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In an area where many of - the farmers !T.ec .-p
financial accounts, economic research, very -Troperly, hascommencec with an - investigation of -the•se. accounts.

Research is being done unon two distinct ty-,)es ofagriculture - (a) semi-arable sheep farming in the Border Counties,. and(b) arable farming with sale crops as the bbjective in the Lothians andcounties north of ,the Forth.

Some farmers are more successful than others, Theobject of the investigation is to discover wherein the "occiness"of thr-°good farmer lies. Some of the factors in sacce6s may be Linder thefarmer's control, for example he may be able to increase the. proportion -of .sheep Carried by his holding- . shOuld . sheep be more..,,Drofi.table thanother stodk. Alternatively a factor may be something the farmerhimself cannot change. If 'heaviness of soil is a catiae ofnon-success the farmer cannot 'by-. takin thought" alter this, althoUghhe may .seek a rent reduction or change his farming -system. . .Accordingly,even at a time -when, in certain ty'Qes of arable far min, ls.uccessful'rfien are merely those whose -failure is less disastrous than that of theirneighbours, no apology is made for the title chosen for the -- resent.'publication.

THIS Earming in Berwick, Roxburgh, and Selkirk, de-pends.FAdM DPALT characteristically on livestock, sheep hemp: more
important than cittle. ,The H11 breeds of sheep,
3.1ackface an aheiTiot,.. predominate cyn the high land of
the North anft TeL Farms at interediate elevationscarry both Cheviot. sheep, ..t:or Half Bred lamb production, and Half .Bredstocks. Half Bred ewes, bred to Dom]. tu-i.-)s, characterise the low ground-.

Cattle are important, most so on some of the lower farm.s. Arableoro;,3 are, in the hill districts, principally oats and turnips, andconfined to small areafl of the best land, iith decrease in elevation,the ctiltivated area •rises, and the rotation shortens, a Tong rotation(grain, roots, grain, followed by grass for several years) giving placeto a five-conrse (with two years of grass), and finally a four-courserotation.

Thus the area shows a gradual change, the chief causal factorsbeing elevation and land quality,

CLA3SI2ICATION Amongst farms of similar general type the qualityn17i mulp 7-71Nn—,7, of the land .is an obvious 'basis on which to classify
the .holdings. Rent and elevation were used in l928-to measure this. accidental considerations which result in widelydifferent rentals fcr similar -land make. this method o--)en to objectior;when applied to individual farms, - .To surmount the difficulty . in 192W:30,sp'net production' per acre has been taken into account also



2,

"Net production" is calculated as follows -

Stock. With each class of livestock, purchases are deducted from
sales (money values), If the valuation has increased, the increaseIs added, Conversely, any decrease in valuation is deducted°Crops., The calculation is Derformedsimilarly for each crop, theonly purchases falling to Ice deducted teing seed groin and potatce24,Total "N-et productioni.' The amounts of each product, obtained as
described, are added.
.."2eedingstuffs cause a difficulty, since one farmer sells off grainand buys feedingstuffs, whilst his neighbour feeds home grown grain,To eliminate this complication, the cost of purchased feedingstuffsis deducted to give the final "net production" figure, What wouldbe, otherwise, a higher production per acre on the grain sellimzfarm is thus brought down to a figure comparable with that of thefarm consuming home grown grain (i),

TJO GROUPS Thus classified, the farms investigated fell intoOF FARMS two well defined groups2-
Farms at low elevations (u-o to about 500 feet),rented at from 25s. to 35sc per acre roughly. Approximately 401:fer cent of the land is under crops other than grass, The ewe -aladck is Half Bred, bought as ewe lambs or gimmers, bred to Oxfordand Suffolk rams, and sold after the third or fourth crop of lambs.Lambs are sold store or fat according to the farm. Nineteen ofthese farms were dealt with, eighteen in the Borders and one, ranon similar lines, in Fife. They averaged 526 acres in area.Their "net production' was from ,::4c1OsG to ,_::3015s, per acre.

2, Higher farms (with elevations of about 600 feet), and rented ataround 15s0 per acre, These farms have roughly 20 per cent oftheir area under crops other than grass. They carry flo2.ks ofCheviot ewes (breediml Half Bred lambs), or occasionally Blackfaces,as well as 21.FI 1f Drpd stocks. 3,-lb3t of the lambs are sold as stores.Seven such fa:ms, averaging 867 acres, were investi ated, Their"net production ° per acre was from ,33 to
403-U3MIENTS TO

THY1..; CCJJ3ULT3
OF THE DIE2ERENT
FARMS C P ,tLLPW um•

All•other  labour,

To place
as regards
ments have

all the farms on a comparable basis
financial results, certain adjust
been made.

(a) Labour. No charge was included for the
labour of the farmer or that of his wife, .

including that of sons eml)loyed at home, was

I:\ , •

kii J6 is recognised that "net production" as calculated abovediffers from"production" as ordinarily stated, In view of the, current situation where different farmers are using large and widely
varying proportions of hoite grown oats as a substitute for
feedingstuffs hitherto purchased, it is thought that the method

. of calculation is justified.



chared,
(b) Interest. .7.-?.ach farmer was asumed to have 

sufficient caitai

to operate his farm, All interest paid on money borrowed, or

received for capital, lent, was eliminated.

(c) Valuation of.growin.Q. crop8, On farms where growing crops are

valued annually, the fall in -prices during lateyears, has resulted

in a . loss on this . account If the valuation is made on sound lires

it is undoubtedly better to value growing 
crops than to (-:arry them

at a fixed value from year to year. s Most farmers, however, adopt

the latter practice., Accordingly, so that the results may le

comparable, growing crops have been kept at a 
fixed value in . all -

cases.
(d) Date • of valuation. Certain adjustments have been made to place

accounts, closed at dates differing from the 
usual one (the May Term)

on the same basis as far as possible,

(e) Grazinu land. • Any grazing qand taken has been 
included Ti.th the

farm.

******

COMPARISON OF (a) Relation between One - point

FIILANCIAL RESULTS intensity of production arising from

OF.DIFTTERFTT F,Amo. and profits. the comparison
of results was

. the relation between "net 'production" 
and

1. LOW-GROUND FARMS profit3. ."Net Production" - i,e, sales

CARRYING NAL-g BRED -adjusted for .valuation changes, and with

ET:iTE_STOCKS 7,1-rnhaqe- Of tl-,,- 54,1,--e ,-/-ticiP (1Prluctr=.0 .-

corresponds to the term °gross profii.c" as

used by some - accountants. Even deduction of purchased 
f,F;.eding2tuffs

conforms with the practice of a few fa'rDi 
acccutants, Tt is,

perhaps, not suxprising that the gross prcfit 
ariEirg• or farms should

influence net profit. .Tf - thp cpnnection , were seen to peroist ()vel-

a period *of year it would seem sound for the 
faroaer_to aim at a bip:h

gross Drofi rather than 'cut dowr; costs", tilt this, of 
coursc,

remains to be sen.

In 19293O, on these farms Met production" 
per acre ranged

from -£4010s...to k,'L015s. The holdings whose"net 
production" was

below ,E5 per acre showed losses, after whith 
returns increased

steadily with risin Met production°, This is indicatwd by the

*following table

'Net production"
Expenses (other than
feedingstuffs and seeds
deducted),
Net profit or loss

per acre.

fti-ea farms with [Five farms with

highest Met. prod.4owest "net 
prod-

ucti. 1:,... -.!)er acre. !uction" Der acrec.

0,ra,:11:

-5gio

() 9
profit_

-1?4,115:

„

loss-
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It should not be cor31ded from these figures that farms withPt high level of production are necessarily most profitable.
The

higher-land group desdribed in the latter part of the present publication  produced less per acre, but were 'nevertheless morecirofitable, thah. farms in the group considered here. The mostprofitable level of production is a matter of natural conditionsand price levels, and may, on the same holding, change from yearto year°

(b) Relation between
type of product and
1..)rofits,

"Net production" of

In the year under. review. (1929-30)
the relative proportions of cattle and
sheep produced by the farms seemed to have
little bearing on profitableness,. Thus:-

Five farms with
highest profits,

cattle, 27,2
sheep, 5703

(all per cent of total

Five farms with
lo7cest profits,

2,2
59.0

"net production")

In contrast to this pe-sition, in the previous year (1928-29),the relative proportions of cattle and sheep produced had a verygreat influence on profitableness. The difference between tl7e twoyears in this respect is shown by the table following, the databeing obtained from twelve farms whose accounts were investigatedin both years.

Profit or loss per acre
in 1928-29,
" 1929-300

ft

Five fatms prod-
ucing, in 1929-309
over 260 worth of
cattle to 2100 of
sheep.

Seven farms produc-
ing, in 1929-30,
less than :26o worth
of cattle to 100
of sheep,

3s.7d0 loss 12s6d. profit.
6s02d. profit„ 5s.8d. profit.

Apparently, in 1928-29, cattle did badly and sheep comparativelywell. In that year, accordingly, total "net production" per acre hadno direct connection with profitableness (since a high"production"might be either sheep - which were profitable - .or cattle - which .paid badly), M. 1929-309 cattle were more profitable than in 1928-29,and sheep less so. In the latter year farfas with a high total"net production" were successful, generally speaking, regardlessof whether cattle or sheep were produced.

The comparison of the results. from cattle and sheep given aboverefers only to 'twelve farms whose accounts were included, for bothyears, It may be mentioned that two farms only showed exceptionalresults - explained by their special circumstances, The whol.gave for 1929-30, the following figures-



-1:TYht farms.producihg_over_AO worth of cattle to 2100 of sheep.

Eight farms . Two farms
with highds t
profits

Total "net production"
per acre. 6L'52162 9

Expenses I) 5: 9:  3
Profit or loss " 7: ;

profit.

$6-12: 2
•5:_9:10
T- 2; 4
profit.

Two farms
with lowest
profits,

a..?4-419
2

loss 0
6: 9

Eight_farms_producing_less_than_250_worth of cattle_toja00  of sheep.

Eight farms. Two farms Two farms
with highest with lowest
profits, profits.

Total "net production"
per acre.

Expenses
Profit or loss "

r5.3 6: 6
4:19L4

7: 7
profitc

-25‘212
4:,122_6
19:11

pr_ofit.a.

.E410:10
2. 3
1u5
loss.

Some analysis was underta:ken to determine the reason for this
change in the relative profitableness of cattle and sheep over the
two years, It was found that the margin between "store cattle"
purchased and "fat cattle" sold was dill per head higher in 1929-30
than in the previous year, whilst, with sheep, animals purchased
cost more, and those sold brought less, in 1929-30 than in 1928-29.
Receipts for wool fell heavily, being 6s, per acre, as compared
with 9s01d0 in 1928-29 (ii). Tieedingstuffs costs were reduced
from ota,14s per acre in 1928-29 to 21 in 1929-30 due to (a) lower
prices, and (b) excellent yields of oats and increased feeding of
of this crop in 1929-30. The fall in feedingstuffs costs was
most pronounced on those farms with a high production of cattle.

As between different farms it was noted that the ratioNorsheep
purchased to those sold was highest on the -.7asuccessful farms.
The five farms with highest profits purchased 24,7 sheep per 100
disposed. of, whilst the five with lowest profits bought 4705 per
100 disposed of, Evidently the more successful farms provided a
higher,. proportion of their snore sheep requirements by home breeding
than did the less successful holdings,

(ii) Figures comparing sales of crops and wool during 129-30.with
those of the preceding year have been adjusted to allow for
differences in the amounts carried over in the valuations,



(c) Relation between

proportion of land

under cultivation
and_profit,_____

the
are
255!..

The proportion cf the farms area under

cultivation seemed to have some effect on

profits. The five farms whose proportion

of cultivated land was highost (52,1) showed

an average profit of 1s,9d. ',Der acre, as

compared with 10s.3d0 profit per acre on

five farms with least land under cultivation 01.751. 
3ale crops

not, however, important on farms of this ty
pe, acccutinx: for only

of total "net production",

Record yields were obtained on many of t
he farms on 1929, ;1:3 a

result, the receipts per acre for wheat and 
barley sold during 1:7/29-30.

were maintained in spite of lower prices. Sales of the two crops

accoUnted for .27.18s.10d0 per acre grown, agai
nst 2.7j3s,5d. in 1928-29,

notwithstanding falls in prices from 9s.6d. 
to 7s.6d0 Der cwt, in the

case of wheat, and from 10s .8d, to 8%.,5d° for barl
ey, &,lies of oats

fell from ...n.10.8d. in 1928-29 to 2109s05d0 in 19
29-3O mainly due to

increased feeding of this crop. Lower prices were reflected by a fall

in potato sales from da5.15s.6d. in 1928-29 to 25
.14s,8d, in 1929-30 (ii)

(d) Factors influencing Labour costs seemed to vary but little

cost of labour.° with the relative proportions of cattle
.0.1* C100 r011.1

and s1-leep. . The five farms with highest

proportion of cattle (cattle product ion

1,'96 against 2100 sheep) showed a labour cost, in
clusive of workers'.

alloWances, of 22.3s.11q. per acre .of the farm area, The five farms

with lowest proportion of cattle (228 tattle to ,E100 
sheep) cost

32.2s06de per acre for labour°

Labour costs varied more widely with the percentage of lan
d under

cultivation. On the five farms with most land under cultivati
on (52,151

labour cost 2209s.4d, per acre, cqmpared with 612.1s.7d0 ne- acre on the

five with least cultivated land (31.7%) 

(e). Relation between soil. type • There seemed a 'very definite

alnd - labour costs•-and profits' • connection loetween..soil•type and

both labourposts and profitableness.

This fa6t .was noticed in 1928-29, but

not mentioned. in the report for. that year as it was theught 
the effect

may benseasonal,. The following - figures - were obtained for 1929-30,

Labour cost per acre.
Rent
Other expenses
Total expenses
"Net production"
Profit

11

Five farms whose

soil was described

as "heavy"o

2,2g 7g 5
6t

'gill 9

5d2:11
5: 2

Fourteen farms whose

soil was described..

as "medium" or ”light",

$2 22 5
lg 72 0
113t

2:11
5g12g10

9:11



V.
may be mentioned that there was no important difference in the

proportions of cattle, sheep, and arable crops, produced by thetwo groups of farms. 'Per acre of the farm area the 'heavy land
ccst 5s..more to work. This higher labour cost was not counter-balanced by lower rentals, and, accordingly, profit was less bya corresponding sum.

2. HIGHER - LAND FARMS
CARRYING BOTH CHEVIOT
( OCCASIONALLY BLACKFACE )
AND_HALF B4EDjj_,OCKLI___

Total "net production" per

"Produnion" of cattle

. Seven farms of this type were
investigated in 1929-30, One of them,
however, having a dairy 116rd, was
excluded from SCMC of the tabulatiolos.
The difference in production between
the two groups appears from the
table follcwingg-

Six high-land
farms.

Nineteen low-ground
farms,

acre, 23:13z11 -2,5:12:10

sheep
crops
miscellaneous,

Less purchased feedingstuffs.

(a) Relation between
intensity of production
and profits.

21.7%
73.5
12,"),

_5,.0

112.5
J2.„5

31.1%
55.1
25. 5
6,5

118.2
18.2

100.0 100.0
• ===== ...7=747,====

• There was some indication that farms
with high "net production" were most
profitable. Thus:

Three farms with
highest "net pro-
duction" per acre.

"Net production" per acre.
Expenses (other than feed-
ingstuffs and seeds deducted).

Profit

24: C)

2:18: 2

lg 2:4

Three farms
lowest 'net
dUction'per

with
pro-
acre.

6:11

2:12: 6

14; 5

The number of farms is, however, insufficient for such a
comparison to be reliable.

(b) Relation between type
of_aoduct  and  as.fits.

As may be expected, this group of
farms showed considerably higher
profits per farm than did the
preceding group, i.e0 an average of
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2839 as compared with 2231 on the nineteen low-grodnd holdings.Even their profit per acre was higher,18s,50., against 63,9d, inthe low-ground group.

Three farms were under investigation durin both 1928-29 and1929-3W° They showed higher profits in the latter year at 193.3d.per acre compared with 14s lid in 1928-29. In contrast with thenineteen farm group, sheep on these farms apparently did betterin 1929-3O than in 1928-29, bleecirL sheep beil.lz purc',-lased cheaper,and the draft eves ad store lambs sold bringin,2 prices, thanin the preceding year. Receipts for woo,l, hcsever, fell as before,Cattle, as before, showed a slightly higher rimrgin, anC! -purchasedfeedinstuffs cost less c It was interestin to note nat, onfarms of this type, there wa's a much smaller increase in the homeconsumption ,of grain, sales of cats increasing from ,21014s.3d° peracre in 1926-29 to x-2 .106.2d. in 1929-30 due to the heavy crop of1929,

The more successful farms in this group both bought and soldtheir cattle at lower prices, and presumably therefore at youngerages and lower weights, tan did the less profitable holdings,* Thus -

Average price per head of
cattle purchased.°
" sold.

Three farms with Three farms with
highest profits, lowest profits,

£12d9 215z13 2
18.z1IU 8 1;10

Further, the more profitable farms provided by home breedinga greater proportion of their store.cattle requirements, the threefarms with highest profits purchasing only 43 head of cattle per100 disposed of, against 100 purchased per 100 disposed of on thethree least successful farmsc

Trle figures and conclusions Presented nere are -;,j_ven in thehope that they will prove useful, or at least inte45esting, toBorder farmers. The appreciation of the Economist is expressedfor the assistance, given so readily by farmers and accountants,without which the investigation would he impossible.




