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In an area where many of the farmers keep
accurate financial accounts, economic research,
very properly, has commenced with an investig-

~ation of these accounts,

Research is being done by the Edinburgh College upon two
distinct types of agriculture - (a) semi-arable sheep farms in
the Border Counties, and (b) arable farming for the production of
crops for sale in the Lothians and counties north of the Forth,
The present report deals with holdings of the latter type.

Some farmers are more successful than others, The object of
the investigation is to discover wherein the "goodness" of the
"good farmer" lies. Some of the factors in success may be under
the farmer's control, for example in a livestoclk district he may
be able to increase the proportion of sheep carried by his holding
if sheep prove to be more profitable than cattle. Alternatively
a factor may be something the farmer himself cannot change. Thus,
if heaviness of soil is a cause of non~-success the farmer cannot
"oy taking thought" alter this, although he may seek a rent
reduction or change his farming system. Accordingly, even at a
time when, in certain types of arable farming, "successful" men
are merely those whose failure is less disastrous than that of
their neighbours, no apology is made for the title chosen for
the present series of reporis. :
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE FARMS STUDIED,

Arable farms, having the production of sale-crops as a
primary opjective, characterise a good deal of the low ground in
the Tast of Scotland. The farms are large, those investigated
having an average area of 326 acres, with a staff averaging 9 men
and 3 women and boys in addition to the farmer himself.

The potato crop - notoriously subject to wide seasonal vari-
-ations in profitableness - is an important source of income.
i/heat, barley, and oats are sold, together with varying amounts
of hay and straw, Except on suburban farms, soil fertility is
maintained by stock~feeding. The ordinary farm carries few breed-
-ing stock. Store cattle, mainly Irish, are bought in autumn for
court-feeding, and to a less extent in the spring to go on to grass,
some farms, in addition to feeding cattle, purchase store lambs to
utilise the turnip crop, whilst breeding stocks of sheep - generally
small and experimental - appear on some holdings, Occasionally,
particularly near Bdinburgh, herds of pigs are kept, Livestock,
however, although important, are definitely subsidiary to crops in
the economy of the farm and intended, mainly, to keep up soil
fertility,
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*(1) Reprinted, with minor amendments, from “3ome Factors in Success
- Border semi-arable sheep farms in 1929-30% May 1931.




CLASSIFICATION OI' TH3 7ARMS.

A 30 farms were studied in respect of the year 1929-30, They
were grouped as followss-—

1. Bast Lothian (a) 11 farms for which the East Lothian
type of farm. six-course rotation - roots, barley, hay,
oats, potatoes, wheat - is typical. This
rotation is, of course, by no means
confined to its rame-ccunty, and a prepertion of the farms were
drawn from FPife and Perth. Elevations ranged from near sea
level to about 300 feet, The average size of the farms was 356
acres, of which 70 per cent was in crops other than grass (all
the farms having some grass in addition to the normal rotation
area), Rentals were around &£2 per acre. "Net production"
*¥ (ii) in 1929-30, as calculated for comparative PUrnDOSES,
averaged £11.15s.2d. per acre, being made up as follows:-

"Procduction" of cattle, , 26.1 per cent of "net
’ " sheep 6. " production!
pigs, livestock 2, "

produce,&c, :
crops - _76.3

111.1

Less purchased feedingstuffs. 11,1
"Net production" 100.0

_—_—==
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(o) 5 farms of similar general type, but showing differences
of such importance as to make it unreasonable to regard them
as sthictly comparable with the 11 farms above,

* (1ii) "Net production” is calculated as followss -

The "production" (which correspcnds to what many farm
accountants call "gross profit") of each kind of livestock or
crop is calculated by subtracting from sales any purchaszs of.
the same kind of thing (e.g. purchases of cattle are deducted
from sales of cattle, purchases of seed wheat are deducted from
sales of wheat), If the valuation has increased, the increase
1s added. Conversely any decrease is deducted. (Money values
are taken in all cases).

The "production" of each product is added to obtain"tctal
production? From "total prcduction" the cost of purchased feeding-—
stuffs is subtracted, as shown above, to give "net production"

(An adjustment of the sale price of maincrop potatoes of
the 1929 crop was made in comparing the "net production" of
different farms),

It is recognised that this method of calculation differs
from the usuval one, The reasons for adopting it were indicated in
"Scme Factors in Success - Border semi-arable sheep farms in

'1929-30"




Suburban type 5 farms in the sdinburgh district,
of farm, having practically no livestock other than
work-horses, or, in some instances, pnigs,

A four-course rotation ig followed - oats,
potatoes, wheat, hay - the order varying. All produce is
marketed, and dung purchased from adjacent dairies or from
fdinburgh, Blevations vary, but are nowhere great, The farms
averaged 30bacres in area, 68 per cent of the land being in
crops other than grass. The average rental approached £3 per
acre, "ifet production" in 1929-30 averaged £13.9s5.4d. per acre,
being almost wholly drawn from crops, and made ub as follows:-

‘Production " of cattle, 3.1 per cent of '"net
‘ " sheep. o5 4 production?
o pigs, livestock
produce, &c, 5.7
crop. _92.1
f 101.4
Less purchased feedingstuffs. 1.4

"Met production! - 100,0

Jarms similar to 6 farms scattered over the ares
the Zast ILothian - in Mid and Zdast Lothian, ®ife, and
type but producing ferth, producing the same kind of
a higher proportion sale crops and livestock (except that in
of livestock, L some insvances more breeding stock

may be carried) as the Zast Lothian

type of farms., Ilevations are similar,
The farm areas average 327 acres, of which 49 per cent is in
grass and 51 per cent under other Crops. Rents averaged about
£2.5s. per acre, "ilet production® in 1929-30 averaged 29,008,444,
Der acre, including a much higher oroportion of livestock than
in the case of the Zast Lothiewr type of farm. Thus: -

"Production” of cattle, 3305 per cent of "Ynet
i sheen, 1 " production?
! Pigs, livestock ‘
produce, &c.
Crops.,
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Less purchased feedingstuffs.
"Net production!
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4. 3 miscellaneous farms not grouped,
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ADJUSTIIANTS TO iAKR THS RESULTS_OF DIFFERENT FARWMS COMPARABLI.

To ensure that financial results were comparable between
different farms certain adjustments were mades-
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(a) Labour. No charge was made for the labour of the farmer or
that of his wife. All other labour, including that of sons
empleoyed at home, was charged.

(b) Interest. HBach farmer was assumed to Possess sufficient
capital to operate his farm. All intercst paid on money
borrcwed, or received for capital lent, was eliminated.

(c) Valuation of growing Cromns, On farms where growing crops
are valued annually, the fall in prices during recent years has
resulted in a loss on this account. If the valuation is made on
sound lines it is undoubtedly better to value growing crops

than to carry them at a fixed value from year to year, Mest
farmers, however, adopt the latter practice. ccordingly, so
that results may be comparable, growing crops have been kept at
a fixed value in all cases. ,

(d) Date_of Valuation. Host farm accounts in the Fast of
Scotland are made up to the May Term. Those studied, therefore,
- represent the production and utilisation of the 1929 crop, In
accounts made up to other dates, crop sales have been dissected
So as to include the whole of, but no more than, the 1929 crop.
(e) Potatoes sold in ground. . The cost of lifting (actual or
estimated) has been added to receipts for the crop, and to
wages paid.
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COMPARISON 07 THE FINANCIATL, RESULTS O DIFFERENT FARUS.

I. GENERAL FACTORS3 The biasiness of 21 of the 30 farms

AFFHECTING ALL THR® was studied for both 1928-29 and

FARIIS IN THE YEAR 1929-30. In 1928-29, after the

1929-30," adjustments mentioned above had been made,
the farms showed an average profit of 2284
per farm (= 16s.4d. per acre). In 1929-30,
the same 21 farms showed an average profit of only <23 per farm
(= 1s.4d. per acre), These figures are averages only, as shown
by the follewings-

Year 1928-29, Year 1929-30,
Farms with 15 farms had an 13 farms had an
profits. average »nrofit of average profit of
' 2647 per farm, £362 per farm,

Farms with 6 farms had an 3 farms had an
lcsses, average loss of average loss of
2617 per farm, £528 per farm,

11 out cf the 21 farms had a worse year financially in _
1929-30 than in 1928-29, and 10 farms a better year, Plainly
such facts call for exnlanation,

(a) Maincrop potato prices. The chief factor causing the
lower profitableness of the

farms as a whole in 1929-30 was, of course, the very low/
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/low price received by most farmers for maincrop potatoes of the
1929 crop. £15,15s.3d. per acre was received for the 1929 crop
as compared with £27,15s.4d, for that of 1928, Had the 1929 crop
brought the same price per acre as was received the previous year,
the 21 farms would have made, in 1629-30, an average profit of
£546 (much better than in 1928-29), and only 3 out of the 21 farms
would have shown losses, Lvidently, apart from maincrop potatoes,
the farms had a better ysar in 1929-30 *han in 1928-29,

(b)Other croons., 1929 was a season of excellent yields, increased
Guantities of wheat and barley sold compensating
for lower prices receiveds-

Money value of sales per acre *(iii).
1925 _crop. 1929 crop.
iheat, £11: 1 4 £11: 6: 9
Barley. . 131:12: 0 12: 5: 7

Sales of oats, apparertly due to increased feeding of the crcp,
declined from £6, 0s.9d. per acre in 1928-29 to £5.10s.7d. in
1929-30.,

(c)Livestock., On the whole, livestock appear to have been at
least as profitable in 1929-30 as in 1928-29,
Thus:-
1928-29. 1929-30.
"Production” per acre of:-

cattle, £2:15: 8

sheevyp,

pilgs & livestock

nroduce.,

Less cost of purchased
feedingstuffs,
Balance available for
other expenses & profits.)

The fall in money wvalues of cattle and sheep "production" was
due to smaller margins between buying and selling vrices:g-

) 1929-30.
Average price of fat cattle sold, £99:1 28511% 3
! 4 store " bought, ¢
rargin between thesec,

Average price of all sheep sold.
" 1 a i bought,
Margin between these.

The fall in cost of purchased fezdingstuffs was accounted for
by lower prices, and increased home-feeding of oats, It is thought/
* (iii) Figures comparing sales in 1925-25 and 1929-30 have been
adjusted to allow for changes in the amounts carried over in the
valuations.
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/thought that the increased home-feeding of oats may have accounted
for about 3s. per acre of the fall in feedingstuffs costs. If this
amount is deducted from the balsnce arising on stock~feeding in
+929-30, £2:15: 1 per acre, against £2: 8: 11 in 1928-29, remains

to meet expenses other than purchased feedingstuffs, and for profits.

(d)Bxpenses. Expenditure (other than the cost of purchased foods
already dealt with) fel from £11.10s.6d. per acre in
1928-29, to £10. 35.10d. per acre in 1929-30, the decrease being
Spread over all the main items of expense.,

H R H K

IT.COMPARISON OF v This group cf farms was the only one of
FINANCIAL R3SULTS three dealt with which was considered to
OF TARM3 OF RAST include sufficient holdings to make profit
LOTHIAN TYPRE, comparisons of more than very doubtful

validity. Bven here, since only 10 farms
« have been studied for more than one year,
conclusions must be regarded as somewhat tentative,

In 1929-30, 4 of the farms showed losses averaging £545 per
farm (= £1.10s,5d. per acre) and v made profits avaraging 2494
per farm (= 2£1,7s5.104. per acre).  The figures were examined to
discover reasons for such a variation.

(a) Relation between It cannot be said that, the data
intensiveness of revealed any noticeable connection
production and between the intensity of production
vrofits, and profite, Certainly, when

adjustment had been made for varying
- maincrop potato prices, there wasg
little difference bztween the '"net preduction® per acre of the
farms showing best, and those giving worst,,financial results.

Relation between The 7 farms showing profits sold
marketing conditions maincrop potatoes for £18.8s,14d. per
for maincrop petatoes acre (after deducting purchased seed)
and profits, against £10.18s.1d. on the 4 farms
with losses. The difference is
largeiy accounted for by the fact
that prices fell steadily throughcut the season. The highest
Prices were received by (i) farms seliing early in the season
(e.g. in the ground) and (ii) farms with a considerable
Proportion of the variety "Golden ‘Jonder® grown on suitable soil,
This variety maintained its price better +han others.
If the 4 farms sustaining losses had resceived the same price per
acre for maincrop potatoes as did the 7 farms making profits,
their average loss would have been reduced from £545 to £104 -
still, however, a loss againet = profit on the other holdings.
Luck or judgment in forecasting markets afier acreages under the
¢rop had been decided upon was, apparently, insufficient to/
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/to account for the wide variation in results. In this con-
nection it may be worth mentioning that, if the 10 farms whose
accounts were examined for both 1928-29 and 1929~30 had been
grouped into a "most profitable 6! and a "least profitable 49
in each year, only 2 farms would have been grouped differently
in the two years, and these are the two holdings which were,

in 1929-30, nearest to the no-profit border line.

Relation between (i) Proportion of land under first early and -
type of product maincrop potatoes, It has been menticned
and profits. that farms concentrating on the first
: early poctato crop have been excluded from

o the study. A number of general farms,
however, grow a certain area of this crop. Having regard to
market conditions for the 1929 potato crop it is not surprising
to find that the farms with profits had a greater area of first
earlies, and a smaller one of maincrops, than had the farms
showing Ilosses, Thus:- ; :

7 farms 4 farms
with profits, with losses.

Percentage of farm area under ,
first early potatoes. 3.9 1.0
maincrop do. _ 12.7 17.1

The 1928~29 (dealing with the 1928 crbp) gave a similar
result. In mentioning this it is, of course, not intended to
imply that first early potatoes could necedsarily have been
grown successfully on much of the land planted with maincrob
varieties.,

It may be said that, even if maincrops had sold for the
same price as first earlies in 1929-30, although the difference
in results between the two sets of farms would have been greatly
reduced, the 7 "profit" farms would still have had over £1 per
acre more profit than had the 4 "loss" holdings.

(i1) Type of grain produced. As with 1928-29, the more profit-
able farms had more barley and less wheat than had the less
successful., This may be seasonal, but it has lasted for at
least these two seasons., It is, of course, not suggested that
the same land is equally suitable for wheat as for barley.

7 farms 4 farms
with profits. with losses.

Percentage of area
under wheat, 8.3 - 12,2
- barley 17.1 ‘ 10.3

(iii) Type of livestock fed. As was the case with the low-
ground Border farms the fedding of sheep does not appear to
have been more profitable in 1929-30 than the feeding of/
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/of cattle: farms with profits, and those showing losses,
producing cattle and sheep in similar proportions.

7 farms 4 farms
with profits, with losses,

"Production® per acre
of cattle. £3: 32 0 A 22:18:10
"  sheep. 14: 6 v 15: 4

In 1928-29, as was pointed out in the report for that year,
sheep-feeding seemed to have paid better than cattle~-feeding.

relative to cattle, sheep paid less well in 1929-30 than in
1928-29, Thus -

-4 farms which 6 farms which
were more profit-  were less profit-
-able in 1929-30 -able in 1929-30
than in 1928-29, than in 1928-29,

"Production” per acre
of cattle. £3313; £2:13:

9
sheev, b: 6 19: 5
(only 1 of these (4 of these farms
farms had any had a considerable
considerable number of sheep).
number of sheep).

Notwithstanding other factors, there were only two excéptions
to the general rule that farms of the Xast Lothian type which
feed a considerable number of sheep did less well, and those

fee%ing a small number or none did better, in 1929-30 than in
1926-29, '

(d) Relation between This aspect of the 1929-30 results
proportion of land is dealt with below.
under cultivation
and labour costs
and profits.
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SUBURBAN "The 5 farms of this type studied showed an
TYPS OF FARL, average vrofit, in 1929-30, of 2218, 4 holdings
having a profit and 1 a loss. ~ None of the
figures were, however, very large. - Similar
results were, it will be remembered, obtained in 1928-29, Costs
obtained from one farm indicated that, in this case at least, a
considerable amount of the profit shown was accounted for by pigs.

FRIK K%
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UL TARMT PRODUCING The 6 farms included in this group were
A HIGH PROPORTION Spread over a wide area. The chief
OF LIVESTOCK, reason for attempting an analysis of their
results was to see if light cowld be thrown
; upon the problem of whether farms of the
ordinary arable type would be more profitable if the proportion
of grass were increased, It was stated on page (3) that these
farms are not unlike the Zast Lothian type except that they have
more grassland and a comparatively greater livestock production,
In some instances this represents, in part at least, the -
deliberate policy of the farmer, who intends thereby to obtain
greater profits, The 6 farms were not, however, in 1929-30,
any more profitable than were the holdings with more arable
land, It may be, of course, that these 6 farms would have
been less profitable still had they had more arable Iand, but
this is not known. Certainly they cculd not be called profit-
~able, In 1929-30, 3 of them made profits ( averaging 13s.9d.
per acre), and 3 showed 1lcsses (of £2.11s.11d. per acre), the.
net result being a loss of I5s.11d.. per acre, It should be
mentioned, however, that the figures are thus because of an
eéxceptionally heavy loss sustained by one farm. If this
holding were omitted there would have been a minute average
profit on the remaining 5 farms, but even so it could not be said
for 1929-30, that the group gave higher profits than did the
more arahle East Lothian type of farms. It may be mentioned
that some of these 6 farms, situated in the Edinburgh district,
pay rents which presumably reflecect an opportunity to sell roots
and forage which is not taken advantage of if stock farming is
carried on.
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RELATION BETWEEN THE The question most commonly
PROPORTION OF LAND asked concerning labour costs is
UNDER ARABLE CULTIVATION not "how do my labour costs com-
AND_TLABOUR COSTS. ~pare with those on other farms

of similar type?" but "how do my
labour costs compare with those

on other farms of similar type which have the same proportion

of arable land?® To answer this question, without expressing
any opinion on its merits, a table has been prepared on the same
lines as that issued in connection with the report on Border
farms, It includes both the farms of the Bast Lothian type

and the allied group producing a higher proportion of livestocks-

Percentage of land Cost of labour-
under crops other per acre of
than grass. farm area.

farms with most arable land. 26:16:
" next most "
it
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The first figure is plainly, exceptional, both holdings
being farmed very intensively.

FEXR KX

The present report is the second of its series. The
first appeared in May 1931, and dealt with Border farms.,
Anyone interested can obtain 2 copy of this on application.

The information given is presented in the hope that it will
prove useful, or at least interesting, to farmers, The
appreciation of the Zconomist is expressed for the assistance,
given so readily by farmers and accountants, without whieh the
study would be impossible.

—_—
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