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The Structure of Irish Industry
By T. P. LINEHAN

(Read before the Society on May 18th 1962)

The development over time of Irish industry 1s fairly well docu-
mented, statistically speaking, 1n so far as production, employment
ete. data are concerned for industry as a whole and for the various
industrial subdivisions. The existing mechamsms of the Annual
Census of Industrial Production, together with the more up-to-date
(sample) mquiry carried out quarterly, are reasonably adequate to
enable us to measure, as they occur, the overall developments which 1t
18 generally anticipated will follow on expansion in the membership of
the Common Market. It 1s clear, however, that apart from external
considerations these developments will be related to the ntrmsic
structure of Irish industry as it exists today, 1ts size, location, etc.
It may well be that the next decade will see substantial changes
the structure. To assess, m due course, the changes referred to 1t 1s
necessary to have available for a recent year a detailed analysis of the
ndustrial sector m Ireland Indeed any scientific attempt to assess
m advance the possible course of development for individual industries
must take due account of size of enterprise, location ete.

Because of the mass of quantitative detail collected on individual
schedules and the relatively small number of such schedules the
compilations of the Census of Production are carried out by clerical
methods rather than by the mechanical methods involving punched
cards which are adopted for other statistical inquiries Consequently
analyses of the production statistics, e g by size of enterprise, do not
form part of the regular corpus of official statistics relating to produc-
tion. Very detailed information on employment i various industries
18 of course available from the Censuses of Population, particularly
from the aspect of age, sex ete. and location. Population data however
derive from returns furnished by individual households and these
returns do not contain information on the size of the establishments in
which those at work are engaged.

A special analysis has been carried out on the Census of Production
results relating to the year 1958. For this purpose summary data
1 respect of each estabhishment were transferred to punched cards.
The greater part of this paper 18 concerned with summarising the
results of the analysis ; the detailed results will appear in. due course
in the Irish Trade Journal and Statistical Bulletin

As regular users of official production statistics are well aware the
activities covered by the Annual Production Census are divided into
three mamm groups (@) Manufacturing Industry, (b)) Mining and
Quarrying (including Turf Production by Bord na Ména) and (c)
Building, Construction and certain services. The present paper deals
only with Manufacturing Industry. In what follows Manufacturing
Industry needs httle further definition than that given in the standard
International Classification of All Economic Activities (with which the



221

Irish Classification 1s i close conformity) namely “ The mechanical
or chemical transformation of inorgame or organic substances into
new products, together with associated repair work and the assembly
of component parts of manufactured products ”

For a valid interpretation of the results presented below, however,
it 18 essential to clarify some other points concerming the scope, basis
of collection and termmology of the Production Statistics The basic
umt of enumeration and tabulation is the establishment which, for
Manufacturing Industries, 13 almost the same thing as the mdividual
factory, bakery, creamery, workship, etc  Where two or more factores,
owned by the same enterprise, are engaged i the same type of pro-
duction activity each 18 considered to be a separate establishment 1f
they have separate locations. Where two or more distinet mdustries
are carried on at the same location by the same enterprise each distinet
mdustry 1s considered to be a separate estabhshment. Separate returns
are required for each establishment but the application of this require-
ment 18 1n practice determined by the existence of separate records
or the possibility of making separate estimates.

Very small establishments are omitted from the Census because of
the difficulty of obtaining returns from them The principle adopted in
recent years 18 to omut establishments which, on the average, have
less than three persons engaged These concerns are principally
engaged 1n repair work. Custom tailoring 1s also excluded. The
smallest size class used in the analysis,  Under 5 persons engaged ”
does not, therefore, include the very small establishments A measure
of their importance is given by a comparison of total persons at work
in manufacturing m 1951 as obtained from the Census of Population
with the number covered in the Census of Production for that year.
The difference was about 31,000 persons.

The statistical measures for each establishment which were trans-
ferred to the punched cards related to 1958 , they were (a) value of
Gross Output, (b) Value of Materials used, (c) Value of Net Output
[(@)—(b)]; (d) Annual Wages and Salaries and (¢) average number of
persons engaged. In addition the cost of fuel and hght (forming part
of materials used) was also extracted when avaiable separately.
Detailed definitions of the terms are available elsewhere. It may suffice
here to say that gross output 18 the value of production {goods made
and work done) valued at factory prices, exclusive of excise duties
on fimshed products; that materials covers the cost of all raw
materials, packing, containers, fuel and hght used i production ;
that net output (1e, gross output less materials) is equivalent to
value added and must cover all costs other than materials, as well as
wages and salaries, interest and profits; that annual wages and
salaries 1s mclusive of any bonuses, overtime, director’s fees, ete.

Two alternative bases of size have been used in the detailed tabula-
tion. The first, the more usual one, relates to average number of
persons engaged during the year and has been used generally in the
paper The other clasmfier 18 net output which represents the gross
value of production less the cost of raw materials, fuel and packing
used in the process. Net output was selected rather than gross output
because it is not affected to the same extent by differences between
industries and by indirect taxes. Details for each size group are
given in Table Al
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Size structure measured by employment

In the 1958 Census of Production tabulations the total number of
establishments included in Manufacturing Industry was 3,106. The
ten classes used in the size classification by persons range from under
5 persons to 500 persons and over. It will be seen from the first section
of Table Al and from the following summary that individual establish-
ments in manufacturing industry are generally small

Average No No of ‘Wages | Remainder| Average
of Persons Establish- Gross Materials Net and of net no of
Engaged per ments Output used Qutput Salaries Output persons
establishment engaged
Percentage
Under 15 501 70 74 59 59 60 76
15—99 401 291 293 28 5 299 26 9 334
100—499 88 405 41 6 379 388 36 8 38 2
500 and over 10 23 4 217 217 25 4 303 209
Total 100 ¢ 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0

In fact one half of them had on average less than 15 persons engaged
while only one-tenth topped the century mark. For a mere 31 estab-
hishments or 1 per cent. of the total the payroll exceeded the 500 level.
In terms of employment, however, these 31 establishments covered
almost 219, of average persons engaged in Manufacturing Industry
1958 while the ten per cent. estabhshments with at least 100 or more
persons on the payroll accounted for well over one-half (59 per cent.)
of total employment.

At the other end of the scale establishments with less than 15 persons
engaged were responsible for less than one-tenth of total employment
although numerically they mcluded 50 per cent. of all establishments.

The use of the various financial characteristics of gross output, ete.,
instead of persons engaged to assess the relative mmportance of the
establishments of various sizes enhances the position of the larger
units, particularly those in the 500 and over group. Thus in terms
of net output, which may be considered as the best general purpose
measure, establishments with 100 or more persons engaged represented
669, or almost two-thirds of the total for Manufacturmg Industry.
More than one-quarter (2849,) was contributed by umts with between
15 and 100 persons engaged while all the smaller establishments taken
together, i.e., those under 15 persons, generated only one-seventeenth
of net output.

Saze structure measurement by net output

Eleven net output size groups have been used, ranging from under
£100 to £500,000 and over. The resultant pattern is of course analogous
with that derived from the preceding classification, showing large
numbers of small establishments and relatively few large ones. In
1958 there were only 22 establishments i which net output exceeded
£} million (19 of these being in the size group 500 persons and over).
For a further 64 units net output lay between £200,000 and £500,000
and 110 more were not below the £100,000 level. More than one-half
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had a level of net output of less than £10,000 or £200 per week Here
agamm the relative importance of the largest estabhishments varles
with the characteristic selected, as 1llustrated in the following summary.

Average
Net output per No of Gross Materials Net Wages | Remainder| No of
establishment Establish- [ Output used Output and of net persons
ments Salartes Output engaged
Percentage
Under £10,000 56 8 72 75 65 82 45 114
£10,000 and under
£100,000 369 351 355 340 371 305 40 8
£100,000 and under
£500,000 56 343 347 332 33 4 329 315
£500,000 and over 07 235 22 8 26 4 2138 322 16 3
ToraL 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0 100 0

In fact while the persons engaged mn the 22 largest umts amounted
to 16 per cent. of the total, the contribution to remainder of net output
was twice that proportion. It is mnteresting to note that these 22
estabhshments have a greater remainder of net output than the
31 1n the largest persons engaged size-group.

Classification of establishments by net output is perhaps superior
to classfication by persons engaged, in so far as net output approx-
1mates to value added and, therefore, measures employment in terms
of cost rather than numbers of individuals, and because i addition
demands for other services and profits are also taken into account
While the detailed results of both classifications will be published for
mdividual industres, the emphasis in this paper 1 on classification by
numbers of persons engaged because it 18 that most commonly used and
enables certain comparisons to be made with data for other countries
and for earlier periods for this country.

Establishment and enterprise

At this stage it 13 perhaps advisable to emphasise the fact that
throughout the paper we are dealing with establishments, as distmnet
from firms or enterprises, and moreover that we have confined ourselves
to establishments 1n manufacturing industry.

It 18 possible to obtain a size classification of enterprises by grouping
together the employment figures for establishments which belong to
the same legal entity, ie. individual proprietorship, partnership,
corporation, joint-stock company or other legally recogmised organ-
isation which has the right to conduct business m 1ts own name. These
legal entities would be equivalent to book-keeping units for which,
mter aha, balance sheet and profit and loss statements are compiled.
A further consolidation might be considered by taking each * famuly *’
of legal entities bound together by ties of ownership or control as one
unit, thus reflecting economic reahity. Such an approach would provide
data useful for studies of the nature and extent of economic concentra-
tion and of different forms of integration. The Census of Production
records however do not provide any information on finaneial control
and the only grouping which has been attempted is of the legal entaty

type.
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In grouping together establishments belonging to the same legal
enfaity (1.e. under a common business name) enterprises which are only
partly industral present a problem Here only the industrial activity
has been included. Thus certain manufacturing establishments
are an mtrinsic part of concerns which engage in both production and
distribution activities but the non-industrial activity is ignored. The
following table compares the resultant size distribution of numbers
of enterprises and persons engaged with the corresponding data for
establishments as already discussed.

No of Persons Engaged
Average No of Persons No of
Engaged Establish- { No of | Establish- Establish-
ments |[Enterprises] ment Enterprise ment Enterprise
Basis Basis Basis Basis
Number Thousands Percentage
Under 15 1,556 1,434 107 98 76 69
16~ 99 1,246 1,113 473 427 83 4 300
100-499 . 273 265 54 2 52 0 382 365
500-999 26 29 181 207 128 145
1,000 and over 5 8 115 172 81 121
TotaL 8,106 2,849 1418 142 4 100 0 100 0

The consohidation has affected only one-seventh of the 3,106
establishments. The 432 establishments mvolved, when grouped,
yielded 175 enterprises. A further 13 relatively small industrial
(non-manufacturing) establishments, with about 600 persons engaged,
were also part of the same enterprises and have been included with
them m the table.

There are 37 enterprises with 500 or more on the payroll and the
1mportance 1 terms of employment of this size group 1s 1ncreased to
nearly 27 per cent , wath shght compensating reductions i the smaller
size groups For this comparison the group 500 and over has been
divided mto 500—1,000 and 1,000 and over It will be seen that
the grouping to enterprise units has increased the relative importance
of the 1,000 and over group by 50 per cent and that the handful of
enterprises 1 the group covers nearly one-eighth of total employment.
It 18 clear, however, that broadly speaking a classification by enterprise
does not materially alter the size structure and consequently the
results of an analysis on the basis of establishments can be taken
as generally applicable to an enterprise analysis. Indeed the establish-
ment basis is more convenient from the statistical pont of new for
detailed analysis by individual industries and by geographical regions.

Size structure within industrial groups

The average size of establishment varies considerably between
mndustries reflecting substantial differences in the size-structures of
these industries. In the most detailed published results of the Censuses
of Production forty-five separate industries are usually distinguished
within Manufacturing Industry. This mdustry classification was
adhered to in the preparation of the size group analysis but for the
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present summary I have restricted the number of divisions to ten
broad industry groups. Aggregates for each group have been included
1 Table Al whale selected particulars cross-classified by size of establish-
ment appear mn Table A2. The content of each industry group n
terms of mdividual mdustries 1s shown 1n Table A3 which sets out the
frequency distribution by size for each industry.

The food group 1s the largest mdividual group no matter what
criterion. of relative importance 1s used. Numerically this group is
by far the strongest, containing nearly 1,000 establishments, almost
one-third of the total This is nearly equal to the combmed figures for
the three groups which are numerically next in 1mportance with 350-380
establishments cach, ie. clothimg and footwear, wood and furniture,
and metals and engimeering. There were 120-140 establishments in
each of the three smallest groups; clay products, glass, cement, etc.,
drimk and tobacco; and chemicals

In terms of average size of establishment, the industry groups
vary from the very low figure of 20 persons for wood, furniture etc
to 94 persons for textiles. The averages are given 1n the first column
below. (Note. here all estabhshments included in the Census of
Production are taken into account—in the section on international
comparisons those with less than 10 persons are omitted)

Average number of persons engaged
Average | Under 100 and
Size 15 15-99 over Total
Industry Group
Persons Percentage of establishments
Textiles . 94 24 50 26 100
Drmk and tobacco 72 47 41 12 100
Metals and engimeering .. 60 50 37 12 100
Paper and printing 58 40 48 12 100
Clothing and footwear 55 24 63 14 100
Clay products, glass, cement,
ete 42 59 31 10 100
Food . 35 61 32 7 100
Chemicals, ete . 34 44 49 7 100
Other Manufacturing . . . 32 63 32 5 100
‘Wood and furniture 20 62 35 3 100
ToTAL .. 46 50 40 10 100

These groups are very broad in coverage and the averages quoted
in some cases conceal variations within the groups which are greater
than the differences between groups. Thus, the food group covers
Bacon curing—average size 106 persons, as well as creameries and
independent-separating stations—average size 19 persons. Moreover,
the averages of extremely skew distributions of the type involved
here are not very useful measures of size The difference in size
structure between the groups is best seen from the righthand side of the
table above which shows the percentage of establishments in three
broad size groups —under 15 persons; 15—99 persons ; 100 persons
and over. While the industry groups have been arranged according
to average size of establishment (in decreasing order) this order is
almost identical with that based on percentage of establishments with
100 or more persons engaged. More than one-quarter of textile
establishments were large enough to be included in this class—a
proportion twice as large as in the four groups next in size.
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The procession 1s not as evident in the other columns. The fact that
the textiles group has 1 addition to the high proportion of very large
units a relatively high proportion (50 per cent ) of its establishments in
the 15-99 group raises its average size It is worthy of note that the
clothing and footwear group 1s the most concentrated with 63 per
cent. of the establishmnts in the medium range as compared with the
overall figure for manufacturing industry of 40 per cent.

As already mentioned the relatively small numbers of large establish-
ments account for a substantial proportion of total persons engaged.
Using the same format as i the preceding table, but considering
numbers of persons rather than numbers of establishments we find
that, even in the smallest mdustry group (wood and furniture), estab-
hshments of size 100 persons or more cover nearly one-fifth of total
persons 1 the group, the highest figure being 77 per cent. for the drink
and tobacco group, while for all except one other group (chemicals)
the proportion 1s at least one-half.

Dastribution of Persons Engaged Establishments
with 100 or more
Average number of persons persons
Industry Group Engaged
% of | 9% of
100 Total Total
Under | 15-99 and Total Gross Net:
L1 over Output | Output
Percentage of total persons

Textiles .. . 2 24 74 100 74 75
Drink and tobacco 5 17 77 100 92 88
Metals and

engineermg .. 6 25 69 100 74 70
Paper and printing 5 33 62 100 73 69
Clothing and

footwear .. 4 47 49 100 56 56
Clay products, glass,

cement, etc. . 8 26 66 100 75 74
Food 12 32 56 100 53 58
Chemicals etc 9 57 34 100 42 35
Other manufactures 12 33 55 100 58 62
Wood and furniture 19 62 19 100 22 22

Total 8 33 59 100 64 66

As in the case of all manufacturing industries combined, various
financial measures may be used in place of number of persons to
assess the relative importance of the various groups. This results in
an increase in the coverage by the larger groups. The two final
columns i the foregoing Table show the percentage of gross output
and net output respectively covered by establishments of size 100
persons or over. In all cases, except gross output for the food group,
the percentages shown exceed those for the corresponding measure
based on persons. The increase is particularly great in the drink and
tobacco group.

From the separate sets of figures for net output and persons engaged
given in Table A2 average net output per person engaged can be
derived for each size group in each industry group These are given in
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Table A4. Apart from their use 1n the next section they are of value
in showing that by and large the industry groups which as a whole
have the lowest net output per head are also lowest in the individual
size groups. Thus the variation between industry groups in this
criterion 18 not merely a consequence of different size patterns

Industry Groups also differ greatly mn the relationship of net output
to gross output, 1.e., the extent to which value of production 1s a
measure of value added. The position 13 shown by the final set of
figures in Table A4 which gives net output per £100 gross output. Here
again the variation 1s mainly between industry groups rather than
between different sizes of establishments within the one group. This
18 very evident 1n the case of the food group where, with the exception
of the largest size group (500 and over—covering only six establish-
ments) the ratio was in the range 14-18. For the group covering clay
products, glass, cement, etc., the ratio was between 47 and 60. The
sudden rise for the largest class in the food industry and the equally
sudden fall at the same point for the drink and tobacco group call for
some comment Reference to Table A3 shows that of the 6 largest
establishments included m the food group, 3 belong to the sugar and
sugar confectionery industry and the balance are in the bread, biscuit
and flour confectionery industry. For the second group 4 of the 7
establishments are in the tobacco industry; if customs duty on
tobacco is deducted from gross output the ratio is increased to approxi-
mately 50 per cent.

Variation unth establishment size of net output per head

The fact that the relative importance of the larger establishments is
increased when measured by output rather than by persons engaged
indicates a tendency towards greater output (net or gross) per head m
the larger estabhshments, a result which prompts a more detailed
examination of the relationship of performance with size. As we have
seen, net output per head 1s given in Table A4 for each size group for
each industry group. No clear pattern emerges however. In most
groups the figures do show output per head mcreasing with size at the
lower end of the scale but subsequently the pattern becomes very
ragged. The figures at the upper end of the scale are derived from
relatively few establishments and do not, therefore, permat of generalis-
ations.

It has been shown elsewhere! that a classification by number of
persons engaged such as that used here understates any tendency for
productivity per head to increase with size. On the other hand a
classification by value of product (here net output) overstates any
such tendency. In this connection it is worth referring to the overall
pattern derivable from the net output classification results given in
Table Al. These show a steep increase in net output per head with
increasing size, the upward trend bemng unbroken over the range.
The figures are as follows :

1R. C. Geary and T. P. Linehan, “Paradoxes mn Statistical Classification”, a
contribution to “Stud: in onore d1 Corrade Gmm”, 1ssued by Universita Degls
Stud: D1 Roma



228

Net Output
Net Output per head

Under £1,000 . . .. £143
£1,000- £2,000 . . . £315
£2,000- £3,000 . . .. £367
£3,000— £5,000 . . .. £403
£5,000— £10,000 .. . £477
£10,000— £20,000 . .. £511
£20,000- £50,000 . . .. £599
£50,000-£100,000 .. . £687
£100,000-£200,000 .. . . £710
£200,000—£500,000 . . £819
£500,000 and over . .. £1,174

The rate of mcrease shown by these figures 13 spectacular when
compared with the relatively shght variation shown by the overall
ratios obtained using classification by number of persons (Table A4).
The different patterns provide striking evidence of the danger mnherent
in the use as an index of performance of a ratio which incorporates
the basis of classification. In the paper referred to the use of a neutral
classifier was recommended and illustrated by various apphications.
One example related to manufacturing industry. It may be quoted
here :—

“ The aerated and mineral water industry is examined as a typical
homogeneous mdustry. Establishments manufacturing special
products which sigmficantly affected the output/labour structure
were omitted. The establishments totalled 68 in all. These included
five very large concerns with average size 132 persons and output per
person of £856 which have been excluded in the following analysis.
The remaming 63 concerns were classified by I total number of
persons engaged (5 classes), IT total value of net output (4 classes)
and III expenditure on fuel and light (4 classes). The number in
each class was at least 10 except in one case (when eight establish-
ments were covered)

TaBLE II —VALUE OF RATIO OF NET OUTPUT (£) TO NUMBER OF PERSONS ENGAGED
FOR DIFFERENT SIZES OF SOFT DRINK MANUFACTURING ESTABLISHMENTS,
ACCORDING TO THREE CLASSIFICATIONS.

Classification by
Size of Establish-
ment (Number of I. II. III.
persons engaged) No. of persons Expenditure on
engaged Net OQutput fuel and light
Number £ £ £
5.0 611 290 —
7.5 560 354 502
100 524 412 440
125 490 460 540
150 445 515 568
175 420 583 560
20.0 458 653 552
225 495 720 —
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Table II was prepared following the procedure outhned in the
previous example,* using one auxihary variable—expenditure on
fuel and hght Agam the classifications based on the varables
mvolved 1n the ratio (I and IT) give very different results, I indicating
decreasing productivity with size up to about 17 persons and
subsequently a shght increase, while 1I indicates a regular increase
m productivity with size Classification by the auxihary varable
(ITI) mdicates dechining productivity up to 10 persons, a subsequent
sharp increase up to 14 or 15 persons and more or less constant
productivity subsequently.”

A smuilar classification by expenditure on fuel and hight can be
carried out for each industry for 1958 using the punched cards referred
to. The general problem 1s not considered further in the present
context

It 1s relevant, however, to refer to the very high degree of variabihity
between mdividual establishments shown by the productivity measure
net output per person engaged. This ratio was calculated for each
establishment and Table A5 presents the resultant frequency dis-
tribution for each mdustry group The range of values 1s very broad
and suggests that there 1s considerable scope for increase 1 efficiency
Reference to the table shows that the model group is £400-£450 and
that the median value 18 about £500 for all manufacturing industries
combined.

It may be thought that the wide range 1s a consequence of the
inclusion of a number of dissimilar industries withmm each group.
‘Whale this 1s a contributing factor, an exammation of the distribution
for individual industries reveals a variation of the same order of
magnitude in most mnstances A few individual industries have been
included m the lower part of Table A5. The selection has no special
signmficance apart from the fact that the bulk of the establishments
within each industry would probably have similar types of products.
It 1s clear that, even if the entries at the lower and upper extremes can
be attributed to the existence of special features pecuhar to some
estabhishments, there still remans a disturbingly high degree of
vanabihty. In fact the vanability shown here i1s similar to that
obtained for output per acre within size-region groups m the National
Farm Survey.

Regional Structure

The concentration of manufacturing industry i the Dublin area
and the lack of such industry in the western part of the State were
commented on at a recent meeting of this Society. As a byproduct of
the present analysis there are available data on the distribution of
industry by region and on 1ts size structure within each area for
establishments 1 manufacturing industry covered by the Census
of Production (Tables A6 and A7) Here I have distingmished five
regions consisting of the Dubhn Area (city and county), Rest of Leimster
and the other provinces.

*For each class 1n, each classification (1) average persons per establishment and
(1) net output per head were calculated These were graphed for each classifica-
tion with (1) as abscissa and (11) as ordinate Consecutive pomts were jomnted by
straight lmes and the values of (1) read off for establishment sizes of 50, 7 5,
10 0 ete persons.
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In 1958 seventeen of the 31 establishments with 500 or more persons
engaged were located mn Dublin County and County Borough and for
all size groups down to 25 persons approximately one-half of the estab-
lishments were in that area For smaller sizes the proportion declined
to a figure of 31 per cent for the under 5 persons group. The average
number of persons engaged (all sizes) accounted for almost 51 per cent
of the total as compared with 44 per cent. of gross output and 53
per cent of net output. For the various regions the corresponding
figures compare as follows ‘—

Rest
Item Dublin of Munster | Connaught| Ulster | Total
Lewmster (3 Cos)
Persons 509 177 237 4.0 3.7 100
Engaged %,
Gross Output %, | 439 17 8 309 40 34 100
Net Output %, 53.2 16 8 24 0 31 29 100

Whatever measure of relative importance is used the eight counties
of Connaught and Ulster taken together account for less than one-
twelfth of the total. In terms of net output or employment Munster
covers somewhat less than one-quarter.

The differences in size structure between the regions as set out in
Table A6 are evident from the next table in which persons engaged is
used as the measure of importance.

Rest
Average Size— | Dublin of Munster | Connaught| Ulster | Total
Persons Lemster (3 Cos)

Percentage of total persons

Under 15 5% 6} 103 16 12 74
1549 . .. | 17 18 191 33} 284 19
50-199 . 29 27 32 31 38 30
200 and over .. 481 48 38 193 21 43%
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Average Size
(persons) 56 49 38 24 28 46

The size pattern in the Rest of Leinster 1s very similar to that
pertaining in the Dublin area, the average size being only shghtly
smaller. For Connaught and Ulster the average size was only one-half
that of the metropohtan region, reflecting the fact that in these
provinces only one-fifth of the persons were in establishments of size
200 persons or more, as compared with nearly one-half in the Dublin
area.

In assessing the regional allocation of industry the distribution of
the various industry groups is also of importance (Table A7) As
mentioned above, the Dublin area accounts for 51 per cent of persons
engaged, but the proportion varies considerably for the different
industry groups. Almost three-quarters of the persons engaged in
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the paper and printing group are in the Dublhin area which also covers
about two-thirds of the drink and tobacco and metals etc groups.
The industry groups which were relatively weak m this area were
textiles, other manufacturing and structural clay products etc For
these groups less than one-third of the persons engaged were in the
Dublin area. Textiles formed the most dispersed group.

Diversification of industrial employment 1s very evident in the Dublin
area with no mdustry group accounting for more than one-fifth of total
persons in manufacturing industries in the area ; the most important
were metals etc (19-7 per cent ) and food (19-4 per cent ) In the Rest
of Lemnster the degree of diversification was nearly as great with the
substitution of the textiles group for the metals etc group as the most
mmportant. For Munster the food group predominated, covering almost
35 per cent. of persons, more than twice the number i the next most
important group, textiles. A similar portion obtamned m Connaught
where those two groups were of even greater relative importance
For the three counties of Ulster the clothing and footwear group headed
the list with nearly one-third of the total, followed by food and textiles
with nearly one-quarter each.

Change over time

In the twenty year period between 1938 and 1958 the average size
of manufacturing establishments included in the Census tabulations
has mcreased from 32 to 46, with an intermediate level of 38 in 1946
Details of the numbers of establishments m each size group are given n
Table A8. For 1938 and 1946 the size classes are based on the numbers
engaged i October rather than the average during the year This
probably exaggerates the size to a neghgible extent. Too much mter-
pretative weight should not be placed on the rapid dechine shown by the
numbers in the smallest s1ze group as this may be partly due to changes
i working arrangements for the exclusion of small concerns The
spectacular 1ncreases shown at the other end of the scale however
reflect actual changes The rise from 15 1n 1938 to 31 in 1958 in the
number of establishments with 500 or more persons engaged is of
particular imnterest While exact data for the actual numbers of persons
engaged m each size group are not available i respect of the year
1938 reasonably accurate estimates can be made Exact figures are
available for the year 1946 and are given with the comparable figures
for 1958 in Table A8 The precentage changes given below show the
extent to which, m the twenty year period, the expansion was more
pronounced in the larger size groups.

Number of Persons Percentage change 1n average number of
Engaged per Persons Engaged
Establishment
1938 to 1946 1946 to 1958 1938 to 1958
Percentage
Under 15 . —15 + 9 -7
15-99 .. . + 8 +25 +36
100499 . . +10 +25 +37
500 and over . +34 +56 +109
Total +10 +29 +42
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Changes 1n average size of establishment over the twenty year
period were not umform for the different industry groups While
there was not a dechine in size m any group, mcreases for the clothing
and for the wood and furniture groups were negligible.

Industry Group Average Persons per Establishment
1938 Inciease 1958
Textiles . 53 41 94
Metals and engmeermg . . 34 26 60
Structural clay products etc . 21 21 42
Paper and printing . 38 20 58
Mscellaneous ma.nufacturmg 16 16 32
Chemicals etc. .. 24 10 34
Food 25 10 35
Drink and tobacco .. 63 9 72
Wood and furniture 19 1 20
Clothing and footwear . . 55 — 53

Textiles showed the greatest increase, from average size 53 1n 1938
to 94 1n 1958 while 1ncreases of at least 20 persons also occurred in
metals and engineering, structural clay products, and paper and

printing

International comparisons

Fmally I come to the imteresting subject of mdustry-size mn other
countries It 1s often said that comparisons are odious International
comparisons, whether odious or not, are frequently hazardous This
18 particularly true of statistical data relating to size such as those
discussed here which depend to such a large degree on the umits of
enumeration, the definitions adopted and the coverage achieved Never-
theless this outline of the structure of Irsh industry would be in-
complete mdeed 1f 1t did not at least try to show how the size of Irish
industrial units compares with those of some of our Europeanneighbours.
This 15 one of the few comparisons which has not as yet formed part
of any international survey in Europe I am deeply indebted to my
colleague, Mr E W Henry, for his painstaking work in searching for
and assembling the material shown 1n Tables A9 and A10. We have
done our best to avoid glaring inconsistencies i the comparisons but
minor differences have been ignored as the objective 18 merely to
assess the relative orders of magmtude involved

The data used have been abstracted from various year-books, offical
reports ete. and relate to the year 1958 except as indicated in Table A9.
In making comparisons a cut-off pomt has been introduced at 10 persons
engaged. Establishments with fewer than 10 persons engaged have
been omitted*—in some instances establishments with exactly 10
persons have also been omitted because of the national grouping used
This truncation 1s necessary because of the lack of precise information

* As a consequence the averages quoted for Ireland in this section are
greater than those discussed earlier
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on the numbers of the small establishments and the persons engaged
in them The mformation available does, however, confirm that these
very small establishments are relatively most important for the same
countries for which the truncated distribution indicates a relatively
small size of establishment. In other words the differences between the
percentage figures shown in the 10-50 size group for the various
countries would be increased if the range were extended downwards
to meclude all small estabhshments

Taking then for this Section all establishments with 10 (11) or more
persons engaged, the average size for the countries for which we
succeeded m locating data are as follows : the figures in parenthesis
indicate for each country the smallest sized establishment included—
two figures are given for Ireland.

Country Average Size {Persons)

Actual Adyusted
(11) Six Counties 141 134
(10) Western Germany 134 110
(11) United Kingdom 133% 113
(10) Holland (Enterprise) 102 na
(11) Italy 77 64
(11) France* 75 64
(11) Swedent (Wage-Earners only) 73 67
(10) Ireland 70 70
(11) Ireland 73 73
(10) Belgilumi (Wage-Earners only) 61 51
(10) Norway 54 52

While averages of extremely skew distributions of this type are not
very useful measures m themselves to describe the size of industry
within a country they do form one reasonable basis for inter-country
comparison as long as the country distributions are similar in form.
The order (decreasing size) shown above is not very different from that
which would be obtammed by using as a criterion the percentage of
establishments or the percentage of persons engaged 1n the largest size
group or, alternatively, i reverse order, the corresponding percentages
1n the smallest size group. This can be seen 1n the lower portions of
Table A9

Particulars of average size of establishment for each of ten industry
groups for most of the countries considered (in the order already used)
are presented 1 Table A10. The relative position of our own country
in terms of size of establishment 1s 1mproved when exammed at the
group level In the drink and tobacco group the Irish average of 99
persons was above that for all the other countries except the Six
Counties (188) while in the group, structural clay products, glass
cement, etc , the Irish average of 79 was second only to UK (103).
For other industry groups, however, the averages for the UK and

* Data are available for France on the number of establishments with
exactly 10 persons engaged The inclusion of these establishments would
reduce the average size from 75 to 70 persons

t The use of figures relating only to average mumber of wage earmers
for Sweden and Belgium does not mmply as unfair a comparison as might
appear at first sight because the establishments to which the averages re-
late are those with 10 or more wage-earners in Belgrum and 11 or more wage-
earners 1n Sweden
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Western. Germany exceed those for Ireland by very substantial
amounts, particularly in the metals and engmeering and i the
chemicals groups. The dufferences in average size of establishment are
presented 1n a clearer form in the second half of Table A10 where the
averages have been converted to index numbers, taking the Imsh
figure as 100 m each industry group.

It is clear from the actual averages given in Table A10 that the size
characteristic of the various imndustry groups follow the same broad
pattern in the different countries, increasing substantially from the low
averages for wood, furniture, food and clothing groups to the high
figures for chemicals, metals and engineering and textiles. The relative
importance of the industry groups, however, varies considerably
between the countries and it is interesting to see the effect of standard-
ising. One way of doing this is to weight the average size in any group
with the number of establishments in that group in Ireland. The
adjusted averages obtained in this way have been inserted above
beside the actual averages. For each country the exercise yields an
average size lower than that already discussed indicating that the
industries in this country are more concentrated in the industry groups
characterised by small establishments than in the other countries con-
sidered.

The general impression conveyed by the figures is that while Irish
industrial establishments are relatively small by comparison with the
imdustrial giants U.K. and Western Germany, they are, by and large,
of the same order of magnitude as estabhshments in a number of other
European countries. This position might be changed if the basis of
comparison were altered from establishment to enterprise, but the data
requisite for such a comparison are not available. An interesting
feature of the results is the emergence of the Six Counties at the head
of the list, a development which suggests an extension of the com-
parison (at some other time) to regional areas such as Northern and
Southern Italy.

A World Census of Industry is being promoted by the Statistical
Office of the United Nations Organization in respect of the year 1903
and very many European countries will take a Census of Industry m
that year. Recommendations have been adopted covering, amongst
other things, units of enumeration and size classifications. In due course
the results of the Census will be brought together for the countries
participating to form the basis of comprehensive international com-
parisons of the structure of industry.

In conclusion I would like to express my appreciation of the help
given by the staff of the Central Statistics Office who have borne the
brunt of the compilation work, particularly Mr. H. J. Keogh.
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TABLE Al —STRUCTURE OF MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES, 1958.

No of Gross Wages | Remander| Average
Estab- | Output | Materials Net and of Net No of
Item lishments (a) (a) Qutput | Salarres Output | Persons
engaged
Number %000 Number
Persons engaged (average)
Under 5 480 3,036 2,314 722 340 381 1,477
5-9 681 10,599 8,070 2,628 1,354 1,174 4,615
10-14 395 11,815 8,933 2,882 1,534 1,348 4,658
15-19 261 10,090 7,358 2,732 1,389 1,343 4,220
2029 . 821 18,568 18,5686 4,983 2,719 2,263 7,766
30-49 383 81,801 22,929 8,962 5,185 8,778 14,746
50-99 201 45,981 33,147 12,785 7,227 5,558 20,624
100-199 161 55,316 40,896 14,420 7,962 6,458 21,732
200-499 112 92,991 68,827 24,663 13,445 11,218 82,435
500 and over 31 85,5687 57,004 28,583 14,012 14,671 29,685
Total . 8,108 865,822 | 262,568 | 108,260 55,168 48,092 141,848
Net output
Under £1,000 . 234 596 471 125 168 -43 874
£1,000—£2,000 . 318 1,924 1,447 477 327 150 1,516
£2,000-£3,000 .. 282 8,050 2,351 699 487 212 1,905
£3,000—£5,000 397 5,921 4,354 1,567 1,073 494 3,892
£5,000-£10,000 532 14,913 11,108 8,804 2,458 1,346 7,976
£10,000-£20,000 . 475 24,993 18,182 6,811 4,297 2,514 13,340
£20,000-£50,000 482 54,076 89,031 15,045 8,930 6,115 25,126
£50,000-£100,000 . 190 49,173 35,894 18,280 7,242 6,088 19,341
£100,000-£200,000 110 58,009 42,677 15,482 8,366 7,066 21,746
£200,000~-£500,000 64 67,295 48,490 18,805 10,071 8,734 22,954
£500,000 and over . 22 85,872 58,668 27,214 11,748 15,466 23,178
Total 8,106 865,822 | 262,663 | 108,260 | 55,168 48,092 141,848
Location
Dublin Co and Co Boro’ 1,201 160,702 | 105,767 54,985 | 29,188 25,747 72,164
Rest of Lemnster . . 509 64,975 47,648 17,327 9,351 7,976 25,106
Munster . 886 112,943 88,128 24,820 13,103 11,717 88,649
Connacht . . 234 14,785 11,5661 8,224 1,890 1,334 5,680
Ulster (3 Counties) 186 12,418 9,464 2,954 1,635 1,319 5,249
‘Total 8,106 865,823 | 262,563 | 103,260 55,168 48,092 141,848
Industry Group
Food . . 972 148,098 | 122,821 25,777 13,445 12,382 33,002
Drink and tobacco . 136 55,470 40,231 15,240 4,936 10,304 9,795
Textiles . 199 32,343 21,761 10,682 6,088 4,544 18,784
Clothing and footwear .. 377 21,320 12,186 9,133 5,074 3,159 20,808
‘Wood and furmiture 863 8,488 4,909 3,679 2,550 1,029 7,334
Paper and printmg 237 20,687 10,622 10,085 5,927 4,138 13,667
Chemicals, ete . 138 15,000 10,512 4,488 2,042 2,446 4,722
Clay products etc . 120 8,398 4,128 4,269 2,073 2,196 4,980
Metals and engmeering .. 854 42,754 27,988 14,771 9,866 5,416 21,074
Other manufacturing
mdustries . 210 13,266 7,909 5,856 2,829 2,627 6,782
Total . 8,106 365,822 | 262,568 | 103,260 | 55,168 48,002 | 141,848

(@) The totals which are used throughout the paper for gross output exceed those appearing mn official
publications by £1,972,000 This amount represents the extent to which inter-establishment sales or
transfers have been elummnated from the official figures m two mdustry groups—Food and Textiles
The figures for materials differ from published data to an identical extent except for an amendment of
£78,000 which has been found necessary m the Textile Group
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TABLE A2.—SIZE STRUCTURE OF INDUSTRY GROUPS, 1958.

Average number of persons engaged

Industry Group | Under| 10- | 15— | 20~ { 30~ | 50— [ 100- | 200- | 500
and Code 3 59 14 19 29 49 29 199 499 and | Total
over
Number of Establishments
A Food . . 174 275 145 81 78 86 62 38 27 6 972
B Drink and
tobacco . 15 28 26 15 21 11 9 9 4 8 136
C ‘Textiles 12 22 13 9 19 37 35 22 23 7 199
D. Clothing and
footwear 16 33 40 40 52 % 69 34 16 2 377
E. Wood and
furmture 84 97 44 24 43 41 20 9 1 —_ 868
F, Paper and
printing . 25 49 21 19 81 36 28 11 18 4 237
G. Chemucals ete 23 23 15 13 17 18 20 5 4 — 138
H Clay products
etc. 89 21 11 138 6 11 7 [ 4 2 120
J. Metals and
engmeenng 47 76 55 22 31 46 83 22 16 6 354
K Other
Manufacturing 45 62 25 15 23 22 8 b 4 1 210
Total . 480 681 895 251 821 883 201 161 112 81 |8,109
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TaBLe A2 —SIZE STRUCTURE OF INDUSTRY GROUPS, 1858—continued

Average number of persons engaged

Group | Under 10- | 15- | 20~ 80— 50~ 100~ 200~ 500
Code 5 5-9 14 19 29 49 99 199 499 and Total
over
Number of persons engaged
A 564 (1,868 11,718 11,373 11,920 8,249 4,283 4,993 8,316 5,618 | 33,902
————
B 62| 153 | 312 | 249 | 500 409 533 | 1,274 6,313 9,795
C. 83 ( 146 | 149 1 151 | 438 1,480 2,519 3,139 6,256 4,478 | 18,784
D 51 [ 288 | 465 | 664 |1,248 2,890 4,964 4,402 5,706 20,808
- —
E 226 | 665 | 512 | 892 1,084 1,558 1,534 1,413 — 7,334
F 81| 383 | 242 | 83L| 743 1,398 2,085 1,619 8,898 2,942 | 13,667
G 771 152 174 | 2183 § 413 716 1,369 607 1,001 4,722
H 119 | 135 | 128 | 224 | 163 448 471 729 2,563 4,980
J. 144 | 525 | 658 ) 872 | 742 1,750 2,307 3,081 4,804 6,601 21,074
K 130 | 400 | 300 | 251 560 853 559 627 8,102 6,782
Total (1,477 | 4,615 | 4,658 |4,220 (7,756 | 14,746 | 20,624 | 21,782 | 82,435 | 20,585 | 141,848
Gross Output £000
A, |2,147 (7,162 {7,534 | 6,301 |9,680 | 15,882 | 21,283 | 28,070 | 37,636 12,403 |148,098
B 57 | 184 | 538 | 857 |1,208 1,084 1,115 2,000 48,946 65,470
C 19 1799 227 | 172 | 759 2,305 4,793 4,921 | 10,014 8,954 | 82,343
D, 63 | 196 | 369 | 492 | 1,060 2,506 4,767 4,922 6,955 21,320
E 150 | 674 | 525 | 537 ]1,120 1,871 1,741 1,869 bl 8,488
F 66 | 251 | 246 | 321 | 690 1,628 2,305 2,468 6,147 6,569 | 20,687
G. 172 | 862 | 787 | 579 (1,197 1,345 4,287 1,656 4,614 - 15,000
———
H 79| 146 | 115 190 | 271 561 730 922 5,384 8,398
J. 140 | 815 981 | 715 {1,567 3,214 8,574 7,877 | 12,186 11,784 | 42,754
- —
K 143 | 650 | 401 | 424 |1,014 1,501 1,347 861 6,835 18,265
Total {38,036 |10,599 |11,815 |10,090 (18,568 | 31,891 | 45,931 | 55,316 | 92,991 | 85,587 | 365,822
Net Output £000
A, 306 | 1,088 1,180 [ 1,000 (1,398 2,300 8,484 4,349 6,508 4,074 | 25,777
B 24 80 | 246 165 | 421 437 456 1,069 12,341 15,240
C 8 65 87 69 | 248 862 1,290 1,557 8,702 2,604 10,582
—
D. 28 98 | 160 | 231 | 480 1,114 1,872 2,088 8,064 9,138
E. 84 | 3810 238 | 217 | 492 824 640 774 —_ 8,679
F 86 ] 150 | 124 | 205 | 474 872 1,263 1,062 8,055 2,838 | 10,065
G 51 118 | 211} 237 | 371 509 1,419 533 1,038 _ 4,488
H 47 82 66 | 113 | 141 313 844 458 2,705 4,269
J. 74 | 842 | 409 | 831 | 5387 1,172 1,656 2,373 3,734 4,243 | 14,772
K 641 195| 160 | 164 | 420 568 472 302 38,021 5,866
Total 722 | 2,528 12,882 |2,782 | 4,983 8,962 | 12,785 | 14,420 | 24,668 | 28,583 | 108,260
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TABLE A3.—NUMBER OF ESTABLISHMENTS IN EACH MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF PERSONS ENGAGED.

Number of persons engaged Total
Estab-
Industry and Group Under 10- | 15~ | 20~ | 80~ [ 50— [ 100~| 200~ 500 | lsh-

5 6-9 | 14 | 10 | 29 | 40 § 99 ) 199 | 400 | and | ments
over

Food Total} 174 [ 276|145 ) 81] 78| 86| 62| 38| 27 6 972

Bacon factories — 2! — 3 4 5 7 9 71 — 37
Slaughtering, etc of meat
other than bacon

factories 4 5 7 4 3 2 2 1 4| — 32
Creamery butter, cheese,

1ce cream etc 45 58 36 16 21 20 14 3 1 - 214
Canning of fruit and vege-

tables, jams, etc 1 3 2] —| — 3 5 3 8| — 20
Gram milling and amimal

feedng stuffs 48 30 26 16 17 25 12 12 1 —_ 186
Bread, biscmt and flour

confectionery 61 158 66 34 21 22 10 7 3 3 385
‘Manufacture of sugar,

cocoa, chocolate etc 5 [ 2 6 7 41 10 2 8 3 53
Cannmg and preserving of

fish 5 8 2 — 1 1 —_ - — —_— 12
Butter blending, margar-

me and compound cook-

mg fat 1 2 21 — 1 2 1 1| —] — 10
Miscellaneous food

preparations 4 8 2 3 3 2 1 - - — 23
Drink and Tobacco

Total 15 23 26 15 21 11 9 9 4 3 136

Distilling . — -_ 1f{ —} — 2 1 2 1| — 7
Maltmg . . . 1 8 8 2 10 7 2 —_ - — 31
Brewmg . —_ — -] - 1] — 2 5| — 1 9
Aerated and mmeral

waters 14 20 18 12 10 1 2 2 1 — 80
Tobacco .. . — — 1 1| — 1 2 — 2 2 9
Textales . Total 12 22 13 9 19 87 35 22 23 7 199
‘Woollen and worsted . -—_ 3 1 1 4 8 8| 10 8 2 46
Lmen and cotton . —-— 1 2 1 1 4 7 2 7 1 26
Jute, canvas, rayon

nylon, etc 4 6 1 1 7| 10 3 3 1 ] 89
Hostery . . . [ 9 6 5 (] 12 11 6 7 1 69
Made-up textile g 2 3 3 1 1 8 5 1| —| — 19

Clothing and Footwear
Total 16 83| 40| 40| 52| 75| 69| 84| 16 2 877

Boot and shoe .. 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 12 6 2 32
Clothmg—Men’s and boys’ 1 8 5 2 8] 16| 20 7 6 — 73
Shirtmaking .. 3 —_ 3 1 1 8 14 2 —_ — 84

‘Women’s and
girls’. 5 18 21 25 34 42 26 12 4 - 187

Miscellaneous 4 6] 10} 11 8 8 3 1| —} — 51
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TAaBLE A3 —NUMBER OF ESTABLISHMENTS IN EACH MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF PERSONS ENGAGED—conitnued

Number of persons engaged Total
Estab-
Industry and Group Under | 5~9{ 10- | 15~ | 20~ | 80- | 50- | 100- | 200~ | 500 lish-
5 14 19 29 | 49 99 (199 | 499 | and | ments
over
W ood and Furniture
Total 84 97 44 24 43 41 20 9 1 — 363
Manufactures of wood and
cork 53 55 22 10 22 15 7 6 1 —_ 191
Furmture and fixtures,
Brushes and brooms 31 42| 22| 14| 21| 26 138 3 - — 172

Paper and Printing
Total 25 49 21 19 31 36 28 1 13 4 287

Paper and paper products 3 8 6 1 2| 12 8 [ 5 2 53
Printmng, publishing, etc. 22 41 15 18 29 24 20 5 8 2 184
Chemacals efc, Total 23 23 15 138 17 18 20 5 4 — 138
Fertihsers 2 2 3 -— b 8 5 3 1 — 24
Ouls, paints, inks and

polishes 6 7 3] 3] 6 4| 6} —] 21 — 37
Chemucals and drugs 13 12 8 10 5 9 7 2 — —_ 66
Soap, detergents and

candles 2 2 1 — 1 2 2| — 1| — 11
Clay products etc.  Total 89 21 1n 13 6 11 7 ] 4 2 120
Glass and glassware,

pottery, etc 4 2 1 4 _ 3 2 2 1 2 21
Structural clay products

etc and cement. 85 18 10 9 6 8 5 4 3! — 99
Metal and engineersng *

Total 47 76 55 22 31 46 33 22 16 6 354

Metal trades 20 34 25 8 13 24 19 1 6 —_ 160
Manufacture and assembly

of machmery etc (ex-

cept electrical) 4 14 11 6 2 9 4 1 1 - 52
Manufacture of electrical

machmery 2 12 11 2 5 [ ] 5 3 2 53
Ship and boat building and

repairng 5 2 1 2 2 1 _—] - 2 — 15
Manufacture of rairoad

equipment — —_— = = 1] —} —| — — 2 3
Mechanically propelled

road and land vehicles 4 13 7 4 7 6 2 4 3 2 25
Other Vehicles . 12 1| —| — 1| — 3 1 1| — 19

Other manufacturing
Total 45 62| 25| 15| 231 22 8 5 ¢ 1 210

Manufactures of leather 3 10 2 8 5 2 2 2| —| — 29
Fellmongery 3 7 4 1 1 3 3 1 3 — 26
Miscellaneous . 39 45 19 11 17 17 8 2 1 1 155

Manufacturmg Industries
Total | 480 | 681 | 395 | 251 | 321 | 883 | 201 | 161 | 112 | 381 8,108




TABLE A4 —VARIATION OF CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS WITH SIZE OF
ESTABLISHMENT,

Industrial Group

Average number of persons engaged

500
Under | 5-9 | 10-14] 15~-19| 20-29] 30-49| 50-99 200~ & |Total
5 499 | over
Net Output per person engaged (£)
Food 543 583 687 728 728 708 813 793 726 760
e
Drmk and tobacco 459 528 789 663 842 | 1,069 | 855 1,955 1,556
Textiles 234 448 586 456 572 583 512 606 581 563
\_%(__.4
Clothmg & footwear 553 411 844 347 385 885 877 529 439
e —
Wood & furmture 871 466 465 552 476 529 417 547 — 488
Paper & printing 450 | 452 | B11 | 619 | 638 | 626 | 601 784 963 | 736
Chemncals, etc 656 777 | 1,243 | 1,115 899 711 | 1,087 1,037 — 950
Clay products, etc 395 605 518 506 864 699 731 1,055 857
Metals & engmneering | 516 | 651 | 622 | 890 | 723 | 670 | 674 763 643 | 701
Other manufacturing | 490 488 535 654 751 654 844 974 790
\
ToraL 489 548 619 647 642 608 620 760 966 728
Net Output per £100 of Gross Output (£)
Food 143 152 157 | 159 144 | 145 | 16 4 175 8281 174
—
Drmk and tobacco 419 4836 | 457 | 462} 349 | 408 | 409 258 2756
Textiles 402 ) 365 ) 385 | 400 326 874 | 269 379 201 827
—
Clothing & footwear | 445 | 409 | 433 | 469 | 453 | 444 | 894 440 | 428
—
Wood & furmture 560 460 | 453 | 403 | 440 440 | 367 415 42 2
Paper & printing 552 | 599 | 502 688 ) 687§ 637 | 544 497 | 431 | 487
Chemucals, etc 204 | 326 268} 410 310| 379 | 331 225 - 209
Clay products, etc 508 | 560 | 571 | 595 | 519 | 6558 | 472 50 4 5 8
Metals & engmeermg | 529 | 419 417 | 463 | 342 | 865 | 436 308 362 345
- —
Other manufacturing | 446 | 300 | 327 | 387 | 415 | 372 | 850 443 40 4
(
ToraL 238 239 | 244 271 | 268 | 281 | 278 1] 265 334 282




TABLE A5 —DISTRIBUTION OF ESTABLISHMENTS BY NET OUTPUT PER HEAD, 1958
-l8lglals
Slelsl{sisisislelals|g|elglelglelelsldla|d|a]|t
Industry Group ':z 8 & & @f’ 2 ol 3} .le i'?z S g 5181818 e|a I RIPRIF|® g | 1ora
< 4 4 & o I I = o o I & I Lt d ZI I I glglg|gls 2
ER =] =] rel =3 B =3 2 =] B =3 B SiwB|ls|B|S|d |23 |2 |2
SlEl&|& (a2 (& ||| |& (S22 |2|d
Food . . 15 38 438 52 50 64 72 76 69 58 58 49 45 [ 32 | 89 | 27 | 22 | 24 {35 |22 | 44 | 21 17 972
Drink & tobacco 1 6 ] 5 6 5 9 ] 12 8 [ 4 7 7 4 3 8 5 ke 8 8 6 5 186
Textiles 4 14 12 14 14 15 24 19 10 16 14 8 9| — 8 6 — 8 3 2 4 3 2 199
Clothmg & footwear 6 23 31 58 51 49 55 28 19 16 8 9 7 7 4 1l—11 2t —{—1 2| — 377
‘Wood & furniture 7 19 18 26 41 48 40 50 28 17 24 13 [ 4 8 8 3 8 2 5 3| — _— 863
Paper & printing —_ 7 11 14 19 16 18 22 25 13 13 18 7110|111 7 8 6 3 8 5 1 —_ 287
Chemcals, etc — 6 2 4 8 15 7 3 5 7 8 5 7110 6 6| — 1 7 4118 7 7 138
Clay products, etc 2 5 5 7 10 18 7 11 11 7 4 2 5 2] 38 2 71— 3 1 8 2 3 120
Metals & engineering 4 6 8 18 19 20 85 27 84 31 22 28 15 | 16 9|10 8 4 6 6|11 8 9 854
Other manufacturing 6 14 14 12 15 20 21 14 12 12 12 8 9 4 5| — 1 2 8 7 7 4 3 210
ToraL 45 | 138 [ 150 | 210 | 228 | 270 | 288 | 255 | 225 | 185 | 169 | 144 | 117 | 92 | 87 | 65 | 47 | 49 | 76 | 63 {103 | 54 46 3,106
Bacon factories - = =1 = — 1 1 1 4 2 [ 4 2 21 2 1 1 1 5|—1 2 21 — 87
Bread, biscuits, etc 4 18 22 32 32 46 41 36 34 24 18 16 511 |1n 7 4 2 5 1 3 2 1 385
Mineral waters 1 6 6 8 6 4 7 3 8 ] 4 1 4 [ 1 1 1 2 4 2 2 1 1 80
Boots & shoes — — —_— 8 - 4 [ 7 3 ] -— 1 1 1l ——|—|~~|~—=|—|—1— —_ 82

T¥e
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TABLE A6,—SIZE STRUCTURE OF MANUFACTURING INDUSTRIES IN REGIONAL
AREAS, 1958.

Average ber of persons ged
500
Under | 5-9 { 10-14| 15-19| 20-29| 80-49( 50-99| 100-| 200- | and Total
5 199 499 | over
Number of Estabhshments
Dubhn 149 267 147 106 131 190 156 78 56 17 1,291
Rest of Lemster 78 101 80 42 61 62 48 27 21 9 509
Munster 164 | 216 | *-o 68 85 87 62 46 27 5 886
Connaught 52 59 31 24 23 24 7 10 4 —_ 284
Ulster (3 Cos ) 47 38 21 12 21 20 18 5 4 — 186
TotaL 480 681 395 251 821 383 201 161 112 31 3,106
) Number of persons engaged
Dublm . 472¢ 1,828| 1,717 1,751| 3,130| 7,389|11,052| 9,856]16,132|18,892| 72,164
Rest of Lenster . 252 604 716 704] 1,479 2,371 3,392| 8,459 6,099 5,940 25,106
Munster 462| 1,460{ 1,603 1,149] 2,065, 3,321 4,347 6,488| 8,001; 4,763| 3. 649
Connaught 153] 881 377 408 570 942 498 1,256 1,100 — 5,680
Ulster (3 Cos ) 138 257 245 213 512 713| 1,335 673 1,103 — 5,249
ToraL . | 1,477| 4,615) 4,668 4,220] 7,756|14,746| 20,624} 21,732 82,435} 29,585| 141,848
Gross Output (£000)
Dublin . 672] 3,181} 2,464] 38,321] 4,761| 11,008| 18,205| 21,614; 34,177 61,349] 160,702
Rest of Lemster 441 1,428] 1,858 1,5610| 3,812| 4,787 7,959| 7,695(24,853|10,838 64,975
Munster 1,159 4,579 6,190| 8,606| 6,277|11,588| 15,743 21,177) 20,228| 13,400 112,043
Connaught . 216 801 943| 1,180 1,581) 2,357| 1,687 2,929 8,242 — 14,785
Ulster (39 Cos ) 547 664 560 528 2,187| 2,151 2,438 1,901| 1,496] — 12,418
ToraL 3,036/ 10,699| 11,815| 10,090| 18,568 31,891} 45,931| 55,316| 92,091| 85,587| 365,822
Net Output (£000) : '
Dublin 241( 1,109 975 1,248( 1,984 4,248| 6,609 6,682|11,827}20,667 54,935
Rest of Lemster 108 350 451 464 1,066! 1,593| 2,054 2,678| 5,429 8,236 17,327
Munster 236 756 1,032 7221 1,852} 2,054 2,860| 4,189 6,938| 4,680 24,820
Connaught 60 180 248 209 317 638 470 682 419 — 3,224
Ulster (3 Cos ) 77 133 175 94 814/ 430 792 389 550 — 2,954
ToTaL 722| 2,628] 2,882] 2,782| 4,983| 8,962] 12,785| 14,420] 24,663| 28,583 108,260
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TABLE A7.—REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF INDUSTRY GROUPS 1958

Dublin| Rest Ulster
Co of Mun- | Conn- (3 Total
and | Lem- | ster | aught | Cos)
Industry Group Co ster
Boro’.
Number of Establishments

Food 170 168 454 94 86 972
Drink and tobacco 22 51 45 9 9 136
Textiles 74 40 51 19 15 199
Clothmg and footwear 272 32 34 14 25 3717
Wood and furniture 152 76 80 35 20 363
Paper and primting 128 38 51 13 7 237
Chemicals, ete 92 18 18 8 2 138
Clay products, etc. 48 24 29 11 8 120
Metals and engmeering 212 41 71 18 12 354
Other manufacturing 121 21 53 13 2 210

Total 1,291 509 886 234 186 3,106

Number of persons engaged

Food . 14,009 | 4,649 | 11,703 | 2,243 | 1,298 | 33,902
Drink and tobacco .. | 6,518 § 1,740 | 1,343 88 106 9,795
Textiles 5,261 | 5,576 | 5,605 | 1,120 | 1,223 | 18,784
Clothing and footwea,r 11,538 | 4,274 | 2,670 674 | 1,652 | 20,808
Wood and furniture 3,849 | 1,306 | 1,406 402 371 7,334
Paper and prmting 9,937 | 1,707 | 1,665 254 104 | 13,667
Chemuicals, ete. 2,953 755 873 114 27 4,722
Clay products, etc 1,658 | 1,649 | 1,358 152 163 4,980
Metals and engineermg 14,226 | 2,788 | 3,500 328 232 | 21,074
Other manufactuling 2,215 663 | 3,526 305 73 6,782

Total 72,164 (25,106 | 33,649 | 5,680 | 5,249 | 141,848

Gross Output £000

Food . . 39,474 | 21,356 | 69,565 | 10,370 | 7,333 | 148,098
Drink and ‘tobacco 42,006 {10,921 | 2,180 69 293 | 55,470
Textiles . 7,694 {10,830 | 10,550 | 1,638 | 1,731 | 32,343
Clothing and footwear .. |11,066 | 5,407 | 2,685 719 | 1,443 | 21,320
Wood and. furniture 4,461 | 1,116 | 2,039 439 432 8,488
Paper and primting 16,038 | 2,606 | 1,735 239 68 | 20,687
Chemicals, ete. . 6,711 | 4,637 | 3,067 479 106 | 15,000
Clay products, ete. .. 2,486 | 3,206 | 2,179 99 429 8,398
Metals and engmeermg .. {27,493 | 3,556 | 10,826 535 344 | 42,754
Other manufacturing 3,273 | 1,340 | 8,117 297 238 | 13,265

Total . |160,702 64,975 1112,943 14,785 | 12,418 | 365,822

Net Output £000

Food .. 10,887 | 3,554 | 9,006 | 1,428 902 | 25,777
Drink and tobaoco 12,025 | 2,003 | 1,050 45 116 | 15,240
Textiles .. .1 2,882 3,075 | 3,485 560 579 | 10,582
Clothmng and footwear .| 4,760 | 2,340 | 1,037 312 684 9,133
Wood and furniture .1 1,984 578 640 200 177 3,579
Paper and printing .| 7,665 1 1,248 | 1,037 173 42 | 10,065
Chemacals, ete. . . 2,732 781 832 114 28 4,488
Clay products, ete. . 1,218 | 1,588 | 1,210 58 196 4,269
Metals and engmeering .. | 9,479 | 1,712 | 3,212 218 150 | 14,771
Other manufacturing .. | 1,402 449 | 3,310 116 79 5,356

Total .. 54,935 | 17,327 (24,820 | 3,224 | 2,954 | 108,260
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TaBLE A8,—CHANGES IN SIZE STRUCTURE OF MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY 1938-1958

Number of Establishments Average Number of Persons
Engaged
Number I
of | 1938t | 1046t | 1958 | 1038t} | 1946t 1958
Persons
Engaged* Number Thousands
Under 3 771 518 480 21 14 15
5-9 758 631 681 51 42 46
10-14 378 360 395 4:4 42 4-7
15-19 228 260 251 3-8 43 42
20-24 153 167 31 37
581 607 704 17-4 18-4 22:5
25-49 454 537 1563 188
50-99 215 237 291 13-8 152 206
100-199 147 161 19-5 217
210 230 273 396 434 541
201-499 83 112 239 32:4
500 and 15 21 31 14-2 189 29-6
over.
Total 3,156 2,864 3,106 1002 110+0 141-8

*Qctober 1938, October 1946 and average 1958.

Published figures altered to ensure comparability with those for 1958 which
relate to manufacturing mdustries as defined mn the 1953 reclassification.

{Estimated allocation.
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TaABLE A9, —~SIZE STRUCTURE OF MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY IN SOME EUROPEAN
COUNTRIES.

(Establishments with 10 (¢) or more persons engaged).
Nore—The data on which this table 1s based have been derived from various
year-books, official reports etc and relate to 1958 except as follows :—U.K. 1954 ;
Holland 1957 ; Italy 1951, Belgium 1947 ; Norway 1960.

Number of persons engaged
Country 1,000
(a) 50— 100~ 200- 500— and Total
10-50 | 100 200 500 1,000 over
Number of Establishments
Six Counties 610 235 168 135(c) 29(c) 16(c)| 1,193
West
Germany (b) | 28,627 | 9,095 5,815 | 4,143 1,304 916 | 49,800
Unated
Kingdom 31,558 | 10,826 7,162 | 5,076 1,534 1,054 | 57,210
Hollend (d) 6,742 | 1,790 921 517 194 134 10,298
—
Ttaly .. | 22,293 | 3,907 3,383 436 274 (30,293
France .. 138,829 | 6,863 4,045 | 2,554 738 387 | 53,416
Sweden (¢) .. | 5,960 | 1,072 575 379 112 53 | 8,151
Treland .. | 1,350 291 161 112 26 5| 1,945
Belgwum (e} . 8,849 | 1,363 812 511 123 50 | 11,708
—_—
Norway .| 4123 614 290 173 65 5,265
Percentage Distribution of Number of Establishments
Six Counties 511 | 19-7 | 141 113 (c)] 24(c) 13(c) 100
West 26 18 100
Germany (b) | 57-8 18:3 11-7 8-3
Unated 27 18 100
Kingdom 551 189 12:5 89
Holland (d) . | 655 | 174 | 89 50 19 13 100
| —
Italy .. . 73+6 12-9 11-2 1-4 09 100
France T2 128 7+6 48 14 0-7 100
Sweden (e) . 731 132 71 47 1-4 07 100
Ireland .| 694 15-0 83 58 1-3 0-3 100
Belgum (¢) .. 756 116 69 44 11 0-4 100
—_——
Norway 78-3 117 55 33 1-2 100
Percentage Distribution of Number of Persons Engaged
Six Counties 9-2 98 145 240 (c)) 11+4(cy 31-2(¢c) 100
West
Germany (b) 10-4 95 12-1 192 13-4 353 100
Unr
Kingdom. 10+4 10:0 131 20-3 137 32-5 100
Holland (d) .. 147 11-2 12-1 15:0 124 34-7 100
—————
Ttaly . .| 208 11-8 30-1 13:0 24-4 100
France (f) .| 214 12:0 14+2 19+4 12-7 20-2 100
Sweden (¢) .. | 226 127 13-7 194 13-3 18:3 100
Ireland . 23:1 15:2 16-0 2349 13-4 8- 100
Belguam (e) .. 257 13-3 15-9 21-8 117 11-5 100
———
Norway .. 305 15-2 14-1 188 21-4 100

(@) 11 persons for Six Counties, Umted Kingdom, Italy, Sweden and France.

(b) Excluding Saarland and Berlin.

(¢) Breakdown between, three largest size groups 1s estimated.

(d) The unit 18 the enterprise, not the establishment.

(e) Classification 18 on the basis of number of wage-earners, and total persons.
shown, 1s number of wage-earners (excludmng proprietors and salaried).

(f) Estumated from number of establishments above and from average sizes
1n each class for other countries.
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TABLE AlQ —AVERAGE SIZE OF MANUFACTURING ESTABLISHMENTS IN SOME
EUROPEAN COUNTRIES
(Establishments with 10 (11) or more persons engaged. See Notes to Table A9 ).

Six West United | Italy | France [Sweden | Ireland| Belgium [Norway
Industry Group | Counties| Germany | Kingdom (a) (¢) (e}
1958 (b) 1958 1954 1951 | 1958 1958 1958 1947 1960

Average size (number of persons per establishment)

Metals& engineering 413 222 188 28 29 99 88 7 76
Chemucals, etc 46 225 179 | 114 92 78 49 88 88
Textiles 140 142 132 132 88 104 113 81 7
Drink and tobacco 188 | (¢) 97 87 74 62 55 99 51 87
Other manufactur-

mg dustries (@) 95 108 116 67 59 102 61 48 42
Paper and printing 59 81 104 85 63 96 81 51 64
Clay products, etc 54 78 103 52 66 51 79 72 61
Clothing and foot-

wear 119 92 77 42 48 53 63 34 43
Food . 94 77 112 45 58 46 60 41 33
Wood & furmture 46 62 58 31 85 36 85 25 24

TotAL 141 134 183 7 75 73 70 61 54

Average size as percentage of corresponding average size for Irish
Manufacturing

Metals & engineering 467 251 213 ] 111 112 112 100 33 86
Chemucals, ete 95 460 866 233 188 160 100 180 180
Textiles . 124 126 117 117 78 92 100 72 69
Drink & tobacco 192 | (¢) 99 89 5 64 56 100 52 89
Other manufactur-

g industries (a) 157 171 181 | 110 97 169 100 80 70
Paper & printing 72 100 128 68 78 118 100 63 79
Clay products, etc 69 93 130 66 84 65 100 92 85
Clothng & foot-

wear . 190 147 122 67 k&i 85 100 55 69
Food 157 128 186 74 o7 77 100 89 55
Wood & furmture 131 175 163 88 29 100 100 0 68

ToTAL 202 192 191 111 107 104 100 87 ks

(@) Includes brushes and brooms and perambulators,

(b) Excluding Saarland and Berlin.

{¢) Soft drinks, wines, etc , included with food.

(4) Estimated from number of establishments in each size group,
(¢) Figures shown relate to wage-earners only.
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DISCUSSION

Dr. E. T. Nevin - 1 am happy to be asked to second the vote of
thanks to Mr. Linehan, since 1t gives me the opportumity to express
our indebtedness to him for having filled in an especially crucial gap
in the statistical pg-saw picture of Irish industry and our appreciation
of the highly competent manner m which he has done 1t. It 1s a measure
of his achievement, I think, that I find myself wanting to consider the
implications of his findings rather than the statistical mystiques which
may he behind them. My own experience at the production end of
official statistics has been lamentably small, but such as 1t was, 1t left
me with the abiding suspicion that the magnitude of the administrative
upheavals which their compilation involves 1s matched, all too often,
only by the masterly indifference with which the general public con-
signs them to utter oblivion while the ink 18 scarcely dry on the paper.
For ordinary mortals the sincerest form of flattery is no doubt imitation;
for the official statistician, however, 1t 18 surely the application of his
statistics. For far too many products of the official statistician’s art
their inescapable doom seems to be the untimely eternal darkness and
magnificent non-fulfillment of poor Miss Havisham’s wedding-cake i
Great Expectations.

This fate is manifestly not that which awaits Mr. Linehan’s paper,
since as he himself points out, 1t has a close and direct bearing on the
Common, Market issue—unquestionably the most far-reaching issue of
contemporary pohtical and economic pohey in this country Speaking
with the daffidence proper in a stranger on these hospitable shores, I
have been struck, as I am sure many others have, by the extremely
broad character of the public discussion on this issue so far. Very hittle
concrete evidence has ever been presented on one side or the other ;
mstead, hugh principles are extolled and expounded, generalisation 1s
piled upon generalisation, the whole being surmounted, as the students
of heraldry would say, by optimism rampant before which dangers
dwindle and difficulties disappear. Now I would be the last to belittle
the value of optimism in the formulation of political policy, smce it
is, after all, no more than the application to our mundane problems
of the theological virtue of hope. But while optimism may make facts
tolerable, it cannot make them irrelevant, and such facts as we have
on the Common Market issue call for rather more, I would have
thought, than a shot from the nearest aerosol of optimism.

Mr. Linehan shows, for example, that in 1958 net output per head
in Irish manufacturing as a whole was £728. The comparable figure
for the United Kingdom was £1,018. That is to say, per capita net
output in Irish industry was 28 per cent lower than in British industry,
or, conversely, that it was 40 per cent. higher in British mdustry than
m Irish industry, depending on whether you want to make the
difference sound as small as possible or as big as possible.

Now a popular generalisation deployed explicitly or implicitly to
explain facts such as this is that the only weakness of Irish industry
is 1ts small scale ; with varying degrees of sophistication it is suggested
that given a dose of amalgamations or a shower of take-over bids all
will be well. Mr. Linehan’s paper, in my view, gives this doctrine a
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severe rattling First, he shows that, comparing industry with industry,
as we surely must, Irish industry 1s not particularly small in scale. Its
scale ¢s small, of course, in comparison with countries like the United
Kingdom or West Germany in which industry 1s long-established and
highly developed, and where populations exceed the 50 million level ;
one would hardly expect otherwise. But in comparison with European
countries of more similar size—Sweden, Belgium, Norway—and even
with Italy and France, the generalisation will not stand

Secondly, Mr Linehan’s paper enables us to examine critically the
assumption in all this that productive efficiency varies directly with
size He shows that mn terms of net output per head this is probably
valid enough. We have, of course, the problem that the trend 1s over-
stated by one type of size-classification and under-stated by the other.
In such a situation I find the temptation to strike an average for each
of the ten size groups quite irresistible. The procedure is no doubt a
mathematical heresy of the first water, but at least a fair amount of
cancelling-out 18 bound to occur between the over-statement of the
one classification and the under-statement of the other. I have done
a few sums on this, and I find that the trend emerging from the process
18 that per capita net output i the largest estabhshments 1s about
three times as high as in the smallest estabhishments.

So far so good But we all know that per capita net output is not a
particularly satisfactory index of efficiency. The most important of its
weaknesses, of course, 18 that 1t 1gnores the contribution of capital.
Unfortunately there is nothing that we can do about this at the
moment in relation to Mr. Linehan’s findings Even apart from the
capital question, however, output per head is madequate. As the text-
books tell us, when international competition 1s mn question—as 1t
obviously is when the Common Market is under discussion—it 1s unit-
labour-cost which matters, not physical productivity. This 1s measured
more appropriately by relating the value of output to the amount
paid out for labour, rather than the number of people employed—by
discovering, in other words, how many pounds-worth of output emerges
in return for each pound paid out m wages.

I will not inflict the details of this sum, when 1t is done, on this
audience (see Table 1) As with net output per head, the apparent
trend depends on the method adopted for measuring size If net output
is taken as the criterion, there 1s a clear upward tendency mn outpub
per umit of wages as size increases, although the range from lowest
to highest, at about 100 per cent , 1s very much smaller than that in
output per head If size 13 measured by employment, on the other
hand, there 1s a rather wobbly downward movement to the 30-50 size
and a rise of modest degree thereafter. If my monstrosity of an average
can be accepted as an approximation to the overall position, 1t reveals
a very limited range of movement up to the 500 size—with no more
than ten percentage pomts between lowest and highest—and a clear
upward movement, of less than 20 per cent. mn range, only for the
very largest estabhshments employmng more than 500 people. The
relationship between size and efficiency—assuming that we are in fact
dealing with efficiency here—is a very obscure one, in other words.
Certainly the figures presented by Mr. Linehan do not justify confident
conclusions that, m Irish industry at any rate, larger size 1s the open
sesame to higher productivity.

There is a third respect in which Mr. Linehan’s paper throws light



249

on this cruaial question of the importance of the scale of Irish mdustry
to its competitive position. By domng some more sums 1t 1s possible to
make a comparison, of output per head and output per unit of wages
in manufacturing as a whole, size group by size group, m Ireland and
the United Kingdom Unfortunately, the size analysis of the U.K.
Census of Production for 1958 has not yet been published, so that the
British figures relate to the year 1954 This is admttedly a somewhat
curious comparison—between Ireland in 1958 and Britamn in 1954 It
does not seem too heroic an assumption, however, that changes in the
British figures between 1954 and 1958 will have effected the dufferent
size groups to roughly the same degree. The advantage of such a
comparison of course 1s that one is able, to a large degree, to abstract
from differences m the size of establishments, just as Mr. Linehan was
able to abstract from differences i 1ndustrial structure m his adjusted
comparison of average establishment sizes m the ten countries shown
in Table A10.

‘What would one expect such a comparison to show ? Essentially,
if lower values of industrial output per head m Ireland were due prim-
arily to differences m the size structure of 1ts industry, rather than in
the productive efficiency of enterprises of a given size, the overall
deficiency should emerge in comparing industrial totals, but not at all,
or to a much smaller degree, in comparisons between groups of similar
size within the mdustry concerned. For example, in 1958 net output
per head n Irish manufacturing as a whole was 9 per cent. below the
comparable figure for the U.K. in 1954. If this deficiency was primanly
due to size differences, relative net output in any particular size group
would not reveal as great a difference. In fact, these differences do not
disappear when Irish and British enterprises are compared size by size
(see Table 2). In three of the six size groups for which the comparison
can be made, net output per head m Irish enterprises was further
below the corresponding U.K. averages than in industry as a whole.
Similarly, relative net output per unit of wages and salaries was lower
in four of the s1x si1ze groups than for manufacturing as a whole. So far
from being responsible for its relatively low average output, in fact,
the size structure of Irish industry may have the effect of raising the
apparent output per head in comparison with the U K.

I need hardly add that these elementary calculations which I have
been able to do with the aid of Mr. Linehan’s figures are in no sense
exhaustive For one thing, they refer to only manufacturing as a
whole, and there are clearly great differences between different indus-
tries within manufacturing. It will also be readily appreciated that,
hike most economic statistics, Mr. Linehan’s results are open to more
than one interpretation. A distinguished figure of the English bar once
remarked that in his opinion the far bank of the river Styx was crowded
with angry legators awaiting the arrival of solicitors who had mus-
mterpreted their testamentary dispositions. If there is any justice 1n
these things, there must also be in that sombre assembly a special
enclosure for official statisticians awaiting the arrival of economists
who had soured their professional lives by distorting beyond recognition
those of their brain-children they failed to murder by wilful neglect.

Nor is this all. It will now doubtless be argued that the scale problem
in Irish industry is not so much one of numbers employed or level of
net output but of multiplicity of products, or dispersion of financial
control, or some such thing. This 1s another part of the fate of the
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official statistician ; having met a demand for one set of figures he is
immediately told that what was really wanted was something quite
different. Hence he is trapped in the no-mans-land of pubhe contro-
versy, wherein disputants are teetering nervously on that delicate
margin which divides efforts to explain something from efforts to
explain it away.

Mr. Linehan is no doubt old enough a hand in the business to be
able to contemplate all this with due fortitude and resignation. Never-
theless I am sure it will lead this society to endorse all the more
strongly the vote of thanks to him which it has been my pleasure to

support this evening.
TasLe I Size AND PRODUCTIVITY, ALL MANUFACTURING IRELAND, 1958
Size Group Net output per Net output per
person engaged £100 wages and
(% of average) salaries
(A) (B) (% of average).
Numbers | Net output
engaged (£000) By (A) By (B) Average By (A) By (B) Average
1 —5 —2 67 85 51 133 65 99
2 5—9 2—3 7% 50 63 100 V&4 89
3 10—14 3—5 85 55 70 101 78 90
4 15—19 5—10 89 66 78 105 83 94
b 20—29 10—20 88 70 79 93 85 92
8 30—49 20—50 84 82 83 93 90 92
7 50—99 50—100 85 94 90 95 98 97
8 100—199 } 100—200 21 98 95 97 98 98
9 200—499 | 200—500 104 1138 109 98 100 99
10 500+ 500+ 133 161 147 109 124 117
ToraL 100 100 100 100

Source —Derived from Table A1l above,

TABLE II* Size AND PRODUCTIVITY IN MANUFACTURING—IRELAND 1958
Axp UK 1954

Net output per head Net output per £100
wages and salaries
Numbers
engaged Ireland UK (2) as % Ireland UK (5) as %
£ £ of (3) £ £ of (6)
) 2) (3) [¢Y] (5) (6 (]
11—20% 637 690 92 188 173 109
30*-49 608 689 88 178 171 101
50—99 620 718 86 177 176 101
100—199 664 743 80 181 179 101
200—499 760 791 96 183 185 99
500+ 966 879 110 204 180 113
Torar 737 808 91 187 180 104

Sources —Cols (2) and (5) from Table Al above, Cols (8) and (6) Report on the Census of Production
for 1954, Summary Tables, Part II, (HM S O, London 1959) Table 10
*For UK the dividing pomt 1s 24 mnstead of 29

Mr. J. 8. Oslizlok : There has 1n recent years been a great deal of
speculation. on the economic imphcations of joining the Common
Market, and it has not always been easy to discern how far the varying
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views were at 1ssue on matters of substance or what was their bearing
on matters of practical economic policy. Mr Linehan’s painstaking
researches and the present paper, m as much as they supply valuable
statistical background to these speculations are, therefore, especially
welcome.

The mass of figures is somewhat bewildering on first reading and
the comment must necessarily be by way of a general mmpression
which is a rather encouraging one. It appears that, as regards the size
of industrial establishments, Ireland compares with other West
European countries much better than was generally thought and—
what 18 perhaps more important—there appears little correlation
between size and efficiency

These findings are certamnly surprising and I do not know whether
the more important thing 1s not to msist on the severe mitations of
the interpretative value of the figures The country, by and large, 1s still
mentally on the defensive as regards the consequences of membership
mn the BE E C and there 1s a general temptation to console oneself that
1t will be sometime before these consequences are felt Isn’t there some
risk that we shall tend to approach the problems in an even more
escapist manner if we conclude from Mr. Linehan’s figures that the
consequences are, 1n any case, less drastic than may have been feared ?
The experience 1 countries which have formed the Common Market
indicates that, withm 14, size of production 1s among the more 1mmportant
determmants of competitive advantage and that, generally, the
Common Market favours large-scale efficient production According to
The Statist (World Banking, December 1961) “ during its (the Market’s)
first eighteen months of existence something hke 9,000 hquidations of
small businesses occurred 1 France whilst the number of amalgama-
tions and consohidations was of equal significance.” This does not, of
course, mean that the size of establishment decided the fate of industry
m the Common Market. Indeed experience in member countries 1s on
the whole surprisingly favourable as regards small estabhshments
This, however, appears to be the result of a quick adaptation to the
possibilities which the enlarged market created by way of speciahisation.
It would seem that the real necessity created by the Common Market
18 specialisation (rather than growth in size) at the productive level
and large-scale imtegration at the marketing level.

Dr. C. E. V. Leser The statistics presented in this paper tell an
exciting story ; in particular I found table A5 quite staggering One
hears there is a lot of variation between the best and the worst firms
1n other countries too, but the wide range 1n net output per head, even
allowmg for various factors, seems surprising. It would seem worth
while to follow up this distribution by further studying the estabhsh-
ments with very low and very high net output per head The figures
suggest that there might be imsufficient competition even within
Ireland ; more internal competition might enable the country to with-
stand mternational competition better

Dr. Geary - Mr Limehan’s paper is of special interest to members
of the Economic Research Institute who have embarked on the task
of studymg the productivity of Irish industry in 1ts various aspects,
scale, man-power, capital intensity, etc. It would be hard to over-
emphasise the mportance of the kind of classifications which Mr.
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Linehan has presented for studies of this kind, particularly m their
frequency distribution aspect. As a former (I do not say “old”) govern-
ment statistician, may I say that we are aware of the notions of totals
and averages but we have not yet quite got to that of frequency
distributions, the second chapter i any respectable elementary text
book on statistics Mr. Linehan’s analyses have given us a good start
in the kind of studies I have mentioned.

At first sight, Mr. Linehan’s table A5 is sensational in showing the
great range 1n the statistic net output per head, classified by industrial
groups. All industries have this feature. For manufacturing imdustry
as & whole the effective range (1e. that between the 109, and 909%,
deciles) appears to be £250 to £1,000, or 1 4 Of course, this statistic
is faulty as a measure of productivity—added value would be better—
and account should be taken of varymg degrees of capital mtensity
between mdustries. However, the broad inferences from this table
would probably not be very materially affected by such corrections.
How can industry survive on a net output per head of £250 which 1s
less than even the prevailing wage rate ? We are all aware that the
accuracy of CIP returns leaves much to be desired, through no fault
of the CSO. Still, the fact remains that there 1s an enormous dufference
in productivity m Irish industries m every industrial group which
must be attributed largely to differences in managerial competence.
This is a grave matter in view of this country’s impending entry
into EEC.

We are, in this country, prone to attribute to ourselves double or
triple doses of original sin. I mentioned to a Dutch colleague some
years ago the main result of my last Statistical Society paper on varia-
bility in Irish agriculture, stating that the effective range on each size
of farm was 1:3. He stated that he had found the same result n
Dutch industry ! This phenomenon of great variability in industrial
product is not confined to Ireland.

Dr. M. D. McCarthy, m speaking to the paper, expressed his gratitude
to the members for the honour which had been done to him in electing
him President.

He said that Mr. Linehan’s paper was most timely and provided a
mine of information about the structure of mndustry which would be
extremely useful i the present circumstances and which, he had no
doubt, would be of considerable use in consideration of the current
problems of the economy. He did not beheve, with some other of the
speakers, that the inaccuracies which were mevitably present in an
inquiry such as the Census of Industrial Production in any way in-
validated the conclusions which could be drawn from the paper. It
was true that the data for some of the smaller firms was not individually
accurate but he did not believe that it was biassed and, in any event,
the output of these firms or the employment given by them constituted
only a small proportion of the total The Central Statistics Office could
devote only a himited amount of resources to any particular inquiry
and it used its best endeavours to ensure by checking internal con-
sistency of the returns by queries and so on that the data was as
accurate as could possibly be made within the limit of its resources.
No statistics were 100 per cent. accurate and the allocation of resources
which extreme accuracy required were beyond the means of any
country . He did believe that the results in question were quite accurate
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enough for the conclusions which had to be drawn from them and that
questions of accuracy, which were the continual preoccupation of the
Central Statistics Office, could safely be left to that organisation

Many of the results i this paper were examples of what happened
when, to economic theory, were apphed the actual tests of practical
statistics. Economists spoke of *° the economies of scale ”” but in many
cases these were illusory Economic theory would also lead one to
beheve that . a competitive situation the only firms which would
continue 1n existence were those of comparable degrees of efficiency.
Table A5 of Mr. Linehan’s paper showed that in actual fact this was
far from the case and that wide vamations of efficiency were found 1n
mdustry. This also, as had been shown by the Farm Survey, was the
case m Agriculture These were the actual facts of the situation and
were quite different from those in which one would be led to beheve
by the dicta of economic theory

He believed with many other speakers that 1t was quite mvalid to
compare overall data such as net output per head m different countries.
That this was dafferent was not so much a question of the size of
concerns but more a question of the structure of ndustry and, i any
particular industry, of the kind of processing that was carried on in
the enterprises. He felt that problems relating to the Common Market
could not be dealt with merely by considering such concepts as size
of firm or by generalities about mndividual industries Questions of
survivalship of industrial concerns now or in the future depended
primariy on the efficiency of individual concerns and not on any wide
generalisations

He welcomed Mr. Linehan’s pioneermng effort in endeavouring to
produce data on the relative size of mdustrial estabhshments in
different countries He was tempted to say, as a warning, that *“ all
international comparisons are wrong and most of them are dangerous ”’
but, having given this warning, he believed that with all the reserva-
tions Mr. Linehan’s results were extremely useful Irish industrialists
going abroad usually visited their larger establishments and enterprises
and got quite a wrong impression of the average size of concerns m the
countries visited In all countries there were multitudes of small-sized
establishments and the truth was that, though we had only a relatively
small industrial arm in this country, our establishments on the average
were not 8o much smaller than those of many countries in Western
Europe. He did not believe that small-sized concerns could be used as
an excuse for therr not bemng competitive in the conditions of the
future.





