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1 area where many of the farmers Yeon Heenriles
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Resea ch is being done unon two distinct ty»es hf
agriculture - (a) semi-arable sheep farmlng in the Border Counti 5, and
(b) arable farming with sale crops as the bbjective in the Lothians ang
counties north of the Forth.

some farmers are more successful +hs
object of thv investigation is to discover wherein tze "gocdnese" of the
e Tarmer' lies. Scime of the factors in success may be under tne
control, for example he may te able te increase the wrovortion
carried by his holding should shee“ e more wnrefitable than
cck. Alterrnatively a factor may be somethring the farmer
cannot change. If heaviness of soil is & caae of -
0onnahuubdc the farmer cannct by taking thought" alter this, although
he may seek a rent reduction or change his z’:..*cr:x.lmé system, Accordingly,
2 time mhen; in certain tyves of arabie farmi “succesoful*
nen are merely those whose failure is less disastrouvs than that of their
neighbours, no anology is made for the title chosen for the present
vublication,
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farming in Berwicl, noxburgh,
characteristically on livesto ek,
important than cattle. Lue ”11]
Blackface and ’j}'weViot9
the North and
tcoth Cﬂev1oL sheep, ]
Half Bred ewes,
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n0st 30 ©n some of farms, Arable
stricts, principally L;ﬁ turnios,s and
conrines to small aread of the best land. /1*ﬁ lecrenase in ﬂleV'tiop,
the cultivat cu area rises, and the rotation s, & long rotation
(gralp rovts, grain, followed ty grass for se @arS) giving place
to a Tive~cowrse (with two vears of grass); and v a four-course
TOtathﬁo

Thus the area snows a gradual change, the chief causal
being elevation and land quality.
f“ Amongst farms of similar general type
cf the land is an cbviocus basis cn which
the holdings, Rent and elevation were us
this, The accidental consideraticns which resul
rentals fer similar land make this methoed cnen to
lied to individual farms, To surmount the Aiff icuLtv
'uct:CD ber acre has been taken into account aiso.
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"Fet production" is calculated as follows:—

ptock. = With each class of livestcck, purchases are deducted from
sales (money values). If the valuation has increased, the increase
is added, Conversely, any decrease in valuation is deducted,
Crops:. The calculaticn is perfermedsimilarly for each crop, the
only purchases falling to ke deducted teing seed grain and pctatces.
I "Net productiont The amcunts of each product, ortained as
bed, are added. ’ ’ i i .
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uff's cause a difficulty, since one farmer sells off grain
feedingstuffs, whilst his neighbcur feeds home grown grain,
ninate this complication, the cost of purchased feedingstuffs
ted to give the final "net production® figure. What would
i a higher production per acre on the grain selling
thus brought down to a figure comparable with that of the
nsuming home grown grain (i),
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WO GROUPS Thus classified, the farms investigated fell into
O _FARUS, two well defined groups:s-

1. Farms at low elevations (uv to about 500 fee
renved at from 25s. to 35s. per acre roughly. Approximately 4
ver cent of the land is under crops other than grass. The ewe -
ahdck is Half Bred, bought as ewe lambs or gimmers, bred tc Oxford
and 3uffolk rams, and sold after the third or fourth crop of lamks.
Lambs are sold store or fat according to the farm. ineteen of
these farms were dealt with, mighteen in the Borders and one, ruun
on similar lines, in Fife, They averaged 526

Their "met production” was from 24.10s. to 20.15s. per acre.

2. Higher farms (with elevations of about 600 feet), and rented at
around 1° : These farms have rcughly 20 ner cent of
’ roal 1 os other than grass. They carry flocks of
Bred lambs), or occasionally Blackfaces,
_iost of the lambs are sold as stcres.
Seven s i 18, averaging 867 acres, were investigated, Their
net pe re was from 23 tc £4.10s.

0 mparable basis
esul ritain adjust-

wANT THE RISULTS as regards financial
OF THE DIRFDRENT ments have been made,
TARIS COMPARABII,

ADJUSTHENTS 70 To place all the farms
r

(a) Lebour. WMo charge was included for the

, labour of the farmer or that of his wife,
All other labour, including that of sons empnloyed at home, was

i ¢ is recognised that "net production® as calculated above
iffers from"prcduction" as crdinarily stated, In view of the
current situation where different farmers are using large and widely
varying proportions of hoiie grown oals as a substitute for
feedingstuffs hitherto purchased, it is thought that the method
- of calculation is Justified,
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es differing from the usual one (the
the same b&sls as far ihle. )

- Grazing land. Any grazing ] taken has been

()
[S2 I
[0}

o =
™ ot m €y

(a) Relation
11{Fcrr*‘t\ of
and profits,

(o]

o WD
I
O

L

2

iov‘ and
saies

the relaticn between "net pr
profits, ‘ £ preduction®
"ugasteﬁ for valuation cha
purchases of th

x

joN

uscd by some
conforms wit?

perhaps, 1ot 3su ootk
influence na+ pr oL it f tha c

e period of years it would seem SC yund
Fross gy“f“' rether than ‘c;t dowi

"net production”
lUL”l g whose "net
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It should not te corcluded from these figures that farms with
a high level of production are riacessarily mcst profitable, The
higher~land group deséribed in the latter part of the wnresent
publication preduced less Per acre, but were neverthcless more
orefitable, tha¥ farms in the grouy considered here, The most
prefitable level of production is a matter of natural conditions
and price levels, and may, on the same holding, change from vear
to year, :
(b) Relation between In the year under review (1

"

type cf product and the relative proportions of catt

9-30)
nrofits, '

32

le and
sheep produced by the farms seemed to have
little hearing on prcfitableness. Thus ¢ -

Five farms with five farms with
highest profits, lewest profits.
"Net prcducticn® of cattle. . 27.2 32,2
sheep, 57.3 9.
(a1l per cent of tctal "net production").

o it

In contrast to this pesition, in the previous year (1928-29)
the relative proportions of cattle and sheep produced had a very
great influence on profitableness. The difference between tre two
vears in this respect is shown ty the table fellowing, the data
being obtained from twelve farms whose
in both years.

2

accounts were investigated

Iive fafms prcd- Seven farms prcduc-
vcing, in 1929-30, ing, in 1929-30,
over £0C werth of less than £60 worth
cattle to 2100 of cf cattle to £1C0
sheen, of sheewo,

Profit cr loss per acre

in 1928-29, 3s.7d., less 12s.,6d. profit,
" 1929-30, 5.24, profit. 55.8d, profit,

Apparently, in 1928-29, cattle dia Gadly and sheep comparatively

In that vear, accordingly, total "net producticn" per acre had

¢ direct connection with profitableness (since a high"production®
night be either sheep - which were prcfitavle - or cattle ~ which

paid badly)., Th 1929-30, cattle were more profitable than in 1926-29,
and sheep less so.

Iri the latter year farus with a high total
"net production" were successful, gererally speaking, regardless
of whether cattle or sheep were produced,

The compariscs of the results from cattle and sheewn given above
refers only to twelve farms whose accounts were include¢ for toth
vears., It may ke mentioned that two farms only showed exceptional
results - explained by their special circumstances. The whole gronup
gave for 1929-30, the fcllowing figuress-- '
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Bight farms producihg over 260 worth of cattle to £00 of sheep.

zight farms. Two farms Two farms
with highést with lowest
profits, profits,

Total "net production”

per acre. 25 $0- £
Expenses "
Profit or loss "
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Eight farms producing 1ess than £50 worth of cattle to £I10
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Bight farms. Two farms Two farms
with highest with lowest
profits. profits,

Tctal "net production
per acre,

dxpenses i

Profit or loss ¥

Some analysis was undertiken to determine the reason for this
change ir 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 &£1 per head higher in 1929-30

han in the previocus 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 bs., per acre, as compared
with 9s.1d. in 1928-29 (ii).  Feedingstuffs costs were reduced
from £1.145. per acre in 1928-29 to £1 in 1929-30 due to (a) lower
prices, and (b) excellent yields of oats and incréased feeding of
of this croo 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 ratioXofsheep
purchased to those sold was highest on the unsuccessful farms.
The five farms with highest profits purchased 24,7 sheep per 100
disposed of, whilst the five with lowest profits bought 47,5 per
10C disposed of, Evidently the more successful farms provided a
higher proportion of their sbtore sheep requirements by home oreedlnb
than did the less successful holdings.

(ii) Figures comparing sales of cro s and wool during 9?7 30. with
those of the preceding year have been adjusted to allow for
differences in the amounts carried over in the valvations.




(c) Relation between The proportion cf the £arms area under
proportion cf land "~ cultivation seemed to have some eifect on
under cultivation - profits. The five farms whose proportion
and profits. . of cultivated land was highest (52c1%) showed
an average profit of 1s.9d. Dper acre,
compared with 10s.3d. profit @§r acre
2] e

the five farms with least land under cultivation (31.7¢%
are not, however, important on farms of this type, accounting
25¢ of total "net production®,

Record yields were obtained on many cf the farms dén 192%.
result, the receipts per acre for wheat and barley sold during 1529-3C,
were maintained in spite of lower »rices. Sales of the itwo crocps
accofinted for &£7.18s,10d. per acre grown, against 27.8s.53, in 1928-29,
notwithstanding falls in prices from 95°6d° to 7s.6d. per cwt, in the
case of wheat, and from 10s.8d. to 9=,5d. for barley,  3ales of ocats
fell from 23.10.8d., in 1928-29 to &1.9s.5d. in 1929-30 mainly due to
increased feeding of this crop. Lower prices were reflected vy a fall
in potato sales from £15.15s,6d, in 1928-29 to £5,14s.8d, in 1929-30 {ii),

(d) Factors influencing Tabour costs seemed to wary but little
cost of labour, with the relative proportious Hf cattle

and sheep. The five Farms with highest

, proportion of cattle (ecattle rroduction

£96 against £100 sheep) showed a labour cost, inclusive of
allowances, of £2.3s.11d. per acre oi the farm area., T
with lowest proportion of cattle (228 cattle to £10C sheex
£2.2s.,6d. per acre for labour.

Tabour costs varied more widely with the percentage of land under
cultivaticn. On the five farms with mcst land under cul’ vation (52.1%)
labour cost £2.9s.4d. per acre, compared with 22.1s.7d. per acre on the
five with least cultivated land (31.7%)- : :

(e) Relation between soil type There secemed a very definite
‘and labour costs and preocfits, connection between soil type and
hoth labour costs and proiitableness.
. Tnis fadt was noticed in 1928-29, but
not mentioned in the report for that year as it was thought the effect

<

may be seasonal. The following figures were obtained for 1929~30.

mive farms whnose Tourteen farms whose

scil was described s0il was describved
as "heavy". as ‘"medium" or "light”.
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Labour cost per acre,
Rent "
Other expenses "
Total expenses "
"Net producticn®
Profit i
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LT may he mentionsd that there was no impertant difference in the
propertions of cattle, sheep, and arable crops, prcduced by the
two groups of farms. Per acre of the farm area the heavy land
ccst 5s, more to work, This higher labour cost was not ccunter-
balanced by lower rentals, and, =sccerdingly, profit wasz less by
a corresponding sum. : :

KK Nk KK

2. HIGHER - LAND FARMNS ‘ . Seven farms cf this type were
CARRYING BOTH CHEVIOT investigated in 1925-30. _ Cne of themn,
(OCCASIONALLY BLACKFACE) - however, having a dairy herd, was
AND HALF BRED FLOCKS. excluded from scwe of the tabulatiohs.
The difference in prcduction between
the two groups appears from the
table follcwing:~ '

Six high-lsand Nineteen low-ground
farms. farms,

Tctal "net production" per acre. £3:13:11

"Freduftion" of cattle
" ~ sheep
i crops
" miscellaneous,

Less purchased feedingstuffs,

(a) Relation between ‘ There was some indication that farms
intensity of pruducticn with high "net production" were most
and profits, : profitable, Thuss: -

Three farms with Three farms with
highest "net pro- lowest "net pro-
duction" per acre. dfiction"”per acre,

"Net production" per acre, Ae O3 £3: 6:11
Expenses (other than feed-
ingstuffs and seeds deducted).

Profit

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

(b) Relation between type As may be expected, this group of

* of product and profits, farms showed considerably higher
profits per farm than did the A
preceding group, i.e. an average of
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20839 as compared with £231 on the nineteen low-ground holdings.
Iven their profit per acre was higher,18s.5d, against ©5,9d4. in
the low-ground group. o ' :

Three farms were under investigation during bvoth 1528-29 and

- 1929-30, They showed higher profits in the latter year at 19s.3d.
per acre compared with 14s.11d. in 1928-29, In contrast with the
nineteen farm group, sheep on these farms apparently did hettér

in 1929-30 than in 1928-29, breeding sheep being purchiased cheaver,
and the draft ewes:and store lambs sold oringing higher wnrices, than
in the preceding year. Receipts for wool, hcwever, [ ag before,
Cattle, as before, showed a slightly higher margin, and purchased
feedingstuffs cost less. It was interesting to note that, on
farms of this type, there was a much smaller increase in the home
~consumption of grain, sales of oafs increasing from £1.14s,3d., per
acre in 1928-29 to £2.10s.2d4. in 1929-30 due to the heavy crop of

1929, :

<

their cattle at lower prices, ang presumably therefore at younger
ages and lower weights, than did the less profitable holdings,
Thus ;- .

The more successful farms in this group both ctought and sold

Three farms with Three farms with
highest profits., lcwest profits,

Average price ver head of , :

’ cattle .purchased., ol

i " sold, 1t

3

1
“11

Further, the more profitable farms provided ty hcme breeding
a greater proportion of their store. cattle requirements, the three
farms with highest profits purchasing only 43 head of cattle per
100 disposed ofy, against 100 purchased per 100 disposed of on the
three least successful farms.

The figures angd conclusions presented here are given in the

hope that they will prove useful, or at least intepesting, to
Border farmers, The appreciation of the Zconomist is expressed
for the assistance, given so readily by farmers and accountants,

without which the investigation would be impossible,
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