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K N Raj 

The mistakes of the First Agricultural Labour Enquiry may be regarded as the mistakes of a first 
effort, but what can- be the justification for repeating these mistakes in the Second Enquiry and making mat
ters worse by suggesting that the data from the two Enquiries could, with some qualifications, be regarded 
as comparable? 

One of the major findings of the Second Enquiry is that the total income of agricultural labour fami
lies has fallen by about 11 per cent between 1950 51 and 1956-57. 

The differences in concepts and definitions used in the two Enquiries and the neglect of changes in whole-
sate and re/ail prices over the intervening period render a comparison of the results untenable. 

It is not impossible that, when the necessary corrections are made (if they can be made) for ensuring 
comparability, these same data may reveal an increase rather than a decrease in the income of agricultural 
labourers. 

It is a pity that so much money is wasted on investigations conducted on this scale and which are 
designed in such a way as to produce no useful results at all. 

It would be unfortunate if, in addition to the waste already incurred, anyone were tempted to utilise 
these data for arriving at any kind of conclusions at all ,for they can be highly misleading. 

THE first paragraph of the Report 
on the Second Agr i cu l t u r a l 

Labour E n q u i r y runs as follows : 

The First All-India Agricultural 
Labour Enquiry was conducted by the 
.Ministry of Labour in 1950-51 when 
the First Five Year Plan was yet to 
be launched. There were controls on 
food and cloth at the time. They have 
since been lifted. The First Plan has 
to a large extent been successfully 
implemented and the Second Five Year 
Plan embarked upon. It was decided, 
in consultation with the Planning 
Commission, that a Second All-India 
Agricultural Labour Enquiry, more or 
less on the same lines as the 
First Enquiry, should be conducted 
during 1956-57 with a view to having 
broadly a comparative picture of the 
conditions of agricultural labourers in 
the country as between 1950-51 and 
1956-57", (Italics mine). 

For presenting such a comparative 
picture, a great deal of trouble has 
been taken. For the Second Enqu i ry , 
the ru ra l area was demarcated into 
?>9 p r i m a r y strata in such a way as 
not to cut across the boundaries of 
the 75 zones into which it was d i v i d 
ed for purposes of stratification dur
ing the previous E n q u i r y . More
over, in view of the Reorganisation 
of States in 1956. the data collected 
f rom the First Enqu i ry have been 
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r ecompi l ed so as to make them com
parable w i th those f rom the Second. 
A n d , last but not the least, the whole 
Report on the Second Enqu i ry runs 
in terms of the changes between 
1950-51 and 1956-57. 

The one use, however, to which 
the data f rom the Second Enquiry 
should not he put is for com
par ing the posit ion in 1956-57 w i t h 
that revealed for 1950-51 f rom the 
Eirst Enqui ry . The Report itself re
fers to some of the differences in 
the concepts and methods used in 
the two enquiries but no one. who 
lias not the required background 
knowledge, would suspect f rom the 
qualfiealions interspersed in the 
text of the Report how serious these 
differences are f rom the point of 
view of the interpretat ion of the 
data. 

II 
Defining; A g r i c u l t u r a l L a b o u r 

conceptual Differences 

The first difference in the con-
cepts used concerns the defini t ion of 
agr icul tura l labour . In the First 
Enqui ry , the defini t ion was con-
fined to those employed for wages 
in the processes of crop production. 
and an agr icu l tura l labour fami ly 
was then defined as one in which 
either the head of the family or 50 
per cent or more of the earners re
ported agr icu l tura l labour as their 
main occupation. The main occupa
t ion of a person was. in tu rn , iden
tif ied w i t h the one in which he was 

engaged for 50 per cent or more 
of the total number of days worked 
by h i m d u r i n g the previous year. 
It must also be pointed out that an 
earner was defined as one who had 
earned some income, however meagre 
it might be. over the year, so that 
to be classified as an earner it was 
enough if a person earned income 
for even one day dur ing the year. 
(Daniel and Alice Thorner . ' A g r i c u l 
tural Manpower in I n d i a : Labourers". 
The Economic Weekly November 
9. 1957.) 

In the Second Enqu i ry , agr icul tu
ral labour has been defined to in
clude not only labour employed in 
crop product ion but also hi red em
ployment in other agr icu l tura l occu
pations l ike da i ry f a rming , hor t i 
culture, raising of livestock, bees or 
poul t ry , etc. Moreover, "the cr i ter ion 
adopted for demarcation of agri
cul tural labour families was income 
and not employment" an agricul
tura l labour family was defined as 
one for which the major source of 
income du r ing the previous year was 
agr icu l tura l wages. (Report on the 
Second Enquiry, p. 37.) 

What would one expect f rom 
these changes in concept? It is ob
vious that, if there was any agri
cul tural labour engaged in dairy 
fa rming . hort icul ture. raising of 
livestock, etc, but not also engaged 

. in the "processes of crop produc
t ion" , it would have been left out 
in the First Enquiry but included 
in the Second. Since, however, only 
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a negligible p ropor t ion of agr icul tu
ra l labour is in fact l ike ly to have 
been employed solely fo r da i ry f a r m -
ing or hort iculture—except in some 
regions whore there is considerable 

.specialization in these act ivi t ies— 
this difference in concept has .pro
bably not made a great deal of 
difference to the number of agr i 
cul tural labour families covered by 
the two enquiries. 

The same cannot, however, be 
said of the difference made by ap
p l y i n g the income c r i ter ion (instead 
of the work c r i t e r i o n ) , in the 
Second Enqu i ry , for dis t inguishing 
agr icu l tu ra l labour families. Several 
small peasant famil ies , having some 
land, but not enough to make ends 
meet, have members offer ing them
selves for wage labour for a few 
weeks or a few months in the year. 
On the work c r i t e r ion adopted in 
the First Enqu i ry , many of them 
arc l ike ly to have been regarded as 
agr icul tura l labour families, part icu
lar ly because, as was admit ted in the 
Report on the First Enqu i ry , it was 
difficult to estimate correctly the 
number of days of 'self employ
m e n t . On the income c r i ter ion 
adopted in the Second Enqu i ry , 
however, these may not have been 
included as agr icu l tura l labour 
families. 

This possibil i ty has. in t u rn , an
other impl ica t ion . One should expect 
that ag r i cu l tu ra l labour families 
w i th some land of their own are 
l ikely to have a higher total income 
than those w i t h o u t ' : so. if a h igh 
percentage of the former are ex
cluded by defini t ion, one should 
expect that the data f rom the 
Second Enqu i ry w i l l show a fall in 
the average income of agr icul tura l 

1According to the Report on the Second 
Enquiry the over-all income of 'at
tached' labour households without land 
was higher than that of those with 
land. The explanation offered for this 
somewhat curious result runs as 
follows: 'This was mainly due to rela
tively higher income from agricultural 
labour in the rase of households with
out land, since members of such house
holds were perhaps relatively more free 
to seek wage-paid employment" (p. 
158). It is far from clear why the 
'attached* labour chooser to remain 'at
tached' if income from casual labour 
is higher, or otherwise whether the 
element of bondage in 'attached' labour 
is 38 great now as would the the im
plication of this statement. 

labour famil ies , wi thout there hav ing 
been any such fa l l in reali ty. 

To what extent are a l l these mere 
theoretical possibilities, and to 
what extent are they borne out by 
the data f r o m the Second E n q u i r y ? 
I t w i l l be seen f rom Table 1 that 
the total number of agr icu l tura l 
labour families identif ied in the 
Second Enqu i ry was about 9 per 
cent lower than in the First Enqui
ry, though the total number of rura l 
households is estimated to have gone 
up d u r i n g this period by over 13 
per cent. 

It w i l l also be noticed that the 
percentage decreases in the number 
of agr icu l tu ra l labour households 
have been sharpest in Kerala , 
Madras. Andhra Pradesh, Mysore 
and Orissa. These were precisely 
the areas in which , according to the 

Report on the Fi rs t E n q u i r y , a large 
p r o p o r t i o n of small cult ivators were 
regarded as ag r i cu l tu ra l labour in 
1950-51 (and were apparent ly not 
regarded as such in the Second 
E n q u i r y ) , The fo l lowing is an ex
tract f r o m the Report on the First 
Enqu i ry : 

" the agricultural labour families 
included not only the landless ones 
hut also those cultivating land for 
whom, however, agricultural labour 
was the chief activity. In East and 
South India agricultural labourers 
with land generally outnumbered those 
without land. In Bihar and Orissa in 
the Eastern Zone and Madras and 
Travancore-Cochin in the Southern 
Zone, there were relatively larger 
proportion of small-sized holdings with 
the result that there were numerous 
marginal cultivators whose principal 
activity was agricultural labour/* (Re 
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port on Intensive Survey of Agricultu
ral Labour, Vol. I p. 20.) 

Tha t it is the exclusion of some 
of those w i t h land which accounts 
for the greater part of the differ
ence is suggested also by the data 
brought together in Table 2 , wh ich 
shows the number of agr icu l tu ra l 
labour families with land as esti
mated f r o m the two enquiries and 
the percentage difference. I t w i l l be 
noticed that the percentage fa l l , in 
the number of families w i t h land, 
in the States of Kerala, Madras. 
Andhra Pradesh, Mysore and Orissa 
are as h igh as 40.9, 55.3, 44.2, 50.0 
and 30.3 respectively. 

I l l 
Classification of Workers 

The second major difference be
tween the First and Second Enqui 
ries relates to the dis t inct ion between 
'casual ' and 'attached' labour. 
Here, however, there is no appa
rent difference in the definit ions as 
such. In the First Enqu i ry , 'casual' 
labourers were defined in one place 
as those who were paid at market 
rates, and 'attached' labourers as 
those "who . whenever required by 
their master, have to work for h i m 
and are not o rd ina r i l y free to seek 
employment elsewhere"; this was 
supplemented elsewhere by another 
def ini t ion that 'attached' workers 
were those who were "more or less 
in continuous employment and are 
under some sort of contract w i t h 
employers du r ing the per iod of em
ployment'*, while casual workers 
were those "other than attached" 
and "employed f r o m t ime to t ime 
according to exigencies of w o r k " ; 
in s t i l l other places, in the Report 
on the Firs t Enqu i ry , the difference 
between 'casual' and 'attached1 la
bour was stated in terms of the 
period for which a man was engag
ed and whether or not he received 

da i ly wages. (Dan ie l Thorner , The 
A g r i c u l t u r a l Labour E n q u i r y : Re
flections on Concepts and Methods, 
The Economic Weekly, June 23. 
1956.) In the Report on the Second 
Enqu i ry , all these different cr i ter ia 
are lumped together in the fo l low
ing statement : 

"The classification of workers is 
on the basis of exigencies of farm 
work. Two types of labourers are re
quired for farm operations—those who 
are employed for rush work to cope 
with Nature's time-schedule for com
pleting agricultural operations well 
within the season and those who at
tend to routine iarm operations all 
the year round. The first category of 
workers is broadly known as 'casual' 
workers and the second category as 
'attached* workers. Casual workers are 
employed on daily wages for specific 
operations which last only for a short 
duration, while attached workers are 
often employed on contract, oral or 
written, extending over a period of a 
quarter, half-year or year aw the case 
may be. The terms and conditions of 
employment of attached labourers show-
considerable diversity as they vary 
from region to region according to local 
tradition and custom". (Report on the 
Second Enquiry, P. 38) 

Where the difference arises is in 
the interpretat ion of these defini
tions. That the cr i ter ia set out in the 
First Enqui ry left open the possi-
b i l i t y of a var ie ty of interpretations, 
and that they were in fact differ
ently interpreted in different States, 
was shown nearly five years ago by 
Professor Daniel Thorner : 

"Certainly no single test such as liberty 
to take up another job, steady em
ployment or the existence of a contract 
will suffice to separate out the genuine
ly 'attached' workers. When a labour
er is described as not 'free to seek 
employment elsewhere' it may simply 

be the case that he has freely agreed 
to remain in a particular job. On the 
other hand a labourer committed to a 
particular employer by reason of debt 
or land-allotment may be employed 
only 'from time to time according to 
exigencies of work'. Thus an attached 
worker may be employed on a casual 
basis while a completely free worker 
may be employed continuously on a 
long-term contract Rather than 
abandon the terms 'attached1 and 
'casual' after they had proved in 
practice to be mutually non-exclusive 
catch-alls for non-homogeneous groups, 
the Enquiry adopted a somewhat dis
ingenuous expedient. The terms have 
remained unalterable, while the speci
fic content and meaning have been left 
vague, to be filled in at the State and 
local level". (Ibid Daniel Thorner.) 

In consequence, as Professor Tho
rner pointed out, in South Ind ia , 
where "attached' f a rm servants are 
a f a m i l i a r feature, the First Enqu i ry 
showed much less than 2 per cent 
of agr icul tura l labourers as 'attach
ed" workers, while, in North-West 
India , many crop-sharers were classi
fied as such and, therefore, h igh 
percentages of 'attached' workers 
were shown for States l ike Punjab 
and PEPSU. 

In fact, the cr i ter ia set out could, 
presumably, be so differently inter
preted that the data collected at 
different points of t ime, in the 
course of the First Enqu i ry , for the 
same villages, in the same Stales, on 
the basis of the same 'Instructions*, 
and under the same 'Supervisor* re
vealed widely divergent results. 
(This may also be due to differen
ces in the sample.) Reproduced be
low, in Table 3, is a statement com
piled by Professor Thorner . of the 
data concerning 'attached' labour 
f rom the First Enqu i ry . ( I b i d Dani
el Thorner . ) 

Table 3 : Proportion of "Attached" 
Labour to all Agricultural Labour 

Families 1950-51 
Data collected for the First Enquiry) 

According to According to 
'General 'Intensive 

Village Survey' Family Survey' 
Assam 25.2 11.2 
Bihar 28,8 1 3 
Madhya Pradesh 18.0 26.5 
Madras 5.7 1.4 
Punjab 34.7 52.7 

It should, therefore, cause no sur
prise i f . on the basis of the same for. 
at any rate, s imi lar ) cr i ter ia , the 
Seeond Enqu i ry shows sharp differ-
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ences in the p r o p o r t i o n of "attached" 
to total agr icu l tu ra l labour families. 
Table 4 shows the extent of the 
difference, par t icu la r ly in some of 
the,. States, as indicated by the- data 
given in the Report on the Second 
Enquiry.2 

While this explanat ion contains, no 
doubt, an impor tant element of t ru th , 
it would seem that it is only a par t 
of the explanation. 

I V 

F a l l in I n c o m e — Statistical 
Wages of Attached Labour 

Whatever the reason, the difference 
in the propor t ion of ' a t t a c h e d ' t o 
total agr icul tura l labour families, as 
between the First and Second Enqu-

2 It will ho noticed, incidentally, that 
the percentages shown, in the Report 
on the Second Enquiry for the re-
organised States of Madras, Punjab, 
Bihar and Assam, for the year 1950-
51, are based on the data collected 
from the intensive Family Survey' 

(which showed lower percentages), 
and not on the data collected from the 
General Village Survey ' in the First 
Enquiry . 

iries, has a very important implica
t ion when one goes on to interpret 
the data regarding the income of 
agr icul tura l labour famil ies . The 
First Enqu i ry arr ived at the fol low
ing conclusion regarding the wages 
of 'attached' labour : 

"The computed daily wage of the at
tached labour was less than that of the 
casual labourer i n a l l the- zones and 
States of the Indian Union. This was 
perhaps the price which the attached 
labourer had to pay for the security of 
employment and stability of income 
during all agricultural seasons". 

But this conclusion was based on a 
method of estimation which was 
described as follows : 

"The methods of remuneration and em
ployment contracts for attached workers 
were of such a bewildering variety that 
the wage rates could not be suitably 
tabulated The computed daily 
wage ofattached adult male labourers 
has been obtained by deducting the 
wages earned by adult male casual 
workers from those earned by all adult 
male agricultural labourers and divid
ing the figure so obtained by the man 

days worked by attached adult male 
labourers". 

The sharp comment which this me
thod of estimation evoked f rom Pro
fessor Thoner was certainly not un
deserved : 

"One is reminded of the old story about 
a shepherd who was asked how he would 
get the number of sheep in a particular 
pasture. 'It's easy', he replied, 'you 
takes the number of feet and you divides 
by four ' " ! ! (Ibid Daniel Thorner.) 

That the estimates in the Report. 
on the Second Enquiry have not 
escaped these same pi tfal ls w i l l be 
evident f rom the fo l lowing extract : 

"In the case of attached workers the 
wage struct+re is so inextricably con-
nected with the contract of employment, 
conditions of service, grant of tie-in 
allotments, loan advances, and systems of 
crop sharing that it is difficult to deal 
exclusively with wages as in the case 
of casual workers The total 
wage-bill in agriculture may be estimat
ed on the basis of the average annual 
income pet household accruing from 
wage-paid employment in agriculture,,.. 

The estimated total number 
of agricultural labour households in the 
country during 1956-57 was 16.3 millions 
and the estimated wagebill in agricul
ture for the total number of agricultural 
labour households worked out to roughly 
Rs 520 crores as against Rs 500 
crores in 1950-51. The increase was 
mainly due to the fact that the pro
portion of attached labour households 
was considerably higher (about 27 per 
cent) in 1956-57 as compared with 
1950-51 (about 10 per cent) and the 
average annual income per attached 
labour household as also of all house
holds taken together from agricultural 
wage employment in I956-57 was higher 
than in 1050-51", (p 126). 

Valuation of Payments in Kind 

H o w in spite o f the difficulty o f 
dealing exclusively with wages in the 
case of 'attached' labour, the income 
of this labour f rom agricultural wage 
employment has been estimated wi l l 
cer ta in ly perplex anyone who is not 
f a m i l i a r wi th the earlier l i terature on 
the subject! Taken along wi th the 
vagueness sur rounding the +dentifica
t ion of 'attached' labour in the First 
Enqui ry , it is difficult to see what can 
be made of the estimated difference 
in the income of agr icul tura l labour 
families between 1950-51 and 1956-
57. or of the explanation quoted 
above for this difference. 

But this is not a l l . The Report on 
the Second Enquiry says that mo-
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thods of wage payment of casual 
labour have also changed d u r i n g this 
period . 

" In the First Enquiry (1950-51) It was 
found that at the all-India level 56 per 
rent of man-days worked by casual 
workers were paid for in cash, 31 per 
cent in kind, and about 10 per cent 
partly in cash and partly in kind. But 
during the Second Enquiry (1956-57) it 
would appear that methods of wage pay
ment had undergone a marked change 
in that payments in kind had substan
tially increased. At the all-India level, 
about 49 per cent of man-days worked 
by adult casual workers were remune
rated in cash, 41 per cent in kind and 
11 per cent partly in cash and partly in 
kind." (p. 107 )3 

The question natural ly arises how 
the payments in k i n d to casual labour, 
as also to attached labour, have been 
valued in the two Enquiries, The 
answer is readi ly available : 

"Wages are often paid to agricultural 
labourers in kind and in addition they 
are occasionally supplemented by cus
tomary perquisites. Moreover, consump
tion of home-grown products is also 
common among agricultural labour 
households. All these items received in 
kind were evaluated in cash at ruling 
wholesale prices during the 1956-57 En
quiry (as against the ruling retail prices 
in the 1950-51 Enquiry) and the amount 
was included both on the income and 
expenditure sides of the family budget, 
A\ailable information on evaluation pro
cedure indicates that different methods 
are followed in different countries. 
While in some countries the retail prices 
are taken, in others imputation is done 
at the wholesale prices and in some 
others at the average of wholesale and 
retail prices" (p. 137) (Italics mine)'. 

The only t h ing one is left wonder ing 
is whether, in any country , two 
different types of prices have been 
used fo r va lu ing receipts in k i n d at 
two points of t ime in a study design
ed to make possible a comparative 
analysis of the condit ions of labour 
at these two points of t ime ! 

I t w i l l be obvious that, i f a large 
3 One cannot resist quoting the expla
nation given in the Report for the shift 
in favour of kind payments, "The pau
city of cash resources with the farmers, 
general tendency to wait for better prices 
for marketing their produce in the eon-
text of rise in wholesale prices of agri
cultural commodities and higher pro
duction might have led farmers to dis
burse wages more frequently in kind 
rather than in cash"!! (p 108) 

par t of the income of agr icu l tura l 
labour households were received in 
k i n d , and i f the wholesale prices of 
1956-57 were lower than the retai l 
prices of 1950-51, the income of agr i 
cul tura l labour computed as above 
w o u l d show a fa l l in money terms 
even if there was, in fact, no f a l l . 
S i m i l a r l y , i f the wholesale prices in 
1956-57 were higher than the retail 
prices of 1950-51, income in money 
terms would show a rise. Keeping 
this in m i n d , i t wou ld be interesting 
to take a look at the data regarding 
wage-rates presented in the Report, 
and analyse them wi th reference to 
such data as are available regarding 
wholesale and retail prices of rele
vant commodities in 1956-57 and 
1950-51 respectively. 

I t w i l l be seen f rom Table 5 that 
money wage-rates have fallen in a l l 
the States of India , except in three, 
and that, in some States l ike Bihar . 
they have fallen by over one-quarter. 
Th i s wou ld be extra-ordinary and 
most a l a rming if i t is true. Equal ly 
surpr i s ing is that, of the three States 
in which money wage-rates have 
risen, one is Orissa—a State in which 
one would least expect i t . in view 
of the very insignificant increase in 

agr icu l tura l p roduc t ion registered in 
it du r ing this pe r iod . 

Price Movements 
The explanat ion for these curious 

results becomes a l i t t l e more evident 
when we look at some of the avail-
able data regarding wholesale and 
retai l prices in the two years con
cerned. The r u l i n g local prices in 
rura l areas, a t which income in k i n d 
has been valued in the two years, 
have unfortunately not been publ ish
ed in the Report, and so we have to 
go by the price data available f rom 
the M i n i s t r y of Food and Agr i cu l 
ture for certain market centres. A 
few selected price quotations for 
certain cereals arc given in Table 6 
to indicate the nature of the possible 
explanation for the apparent chan
ges in money wage-rates. 
This is, by no means, an exhaustive 
list and. in other centres, pr ice 
movements may have been different, 
but one can guess f rom the figures 
in Table 6 that a major reason for 
the money wage-rate appear ing to be 
higher in Orissa in 1956-57 than in 
1950-51 is l ikely to have been the 
rise in the prices of cereals over this 
period, and that for its being so 
much lower in Bihar in 1956-57 com-
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pared to 1950-51 is also probably , 
in part , the sharp fa l l in the prices 
of cereals in this State. 

If this analysis is correct, some 
of the States in which , according to 
the Second Enquiry , the workers re
ceived higher money wage-rates in 
1956-57 are l ikely to be precisely 
the States in which they were actually 
worse off. For. if the true money 
wage-rates had remained unchanged, 
a rise in the prices of wage-goods 
must have reduced the real wage-
rate, while a f a l l in the prices of 
wage-goods would have raised i t . We 
have now reached a stage in our 
analysis where the only possible com
ment is one made long ago by the 
late L o r d Keynes in a more edify
ing context: 

"The wild duck has dived down to 
the bottom— as deep as she can get— 
and bitten fast hold of the weed and 
tangle and all the rubbish that is 
down there, and it would need an 
extraordinarily clever dog to dive after 
and fish her up again" 

V 
Futi le Investigation 

One of the major findings of the 
Second Enquiry is that the total in 
come of agr icu l tu ra l labour famil ies 
has fallen by about 11 per cent be
tween 1950-51 and 1956-57. In the 
l ight of a quotation given earlier f r o m 
the Report, regarding the estimated 
increase in income from agr icu l tura l 
wage employment over the per iod, 
one may wonder how this was possi
ble. It w i l l he seen, however, f rom 
Table 7 which has been compiled 
f r o m the data given in the Report 
regarding the average annual income 
of ag r icu l tu ra l labour households 
according to source (pp 110-111). 
that the main declines have presum
ably taken place in the income f rom 
'cult ivat ion" and f rom 'non-agricul
tural labour. 

From our analysis of the factors 
l ike ly to have been responsible for 
this decline in income f rom cultiva
t ion, and for the decline in wage-
rates, and considering also the dubi
ous nature of the estimates regarding 
the income of 'attached' labour, it 
w i l l be obvious that no conclusions 
can really be drawn f rom these data 

4 Incidentally. all this indicates ones 
again how very important it is to know 
the prices at which the National Sam 
ple Survey data regarding rural con-
sumption are valued in the different 
Rounds, No information regarding 
these haw been published so far. 

It is not impossible that, when the 
necessary corrections are made if 
they can be made) for ensuring com
parab i l i ty , these same data may 
reveal an increase rather than a de
crease in the total income of agr i 
cul tura l labour families. 

This is not to say that the real 
wages of agr icul tura l labour could 
not have fallen in several regions 
du r ing this pe r iod ; in some depress
ed areas, they may even have fa l len 
sharply. On deductive reasoning, 
one can th ink of many reasons why 
all this could have happened d u r i n g 
the period covered by the two Enqu-
iries. But whether they did happen, 
and. if so, where and by how much, 
are questions to which the data fur
nished in the Report on the Second 

Enqui ry cannot give even a clue. 
It is a p i ty that so much money is 
wasted on investigations conducted 
on this scale and which are designed 
in such a way as to produce no use
ful results at a l l . The mistakes of 
the First Enquiry can be regarded 
as the mistakes of a first effort, but 
what can be the just i f icat ion for re
pealing these mistakes in the Second, 
and mak ing matters even worse by 
suggesting that the data f rom the two 
Enquiries could, w i th some qual i f i 
cations, he regarded as comparable? 
It would be unfortunate i f , in addi
t ion to the waste already incurred , 
anyone were tempted to uti l ize these 
data for a r r i v i n g at any k i n d of con
clusions at a l l . for they can be high
ly misleading. 
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