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'COSTS AND RETURNS OF POTATO GROWING IN 1947

ON SOME DURHAM and NORTHUNMBERTAND FARIIS

—r—:

I,

This bulletin presents the results of an inquiry into
costs and returns of 47 "lots" of potatoes grown on 35 farms in
the counties of Durham and Northumberland in 1947. Further de-
tails of the sample are given later but the total area covered
by the incuiry, viz. 546 acres, may be reclated to the following
general picturc of potato growing in thc two countics.

ACREAGES UNDIZR POTATOES, ACTUAT AND AS % OF
TILLAGE ARTA, IN DUREAM & NORTHUMBERILAIND
RISPICTIVILY, 1935-39 and BACH SUBSEQUINT YEAR,

e e e

Durham | Northumbeiland

- Actual  Percontage of | Actual Porcentage of
i heres  Tillage Arca * ¢ Acres  Tillage Arca *

1935-39 avcrage é12,993 14.0 4,328
1940 13,904 12.3 : 5 954
1941 ‘ao 890 14, 10,014
1942 25 008 14, 12,124
1943 20,369 14, 113,793
1944 26,393 14, 12,0066
1945 25 677 15, 11,567
1946 26,576 16. £ 12,336
194 24,023 15. 10,864
1948 + 26 695 313,190
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Re-ESCENENENNCIFS,

i

* Tillage Arce = Total Arablc less Rotational Grass.
+ 1948 figurcs arc provisional.

Tour p01nts may be notcd. (i) tho substantial in-
‘crcagcs over pre-war acrcages, (ii) the comparative steadincss
of the proportions of tillage undcr potatocs, (iii) the rola-
tively grcater importance of potatocs in Durham farming, and
(iv) thc smallncss of the samplo dealt with in this 1nvost1ga—
tion (approximately 1.5% of the total 1947 acrcages).

IT.

A The general method of fthe inquiry is what has come to
be known as an Enterprisc Cost Study. Agricultural Economists
have adopted this term to describe an iuvestigation which at-
tempts to cxtract from the total cconomy of @ farm only thosco
fact. wnd Tigrwes attributable to a particular product and to

appraisc the findings.

IEntcrprisc Cost Studics, dealing with various farm
products, havc formci part of the gencral programme of work
carricd on by thc Farm DIconomwicg Branch over & number of ycars.
The studics serve two geuncral purioces. Primerily they arc
undcrtaken, in counjunction with other Provincial Coutres and
the Ministry of Agriculturc to assict thosc annual discussions
on pelicy and priccs now known as the Annual Pricc Revicws.




A secondary objective (with which this bulletin is
chiefly concerned) is to provide farmers and general readers
with information likely to be of use and interest in the
spherec of farm management.

, It is advisablc to statc ccrtain geucral considera-
tions bearing upon this typc of study and the iatorprctation
"of thc results derived from it.

Results arc prescntcd as averagces, per acrc and per
ton, and a good deal of supplementary information is given (a)
to illustratc the wide farm to farm variations which lic be-
hind the averages, and (b) to illustratc thce association of
somc particular managemont dccisions with the gencral rcesults.

Recadcers arc warncd, however,_ that therc arc scvceral
rcasons why they should not accept thesc rcsults as fully ro-
prcscentative of the financial aspccts of potato growing
throughout thc countics and in thc ycar conccruncd, nor as pro-
viding answers to all thc monagcaent problems raiscd by potato
growing.

The smollncss of the ‘samplc” has alrcady bcen in-
dicatced. Morcovor thc sample was not "random’ in thc statis-
tical scnsc. That is to say, the farms collaborating werc not
sclected by methods designed to give cvery potato grower an cven
chancc of being included in the investigotion.

The inquiry procceded on the basis of voluntary co-
operation, ond, while cvery cffort was madc to sccurc thc co-.
operation of ordinery commercial growers, of both swmall and
large acrcages, and to cxclude spccialists and non-typical
growers of onc kind and anothcr, williugncss to co-operatc wos
an important influcnce in the sclcetion of cascs. Such willing-
ness is widcly regoarded as on indicetion of a morc than average
level of menagerial intercst and skill.

Had it bcen possible to obtain o completcly random-
izcd sample, it would then have been possible to calculate
mothematically how ncar the truc average costs and returns
would be to the averages derived from the samplc., Statistical
perfection of this order could not be achicved within the
limits sct by available time, staff and finance. Conscquently
the authors themselves are unoble to say just how “rcprescnta-

. tive'® these published results arc. Nevertheless the results have
value of their own, and carcful study of thc tablcs and comments
mey wecll provide pointers to bettor management of this important
CTrop. :

The word “pointers” is uscd advisedly. From the farm
menagement aspect, the method of the enterprisc cost study is
subjcct to this importaent limitation, namcly, that such a study,
being only an extract from the totality of a ferm, i.c., a sc-
lection of facts and figures rclatcd to o particular product or
department, provides little or no informetion about the rest of
the farm, or the rclationship between the cnterprisc studicd,
and thc othcer cnterpriscs carricd on.

Since mwost English forming is mixed forming, in which
cach ferm is a combination of scveral lincs of production,
meking joint usc of labour, land, and other resources, & large

art of the monagement problem lies in deciding whet enterprises
?lines of production) shall bc undecrteken, and the most suiteble
balance between them, in ordor to achieve thc best overall rc-
sults. Where to cxpand, wherc to contract or eliminate, and at
what lcevel of intensity of production to aim are qucestions which
cannot be answered mercly by cxomining the costs and returns
aspects of onec particular product. '




This study therefore will not and cannot indicate
whether the farms concerned are growing potatoes on too large or
too small a scale in relation to optimum profitability of the
farms as a whole; whether the potato crop has absorbed a dispro-
portionate share of the labour force of men and machines;
whether the crops have been made to bear a duc share of the over-
head or gencral cxpenses of the farm, and similar questions rc-
guiring deotailed knowlcdgo of the rcst of the farming.

Bearing upon thesc limitations which arc imposcd by
the method of the study, it mey be notced, that potatocs occupicd
a place of substantial importance on most of the farms concerncd,
In terms of salecs rovenue, for cxample, potatocs held first
place on 12 of the farms, and sccond placc oun 10 others.

Coercals werc the chicef revenuc producers on 12 farms and milk on
9 farms. In thc two countics as a wholc, and in relation to
currcnt national nccds and the projccted cxpansion programme,
thorc is no crop which can be considered as a completc altcrno-
tive to potatocs. On individual farms, howover, thorc may woll
be questions of morc or less, olther in acrcage or iun iutonsity
of production, or in handling practicc, which dcscrve cxamina-
tion. The moterial which follows will have scrved onc of its
main aims if it prompts ond assists such cousideration.

Onc furthor general point deserves mention. Tho
spring of 1947 is not yect for cnough away for enyonc to have for-
gotton the cxceptionally difficult conditions with which farmors
had to copc in preparing ground for and planting the 1947
potato crop. This investigation shows that, great though the
difficultics wore, most growers werc able to carry through tho
normel scquonco of operations. In so for as abnormel overtine
poyments were mede nccessary, they may have rcsultecd in some in-
croasc over ‘normel? costs of production. Just how far this weas
the casc, or to what oxtent the concentration of cffort on the
potato crop prejudicoed other farm cnbterprises cenuot be stated
from the rccords obtained. Onc fairly obvious cffcet of thec ab-
normel conditions however, wos the depression of yiclds. (Sce
Table §). The overall averoge for the sample was & tons 11 owts.
por acrc of sccd and warc. ‘This comparcs favourably with the 10
yoar average yield of warc (1934-43) which is officially rcported
as 6.1 tons for Durham and Tor Northumborland 6.9 tons por acre.
Nevertholess, in the samplc studicd, 19 of tho 47 lots roturncd
yiclds of loss than 6 tons (warc and socd) and in particuler
cascs, yiclds as low as 13 cwts.and 2 tons 15 cwts. werc rocord-
cd. Whon allowance is made for the general character of the
sample, containing as it does a high proportion of expericuced
growors on good farms, thore can be littlc doubt that, as onc
conscquonce of the adversc spring conditions, yiclds werc lower
than would be oxpectod under morc normel circumstences.

. IIT.

The following notes on accounting technique explain tho
treatment of cortein items of cost or return., Whilec actual cost
was used vhorever possible, therc arc some items for which actual
cost could only have been obtained by unduc oxtension and clabor-
ation of farm records, and for such itcoms uniform charges bascd
on indepeondent sources of information have been uscd as follows:-

charged uniformnly ats-

Horsc Labour 1/- per hour,.

Tractor Labour ... veo 2/6 por hr. for tractors of 13-20 BHP.
(exclusive of drivers &c) 2/9 - 8 " i S 21-30 ¢
' 3/0 ] i i " ] 31_4_2 a
4/0 # i track-~laoycrs




charged uniformly ab:-

Farmyard Manure 10/~ per ton, exclusive of lead-
. ing and spreading.

Home-grown Seed . ... estimated market price.
Home-grown Straw for pitting, 30/- per ton.

Overhead Charges anc £3.10.0. per acre, a figurce bascd
Gencral Zxpenscs, on a scrutiny of gocuncral farm
other than Rcnt accounts in the arcas affccted.

Warc Potatocs consumcd on the farm, creditcd at £7. per ton

Sccd it rctained 7 i . i estimated market
7 pricce,

Chats coasumed i g P £2, por bvon

- The usc of uniform charges for such itcms as horsc
and tractor powcr, farmyard manurc, home-grown straw, overhcad
and gecncral cxpenscs, and so on, tends, of coursc, to procuce
greater uniformity of costs between farm and farm than is like-
ly to be the casc in actual fact. Indcpendent investigations
rcveal that for any onc of the itoms listed, the variations be-
tweon farm and farm can be very widce. The adoption of uniform
rotcs for all foarms thercforc introduccs an clcoment of uunrcal-
ity at preciscly those points whore cofficicunt monagement might
be cxpocted to reveal itself., For cxemple, o fermer who, by
carcful orgenization and closc attontion to dectail, is able to
work his medium sized tractor ot o cost of two shillings on
hour. is not flattcrcd by haeving his troctor work charged at
two shillings ond ninepencce. On the other hand o farmcr who
mey kcep work horscs for odd jobs end relicf work only and got
so 1littlc out of them that their cost works out at, scy, thrce
shillings en hour (which is casily possible) is flattcred by
heving his horsc labour priced ot onc shilling an hour.

Agoin, the uniform charge of 2/6d. an hour .for
tractors of 13-20 B.H.P. suggests that 2ll formecrs using such
tractors opcratc them at this cost. This is highly improbable
in fact., It is hardly likcly, howcver, that, on any onc form,
the differcnces betweoeon the uniform charges and the actual
costs on that form will all be in thc samc dircction., In
othor words, Farm X's horsc lobour may actually be costing more
(or lecss) than the uniform 1/- per hour. It docs not ncces-
sorily follow (though it moy still be the casc!) thot the samc
ferm's tractor powecr, formyard manurc, homc-grovn straw, and so
on, arc also in foct costing more (or less) than the uaniform
rates adopted in this study for these itcems,

The simplc conclusion from all this is that farmors
who wish to know their actual production costs, cven for onc
particular crop, must be prepercd to provide much morc detail
about their vholc forming than could bc obtained by the rncthod -
of an cnterprisc cost study subjecct to the limitetions which
have beeon indicatcd above. :

IV, THI SAMP

TABDLE 1. SIZE DISTRIDBUTION OF 35 FiRM3 SUPPIVING RECODS

Average Size 265 Acros. )
Smallcst Farm 93 Acrcs. TLargest Farm 500 Acrcs

- ———

Forms botweon 0- 100- 201- 1251~ 1301~ 1351 401-!451-
.Acres 100 150 2250 300! 350 400 450: 500

5 3. 3 3] 3

o g o g o

No. of Farms 1 4 5

H
i
3




TABLE 2, RANGE

CROPS

I PROPORTION OF TILLAGZE TO TOTAL

Average Tillage 51%  Lowest

Tillage 14%

AND GRASS ON 335 TARITS SURVIY.D.

Highest Tillage 82%

Farms with
Proportion of
Tillage Between :

21-40%

R

41-60% | 61-80%

814 & over

No,

e et P LR D

of Farwms

4

21 8

TABIZ 3.

P ]

RANGE IN PROPORTINN OF POTATO AREA TO
TILLAGE AREA ON 35 FARMS SUPPLYING RICORDS

Average Proportion of Potatoes to Tillage - 18%

Lowest Proportion 5%

Highest Proportion

Farms with Proportion :
of Potatoes to Tillagc

T . Sy W L s ST P A rm e W7

34%

H

11-157 16-207

4131-35%

between' _ .. 5-10%

oo i
Wo. of Farms : 7

21-259.

9 . 5 | 5

1

Note:- Generally thc higher the proportion of tillage to total
crops and grass, the higher is thc proportion of potatocs to

tillage.

It was not conveniceunt in cvery instance to obtain rc-
cords for all potatocs grown on the farms included in the samplc.
Whilc it may be hopcd that the various rcasons why particuvlar
ficlds werc choscn and others omittcd, have had the cffccet of

cancclling out somc biazs in sclection,

it can bc said that

neither the best nor the worst yiclding, the most difficult nor
the casicst worked, nor coven the smallcest or the largest plots
The guiding counsidcrations wcrc
chicfly convenicnce in kocping track of opcrations, in mcasuring
acrcagcs and yiclds and getting a feir rcprescntation of the
general practice on the farm in its handling of the potato crop.

were deliberately sclcected.

The 47 individual lots of potatocs which werc, costed
amounted in 2ll to 546 acrcs or thrce-fifths of the total acrc-

age under potatocs in 1947 on the farms supplying rccords.

The

lots ranged in arca from 1 to 70 acrcs; the distribution by size
of individual lots within this rangc is shown in Table 4.

TABIZ 4. RANGE IN SIZE OF 47 INDIVIDUAL LOTS COSTZD.

Average Sizc 114 Acres

L S T o s o e

Sma,llcst

Tot 1 Acrc

TUndor 1 6 -
Tots : ‘ i 9

.

Aol VA R I S8 (R

5 Acrcs | _Acrcs

7 17

Wo,of Lots§
i

- s v e e

T 20-24 "7 Over
Acrcs

Targcest Lot 70 Acrcs

v ]

Acros 1 Acres

9

8

5

TABLE 5.

er v ey et

| 25 Acrcs

1

RANGZ OF YILLDS OF 47 INDIVIDUAL TOTS COSTED

Average yicld 6 toms, 11 cwt.

7 .
Vi

Lowest

a7 1A e s

(Ware & Sccd)

13 cwts,

Yicld | §
per Acrc ;'g
Lo

Highcet Yicld 11 tous,
: 0 !

@]

&g

N

No.of Lots 1

o
£
6}
ﬁg

8 3




V. COSTS AND RETURNS.

The cost of growiug, harvesting, and wmarketing one acre
of potatoes was found to average £43.18.0. over the 546 acres, with
individual costs ranging from £28 18.9. to £62.14, 3. Table 6 gives
the constituent items of the above average figurc, whilc Table 7
shows the rangc of individual costs per acrce. Tablcs 8 and 9 give
corresponding dectails per ton of sccd and warc, whilc Tablcs 10 and
11 show thc overall average rclationship between costs and recturns
and thc profit margin por acrc and per ton.

TABIE 6. OVIRALL AVERAGE COST PER ACRE ON 546 ACRES.

(v pe

Your Total

age of Y S
i Averago o Cost lOT Your Cost

" 546 Acros pcr Acre
OPER./‘LTJ.O'\T COS.LD»" L. S. ES g 2. 8. E. 8. £. s,
Cultivations before Dlaatlng
Planting ..cv... sees e}
Summer Cultivations ........:
Application of Fertiliscrs
and Farmyard Monurc .....:

Total roady to 1ift . ...
Lifting and Disposal ....... :

TOTAL OPERATION COSTS ......

VATERTALS: -
Fertiliscrs (Gro g)
Farmyord Manurc (Gros

°
.

=N
° L ] e
= Co>

[

-
1—
»

i
ie

00 IV

5

No i

)
?
® °

g
’_l

O
}_J

(o

Total Manurc (Gross) ceevoue
eescod D 9 Q @ 0 9 ¢ 2 0 C & 0 0 0 0 O O & @ @ & 0 @ ;:
Misccllancous(Straw, sacks &) i

TOTAL, MATARTIALS «.ocnovoeens

GENIRAL EXPENSES: -
Rent .o.ce.os0umscoooacsaoons
OVI‘hC‘ado © 0 0900 ¢ %000 UDY OOV eSS i

TOTAT, GENERAL EXPINSES .....

TOTAL GROSS COST wevevoennas
Add Manurial Residucs B/fwd,

S

0 ATVIE
Less Manurial Residucs C/fwd. 3,16,

ggﬂyggymm COST PER ACRE , 43.18.

tw—or. -

—— v ar e - P

® Thls credit is made up of £2 for floial monurcs and £1,16 for TYIL
* % (12 cwt.) Bought Scecd @ £7,10 snd L (6 cwt.) Home~Crown @ £2.19 per
acre.

TABLZ 7. RANGZ OF INDIVIDUAL NET COSTS_PER ACRE

Average Net Cost £43.183.0.
Lowest Cost £28.18.9. Highest Cost £62.14.3.

PR

No. of Lots wherc cost va

230 | =235 | =40 | £45
and under i £30 . £35 £40 & . £50

1 f 4 7 § 16

A YA A AT A S 18 1 A, W B A A AT B S Pl 1 A A 88 &0




TABIE 8. OVERALL AVERAGE COST PIR TON (Seed and Ware)

. R P S Y AR P A e A e ey 8 5w et 5w

For 2592 Touns

Averagzs for Your Cost
3592 tous ; per Ton

s, d, 8. d.

OPERATZON COSTS:-

Cultivations before planting ..
Planting ... y

Summer Cultivations .....
Application of Fertilisers & IYM.

TOTAL RIEADY TO LIWT
ILifting and Disposal

TOTAL OPERATION COSTS

T&T’?IALS -
Pal‘ward Maaur (Gross)
TOTAL MANURES (Gross) ceevecoeoso

See(}‘ ® 9 © 0 J O G W 9 @ © 0O 0 U VU OV WO O© 9 09 0 e e 0 a :
Ifiscellancous (Straw, Sacks, &c.)

TOTAL MATERIALS «ovvevvuo onerooe

GENFRAL EXPENSIS:S -
Ren‘t e 0 9 o0 v v «~ 8 0 0 © ® 3 0 @ 0 v 3 0 Y 0 0 8 e
Overheads «.v-0c0cc00s0ccocoocacoan:

TOTAL GENERAL, FXPTINSES «vevoccon.

TOTJ%L_'GROSS‘QQ“S'E U © 00 000000 36 6 @&

Add Manurial Residucs B/forward
Icss Menurial Residucs C/forward

TQTAL NET COST PFR TON ...

o A v et

TABLE 9. ‘RANGE O TNDIVIDUAL NZT COSTS PiR TON

Average Net Cost £6.13.4.
TLowest Cost £3.0.1. Highest Cost P49 16 8.

P s g B e P i Wt TPl 1

No. of L0us whoro cost per ton was:-

g &5 86 & £8 | &9 | 216 | =211 &
and under: £5 ! 6 Q’7 L &8 £9 1 210 211 { over

A PR 1P S T W7 0 At 0




TADIE 10.

OVERALL AVIRAGE RETIRUS PTR ACRE ON 546 ACRES.

Average on 546 Acres

v

" Your farm per acre

TOTLL SATES

CONSUMED ON FARIM: -
Ware .. . ;
Seed
Chats

® 0o ® o v o 1O

e 006 0 00 GG uvCe oo e

TOTAL CONSUMED ON FiRM !

TOTAL CROP .eovvocnns
ALCREAGE PAYINT .....
TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE

{ Tons cwis.

o g

5. 11
5
2

5.

i Toas cwts. £,

S'

TALBLE 11, OVERALL AVERAGE MARGIN (RETURN OVER COST)
PER ALCRE AND PER TON (SETD AND WARE

Average of:-

54.6 Acres§3592 Tons |

Your Cost

B
T

Total Salcs plus acrcage
payment

Total Net Cost ......

CiSH MRGIN

© 0 v 00U o005 0

Add Consumed on Farm ...

MLRGIN (including crop

° ¢ o o

consumcd )

Per Acrc : Per Tonm
ES&- S : Egu S

54. 10. 8.

18..

Per /.cre

L. 8.

Per Ton

o
e S

12.

[T —

VI,

FLCTORS AFFDCTING COSTS & RAT NS .

The oxtrene range of variation between individual lots
is amply demonstrated in the tables alrcady prescntcd,
would be natural to ask whethor further analysis can indicatc the

rcasouns for this state

included herc to scrve

of affairs.

and it

Somc tables erc given later
to illustratc ‘associations® between coertain clcments of costs,
one hand and rcturns and nct margins on thce other.,

rocsults will be found quitec . coatrary to cxpcctation.

Somc of the
Thecy arc

as o warning against the tcmptation to
stretch cconomic data beyond legitimatc limits of interprctetion,
when all rolovent facts arc not available.

on
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First of all, it is to be noted that the figures for
+1ifting and disposal included in Tables 6 and 8 represent the
-average cost for three differing practices or combinations of

practices subscquent to lifting. It is not an average for the
more common practicc of lifting, pitting and sorting at the pits.
In 2l1l, 21 lots werc so trcatcd, but 5 werc houscd ouly; 10 worc:
sold dircet out of the ficld at lifting; 10 others werec merkcted:
partly dircct from the ficld and portly from pits; and in onec
casc the crop was pertly pittcd and pertly houscd. Thcesce diffor-
ing practiccs, togecther with the wide variations in yicld, ac-
count moinly for an coxtensive ronge of individual costs for 1ift-
ing and disposal. -

Toble 12 on page 10 socms to show thet the higher cost.
involved in pitting, and any loss in salcablc produce duc to
storage, woas slightly morc than compensatcd by the higher priccs
which obtaincd later in the scason., .Scasonal prices arc, in
fact, so arrangcd to give the grower induccment to hold over his:
crop and so. casc moerketing and storage provlems. :

on the farm, in thet potatocs were in most casc wrvested in
good condition, so that thc ncarly identical average yiclds for
the two groups (pittcd and not pitted) probably do not indicate
an appreciably higher yicld and thereforce possiblce highor returns
for the pittca lots ot lifting. Despitc this, it is of coursc
truc that much of thc cost of sorting in wintcr months rcprescnts
regular form labour which might otherwisc have becen less produc-
tively cmployed, whilc ot lifting this samc cost mey hove been
dircctly incurrecd as casual labour cungoged for o longer period
than thet nccessiteated in 1lifting cnd pitting.

The winter of 1947/48 moy perheps hove favourcd storage
8-‘

For this rcason thec highcr nct returns, rclated to
lifting and disposal costs, for thc pittcd lots, than for the
lots whcrc thec crop woas sold dircet out of the ficld moy well
understatce the roward for bearing the risk of storage.

An intorcsting point becaring upon the decision whether
to scll on lifting or to hold the crop for late scason sclling
conccerns the choicc of varicty. Under pre-wor conditions of
compctitive se¢lling, north country growers werce at some disad-
vontage in the merkceting of cerly verictics, since carlics from
arcas further south werc usually eveilablc beforc the ‘corrcspond-
ing north country crops werc rceady and took the "ercam® of the
morket. Under the system of fixed notionel prices this disad-
ventoge is removed and many north country growers have found it
advantageous to grow the carly varictics. On the other hend, the
huge demand for sced resulting from the cxpansion of the potato
acreage has often limited growers' prefercnces for particular
verictics and compcllcd acceptance of varictics available rother
tlhion varictice preferrcd., The spring conditions in 1947
cmphasiscd this factor. The voarictics grovm on the farms studicd
arc listced on pege 1l2. The separctc acrcogos under cach varicty
arc not aoveiloble,. :

In addition to the differcnces in merketing proctice
cxemined above, other significent variations in individual nct
cost may bec cxpectecd to arisc, in the main, from differing toch-
nigues of production and arc in fact reflccted in the itcems for
sced, monurc and cultivations prior to lifting, in that order of
importance, subjcct to what was said on page 6 regording the usc
of uniform ratecs of charge. Thus the individual costs of sccd
rangcd from £6,16.4. to £24.0,0., applications of manurc ranged
from £2,18.7, to £17.15.9. and cultivations, cxcluding lifting,
from £3. 5. 3. to £10.5.9., Thc cffccts of grouping farms with re-
specctively high and low seccd costs, manurial costs and cultiva-
tion costs arc sct out in Table 14,




The differences in total costs and in the separate items
making up the total costs would not, of course, in any year repre-
sent solely, the effect of individval management decisions. They
arc due partly to the method of selecting the lots for investiga-
tion which may, for instance, include by chance a ficld wherc new
rather than oncc- or even twicc-grown sced is used, and partly to
circumstances outside the farmer's control, such as differing soil
and climatic conditions. It is impossiblc to isolate and measurc
the scparatc cffccts of thcsc two scots of factors. WHWevertheless
certain associations between particulor practices and total ro-
sults may normally bc cxpeccted and looked for. In the ycar under
revicw, howcver, the over-riding influconce of the coxceptional
woather sccms to have overshadowed all othoer cousiderations, 2l
most to the cxclusion of the influcnce of management decisions on
the final cost or rcturn. It is perhaps morc interesting than
uscful, thorcforc, to notc from the most unusual resultg in Table
14 that, whatdver the rcal wrplanation might bo, it has bceen the
casc this ycar and with meny of the lots rccordcd that the appli-
cation of additionel working cepital, with thc coxception of thet
invested in ncw sced, has been denied its expected return.

It would bc dangerous, to say the lcast, to accept as a
gonerel conclusion that, as a carcless roading of Table 14 and
this script might suggest, high cxponditurc on monurcs will result
in lover average yiclds and 'something likce half the net profit per
acrc comparcd with low cxpenditurc on manurcs. It would be ogqual-
ly dangerous to infer that morc intconsive cultivations will always
result in lower yiclds and lower nct profits then less intcnsive
cultivetions, though Tablc 14 sceoms to suggest so. The highly
important proviso that “other things arc cqual? would need to be
satisfiod beforc valid comparisons in rospcct of o singlce clement
of cost could bec attemptcd.

Conditions under which all other fectors but thc onc for
which comperctive results arc being sought arc thc samc throughout
all thc cascs under investigotion can only be approximatcely cstob-
lishcd in eloboratcly designed and controlled oxperiments. They
do not cxist wherc the cascs arc scattercd over o heterogenecous
collcction of farms operating for commercial cunds. Therc are too
meny “varicbles” involved -~ varicty, strain, sced rate, time of
sowing, type of soil, local vagerics of weather, kinds, quantitics
and qualities of menurc, kinds, scquenccs and times of cultivations
and so on and so on., Indepcndent investigotors cannot asscss the
cffcets of all these things on cach ond cvery ferr. This is the
function of management and o main purpose of this rcport is to in-
dicatc both the many points of detail with which managements might
uscfully concern themsclves and olso sone of the limitotions which
beset thosce who presume to offer them guidance in their complicated
tosk,

12, COMPARATIVE COSTS, RETIRNS, AN MARGINVS (Rcturns over
Costs) PER ACRE, FOR POTATOZS PITTZD AND SOLD ON LIFTING.

- e O e S .

. e e oo

Unweighted Average of - 10 Lots Sold
e e - o Tifting. .

Average Sizo of Lot ' ‘ " 7 Acrcs

P o . - -

Yicld per Acrc * 6 Tons 19 cwt, 7 Tons 1 cwt.

- Y AR e e, e B e s o
n

Per Acfc &£ . : é
Cost of Tifting & Disposal ..... 1. 16. 7
Total Cost .sovococscosovso.oveos 47, . %
Total RotuUrng sesecivoveonw oo 9. .

S.
. 150
. 9
. 14,

e
Total Margin (Returus over cost) 22, . 9. 5.

¥ Yiclds arc based oun quentitics sold and consumed on form,

- -




TABLE 13, COMPARATIVE COSTS AND Ru=TURNS PHER ACRT
O TEN HIGH AND TZEN TLOV COST TOTS

D e O e T T e < A

G ROGT P

8 e AT @ AAre e g

No. hcres per Lot | 16 § 12

e ——— e e g e s SPN— PRS- S

Yield per acre 5 Tons 15 cwt. ;7 Tons 6 cwt.

S.

< °

Cultivations before lifting ....
Lifting eceooo. .o

Manuring oc.ceoooos

Seed cosceoovoacosvusossoncosos oo
Rent, Overheads & lMiscellaneous

o O

L]

N0 v On B
D
O PO

H
§

|

TOTAL NIET COST PER ACRE .

o . -

TOTAL RETURN (Including acreage
payment )

o— At 2 - v e——

MARGIN (Returns over Costs)
PER_ACRE

s e

TABLE 14. COMPARATIVE COSTS AND RET'RNS PER ACRHE O THEHN HIGH
AND TEN_1OW SEED, MANURING AND CULTIVATION COST LOTS!

B e LT

o T r—— 3 e e Tt - et Y b A $ Y O P A 2 Y R Pt e e m—

GROUP N ; MANTRIIG E c TTTVAFTO““

BTGH . TOW [ HIGH LTI | HicH

e e Hhoea wwro e = b R e

No. Acres per Lot T TI4 T IG %5 10 " D s

Yield por Acre TR i gi %: - : :1;:§ 2:1;0
CULTIVATIONS boforo

lifting

Lifting csvoesococano
MANURING ocovooocoovo
SEED ccecesoccvcocce
Rent, Overhcads and

Ifiscellancous

TOTAL WEI COST PR
| ACR3

>~§£q's.g'@ s, £. 8. &8,
5,13, § 8.16.
8.1, 011, 1. 11.15.
| 5.18. 15, 6. . 12.13.
' i 10.106.

6. 5.

il N

- L3 o

O A

°

TOTAL RETURY (Includ- 0.
ing Acreage Payment) et

MARGIN (Roturns over | 8,11, 22.17. 27 15 1%.10
 Cost) PER ACRIL |

v e D —— S WS RPN A .

TABLE 15. RANGE OF SFED RATES PAR ACRE

Average Scecd Ratce per acre 18 cwh.
Highest Sced Rate 24% cwt. © . Lowest Sccd Ratc 12 cwb.

e Aot 22 B e S e L T

Secd Rate . Under |14- 16 16-18 ’18 -20 | 20- 20 | 22-24 | ovor
per Acrc 14 cwt., | cwtb. § cwt. | cwb. | cwt ; owt 24 cwt.

No. of Lots § 2 ;é 5 . 3 7 % 1

T e ’ o e . - rmaager wo# - Pr . v vy




TABLE 16. RANGE OF COST PER TON OF SEED USED.

Average Cost per Ton £12. 6. 0.
Highest Cost per Ton £24.0.0. Towest Cost per Ton £8,0.0.

- £14-  £15- i O0ver

Under : £9- £10- § £11- £12- £1
£14 . £15 i £16 | £16 -

Cost per Ton; og £10) £11 ¢ £12 | £13
E
No. of Lots 2 4 1 5 13 10 5 - 6 2

3
1

TABLE 17. RANGE OF PRICE PER TON OF NEW SEED

' Average Price per Ton £11.18,11,
Highest Price per Ton £24 Towest Price per Ton £8.15.0.

. ' T Under £S11- Z212- ¢ NI R ISR IS Over
Price per Ton | 0131 | £12 213 _&£14 815  £16 £17

No. of Lots 2 4 14 3 6 1

' TABIE 18. VARIETIES INCLUDED IN THE SAMPLE

-~

No,of

Varict
Cascs ariety

Varicty

Zarlies: Maincrop:
Majestic .oves
Epicure Arran Bannecr ....
Arran Pilot . Arran Pcak .
Eclipse oo Arran Consul ..coooos
Duke of York ..... } Redskin ceooeee
: Dunbar Standard ..
Total Earlics . Great Scott teveecon
Arran Victory csvovoeas
Craigs Defiance .....
Sccond Harlicss Doon Star :
King Zdward
Dunbar Rover o Arran Chicf
British Quceon Gladstonc
' Stormont Dawn .

Total Sccond Earlics Total Maincrop .

O L

X. PRIMARY COST STRUCTURE

In thc analysis of costs as prcesented so far, the
various items reclating to cultivations moy be described as
secondary costs becausc thoy combine, and arc derived from tho
scparatc charges for menual labour, horsc labour, and tho usc
of machincry. For some purposcs it is uscful to kunow the
primary cost structurc, that is, the rclative importance in
total cost of tho primc factors of labour, monures, sccd and so
on. The primary cost structurc for thc samplc investigated is
given on pages 13 and 14, '




TABIE 19. PRIMARY COST STRUCTURE DETATL

(A) OPERATIONS Per icre

CULTIVATIONS BEFORE PLANTING £. 8
Manual Labour oo oo o , , 17
Horse Labour cee L esoe 1
Tractor Labour ... cos 1. 3.10.
Contract Labour ... cee 11,

B e k2

Total before Plaunting ... 2. 4. 2,

PLANTING .
Manual Labour .o 1, 6., 2
Horse ILabour e : . 6

Tractor Labour ... ol

S M e S S,

Total Planting ... . . 1.17. 7.

—

SUMMER CULT IVAT IONS
Manual Labour oo ceo 1.12. 7
Horse Labour e oo 5. 0
1
4

Tractor Labour ... coo .
Contract Labour ... oo . 5.

F
°
a
- e o

Total Summer Cultivations 2.11. 0.

et o e 14 il

APPLICATION OF MANURE )
Manual Labour co e 1.16.1

1
Horse ILabour . 11, 2
Tractor Labour ... ... 4, 8

- e s ¥ 9

Total Application of Manures

TOTAL BEFORE LIFTING
Manual Labour oo
-Horse Labour o5 o -
Tractor Tabour ... oo
Contract Labour ... oo

Total before Lifting . ..

LIFTING and DISPOSAL
Ifanual Labour v i ¢ oo
Horse Labour ceo cve
Tractor Labour o co

Total Lifting and Disposal

TOTAL OPERATION COSTS

' Tanual Labour .o
Horse Labour veo  ees 1.11. 8,
Tractor Labour ... oo 2.16, 1.
Contract Labour ... ooe - 6. 3,

Total Operation Costs ... . 19,12.10.

AT AT 9e Y o —

(Continued overleaf




PRIMARY COST STRUCTURE (Cont'd)

TOTAL NET COST

Per_ Acre Per Ton ' Per Cent.
OPERATIONS £, 5. d. 2. s.4d.
Manual Labour .. 14,18,10. 2. 5, 6.
Horse Labour ... oo 1,11, 8. 4,10,
Tractor Labour . 2,16, 1, 8. 6.
Contract Labour . 6.3, 11,

D ]

(O
O ONw
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3
Fq¢mowd

I~

=0 o+ b

19.12.10. 2.19. 9.

Seed o e @ LI ¢ o0 100170 Oq 10139 On
Manures, Artificial 3.17. O 11, 8.

(Net) F.7.20, e 3.19. 0 12, 0.
Straw, Sacks, etc. ... 10. © 1. 5.
0
0

N

c o o e

Rent oo oo coe 1.12, 4,11,
General Zxpenses caw 3.10. 10. 7.

NO~ O3 ©o

5
S N
o

43.17.10.  6.13, 4.
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The Farm Economics Branch gratefully acknowledges the
ready and willing co-operation of the growers who provided the
records on which this report is based and trusts that tho results
will be of intorcst and usc, not only to them but to a much wider
circlec of farmers agd pcoplec concorncd with farming affairs.

Comments and inquirics arising out of thc report should
be addrcsscd to:-

The Provincial Agricultural Economist,

Farm Economics Branch,

King's Collego,

27, Eldon Placc,

Noweastlc-on-Tync, 1. Phonc N/¢ 20956

Septcmber 1948,







