

(iv) Heating Costs.

€

The composition of these costs has been cxplained in an earlier section.

+ The variation in costs betwecen the nurseries was large both absolutely
and relatively. This was to be expected since the bulbs were forced at
widely differing parts of the season, ?n? in one case (Nursery 4) approximately
half the crop received no heat at all. Theres does not appear to have
been any recognisable relationship between heating costs and total margin per

~ton. Heating costs were very low at Nursery 5 where the bulbs were forced as
-a catoh-crop in conjunction with other crops which carried the major portion

(1)
Heating costs per ton were, neverthcless, relatively high at Nursery 4
because the heated crop occupied the house for an abnormally long period.
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of thoe winter's fuel bill; but in‘spite of thisg, the margin per ton was
much lower than at Nursery 4 which had o relatively high heating cost per ton,
but paid nearly £100 per ton less for bulbs.

As onz would have oxpected, heating costs per ton for prepared bulbs at
Nursery 3 were higher than those.¥or natural bulbs. Actually the difference
in cost may have been greater than that indicated, in the table, since as has
been previously oxplained, no sllowance was made for differential rates of
fuel consumption at different parts of the season. In fact, however, the
rate of consumption may well. have been higher in Dacomber than in February
or March.

(v) Deprociantion of Boxes.

The cost of this item per unit quantity of bulbs was, by definition,
- the same at all the nurseries.

(vi) Total Expenses.

There was £77 par ton difference in total expenses between the highest-
cost producer and the lowest-cost producer, and the lattcr's exponscos wore
only 66 per cont of those of the former. These éxtremes in the rangs of

osts were associnted with the two non-specialist producers, and the highest-
cost producer was the smllest-secale producer in terms of the total numbor
of bulbs forced.

Part of the highest-cost producer'!s extra costs were due to the fact
that he forced a proportion of prepered bulbs, whercas the lowest-cost
producer had no prepared bulbs. On o ton for ton basis the highest-cost
producer!s costs were £27 per ton higher for prepared bulbs than for natural
bulbs. Considering the crop as a whole, however, the extra cost per ton

attributable to the prepared bulbs was only £6. On the other hand, at
Nursery 3 there was no significant difference between costs per ton incurred
for the foreing of prepared and nuturul bulbs.

(vii) Total Grower's Net Receipts.

The variation beotween producers was rather less than was the case with
total oxpenses. The differonce in receipts per ton botween the producer
ranking highest and the producer ranking lowest was £54, and the lﬁttor'
roceipts amountod to 80 per cent of thoso of the former.

It is intercst that the highest—return producer was also the highest-
cost produccr. On the othor hand, the lowest-cost producer ranked lowest
but ono as regards recoipts per ton.

The highost-roturn producer's extra return per ton for flowers forced
from prepared bulbs was £17 on a ton for ton basis, and approximately
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£3.10s. 0d. for the crop as a whole. 1In the case of Nurscry 3, however,
propared bulby returned £40 per ton extra on a ton for ton basis and £17 per
- ton extra over the crop as a whole.

It may also be romarked that both the highcst-return prodﬁcor and the
lowest-roturn producer s0ld approximately half their output of flowers at
solf-wholesale or roctail priccs.

(viii) Total Margin.

The differcnce in total margin per ton between the producer ranking
highest and the producer ranking lowest was £60. Furthermore the lowest-
ranking producer only obtained just ovsr 30 per cent of the mergin obtained
by the highest-ranking producer. The producer with the highest margin per
ton (Nursery 4) was the one that was noted earlier as having the lowest
total expenses and the second lowest total grower's net receipts per ton.

The producer with the highest margin per ton did not force prepared
bulbs. At Nurseries 3 and 5, however, the effect of including prepared
bulbs was to increase the overall margin per ton by £17 in the one case, and
to decrease it by £2 in the other case. - ‘

The general impression gained from these results is that the highest
margins per ton were associated either with a combination of relatively low
total expenses and relatively low total receipts, or with a combination of
relatively high total oxpenses and relatively high total receipts. Of the
two factors the level of expenses appears generally to have becn the more
important. . ‘

(ix) Costs, Returns, and larzin per Dozcn Blooms.

The average cost per dozen blooms, the average grower's nct return per
dozon blooms, and the average margin per dozen blooms arc shown in the table
beoause it is thought that growers may be accustomed to thinking in these torms
rather than in torms of costs, returns, and margin per ton.  However, it
will be recognissd that the degrce of success attained in the enterprise
cnnnot be measured on the basis of margin per bunch alonc.  The margin por
bunch can be regarded as the margin per ton divided by the number of bunches
sold per ton; or, in other words, the margin por ton is the product of the
margin per bunch and the yield in bunches .per ton. Hence a high margin per
bunch will coincide with a high margin por ton only if the yield is high;
and a low margin per bunch combined with a high yield may well be equally as
profitable, or more profitsble, than a higher margin per bunch combined with
o lower yield. An illustration of this point, involving two of the nurseries
included in the table, will be found in the succeeding section.




(x) Number of‘Dozen'Blooms Sold.

The dlfforence in yield between the hlvhest-ranklng ploducer and the
10Wbst—ranklnv producer was 1,041% dozen blooms per ton. - The latter's o
yield was approwlmatoly 60 .per cent of that of the formor. Much of the o
dlffaronce Wa g probably due to. varlatlons in the grade and variety of bulbs.;

The yields of flowors is clearlj one of the most 1mnﬂrtunt factoru
contributing to the degree of success attained by the narcissus-foreing
enterprise.  Amongst this group of forcsrs, Nursery 4 secured tho largest

sale of blooms per ton, and also the highest average margin per dozen blooms.
Hence it was insvitable that Nursery 4 should have the highest margin por
ton. On tho other hand, Nursery 2 had a lower yield of flowors per ton than
Nursery 5. Hence, although Nursery 2 secured o higher margin per dozen
blooms, Nursery 5's yield advantage was great enough to put it in front of
Nursery 2 on total margin per ton.

(xi) lMargin per £ of Total Expenses.

Perhaps this i® the best mensure of the economic suocess of an enterprisa,
Applying it here we. find a range, for all bulbs, of 1lls. 9id. to 2s. 82d.
Nursery 4 had the highest margin per £ of total expenscs and the highest
margin per ton of bulbs.”* On the other hand, Nursery 5 which ranked second on
margin per ton dropped to third place in ranking on margin per £ of total
exponses.  Similarly Nursery 2 came up from third to second place. The
explanation for this is that total expenses per ton were higher on Nursery 5.
The nargin por £ of total expenses is, in effect, margin per ton divided by
total cxpenses per ton.(1)  Henco two growers may have the same margin per
ton of bulbs, but the one with the lower level of expenditure per ton will
have the highest margin per £ of total expenses.

B. Further An'alysis of Costs.

Following on the tentative conclu31on arrived at in the prev1ous sectlon
that the 1evel of production expenses was one of the most important factors :
determining the success of the narcissus-foreing enterprise, some further
analysis was made of the pr;nclpal expense items 1n order to determine their,
relative 1mportance.

(1)

- Margin por ton
i.e. Margin per £ of total cxpcnses = . Total expenses per ton
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Table 2A shows the rclative importance of the cost of bulbs and the
cost of labour as cloments of total production costs. T . It will be seen
that the "cost of bulbs" rangcd from 84 per cent to 60 per cent, the "cost

of labour" from 23 per cent to 10 por cent and "other costs" from 23 per oent
to two per cent of total costs. Bulbs and labour, then, wores the two

main olements of cost, but the cost of bulbs was in all oasss by far the more
important. It is clcar that with a cost structure such as this, any
appreciable saving on the cost of bulbs can be cxpected to rosult in a
significant reduction of total production costs. The same is true, but to

a somowhat lessor extont of labour costs. ‘

With rogqrd to tho "other costs" shown in the table, heating casts
accounted for the la argest proportion of these.

It was possible to get some further insight into the composition of
labour costs by analysing the labour requirement per ton of bulbs into its
component operations. This is done in Table 3A, where the hours of labour.
utilised per ton of bulbs for each of six operations on the four nurseries

are showm. The total labour hours arec further subdivided into hours of work
performed by male and femanle workers respectively. A brief oxamination of
this table makes it abundantly clear that an attempt to economise in the use
of labour on any of these holdings would be likely to meet with the best
resulty if attention were concentrated on the operation of cutting and bunching,
which was by far the most labour-consuming operation in every case.,

Cf Summary and Conclusions.

It has been found that amongst this small group of four nurseries which
forced narcissi during the 1952-53 season, the producer with the lowest costs
per ton of bulbs realised the greatest margin per ton of bulbs, and per £ of
total eypensoo. FPurthermorec when the nurseries are ranked on the basisg of
total grower's nect reccipts por ton the lowest-cost and highest-margin
producur ranks lowest but one. Conversely, the producer with the highest
costs per ton of bulbs ranks' second on margin per ton, but only third on
margin per £ of total expenses. At the same time, he ranks first on the
basis of total grower's net receipts per ton.

Avercie margin per bunch is of limited value as a measurs of economic
success since it takes no account of the numbers of bunches sold. On the
other hand, the measurcs total margin per ton and margin per £ of total net
cxpensces both reflect average margln per bunch and the number of bunches
murksted per ton of bulbs.

Nurscry 4, with the highest margin per ton and the highest yield
inevitably had the highest margin per ton of bulbs. However, the margin per
ton of bulbs takes no asccount of diffcrences in the amount of capital employed
in the foreing process. In order to do this the margin per £ of total net

(1)
The cost of indircet labour such as that forming a part of "heating costs"
is included in "other costs" and not in the "cost of labour".




COST OF BULBS AND COST GF LABOUE AS 4 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL COSTS
HARCISST

TABLE 24

Nurscry code No.

2

ALL
3

BULBS

4

Ttem

Per cent

Cost of bulbs

Cost of labour
Other costs

83
10

7

£

Per cent

6

L rer cent

63

23
17

333
D
121

14

23 -

Total costs

ico

100

529

100

TABLE 34

L4BOUR REQUIREMENTS — HOURS PER TON OF BULBS

NARCISSI

Nursery.

A LL BULTBS

code no.

3

4

Operation

Female

Total

Mnle

Fennle

Iale

Planting & -
covering
Carrying in
Growing on :
under glass .

Cutting &
bunching

Packing

Carrying out

b
2

54

Total
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expenses must be taken. Nursery 4's costs per ton were £25 lowsr than at
any of the other nurseries and this was an important factor contributing to
this producer's margin of 1lls. 93d. per £ of total net expenses. It is
perhaps significant that this producer forced only English bulbs, which were
£34 per ton cheaper than those forced at any of the other nurseries.

The two specialist producers who forced bulbs on a fairly large scale
ranked third and fourth on total margin per ton of bulbs and second and
fourth on margin per £ of total net expenses. The most successful producer
forced on a scale approximutely half-way between that of the speoialists and
the smallest producer. . The latter forced less than one ton of bulbs and
uscd the crop only as a catch-crop to f£ill up odd spaces in His glasshouse
during the winter months.

It will be notcd that the most successful producer did not force
preparced bulbs, but two other producers did so with contrasting results. At
Nursery 2 tho margin per ton was more than four times as great for prepared
hulbs as for natural bulbs, but at Nursery 5 the margin per ton was actually
lower for preparcd bulbs. Anothér point to be borne in mind is that the
foreing of prepared bulbs extonded the length of the forcing season,. so that
although it may have been no more, or even less profitable than the forcing
of natural bulbs, so long as any profit was shown at all total income was
incroascd.

The relative proportions of wholesale and retail sales of flowers do
not sccm to explain any part of the differences in the degree of success
attained amongst this group of producers. The most successful produccr did
not consider that rotail sales paid him any bettcr, and, in fact, he sold
about soven oighths of his flowers wholesale. At the same time the least
succe ssful producer sold 100 por cent of his crop wholesalc.

The main conclusion is that if these producers are to usc this season's
rosults as a guide to future planning they will look chiefly to a reduction
of production-costs as o means to improving the profitability of the
nxrcissi—forcing enterprise. The most important opportunities for doing
this lie in two dlrectlons.

The first of these is concerncd with the price paid for bulbs. Since
the outlay on bulbs forms such a large proportion of total production-costs
it gstands to reason that any saving that can be affected hore may be expectoed
to pay good dividends so -long ss the valuo of flowers produced is not
roduced to an equal or greater extent. Judging from the results of this
study the cheaper bulbs yield guitec as well as the dearer bulbs on a weight
for weight basis, and, although tho market value of the flowers may be some-
what lower, the former consideration outweighs the latter.-
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~ Cléarly the question of the relative merits of different varieties and
grades of bulbs, from different sources, with vz agard to yield. potentialities
and the market value of the blooms, will repay very carcful investigation by
the growor. Unfortunately it wes not practicable to obtain sny informgtion
of genaral intorest on these points from: the prcsent ‘study.

The second of the main arcas of orportunlty for the reductlon of
1roduct10n costs is that of labour utilisation, particularly as rag&rds
‘cutting the flowers and proparing them for murket., Some of the mein points
to be investigated are the tcchnlqucs of picking, bunching and packing;  the
position and the lay-out of the packing shed; and the relatlve proportions
of male and female labour. A few seconds sav&d on each bunch of flowers
that leaves the nursery can result in a very substantial improvement in the
overall profltablllty of the bulb- forcing enterpllse.'

II. TULIPS.

A Analysis_of Expenscs, Receipté and Marging.

Table 1B shows details of the main items of expenditure, rsturns, and
margins for forced tulips on each of the nurseries -included in the study.
Details are shown separately for prepared bulbs, nstural bulbs, and all bulbs
at each nurscry. In order to facilitate comparisions between producers most
of the itoms of cost and returns have been put on a common basis ~ either
"per 10,000 bulbs® or "per bunch of a dozen blooms",  However, a few items
arc also shown on a "por nursery" bssis to indicate differenccs in the scale
of production. - C : o

The following arc some of tho salient features of the items showm in
Tablc 1B. : : ,

(1) Cost of Bulbs

-This is the cost per 10,000 of bulbs delivered at the nursery, including
all oxpeneces such as carriage, import duty, and the cost of cooling.
Differenccs in choice of source, grade and variety of bulbs resulied in
foirly wide difforcnces in cost. It is of intercst that the nursery showing
the groatost total margin per ton (Nurscry 2) forced bulbs at the high end
of the cost range. ~On the othor hand, the nursery showing the smallest
total murgin per ton (Nursory 4) forcecd the choapest bulbs. . The relatively
high pricc of bulbs at Nursery 2 was at least partially due to the fact that
a number of unusual and uncommon varieties were purchased. However, this
extra exponditurc apparently rocoived its cconomic justification in the
reletivoly high total grower's net receipts per ton. [Iursery 2 took
approximitely £1.16s, 0d. in growcr's nct reccipts for every £1. Os. 04.
spent on bulbs, whorecas Nursery 4 only took £1.12s. 0d. for cvery £1. Os. 04.
spent in tho same way.




ABNALYSTS CF THE MAIN ITELS OF EXPENDITURE, RECEIPTS AND WARGINS FOR

TiaBLE 1B

FORCED TULIPS DURING THE 1952-573 SEASOHN.

Nurscry code no.

FREPARED BULBY

NATURAL BULBS

ALL BULBS

Ttem

1

3

1

1

3

iAverage all

nurssries

£

- &

£

2
£

£

£

£

Cost of bulbs
Growing costs
Picking & packing
Heating costs
Devprec. of boxes

110.65
10.85
17.75
10.50

3-10

98.40
10.85
18.50
11.45

3.10

'01.40
8.50
6.35
5.00
3.10

100.80
10.85
17.95
11.30

3.10

89.25
7.55
8.70
14.33
3.10

Total expenses
Total grower's
net receipts’

Total margin

Por 10,000 bulbs

152.85

242.55

142.30

172.40

114.35

165.35

144..00

186.20

122.93

154.88

89.7

30.10

. 51.00

42.20

31.96

Total sxpenses
Total grower's
net receipts

Total marein

Per

nursgery

229.25

363.85
134.60

870.05

1057.85
187.80

87€.00

1264.90
388.90

11421.70

1099.%0

322.40

727.14

939.60
212.46

Average cost
Average grower's
net retum

S. d.
4. 4%

6.11%

s. d.
3.10%

4, 82

5. de

3. 1%
4. 6%

S. d.
4. 0.

5. 2.

S. d.
3. 4.

4. 25

Average margin

Por dozon

blooms

d.
30.93

d.

10.07

d.
16.77

d - ’
14.02

d.
10.44

Hargin per £ of
total expenses

Dozens of blooms -

sold

nursery

~

Se. Qe

11. 9..

S. d.

4. 4.

S. d.

s. d.

5.10%

S. de

5. 1%

No.

1, 044%

No.

475

No.

5, 5195

No.

4,282

Dozens of blooms 1
sold per 10,000 bulbg.

696

729

123

741




Nursery 3 paid less per 10 000 for premared bulbs than two of the
other nurseries paid for natural bulbs. It seems that differences in
source, grade and variety affect the price of tulip bulbs far more than
the cost of pre-cooling.

(ii) Growing Costs.

These include all costs incurred from the time of planting until the
time when the flowers were cut. In absolute torus ¥he varistion in costs
between the nurseries was not very largs, though in relative torms it
appears te have been of some significance, except when comparing Nursery 3
with Nurssry 4. .

Growing costs at Nurscry 1 wero exactly the same for both prepared
and natural bulbs,

In no case did growing costs form more than a very small proportion
of total oxpensecs.

(1ii) Picking and Packing.

This includes all costs incurred from the time of cutting to the time
when the flowors left thc nursery.

‘The variation in cost botsroen the nurseries was quite large both
abgolutely and rclatively, oxcept in comparing Nurserics 2 and 3. The
variation may be attributed partly to varictal differcnce, pnrtlJ to
differences in labour, skill, and partly to differences in technique, such
as the size of the bunch in which the flowers were tied. Only on one of
the nurseries did picking and packing costs exceed "10 per cent of total
GXPENgcs.

(iv) Healing Costs.

The composition of these costs has been explained in an earlier section.

The variation in costs between the nurserics was large both absclutely -
and relatively. This was to be oxpected since the bulbs were forced at.
widoly differing parts of the season, and in onec case (Nursery 2)
approximately 45 per cent of the bulbs planted received no heat at all.

As far as thesc four producers arc concerned thers appéars to have
been an invorse rolationship between hoating costs and total margin per
10,000 bulbs. The total murgin fell consistently as heating costs per
10,000 bulbs increascd.
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At Nursery 2, whore the total margin per 10,000 bulbs was highest,
heoating costs formed just over four per cent of total expenges. 0On the
other hand, at Nurscry 4, wherc the margin was lowest, heating costs
formed nearly 24 per cent of total cxpenscs. )

It should be notcd that ot Nursery 1 heating costs per 10,000 bulbs
wore lower for prepared bulbs than for natural bulbs. This is duc to the
fact thet, on the average, the prepared bulbs occupicd the forcing-houso .
for a shorter timc than the natural bulbs. However, this apparent differcnce
in cost may be misleading since, as has been proviously explained, no
allowance was made for differential rates of fuel consumption at different
parts:of the season. But, in fact, the rate of consumption may well have
beon higher in December than in February or March.

(v) Deprcciation of Boxes.

The cost of this item per unit quantity of bulbs was, by definition,
the same at all the nurserics.

(vi) Total Expcnses.

Thore was £30 per 10,000 bulbs difference in total expenses botweon
the highost-cost producer and the lowest-cost producor, and the latter's
exponscs were only 79 per cont .of those: of the former. Tho lowest-cost
producer (Nursery 4) was thc only non-spccialist of the four; he was also
the smallest-scale producer. Part of the extra tost ineurrcd by the
highcst~cost producor (Nursery 1) was duc to tho fact that ho forcod a
proportion of preparocd bulbs, whercas the lowest—cost produccr had nonc.

Thorc doss not appoar to have becen any rocognisablc relationship
between total oxpensos and total margin pcr 10,000 bulbs.

The whole of tho -difference in total expenscs per 10,000 between
proparcd bulbs and natural bulbs at Nurscry 1 appecrs to have been
accounted for by the difference in the original cost of the bulbs. But
it is noticenble that Nurscry 3 producced tulips from preparcd bulbs much
moxrs cheaply than Nursery 1.

(vii) Total Grower's Not Rcceipts.

The vuriation between producers was rauther greater than was the case
with total expenses. Thers was £65 per 10,000 bulbs différence in total
growers' net receipts between the highest-ranking producer ond the lowest-
ronking producer, and the latter's receipts amountcd to 65 per cent of
thoss of tho former. The highost receipts were obtained by the highest-
cogt producoer, and the lowsst rsceipts by the lowest-cost and non-specialist
producer, The highest-return producer sold approximately 80 per cont of
his flowers through a wholesale market and the lowcst-return producer
nearly 60 per cent. The highest-return producer's extra rcturn for
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flowers forced from prepared bulbs was £70 on a 10,000 bulb for 10,000
bulb basis ‘and £13 for the crop as 2 whole. But 1t is noticeable thet
at Nursery 3 the return for flowers forccd from propercd bulbs was little
more than half that obtained ot Nursory 1. :

Although tho relationship is not entirely congistent, thore appoars to
be some evidence pointing to a direct relationship between total growert's
net roceipts per 10,000 bulbs and total margin per 10,000 bulbs. Another
way of putting thig ie to sany that costs did not risc so- f st as roceipts
per 10,000 bulbs. : -

(viii) Total murgin.

Tho difference in total margin per 10 OOO bulbs botweon “tho producer

~an&1ng highost and the producer ranking lovest was £44, - Furthormore,

the lowest-ranking producer only obtaincd just over 14 per. cent. of the
margin obtained by the hi heut-runklng producer. The producer with the
highest margin (Nursery 2% came ot the low end of the range of total
expenses por 10,000 bulbs and at the hig- end of the range of total grower's
net reeeipts per ton, i.c. his costs were relatively low and his retums
wore relatively high., On the other hand, the producer showing the lowest

margin (Nursery 4) had both the lowest total oxpenses and tho lowest total
grower's net rccelpts per 10,000 bulbs. .

The producor with the hlghest margin per 10, OOO bulbs did not force
preparad bulbs. At Nursery 1, howcver, tho effect of including prepqred
bulbs was to increase tho overall morgin per. 10,000 bulbs by £l2.

The highost marging per 10,000 bulbs appoar to ‘have been more -
consistently associated with a relgtlvely h15h level of recceipts than w1th
& low lovel of expenses.

(ix) Coste, Roturns and.h“rwin per Dozan,BloOMS..

' The average cost per dezon blooms, thc avorage grower!'s net return
per dozen blooms, and tho average margin per dozen blooms are shown in the
table becausc it is thought th&t growers may be accustomed to thinking in
these torms rothcr than in terms of costs, retums and margin per 10,000
bulbs.A Howsver, it will be rccognised that the -dogres of succoss obtalned
in the enterprise cannot be measured on the basis of margin per bunch alone.
The margin per bunch can be regurded as the margln per ton divided by the
number. of" bunches sold per 10,000 bulbs; or in other words, the margln per
10,000 bulbs is the product of the. margin per bunch and the yield in bunches
por 10,000 bulbs. Hence a high margxn per bunch will coincide with a high
' margln per ton onlv A? the yield is high; and-a low margin per bunch combined
with a high yield may well be equally as profitable, or morc profltable,
than a hlgher ergln per bunch comblned w1th a lower leld.
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However, as far as the group of producers included in this study are
concerned, the yield differenccs were so small that their rankings on
costs, rcturns, ond margin per bunch are identical with their ramkings on
costs, rcturns, and margin per 10,000 bulbs.

(x) Number of Dozen Blooms Sold.

The difference in yield between the hlghrst ranking producer and- the
lowest ranking prodicer was 35 dozen blooms per 10,000 bulbs. The’ latter's
yield was approximately 95 per cent of that of the former. :

Congidering the yiclds obtained at each of the four nurseries, the
differences arc so small that it would be unsafe to attribute any of the
differences in economic success to them. As far as this group of nurseries
was concerned, yield variation between nurseries was an insignificant
factor in determining the varying degrees of success attained by them.

(xi) Margin per £ of Total Expenses.

"Perhups this is the best measure of the economic success of an
enterprise. ' Applying it here we find a range, for all bulbs, of 8s.103d.
to 1ls. 33d. The ranking of the four producers by the size of this margin
was the same as their ranking on total mergin per 10,000 bulbs. Nursery 2
not only obtained the highest total margin but did so at a relatively low
level of expenditure per 10,000 bulbs. On the other hand, et Nursery 4
the level of expenditurc per 10,000 bulbs was virtually the same as at
Nursery 2, but the margin per 10,000 bulbs about. one -seventh as large.
Hence Nursery 4's margin per £ of total expenses was only about one seventh
of that at Nursery 2.

B. Further Analysis of Costs.

Table 2B shows the relative importance of the cost of bulbs and the
cost of labour a.gelements of total production costs. 1 It will be seen
that the "cost of bulbs" ranged from 80 per cent to 66 per cent, the "cost
of labour" from 16 per cent to seven per cent, and "other costs" from 27 per
cent to nine per cont of total costs. Bulbs, then, accounted for by far
the lurgest of thesc three clements of cost on all the nurseries. It
follows that, since the cost structure is of this nature, any appreciable
saving on the cost of bulbs can be expected to result in a significant
reduction of total production costs.

The relative importance of the "cost of labour" and "other costs" is
not so well defined. On two of the nurseries labour costs exceeded other
costs, and on the other two nurseries the position was réversed. "Heating
costs" were tho most important elément of "other costs", ‘and it was on the
nurserics where hoating costs were relatively high that "other costs"
exccaeded the "cost of labour”.

(1)

Hcre, the "cost of labour" does not include the cost of indirect labour
such as that included as a part of "heating costs".




CCST OF BULBS AND COST

OF LABCUR AS A PERCENTAGE G

TABLE 2B

TOLIPS

Nursery ccede no.

BUL

1

2

Item

Per cent

Per cent

Cost of bulbs
Cost of labour
Other costs

. 70
16
14

80
11

9

Total costs

160

TARPLE 3B

LFBObR RENUIREMENTS — HOURS PER 10,000 -BULBS

TULTES

Nurszery

AL

L BULBS

ccds no.

~
<

2

“Oreration

R

3
S dCmas

Total | Maie! Fomals
&

nu*c, {Total

Planting &
©. covering
Corrying in
Growing on
: undvr glass

10
20

12

34
3.

negligible 15

22 14
20 | 8}

43
5

-
=

bel

17

11

94
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Some further insight into the composition of labour costs is provided
by Table 3B where the hours of labour utilised per 10,000 bulbs for each
of six operations are shown. The total labour hours are further sub-
divided into hours of work performed by mele workers and hours of work
perfomed by femanle workers. Two points of interest emerge from a briof
examination of this tuble. The first point is that the totul hours of
labour per 10,000 bulbs was higher on the two most profitable nurseries
than on the two least profitable nurseriocs. The sccond point is that
although "cutting and bunching" was the most labour-consuming operuztion on
all the nurseries, the two producurs who accomplished it with the least
number of hours of labour per 10,000 bulbs werc less successful than tho
two produccrs who usced relatively more labour for that operation. Howrever,
it does not neccssarily follow from these two observations that the most
successful producers could not have boen oven more successful had they used
less labour, or, that the least succesgful produccrs would have beon better
off had they used more labour. As we have seon, many factors other than
the efficicney of labour use contribute to the degree of success attained
by the tulip forcer. The faet remains that if labour can be saved in the
performance of any opcretion, without a more than equivalent increase in
other costs or decreusc in the valuc of tho final product., the producer is
bound to gain.,  Furthermore, since cutting and bunching was the most labour-
conguning operation on all of these holdings it should be thc obvious first
choicc for any efforts dirccted towards improved work-porformance.

C. Sumnary and Conclusions.

It hus been found that amongst this small group of four nurscrics which
forced tulips during the 1952-53 scason, the producer with the lowest total
expenses poer 10,000 bulbs obtained the highest margin per 10,000 bulbs, and
the highest margin per £ of totul cxpenses. However, this producer's ,
success was attributable not only to o low level of expensces but also to a
relatively high level of returns. The least successful producer's expenses
were virtually the same as those of the most successful producer, but his
total receipts per 10,000 bulbs were £44 less.

The least successful producer was less of a specialist than the other
throe, and he also forced on the smallest scale in terms of the total
number of bulbs forced.

The most successful producer did not force any preparcd bulbs. Howover,
another produccr incrcased his margin per 10,000 bulbs by nearly £12 and
his margin per & of total expenses by sbout ls. 6d. as a rosult of forcing
preparsd bulbs. ‘ ' :

Forced tulips bear many of the characteristics of a luxury trade, and
forcers generally find themselves sclling on a relatively high-class market
which is very sensitive to the preferences of buyers for particular types
and varieties of flowers, and which easily becomes glutted with the less
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popular varieties, or flowers of infeorior quality. These charactoristics. -
aro probably most noticeuble in the large wholesule markets.

If the tvlip forcor is to make the most of his cconomic opportunities,
thorofore, it is highly important that he should carefully select his
market and plan to cater for its needs and preferences in all such matters
as variety and quality of flowers, prescntation and scason of supply. It
is porhaps of somc significance that tho most successful producer sold
approximately half his output of flowora on the sclf-wholesuls and retail
markets, though too much weight should not be attached to this, since selling
costs tend to offset much of incrsased roturns resulting from this mcthod
of sale. It is perhaps unfortunate that a dotailed examination of market-
ing policy could not be included in this study, but the informstion
available could not be used for the purpose of drawing useful general
conclusions in this field.  Further consideration of this matter must
therefore be left to thé individual grower. '

Turning to the second method of getting better economic results from
foreced tulips, namely cogst-reduction, thers appear to be threce main aress
where this might bo accomplished. The firat of these is concarned with
the cost of bulbs. This item accounted for from 66 per cent to 80 por
cent of total production costs. Although there is nothing in this study
to suggest that the producer should strive to obtain the choapest bulbs to
the exclusion of all othor considerations, the fact remains that since
thia item accounts for such a high proportion of production costs any
saving which can be made by succcssful bargaining with tho bulb merchant will
be likely to pay handsome dividends.

The soccond of the important items of production costs is labour.
Amongst the producers included in tris study, the cost of labour accounted
for from seven per cent to 16 per cent of totul cost. Although the more
successful producors cxpended a groater number of lubour hours per unit
number of bulbs than the less successful producers, thersc is nothing to
suggest that any one of them could not have roducod costs still further,
end incercased profits, by an even morc economical use of labour brought
about by improved work-performanco. An analysis of labour requirements
for various operations has indicated that the groatest opportunities for
the improved use of labour lie in the cutting of the flowers and preparing
them for market. Some of the main points to be. investigated are the
techniques of picking, bunching and packing; the position and lay-out of
the packing sheds; and the relative proportions of male and feomale labour.
A fow seconds saved on each bunch of flowers which leavos the nursery can
result in a vory subgtantial improvement in tho .overall profitability of
the bulb-foreing onterprise. -

The third of the main itoemg of*prodﬂction costs is accountcd for by
the cost of heating the forcing housc. ‘
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One of the producers in this study incurred heating costs amounting
to 24 per cent of total production costs. The cost of heating per unit
quantity of bulbs depends upon weather and temperature conditicns and
hence indirectly upon the time of year when forcing takes place. High
heating costs may be justified if high returns from the sale of out-of-
scason flowors can be counted upon to ropsy the additional cost. But
this is a matter requiring the most careful consideration. In the present
study the most successful producer foreccd almost half his crop lats in the
season without heat.  However, the decinion regarding the relative pro-
portions of bulbs to be forced with and without heat, is really o scparate
issue. Quitc apart from this, cvery endeavour should be made to supply
heot most sconomicully to the heatced portion of the crop. Some of tho .
points to be considered are the design and efficiency of the boiler,
including mcthods of .stoking and choice of fuel; +the winimisging of heat
loss through the proper lagging of pipes and the climination of draughts in
the foreing house, and the maintenance of proper temperature control to
avoid wasteful fluctuations in the supply of heat. ' :

To sum up, the study has indicated that success in tulip-forcing depends
on careful attention to costs, particularly for bulbs, labour and heating,
and the improvement of returns through catering for the requirements of a
carefully sclected market. -

CQiPARISQN. OF THE FORCING OF NARCISSI WITH THE FORCING OF TULIPS.

Thrce of the producers participating in this study forced both narcissi .
and tulips.. The results. from these nurseries, therefore, provide some
basis for a few very tentative conclusions about differences in the economic
opportunitics affordcd by these two crops.

 The most significant fact seems to be that whereas with the two large-
scale specialist bulb forcors tulips wore more succossful than narcissi,
with the non-specialist, forcing bulbs on a modest scale on a "mixod nursery",
the reverse was the case. This result- gives some support to the hypothesis
that forced narcissi are likoely to be more succcssful than forced tulips on
nurscrics where bulb-foreing is a subsidiary enterprise which is carried on
with rclatively non-spocialist tochnical skill and menagemont. The producer
who treats forced norcissi we a winter catch-crop is in a position to keep
his costs of production down to a rolativsly low level beeausc he can use
resources of labour and housing-space which ure surplus to the requircments
of his other crops, and which it might otherwisc be difficult to usc
profitably.  However, it important that such a producor should obtgin a
high yicld of flowers per unit quontity of bulbs forced, because in view of
the conditions under which he is producing hc cannot expect to market a very
high quality product. His zuccess dopends on the salo of a large quantity
of moderste guality flowers cheeply produced. S
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Thers seem to be good grounds for suggesting that forced tulips will
not lend thomselves so well to treatment as an unspecialised subsidiary
enterprise. On the production side the level of tochnical skiil is
probably higher than that required for narcissi. In order tn be guccoss—
ful the producer has to attuin to the somewhat d¢irfficult +win cuicciives
of keeping his costs low and keoping the quality of his ficwers high.

The tulip market aeems to be very sensitive to diffcrencen ia ihs iype,

variety and quality of flowers. The successful vrodiser hag to Doy

particuler attention to all these points. Henco thazo arc good grounds
Tor suggesting thut tulip-forcing is likely to be most successiul in the
hands of the specialist.







