Chapter 5

Economic analyses

As seen in the preceding chapter, the type of diet fed
to pigs affects the biological efficiency of the pig-raising
system. But what 1is most biologically efficient is not
necessarily the most cost-effective. Farmers must balance
their strategy for improving production efficiency with
practices that are economically feasible for- them; In
backyard pig production, feed accounts for 70 to 80 percent
of production costs. 'It is perhaps the most +important
factor 1in the determination of economic efficiency and
profitability. The economic analyses presented here will
focus especially on the economic effects of using different

feed dietis.

The same 33 farmers who participated in feed and weight
record-keeping also recorded all costs and revenues involved
in their pig-raising activities, during the period of four
months. Benefit-cost analysis provides the overall picture
of the profits gained after invesiment: net benefits
indicate profitability, and the benefit-cost ratio and
return to capital describe the economic éfficiency of the
enterprise. Results are averaged across the 33 households

participating in the study. Furthermore, gsince perhaps the
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most important economic measure of overall production
efficiency is the production .cost per unit of pig weight

produced (Reilly, 1978), these costs are also calculated.

In order to compare the economic efficiency of
different feed regimes or of raising different herd sizes,
gross margin analyses are empioyed. Gross margin analysis -’
is very useful for comparing relative efficiencies of
management practices such as feeding, since basically it
Jooks at differences in variable costs, while assuming that
fixed costs such as overheads will be the same. It is also
used to compare the economic returns for farmers who use
different proportions of their own home—-feed to bought feed.
Finally, the efficiency of pig-raising 1is compared with
other enterprises on the farm such as crop cultivation, in

terms of capital returns to labor invested.

To establish the background information, however,
results from informal interviews with Mae Taeng Livestock
Officers, and from formal interviews with farmers will be
discussed fifst, as they' give an overall picture of the
economic conditions and activities involving pig production

at the backyard scale.
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5.1 Economics of pig-raising
§.1.1 Marketing conditions

In most cases, fattening pigs are bought from the
farmer by village dealers, who transport the pigs to their
own s1aughtérhouse. After one or two days the pigs are
slaughtered. Some dealers will sell and deliver the carcass
at wholesale prices to retailer stalls 1in the village

market; others will also act as retailers themselves.

The local dealers generally pay the pig producers in
cash. If more than two pigs were sold, however, payment may
be divided into two equal parts, the second occuring one
week Tlater. The price of pork in the village, whether fat
meat, lean or 1éyered meat, is about equal to the price 1in
the Chiang Mai city markets. However, the quality for sale
in the village is not usually as high as in the city. In
addition, the observed price of heads and entrails 1in the
village was higher than in the city. This 1is influenced by
the popularity of entrails consumption by rural northern

people.

The Chiang Mai Provincial Internal Trading Committee is

empowered to set the price of lean, fat and layered meat in
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order to prevent profiteering. However, the wholesalers and
retailers are able to 1ncfease the price of heads and
entrails, which are not <controlled by the government.
Furthermore, dubious tactices in the weighing and cutting of
meat may occur, The close relationship between wholesalers
and retailers enables them to make high'profits in village
markets, while shutting out the pig producers, who are at sa

disadvantage.
5.1.2 Investment and profit

The general financial analysis of investment and profit
in pig~raising 1is described here according to the data
results from the formal survey of 140 respondents. Thus, as
in Chapter 2, the information from the respondents can be
divided and averaged by paddy holding size, representing
small, medium, and larger-scale faramers. The results are
the estimates given by the farmers themselves, and therefore

are approximate.
5.1.2.1 Expenses 1in pig production
Farmers reported on their main expenses in pig raising:

the price of piglets and cost of feed (Table 23). Piglet

price did not vary much between farmers of different
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1andh01d1ng: reported averages were 584 Baht per pigiet.
When farmers estimated the overall cost of purchased feed

required to raise one piglet to saleable age the average

cost was 863 Baht per pig.

Table 23. Main expenses in pig raising.

Farm size
Small Medium Larger Average

a. General investment

Avg. raising time(days) 129.2 135.6 142 135.6
Avg. raising expense(Bt) 1,417 1,374 1,360 1,383.7
Avg. piglet price(Bt) 593.6 578.9 580 584.2
Avg. feed expense(Bt) 823.8 975 780 . 862.6

b. Activities associated with purchase of pig feed

Purchase amount {percent)

1 to 5 kg 30.65 27.27 0.00

6 to 10 kg 25.81 18.18 30.00

30 kg sack ' 43.55 54.55 70.00
Payment method {percent)
cash 98.39 §83.94 60.00
credit 1.61 6.06 40.00
Milting rice (percent)
Avg. miill charge' 6.98 7.00 7.50
Distance to mill (meters) 448.5 369.6 340.0

' Miller’s charge if the Farmer wishes to keep rice

by-products {Baht per 20 kg sack of rice paddy).
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations (std).

Source: Formal survey, 1990.
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In terms of payment'methods and practices, apparentiy
the vast majority of small énd medium-scale farmers pay Tor
their expenses 1in cash (98 and 94 percent respectively),
although up to 40 percent of the Targer—-scale farmers use
credit. Expectedly, the Tlarger-scale farmers frequently
purchase feed in the large 30 kg sacks (70 percent)}, while
55 percent of small-scale farmers and 45 percent 6f medium—
scale farmers only can afford to buy feed in small (1-5 kg)
or medium (6~10 kg) sacks. This may also be related to the
purchase of complete weaning food in large sacks by the
larger—scale farmers who need 1t for their piglets, as
discussed earlier. wWhen farmers bring rice toc the miller,
if they want to Keep the rice by-products they must also pay
a mill charge. This is generally 6 to 8 baht per medium-~
large sack of rice (20 kg). The variation 1in charge
reflects the quality of the bran and broken rice returned.
On average, farmers must travel less than halif a kilometer
to reach the miller, Investment 1in terms of days spent
raising pigs to sale alsc varies, with larger-scale farmers
on average raising pigs for more days (142) than medium-
scale farmers (136) or small-scale farmers (129), since they

often buy quite young piglets.

Since feed costs are so important to the economics of

pig production, farmers were asked to provide details on the
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costs they 1incur during different developmental stages of
their pigs. As shoHn in Tab]e 24, the average feed cost
apparently 1increases from piglet (11.2 baht) to weaning
{14.6 baht) to fattening (17.6 baht}, with little

differences for farmers from different farm sizes.

Table 24. Daily feed cost according to age of pig.

Pig stage Average cost per head of pig (Bt)
Farm sizes
Smail Medium Larger Average
Pigiet 11.02 11.64 10.80 11.15
Weaning 13.83 16.04 15.00 14.62
Fattening 17 .54 18.55 16.60 17.56

Source : Format survey, 1990,

An overall look at pig-raising expenses, including only
piglet price and purchased fTeed, can -illustrate the
different scale of investment put forth by farmers of
different farm sizes and economic  standing. The
distribution of the expenses 1indicates that Tlarger scale
farmers tend to minimize their 1investments (Table 25, Figure
40}. 80 percent of thése farmers incur expenses per head of
pig that total less than 1,400 Baht. On the other hand, the
majority of medium scale farmers put out between 1,210 and
1,600 Baht (76 percent), as do small-scale fTarmers (86
percent). This may be because larger-scale farmers need to

buy less commercial feed, having more rice by-products.
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Table 25. Expenses incurred per head of pig.

Range of Percentage of expenses
expenses Farm size

Small Medium Larger
1000 to 1200 9.5 12.4 40.0
1210 to 1400 50.8 47 .8 40.0
1410 to 1600 34.9 28.4 . 0.0
1610 to 1800 4.8 4.5 20.0

Source: Formal survey,1990.
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Figure 40. Distribution of annual expenses in pig production.

5.1.2.2 Income from pig—-production

The sale price of a pig is usually determined by the

buyer on a sight basis, rather than by weight. Since the
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buyer will consider overall size, as well as “general
appearance and perceived fat'content, those farmers who tend
to raise their ﬁigs longer also tend to get hjgher prices.
Larger-scale farmers apparently achieve higher gross income
from pig sales (Table 26, Figure 41), Sixty percent of
larger-~scale farmers received between 1,501 and 1,700 Baht
per head, while the other forty pércent actualily sold their
pigs at the price of over 1,900 Baht per head. 1In contrast,
nearly half of small-scale farmers received between 1,300
and 1500 Baht (46 percent), with forty percent receiving
between 1,501 and 1,700. Medium-scale farmers had a range
of sale prices similar to the small-scale farmers, but with
an extra 22 percent getting better prices, and a few (15

percent) actually getting over 19800 Baht per head.

Table 26. Income from pig production.

Farm size
Small Medium Larger

a. Avg sales per head(Bt) 1583 1680 1850

b. Percent of range
of sale prices per head

1300 to 1500 48.0 31.8 0.0
1501 to 1700 41.3 31.3 60.0
1701 to 1900 g.5 22.4 0.0
over 1800 3.2 14.9 40.0

Source: Formal survey,1990.
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Figure 41. Distribution of sales prices per pig.

A generai preliminary picture of net profit acquired
per head of pig can be drawn by deducting the raising costs
from sale price. Data in Table 27 and Figure 42 show that
nearly two-thirds of the sma11-sca1e-farmers net less than
200 Baht 1in profits per head of pig raised, with fully 22
percent getting zero profits or actually losing money.'
Medium-scale farmers do slightly better: only 7 percent
gain nothing or lose money, while 70 percent net up to 400
Baht, and 22 percent net over 400 Baht. The larger-scale
farmers, naturally, again make the greatest profits: none
get Tess thanh 200 Baht, 60 percent make between 201 and 400
Baht, while 20 percent actually net over 800 Baht profit per

one pig. Apparently the greater resources of the larger-
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scale farmers enable them to gain relatively higher profits

than the other farmers.

Table 27. Estimated net income (Baht per head of pig).

Farm size
Small Medium Larger

a. Average profit 165.8 306.5 499
b. “Usual” profit! 176.1 338.8 540

¢. Range of net income/pig(Bt)

Less than 0 22.2 7.5 0.0
1 to 200 41.3 34.3 0.0
201 to 400 34.9 35.8 60.0
401 to 600 1.6 17.9 20.0
601 to 800 c.0 4.5 20.0

1 Income as reported by farmers.

Source: Formal survey,1990.
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Figure 42, Distribution of estimated net income per pig.
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In the following sections, a more detailed benefit-cost
analysis will be presented; along with comparison of the

economics of different management practices.

5.2 BenefTit-cost analysis

The benefit~cost analysis provides a useful picture of
the costs leaving the system and the benefits coming 1in.
These costs and returns can also be divided into cash and
non-cash items, which allows one to calculate the return to
capital, in other words, the effectiveness of one monetary
unit of investment in producing profit. Benefit-cost ratios
also identify the proportion of income tb expense, anhd are a
good measure  of the economic profitability of the
enterprise, Usually the ppportunity cost of fam11y labor
can be included 1in this measure. This was calculated for
the study participants. However, the family labor used was
often by eltders who would not 6therwise be working, or else
by adults who provided care at brief intervals early in the
day or in the evening, again at times that they would not be
able £o work at something else. So net benefits and
benefit-cost ratios were calculated a second time, excluding
the labor cost, in order to see the benefits that may more

realistically represent the farmers’ situation.
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Benefit-cost results are displayed in Table 28, which
inciudes data averaged for férmers using various diet types.
Farmers using Dieps 1 and 2 (the diets including vegetables)
had both low gross income from the sale of pigs (1,460 Baht)
as well as low production. costs {1,401 Baht). In
comparison, farmers who did not add vegetables (Diets 3 and
4) had higher 1ncome and higher production costs (1,550 and
1,652 Baht respectively). Apparently, the vegetable
providers gained more net benefits than those not using
vegetables, in terms of either cash benefit or overall net
benefit. This affected their higher benefit to cast ratio
{(1.08 versus 1.01), and higher return to capital (1.18
versus 1.11). The table indicates that non-cash costs were
similar for the two groups; the differences 1in benefit
mainly resulted from the lower feed cost which the vegetable

group incurred.

The vegetable group can be expected to spend extra time
in gathering and preparing vegetables, approximately 30
minutes to prepare five kilograms of fresh-weight
vegetables, or less 1if the vegetables come from their own
Crop waste. However, the total time that this group spent
was about the same, even sTight1y'1ess than the farmers not
adding vegetables, so the conversion to Baht revealed few

differences (133 versus 136.Baht). The reason is that the
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Table 28. Benefit-cost anaiyéis of pig production (Bt per pig).

Diet ' Diet Avg Dieth

182 384 1,2,384

Income '

1. Cash (A1)

, Sale of pigs 1430.3 1517.4 1470.8 1997.0

2. Non-cash (A2)

Manure 29.3 33.0 31.0 12.7

A. Gross income 1459.6 1550.4 1501.8 2009.8

Costs

1. Cash cost (Bi1)

Piglet 488.9 490, 9 489.8 517.8
Feed 810.1 968.6 883.7 1254.5
Medicine 20.7 19.8 20.3 55.0
Subtotal (avg) 1255.2 1368.9 1291.9 1741.2
2. Non-cash (B2)
Labor i 133.2 136.2 134.7 38.6
Depreciation ¢ 15.4  15.5 15.2 15.5
Interest * 28.2  31.5 29.8 40.1
Subtotal (avy) 175.5 183.2 179.1 94,1

B. Gross cost 1400.7 1552.1 1471.0 1835.3

C. Net benefit 58.9 -1.8 30.8 174.5
(A - B)

D. Net benefit ‘

(excl, labor) 182.1 134.6 165.4 213.0
{A - (B~labor)})

E. Net cash benefit 205.,2 148.5 178.8 265.9
(A1 - B1)

F. Ben:cost ratio 1.08 1.01 1.05 1.10
(A/B)

G. Ben:cost ratio :
(excl. labor) 1.20 1.13 1.16 1.16
(A/(B-1abar)) ,

H. Return to Capital(RTC) 1.18 1.11 1.15 1.15
{(A1/B1)

!\ abor costs were calculated as Baht per day ( B8t/hour)
Depreciation value used the straight~line method, .
! Interest (or opportunity cost of capital) was calculated as cash
cost multiplied by local interest rate of 7% per vear.
Note: A1l data are averaged from 33 benefit-cost tables for each of 33
farmers. Therefore within this table, figures do not add up.

Source: HHRK, 1990.
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vegetable group apparentl& spend less time 1in general care
and management. When 1abof is excluded from the benefit-
cost ratio and returns to capital, the data indicate that
the vegetable group can be considered profitable and

efficient (BCR = 1.20 and RTC = 1.18).

In contrast to the first four diets described above,
the farmers using compound feed only (Diet 5) had highest
gross income and highest production costs (2010 and 1853
Baht respectively). They can be described as close to a
semi-commercial orientation. An important difference s
that their labor costs are significantly lower (only 39 Baht
versus 135 Baht average for the other diets); - this.is
because their ready-made diet is very simple and quick to
prepére and give. This group showed the highest net benefit
(175 Baht), which was gdgreater than the vegetable and non-
vegetabie groups by as much as 115 and 176 Baht
respectively. This gap narrows when Jlabor costs are
éxc1uded, which were rather high for the Diet' 1 through 4
types. In that case, diet 5 had the advantage over
vegetable and non-vegetable groups by only 21 and 78 Baht

respectively.

The benefit~cost ratio of Diet 5 was also better than

that of the other four diets (1.10 versus 1.05)}, but when
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labor costs were exc1uded:the'average BCR of the other four
diets was as high as of Dief.s (1.16 for both). In fact,
the BCR without labor for the vegetable diets (Diets 1 and
2) was actually the highest of all diet types (1.20).
Return to capital for Diet 5 was 1.15, slightly better than
the non-vegetable diets (1.11), but surprisingly lower than
the RTC Tor the vegetable diets (1.18). Overall, farmers
using Diet 5 had the highest profits per pig produced.
However, the efficiency of their capital investment (RTC)
and the efficiency of their cash plus non-cash investment
(excluding tlabor costs} was surpassed by those adding

vegetables to their diets.

5.3 Production cost per unit liveweight produced

In a previous section, feed cost per unit liveweight
produced was examined. This provided a measurement of feed
efficiency. The overall economic efficiency of +the
enterprise can be evaluated by calculating the production
cost per unit of liveweight achieved at time of sale, which
includes all cash costs such as feed, piglet price, and
medical costs. Family labor was not inciuded. Production
costs per one kilogram of tliveweight at sale are given in

Tabtle 29, along with income and profit per kilogram sale
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weight. The figures are separated for pigs raised on the

five diets.

Table 29. Production (cash) cost, cash income and cash benefit
per ong kKilogram sale weight (Baht).

(Baht)
Diet fash cost Cash revenue Cash profit
per kg sale-wt, per kg sale-wt. per kg sale-wi.

19.83 22.59 2.71

2 .43 22,55 2.22
L4 20,13 22,62 .

21.16 24,27 i

r‘:ﬁ-m
Lo P ha

-

£l L e .

Source: HHRK, 1990.

The data indicate that the vegetable group (Dieté 1
and 2) have lower production costs and higher revenue and
profits per kilogram sale weight than the non-vegetable
diets. The latter (Diets 3 and 4), which may substitute
more commercial feed for vegetables, have production costs
of 20.423 Baht (yersus 19.83 Baht for Diets 1 and 2), and
Tower profits as well (2.22 Baht wversus 2.77 Baht per
kilogram weight). Most likely these production costs are
strongly influenced by the feed costs. In.contrast, the
semi-commercial (Diet B) gains more profit per kilegram of
sé1e weight than the average of the other "low-profit"” based
diets (3.11 versus 2.5 Baht per Kkitogram liveweight). Thus,
1ﬁ addition to the advantage of better feed conversion by

pige fed compound fTeed only (Diet 5) as discussed:  in the
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eariier chapter, they also achieve a higher economic

profitability in terms of overall production costs.
5.4 Gross margin analyses

Gross margin analysis enables one to compare the
economic profitabitlity of an enterprise under different
management programs. Gross margin is ﬁhe difference between
gross income and variable costs for an enterprise. In this
study, gross margins were calculated for pig production with
pigs fed different diets, with farmers using different
proportions of own (home) feed used, for different pig herd
sjzes, and for piglets raised from different dnitial

weights.
5.4.1 Comparison of diet

The gross margin analysis which compares economic
effects of using the five different diets 1is presented in
Table 30. When variable costs are deducted from gross
income, the resulting gross margin for farmers using Diet 2
{ compound fee& with vegetables) was higher than for the
other backyard-type diets (1,3 and 4). This higher number
may be the result of lower feed costs, since the other costs

such as piglet price, medical and veterinary expenses were
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similar between all groups. When the vegetable diets are
compared with the non—vegetéble diets, the results confirm
that the former group has a remarkably higher gross margin
than the latter (234 Baht versus 181 Baht). In fact, it is
even comparable to the semi-commercially oriented group of
Diet 5, which had the highest gross margin of 269 Baht per
pig. So this analysis points to the economic savings of

farmers who add Tow-cost vegetab1es to their pig feed.

The gross margin of all 4 backyard type diets averages
to 178.5 Baht. This represents only 66 percent of the gross
margin achieved by the semi-commercial Diet 5, and again
points to the favorable economic profitability of the

latter.

Table 30. Comparison of gross margins by diet (Bt).

- Piet Gross Variable cost Total Gross
income Bought Own Piglet Medic cost margin
feed feed price costs

Dieti 1495.1 811.8 199.56 §22.2 26.7 1360.7 134.4
Diet? 1452.3 695.8 73.1 482. 1 19.5 1197.4 254.9
Avgia?2 1459.6 715.5 94.6 488.9 20,7 1225.2 234.4
Diet3 1559.7 85%1.5 90.7 487.9 26.9 1366.3 193.3
Diet4 15610.8 - 894.%5  119.2 495.9 7.7 1617.3 178.5
Avglsd 1550.4 858, 2 110.4 490.9 1g.8 1368.9 181.5
Avgl,2,3&4 1510.8 764.5 119.2 495.9 20.3 1397.9 178.5
Diet5 2009. 8 1254.5 0.0 517.8 65,0 1741.2 268.6

Source: HHRK, 1990,
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5.4.2 Comparison by pfoportion of own feed used

Following the observationr that own or home Teed
products will be much Jless expensive than commefcia?
broducts, the hypothesis can be presented that the more home
‘feed products are included in the diet (i.e. 1in greater
proportions to bought feed), then the gross margins ought to
be higher, because' of reduced variable costs. Table 31
summarizes the gross margih data for pigs fed different

proportions of home feed.

Table 31. Comparison of gross margins by proportion of own
feed ' (Baht).

Diet " Propi ' Prop2 Prop3
1 & 2 {none) 279.92 451,30
3 & 4 179.56 166.14 207.13
1, 2, 3 & 4 179.56 194.18 228.84
1 Proportion 1 = 10 to 40 percent own feed

50 to 70 percent own Teed
80 to 100 percent owh feed

Proportion 2
Proportion 3

Y

Source: HHRK, 1980.

The overall gross margin for pigs fed a high proportion
of home feed (in the amount of 80 to 100 percent) was the
highest (229 Baht). This can be separated inhto the
vegetable-fed group, with a gross margin of 451.30 Baht, and

the non-vegetable group, with a gross margin of 207.13 Baht.
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As the proportion of home feed products in the diet is
decreased to onliy 10 to 40'percent, the gross margin also
drops to an average 180 Baht. The conclusion would be that
the more the Tarmer includes home feed products, then the
greater the returns, as measured by gross margins. As
previously discussed, those farmers who use the highest
proportion of home feed are those individuals who also owh

rice mills.
5.4.3 Comparison by herd size

Many studies have argued that backyard pig production
is hot economically profitable because it is small scale in
nature. These studies generally propose only semi-
commercial and commercial pig production enterprises to be
economical. But the reality for average farmers is that
backyard production is the scale they can accept into their
farming system. So for these farmers it would be useful to
know 1T small differences in herd size would affect their
economic returns. The gross margins resuiting from

management of different herd sizes are cqmpiled in Table 32.

Results show that a herd size of 6 to 10 pigs has the
highest gross margin at the backyard level (336.1 Baht per

pig), while the smaller herd size of 3 to 5 pigs has the
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lowest gross margin (145.1 Baht). The largest herd size
(over 11 pigs) has a 1ntefmediate gross margin of 250.2
Baht, which suggests diminishing returns per head of pig.
On the other hand, since they raise many pigs they are
likely to still earn an acceptable profit, even though it
can be said that their enterprise is not as economically
efficient on a per pig basis. The average gross margin for
the smallest herd size of only 1 to 2 pigs was 181.8 Baht,
which appears better than that for 3 to 5 pigs, but is stil)

much tess than the optimal herd size of 6 to 10 pigs.

Table 32. Comparison of gross margins by herd size (Baht).

Piet Herdsize 1 Herdsize 2 Herdsize 3 Herdsize 4
(1-2 pigs) (3-5 pigs) (6-10 pigs) (> 10 pigs)

1&2 174.4 60.77 348.07 314.23

3&4 186.07 229.46 324.19 137.08

1,2,3 & 4 181.82 145, 11 336.13 250,26

5 (none) 135.02 (none) (none)

Source: HHRK, 1990,

5.4.4 Comparison by initial weight

When farmers decide to purchase piglets, they may have
some choice of very young (light weight) piglets or older
weaned' piglets. The deciding factor may simply be the
piglet stock available, and whether or not the farmer can

afford the extra cash outlay required to raise very young
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piglets on special weaning feeds. Gross margin ana1ysis can
provide information on the ecqnomic implications of raising

piglets from different ages or initial weights.

Apparently, initial weight does not consistently affect
gross margins 1in the same \uay,.and some interaction with
diet is suggested (Table 33). For example, for piglets fedl
on nonh-vegetable diets, the gross margin dincreases rapidly
when initial weight is increased. Therefore pigs with small
initial weights bring 1in only 124 Baht of gross margin,
whereas pigs with heavier initial weights can get 318 Baht
of gross margin. This type of trend suggests that if food
quality or quantity is 1limiting, then the 1larger piglets
will have an advantage, ultimately growing better and

bringing higher sale prices.

Table 33. Cbmparison of -gross margins by initial piglet
weight (wt)' {Baht)

Diet ' Wt Wtz Wt3

1&2 278.35 174.65 237.38
3 & 4 124.13 186.18 317.18
1,2,3 & 4 206.38 182.53 251.14
5 513.47 249.72 222.08

" Initial weight 1 = 12 to 15.9 kilograms
Initial weight 2 = 16 to 20.9 kilograms
Initial weight 3 = 21 to 29 kilograms

Source: HHRK, 13§0,



144

On the other hand, pigs fed on compound feed only (Diet
5) show the opposite trend. The pigs with small initial
weights 1in this case bring 16 higher gross margins (513.5
Baht) than the heavier piglets (222.1 Baht). This may
reflect other differences 1in management practices as well.
For example, perhaps the light-weight piglets were bought at
an early Tlifestage and raised on special weaning compound
feed, which resulted in good sales. On the other hand, the
larger piglets may have been bought at a‘1ater lifestage,
after they had already been raised by the piglet vendor on
unknown feed, and so could not bring a good price to the
farmers, even though they used Diet 5. Controlled studies
at a livestock station can try to 1dentify this interaction
of diet and initial weight by controlling all ~other
management variables, which 1is not so easy or practical to
do 1in a study involving many individuals from different

economic backgrounds with different management ideas.



