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Census of Manufactures 
Fourth Census of Indian Manufactures, 1949, Basic Statistics. ( Directorate of Industrial Statistics, 

Simla ), Manager of Publications, Delhi. Price Rs 32-2. 

TH E R E is in this country a 
tradit ion that Government pub

lications are both unreadable and 
out-of-date. The former defect is 
largely offset by the fantastic price 
of these publications so that few can 
afford to read them. The Census of 
Manufactures (for 29 industries) 
for 1949, released at the end of 
1953, has been more delayed in pub
l icat ion, is more unreadable, and is 
more highly priced, than any of the 
earlier Censuses. 

When the Census of Manufactures 
for 29 groups of industries was first 
in i t iated, it was expected thin it 
would soon be extended to all the 
63 groups into which industries had 
been classified for Census purposes. 
For some reason best known to 
Government, that expectation has 
yet to be fulf i l led. Five Censuses 
have so fur been conducted (the 
summary results of the Fi f th Cen
sus, for 1950, were published some
time back in the Monthly Statistics 
of Production of Selected Industries 
in India). Apart from simple ag
gregation of the data furnished by 
the industries, no economic or statis
tical analysis has so fat been made 
Nor are the data presented in a 
manner permitt ing much further 
analysis. One wonders whether, due 
to lack of facilities or knowledge of 
machine tabulation, the entire Direc
torate is all the time engaged in 
adding up the figures of input and 
output supplied by industries. 

One gets used to these lacunae in 
Government publications. But one 
expects a better presentation of the 
available material especially when 
the authors are engaged in nothing 
more than a routine repetition of. 
what has been done before. There 
is a sad absence of a sense of pro
port ion and a complete lack of any 
idea of the order of accuracy of the 
magnitudes presented. A l l estimates 
are presented to the last digit con
veying an erroneous sense of accu
racy even though it is known that 
a good part of the information (for 
instance, the capital component) is 
unreliable. A distinction is made 
between "Aggregate v a l u e " (of 
output?) and " Products, t o t a l " , 
but the difference is never explained. 

(Somehow the difference is not made 
up by " w o r k done for o t he r s " ) . 
The " value added by manufacture " 
is known to include certain cost items 
(op cit, p 7) . Yet no attempt has 
so far been made to adjust the " n e t 
value added by manufac tu re" for 
these cost deductions. Even though 
individual Factories may not always 
be in a position to give all details 
regarding overhead costs incurred 
by the parent firms, one would have 
thought the Census authorities 
would be competent to frame such 
estimates on the basis of ad hoc in
formation they might the able to 
collect. It is to be noted that the 
Census authorities collect informa
tion on the paid-up capital of the 
parent, the names and addresses 
o| the other undertakings control
led by the parent turns, as well as 
the balance sheets and profit and 
loss accounts of these firms. 

No has any attempt been made 
so far to reconcile the figures oj em
ployment of labour has collected by 
the Chief Inspectors of Factories. in 
different States, and tabulated by the 
Labour bureau; . In an important 
industry like cotton textiles, the 
average daily number of workers, 
according to Labour Bureau Statis
tics, was 734,602, (of Indian Labour 
Gazett, September 1953, p 246). 
According to the Census, the cor
responding number was 659,756. ( I t 
is to be noted that the 1948 Facto
ries Act was not really operative in 
1949, so that the Labour Bureau 
estimates would relate to workers 
in 2j factories under the 1934 Act, 
ie, factories employing 20 or more 
persons and using power same as in 
the Census of Manufactures). 'The 
difference is not explained by under-
coverage of returns in the Census 
but by a difference in the Universe of 
factories (Census returns being avail
able from only 94 per cent of the 
factories). This problem was posed 
more than two years back by the 
National Income Committee (vide 
First Report of the National Income 
Committee, Apr i l 1951, pp 74-76), 
but the problem does not appear to 
bother our statisticians. 

Owing to the secrecy clauses in 
the Industr ial Statistics Act, the 
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Census Directorate are the only 
people in a. position to conduct re
seatch on such subjects as, say, pro
ductivity studies. It may not be 
reasonable to expect from a Gov
ernment organisation, a sudden spate 
of research output. But would it. be 
too much to demand at least a more 
rational planning of the presenta
tion of the available material? Also, 
although it is stated categorically 
that in the engineering industries, it 
is not possible to give details of the 
quantity of goods produced. " be
cause the products are too numer
ous and are not standardised," could 
not the quantity and value of out-
pul of the major capital goods in
dustries be separately specified? 
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