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This inquiry into the economics of winter feeding of
cattle in Northumberland was commenced in 1944-45, and a report
on the first year's results has already beeﬁ issued.¥* 1In that
year 32 farms supplied details of their feeding operations which
covered 1300 cattle. For the winter 1945-6, 23 farms and 300
cattle prov1de meterial. The reduced scale of the inquiry is
due in most cases either to the abandonment of winter fattening
or to reduction in the numbers of cattle fed. It is a symptonm
of a tendency which has been in progress for some time reflcect-
ing farmers' dlssauls?actlon with the economic returns frowm yard
;cedlng. :

The empunsiown of the arable acreage duriung the war
greatly increascd the demands upon soil fertility and this, par-
tlcularly on the lightcr soils, led many farmers to fecd oattlb
for the sake of the manure, ceven though net cash returns on the
cattle were small or negative. Therc has, howcever, becn a con-
stant scarch for wmore remunerative altcrunative methods of using

cattle. In some arcas dairy herds have taken the place of beef
cottlc, but dairying, with its high capital requircments for
buildings and stock, is not always & practicable altcranative to
fcedlqu partlcularly in the treditional fcediung districts
Where the production of fat cattle has romaincd a main furg
cnterprisce, therc has been an incrcasc in tho practice of carry-
ing the animals over the winter in improviung storc.condition to
finish on grass in the carly summcr. This practicc has two ad-

vantages compurea with yard fbudinﬁ proper. It rcduccs the con-
sumption of home-grown coru, prov1u1ng wmore for sole, and it en-
cncbles the beasts to Yo sold at the time of ycor wheun .prices arc.
ot higher levels, '

Before the war beef prices normally rcached their
lowecst point in the autumn when therc was a plcatiful supply .of
cattlo cheaply fed during the 'summer and pasturcs had to be
clearcd., Prices rose sharply in the early winter but from-
Christmas ohwards the sales of yard fed cattlc kopt prices ot a
steady level. TFrom about the middle of March to the beginning
of JuWy, priccs again rosc, owing to the diminishing supply of
yard fod cattlc. As the summer advanced grass fed cattle came
on the market in increasing numbers and LJmccs fell steadily.
‘This trend of priccs may be clearly brqud ia the graph of 1938-9
prices in Diagram 1. The graph records thce national average for
Tirst grade cattle and the wider fluctuations cxpericnccd at
individual w@marts arc thorefore gansothod out. ’

During the war the lovel of fixed prices has been suce

¢ssively raiscd but therc has becon very little altceration in
the scasonel distribution of prices. A comp“szon of thc
Ministry of Food prices for 1944-5 to 19456-7 with thoe 1938-9
prices (Diagram 1) shows the same seasounal pattern cach year.
Such incrcasces iu price as have been introduced have-lifted the
wholec price curve upwards without altering its shavpe. he re-
vised prices announced in July 1646, however, provide for a pro-
gressive increasc in priccs from August onwards comparcd with
thosc previously declarcd. :

Consequcuntly the *decUAoqt to market cattle in the
summner months still reomelus .strong and, provided the menoge-
t end feoding can be S“thgly'guuv sted to effoct & smooth

uhangeuovor from y““&s to gress,; better returns moy e oxpected
! cattle finished on the grass aftor sponding the W"ntor in
"‘ras, This price adventagoe, however, reflects proctical dif-
ficultics on the production side. The continving prefercnce for
grass fecding as ageinst yvard feeding is o gqucstion of the com-
varative aGvantage of the two systoms and of the relationship of
“boof prices to prices of salc crops. -

* Report ¥,Z.D, G.19, The Zconomics of Winter Fed Cattlc in
‘ - Northumberlond 1944/45
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II.

The present report ummaerises coots in 1¢45/6 and is a
continunation of the work comuaenced in 1944/45, In the tables
which follow the main results for the two years are shown side by
side Tor comparison.

There have been certain changes in the sa
farms were added, both in the north of the county,
farms ceased to Hrov1de cos making the number of
farms 23 and the nunber of cattle costed 500.

ample. Two
and eleven
co-operating

about
and one-third Angus or .Angus
“Moportion of the Irish

About half the cattle fed were of Shorthorn type;
one-sixth Hereford and other. crosses
crosses. The latter formed a higher
stores than of the home-bred.
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Table shows the types of cattlc fed.,

TABLE 1 NUMBERS & TYPES
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The bulk of the cattle fed in both years were

stores formecd a slightly larger proportion of
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Table 2 shows.
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in weights or in livewcight gains, as
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Actual weights for some of the store cattle entering
the yards were available and provided a valuable check on the
estimoted figures, but the majority of the store weights were
farmers' estimetes. Counsequently both the average store weights
and the liveweight increases shown in the above table are esti-
mated figures and not actual weights. The final weights of
graded cattle are actual “live weights’ as determined at the
grading centre, i.,e, one quarter morc than the weights upon
which thce feeder. is paid. : T

The considerable rangc in liveweight increasc in dif-
ferent batches of cattle is illustratcd in Table 3.,

TABILE 3. RANGE OF LIVEWEIGHT INCREASES

camar e r—

GV T e T e, 1Y oWt ST ewE U E G :
Not over lewt. lgewt. 2  cwt. 2% cwhi 3 cwt. Total

e .

No.of Farms: 1945/6 2 2 9. | 8 2 23

1944/5 3 | 12 9 | 5 30 32
Although therc was little difforence in the average

ratc of liveweight gain in the two years, a larger proportion of

farms hed gains of more than 1% owt. in 1945/6, , o

To judge the efficicnecy of the feeding process,; it is
ncecessary to relatc the liveweight incrcasc to the length of the
feeding period. This varied from about 10-11 weoks to over 5
months for diffcrent batchcs of cattle. and averaged 18.4 woecks
~overall, once weck less then in the previous ycar. Thce rolevant

date arc summarised in the ncxt table. _

TABLE 4., IENGTE OF FEEDING PZRIOD & LIVEWEIGHT GATYNS

1944 -475 1945-4%

AT YA |
Cattle Bullocks Heifors Cattle Bullocks Heifors

SRR R

Longth of Fecding
Period (wceks) | 19.4 19.6 17.3 ¢ 18.4 | 18.7 15.8

AT Gain per head ‘
per week: 1bs. : _
All Cattlo 11.4 11. 10.2 11,62 11,80 . 9.14
Graded Cattle 11.5 {+ 11, 8 11,87 12,04 9.22

D i T T R e S T RO T P BT I TS S aw an-

Taking bullocks and heifers together, ncearly thec sanc

. liveweight gain was obtained in a slightly shortcr feoding period
in 1945/46, so that the overall average woekly rate of gain was a
- 1ittle higher than in the previous ycar. Taking bullocks and
heifcrs separately, however, the former put on their gains at an
“incrcased rate in 1945/46 in a shorter fecding period, whilc the
heifers, - in an even shorter feoeding period, put on their gains at
a lower -rate than in 1944/45, : . :

_ Oncec morc there was a wide variation in the length of
“time the cattle werc in the yards, The rangc is shown in Table 5.

TASIE 5. RANGZ IN TEZNCTH OF FIEZDING PERIOD

o o er RPN » v

_Weoks 110-12|12-14]14~16116-18{18-20: 20-22) 22-24ovor, 24: Total .
No. of R R R T i

Farms:

1945/6 | 5 ] 5 4
1944/5 , { P40

o

" . v . - o
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Although still con51dorablo, the range in length of
feoding period was less in 1945/46 and few eattle werc in the
yerds for morc than fivc months.

Corresponding to the harrowcr veriation in the
length of fecding period, therc was a greater concentration of
sales in the months of February, Merch and April. . Over threce-
quartcers of all salcs took placc in thesc threc months. In
1944/45.only two-thirds of tho cattle were sold in the same
period, Table 6 comparcs the numbers of beasts sold fat each
month. : ’

TABLE 6, NUMBERS OF CATTLE GRADED EACH MONTH

T 48 8 Sl S A% IRAE WYL S AT PO eSS W @ AT G ST, 2 A ST I WS MO W BN TP PP P —

1944 45 1945 46

Numbor

SN

Number %

November - 2 .
i December 26 1% ‘ .
January 13 6 .
February | 20 228 7
209 - | 27,2

i Mareh | 276
April 208 157
Moy P183 79 10
dune T 11 LA
Total 1041
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‘There was a distinct improvement in the final grades
of sattle in 1945/46, 1In 1944/4%5. 48% were graded as Specials
or Super Specials, but in 1945/46 the percentage had risen to
over 58ﬂ. The figures, which are.remerkably high in both
vears in view of present feeding difficulties, suggest that it
may be more -economical to feed cattle for the higher grades,
gince this is the poliey of those feeders who still finish-
cattle in the-courts. This iunferencc is supported by the evid-
ence of the individual farm results. The difficulty and .ex-
pensc of obtaining first c¢lass storcs has, however, made 1t
more difficult to follow this policy consistently. '

The grading returns arc analyscd below,

"TABLE 7. ANALYSIS OF CRADINGS
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Feeding stuffs consisted mainly of home-grown
materials. Oats formed 67% of the total concentrate ration,
barley and beans approximately 10% each and purchased concen-
trates only 13%. ' 2y

" The problem of the valuation of home-grown foods was
fully discussed in last year's report. The same principles have
been applied to the 1945/46 season's feeding, and the prices
used are gimilar. The actual values employed are as follows:-

VATUES OF HOME-GROWN FIEDING STUFFS. 1945-5

- om wwnwy. DTES agmannd

Nats coeowo per cwt., i Swedes ....... £1
Barley si... i i Mangolds ..... &£
Beans & Peas SoE Lt w Kale veveveees &
HAY ovenoooe & ver ton Silage eeveees &2,
STraw cevees : i Potatoes ..... £3.
: Beet Tops ... &1,

. per ton
1 . : " il
1.

1
1

1.
6.
2.
0.
Q.
0,

0
0
0
0
0
0

N
"
-
"
.

"

.
.
.
]
L)
L.

e o pacen i

No charge is made for straw used for litter.

Home-grown corn fed is charged at average market price
in the above table; hay, silage and potatoes at #feeding value?
bzsed on the price of alterustive purchascd foods, and roots and
kale are valued with reference to costs of production,

The quantities of Ffoods used are shown in Table 9.

TABLE 9. QUANTITIES OZ IGODS COISUITED

19444475 1945 -46

Py [Per Head [ Per cwt, TPy i Por Hoad]Por ewt.
Hoad 'per week|T/AT gain | Head por Weck L/W gain_
. Cwts|{ Cwts. Cwts, wts{ Cwts, | Cwts.
0ats oivveoone 5.1 .27 2.6 .28

Barloy cesecon .8 .04 4 8 .04
Becans <& Peas . old .03 2% N T . 04

ooy wni

Total H.G.Corn | 6.6 .34 3.3 ‘N .36
Purchd, Cones. | 1,0 . .05 | . 5. ... +06

All CoNCSevsss 7.6 39 1 3.8. 4 A2
Root8 +:ioeeovs (68,0 3.46 34.5 C 3.%2
.59

n

c

e

i

k]
§
W
. N OO Ml b

3
[
.

D R I TR

: w i
RS2 S B SO S

HaY v.veveeess 121,81 1,12 11,1
Straw o..co0.. | 7040 38 0 73,7

B S SO P IS VI S N RPN U PPGUPI IUS. SUpU PP SR

The similarity of the figures for the two ycars is
very striking. The only chenge of any meguitude is the in-
cregsce in the amount of straw fed and the corresponding rcduce
tiod in hay. This may rcflect the bettor quality of the straw,
after the harvest of 1945 comparcd with 1944 whon much straw was
badly weatherced. There was also a considerable amotunt of poor
quality hay made ian the carlier year, which was fcd gencrously
in ordcr to get it converted into menurc. ' :

table.




TABLE 10, SUMMARY OF COST PER HIAD

1944-45 o 194546

L SR atasn Sy SF @ ER D RGN N A B WE L Se Wl 4N E A LS AN W evmiar wo o

- Per Head 7 & Per Head
e R e e Eaa e O BTN

C?;Q S. du 3 C'qo Sl rl'

Value of Store Beast . | 32,16,10. 1 66,5 & 34,13, 6,

L i I PRy IS S

G ¢ 080660 %0 UuUOO Ve ® : . . .
| 5
: 1‘.!
€ 0 ) @ ® 6 oL VO .3 e 0 3 08 H T e .

8
SELAW wewovevcoooconns | 14, 8.

9

2

.
°

Home~grown Corn ..o... @ 4,18,
Purchased Coucentrates 14 .

B T e =

Total Foods eveseceooes | L4,15,10.
Tabour Po1,11. 8
;Jd Ol~l ® 0 06 ¥ 0 0 0 O . € & v @ : * - v [

- i 4
Mgcellaneous cueveoes | 3. O,

Total Cost ...... | 49, 7.10. |100.0 1 50. 2, 0. 100.0
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On the average, stores cost nearly £2 per head more
in 1945-40. but the only other noticeable change in the level
of costs was the reduction in the volue of hay Fed and the in-
crease in straw, corresponding with the changes, already noted,
in the quantities fed.

The feeding costs, exxcluding the vrice of the store
beast, are also analysed in the next tahle to show the cost
‘per head per week and per cwt. of liveweight gein.

TABLE 11, COST PER FEAD PER Wik~ AYD PER CWT. TIVINEIGHT CATN
1944 =45 1945 .46

T e s T ——na e ——

Per Head | Por cwt. Ber K " Per cwt.
wesk | LT Gain
n

per
USROG HIPINDUPYPRSEUSUI S °A: £ S LA A=A
S L. 8
[N ‘e

RO0OTS veeooeone
HaY evvoovisoos
Straw ceeecvosce
Tome-grown corn
Purch. Concs...,

All Toods ....
Tabour .eeees
HMisgcellancous

Total sous | 17. 1.

T P L TP PR

In spite of slightly higher oxpeuditure on home~
grown corn the total food cost incurred to produce each cwt.
of liveweight increasec wes lowsr in 1045/46 than the previous
vear. This was duc entirely to the saving on hoy, and the
real saving to the farmer might turn upon the cost of making
the hay and the alternative uvses to which he might have put it.
Some discussiqn of thesc points will be found in a luter
section, ) ‘
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The returns obtained for cattle sold are shown in
Table 12, in which the average price of graded cattle is given
separately as well as the overall average received for all cattle
fea.

TABIE 12, ' SUMMARY OF RETURNS
’  1944-45 % 1945-46

R R e I e e T B I TR R T S PTG g

Value ; C Value

A per Head No.,: per Head

e e —aeen e e e b e LA AT GTOUD) (in_Group)
. f ,égo Sode : _.C:. S.do

Cattle Sold Fat (Graded) {1041 94.6144,17.4. 7671 95.9:47. 4.9.

Unfinished Cattle ......| 541 4.9{38, 5.6, 26 3.2.40. 0.2,

Casualties .eoveccnneeni. D . Egéigmm-wlmwaiilmiﬁhm

i es e eas v mod ontie v o

All Cattle .°......."u..;1loo 100.0{44. 9.5, 800 1100.0146.17.7.

D e e R R T L I T R L R T LR N MR PPN - v e migre . any
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Unfinished ocattle are euntered 1n the records either at
the price they realised wheun sold as ptoros or at an estimated
value if retained on the farm.

A summary of the financial results of feeding besed on
he foregoing tables can now he given.

ABLE 13. FIN:NCIAL MARGINS PER Al
T Y P A RIS [ YU PSSO PSR!

i - 194445 '? 1945~46

N R 71 e A & R Y v
’ Caﬁtle | Cattle

o . B T e o L R P P T B e L T T 2 A e Y AN Aom e gL

.l' S.

Average Return per head 44.17,4.:
* Store velue » 132,16,10.132,17.9. | 34

Gross Fending Margin 11,12, 7. 11.19.7.
Cost of #Food, Tabour &c | 16,11, 0./1

A Nt cniors

O
Net Margin per head 4,18, 5. 4,
(Loss) ' '

1
B L L T RGP SAI RS SIIS S L T L oy oy . er e or mge e v Adn wt b o

0.
5

\

In spite of the increased prlce of stores. the finan-

al results of fecding were better in 1945/40 than in the pre-
vvovs year. An increase of 3/- per cwt. in the price of all beef
cattic, together with better gradings and a hquor price per head
for uiagraded cattlc sold kept the gross margin above the level of
the carlier year, whilst the reduction in the cost of feeding
helped to reduce the loss still furthner. Tuch of the improved
‘result must be attributed to the better scason, which i:d to an
all-round improvement in the quality and nutritive value of home-
groqﬁ fodder. ‘

- The margins varied widely from farm to fara. The
following tables indicatc the rangec.

TARIE 14, RANCGE IN GROSS FEZDING MKRGiNS PER HE

R X L P T s S L L e T R T e e

53518527 27929~ -11 911-113"12 151£15-17 | 217-19
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TABTE 15. RANGE IN NoT FEEDING MARGINS PER HEAD

L osg s

Margin
Wo.of |
Farms:
1945- o}
1944~ 5

o

Since the makiung of Farmyard Manure was one of the main
objects for which the cattle were fed, it is reasonable to transfer
the cash loss on the cattle to the menure and regard it as the cost
of making farmyard manure.

It has been estimated that the usual output of manure
from cattle fed in yards is approximotely 6 cwt. per head per week.
Combining this with the cash loss on the cattle, it may be estimat-
ed that the average cost of the farmyord manure produced by all the
cattle costed was 1lls. 8d. per ton. The cost on individual forms
varied as shown in Teble 15. Where the cost is shown as *Nil- in
the table, a cash profit was mede on the feeding of the cattle.

The 1944/45 figures are shown for comp@rlaon.

TABILE 16. COST OF.FARMYARD MANURE PER TNON
per ton | Nll 5/ 5 -10s 10-15s 15-208 20-25825-308 30-25839-408 T«
0.0t | § ;
Farmss | § ' § g
1945/61 4 4 . 5
1944/ 5 7 2 . 7

e e i e Ten . n oy - B A T LI R e S L
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-In last year's report it was argued that thc cost of pre-
duction of any farm product taken by itself is not a fixed quan-
tity precisely measurable, but tho result of calculations based, of

necessity, upon certaln arbitrary assuuptions

Coh The figures presented above illustrate one aspcct of this
problem. They show that, even when the costing method employcd re-
mains the same and 81m11wr values are used for all home-grown
foods, the cost of production varies from ycar to ycar on account
of seasonal factors. The importancc of continuing such inquirics
over a perilod of years is thus emphasised,

Apart from scasonal fluctuations, hOWbVLr, considerable
varietion in the results obtaincd will occur according to the pur<
poscs for which the figures arc intended and tize accounting methods

nplov G, For example 1t is sometiwes rgued that 21l home~grown
naterials should be charged at markot prlce gince thec farmer, if
ne did not fced them, could scll them in the open market. On the
other hand it may bc contended thet the appropriate figure for all
products is thc actual sum which they cost to produce,

To illustrate the effect of these methods Of charging
nome-grown foodstuiffs, the cost of feeding per head, alrcady given
in Tablc 10, has been rccalculated, first on the bm81s of assumcd
merkcet prlcos una uGCOJle at coot of proddctlon as indicated by
such data as arc aveilable.




TABLE 17. FEEDING COST PER IIEAD ON DIFFTRENT PRICE BASES

< #re e e dm o v W o . e e

Asin M iarket 7 Cost of
Luentity  Table 10 Price 4. Production
Cwts. . £. s, d, g0 8. d.
ROOES wieo.vonnocas i 06,0 6.12, 0, 3.13. 5.
HaY coves concovons 14.9 3 6. 6. 8. 2.10.11.
StETAW cieieocvonean 10.8 1. 1,12, 5.)
Home-grown Corn .., i 0.7 1 75,  5.1,.3,).. 2,14, 8.

--aw - ~ v an [LEPTRE RN 2

gy o o

'Totél Home~Produced 13, 1 19,12, 4. 8.19. 0.
Purchased CONCS.... L. 1 12, 4, 12, 4.

N B L T o e e

Total Food ... | . 13,14, 1. | 20. 4. 8, 9.11, 4.

B R Rt T LR R R e BT e T T R NI R T e L )

Market price, although it appears a more definite
measure than “cost® or “feeding value’, is in some cases equally
elusive. There is, for exawmple, no regular market price for
fodder roots. An arbitrary figure of £2 per ton has been adopted
in the above table, in the light of available information. Again,
the price of straw is very uncertain. Official maximum prices are;
indeed, laid down, but the actual price obtainable on the market
may fall considerably short of this standard. A price of £3 per
ton has been adopted in the table. TFor hay the average coantrolled
price for the period under review has been takeun as £5,10.0. per
ton, most of the hay fed being secds hay. Wo alteration has been
rnede in the values of counceuntrates, which were already centercd at
morket prices. ‘

Tn cstimating the costs of production of the various
~items, use has been made of data obtained by the Depariment in
separate investigaetions. These are applicable only:in a very
rough way to thc problem vnder cousideration, since they were ob-
taincd from a different sample of farms and refer in many cases
to differcnt parts of the couuty (although all are from Northum-
Perland). The figures on which the costis of root crops are based
refer to an earlier year, but the data for oats and for hay both
deal with the 1945 crop. In the abseuce of cost data for barley
and beans, these crops are taken at the same value as oats. The
value of the oats and oat straw are not separately stated, the
cost figurc for the crop being inclusive of straw and grain. It
has been assumed that the cost of the 6.7 cwis. of oats would
cover a liike amount of straw and an allowance has. been made for
the remainder at the rate of one-fifth of the total cost of the
crop. v

The effects of these methods of Tood valuation upon the
net margin, or cash profit.or loss from the fecding process is as
follows: o A

(a) The method adopted in this report shows a cash
loss of £3. 4. 9. per hcad as indicated in
Table 13. ‘

(v) Valuation of all foods at market price increases
 the cash loss to £9.15.0. per head., (The addi-
tional loss on cattle is, of course, a credit -
to the crops fed).

Valuation of all foods at cost of production
‘converts the cash loss into a profit of 18s. 4d.
per beast. (Here. of course, the beuncfit to tho
cattlo is at the expeunse of the crops).




What is the significance of these results? The main
point at issue is whether the producer should calculate profit or
loss on intermediate products or ouly on his final product. An
ordinary factory differs from a farm in that it produces, as a
rule, only a single comiodity for sale. The profit made on the
sale: of ‘that product covers all costs incurred in manufacturing
the component parts. A farm, however, produces a variety of pro-
ducts Jo:.nt'ly° Thus a feedlng farm grows oats which may either.
be sold direct or be fed to cattle and sold as beef. In the
latter case the profit on the cattle tmst be at least sufficient
to cover the profit thet would have been obtained on the direct
sale of the oats or, in the long run, the farmer will give up
feeding oats to his cattle and will prefer to sell them as corn.
If all farmers did this, the effect on corn prices is not dif-
ficult to forecast. The profit on the cattle, however, necd not
necessarily be all cash profit: therc are benefits such as farm-
varé manurce to take into account,  but when all such benefits are
~allowed for, the returns from ;pedlng oats (or other foods) to
cattle should be at least equal to those obtainable from other
methods of rtilising tho fceding stuffs. If they are not, that
branch of fa ariing will gradually cdecline and morc economic alter-
natives will be sought '

Sonewhat different.considerations apply in the case of
hay, straw and roots. These arec growvn as stock foods and have
no alternative use. No regular merixet exists in which they can
be sold for other purposes and the sole critorion which cen be
applied to the cfficicnecy of their utilisation is whether the
stock consuming them leaves a margin of profit sufficient to
cover the costs of production of these foodstuffs. Here again,
in asscssing profit, account must be taken of the indircct bene-
fits to the whole rotutlon Trom the growth of thc roots and scods
crops as well as frowm their counversion to furﬂywrd manure.,

The figurcs given in Tabkle 17 show that o very ruch
higher pricc poer cwt. must be paid for becf to show a "profit® if
costs arc calculatcd on “markcet erCCS' thon 1T they arc calculat-.
~ed on ‘cost of production’. Yet the amount of work - thc number.:
- of man-hours and horse and tractor hours - involved in coch case
is identical. The market prices arc higher then thé cost prices
merely becausc an element -of profit is provided for in the pre-
scribed nrices for crops.

Thosb points have been referred to at some 1ength to
emphasise once again the falsity of the assumption that there is
one definite figure which can be described as the cost of any
farm product where that product, as in the casc of beef, is the
result of a process of joint productwon 1nvoTV1ng many Wntor—
mediate stages.

_ The flgurps given in Tablc 17 indicete broadly the
upper and lower limits within which, on any mcthod of calculation,
the cost of winter feeding of beel cattle will lic., Within this
range the actual figurc adopted to recpresent the average cost _
will depend upon the assumptions mede regarding the allocation of
profits, which, in turn, is a questlon to be decided in each casc
in the light of all the rclevant circumstances and according to
where the emphasis is lald betweoen crops, cattle and fortility
maintenance in the policy of the forming. '

In assessing thc “eost of beef production’ in this re-
port a. choice has bcen mede amongst various possible systems of
accounting. A differcent choice. could have been made and would

huve led to & different rcsult. ’ :




The problom of calculating the cost of beef produc-
tion has been shown to be complex. An assessment of the beneflt
obtained from farmyard manure is equal ly complex. It depeunds
upon the extent and value of the increased crop yields in the
wnole rotation following the application of the dung. Scieuntif-
‘1c measurement of these factors is dirfficult, but their possible
magnitude 1s indicatec by some recent wor x in this field. The
increased yields of crops Obtwiqud from applications of dvng
were estimated by Crowther und ates in a vuport sublished in
1241 and also at the Saxmwundhar anurlmen*“W Stotion in Suffolk
by Black and Oldershaw, who sit: dkcd the effeets of farmyard
manurc over a period of 30 years from 1903 to 1939. Valuing
thacsce increased yields at current prices. MacGregor® has cal-
culated that dung applicd to potatoes may increase the value of
the crop by 22/11d. for every ton of dung applied. Over a com-
plete rotation the inercased crop valuc following an application
of 10 touns of dung was cstimated at £22., 16. 6. During the
winter feeding period a bulloclk will produce about 5 touns of
dung, so that for cevery bveast fcd the increasc in crop velues on
this basis would be over £11. or allowiang Tfor the cost o cart-
ing and sprcading, say avout £10,.

Much morc cxperimental work is nceded beforc figurcs
such as these can be given gencral applicotion: They arc, how-
cver, sufficient to indicate thet cveur when costs arc calculated
on the highest scale they may not be wholly dlsproportionato to
the benefits obtaincd. Altcrnetive systems of 1nealng ney leave
higher profits, but even the finishing of coattle in yards may
st11l pay for itsclf in the long run whea account is taken of
2ll the circumstances, Not the lcast important of the circum-
stances is thce need at the prescut time for high totnl output.
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