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Few readers of the daily newspapers know how oftenthereports
they see on the economic situation owe something to the scientific
work of a private, nonprofit organization established over 60 years
ago: the National Bureau of Economic Research. The information
may bear on the level of GNP, a slowdown in productivity growth,
or an inflation speedup. Or it may relate to the rise of the service
economy, the accumulation of tangible and of human capital, the
trends in M7 and other forms of money, or what the leading indica-
tors are saying about the business cycle. It is all valuable informa-
tion to anyone seriously interested in economic and business
affairs—information that is far more comprehensive and more ac-
curate, as well as more current, than anything available in 1920.

These kinds of economic intelligence, and others that could be
included in the list, involve concepts that had to be formulated and
clarified. To be most useful,the measurable facts had to be quanti-
fied. To be able to reason from the facts, one had to explore their
relationships to one another. Because no facts or relationships
among facts can ever be more than approximate, margins of error
had to be assessed. And the need for care in inferring the portent
of even the most rigorous analysis of the available facts had to be
conveyed to their users. The National Bureau has playeditsrolein
shouldering these tasks and drawing others into cooperative ven-
tures to carry them out.

The purpose of this account is to tell how this role was assumed
by the Bureau in 1920 and took shape during the Bureau’s forma-
tive years. It will, | trust, convey a sense of the work to which the
Bureau committed itself and will help explain the regard in which
the Bureau is held by those already familiar with it.

Five precepts were formulated to guide the Bureau when it was
established in 1920:

(1) Its research should concentrate on determining facts, and
the connections among facts, that are important in dealing with
major problems of economic policy.

(2) The knowledge sought should be quantitative in character,
whenever possible.

(3) The research should be in accordance with scientific principles.

(4) The research should be done, and the findings made known,



under auspices and with safeguards that would assure the public
of their impartiality.

(5) To this end in particular, the Bureau should carefully abstain
from making recommendations on policy.

A tall order indeed! Then, as now, opinions on what to do about
the nation’s pressing economic problems were difficult to keep to
oneself. Then, even more than now, the notion of a scientific ap-
proach to economic problems seemed rather far-fetched to most
people. And what quantitative economic research was carried on
had to deal with relatively scanty and largely unorganized statistical
data, and researchers had to work with primitive methods of anal-
ysis and costly computational techniques. Not surprisingly, the
new Bureau was observed as a “bold experiment of uncertainissue.”

While the founders of the Bureau differed strongly amongthem-
selves on what economic policy should be, they all believed that,
whenever possible, social programs should reston objective knowl-
edge of fact and not on subjective impressions, and that the range
of such possibilities could be enlarged by scientific research. They
knew well enough that facts alone, however firm, could not settle
all their own differences on policy or the many differences of others.
But at least the differences might be narrowed; thinking in public
discussions might be clearer; and the discussions might take place
“on a higher level.” The experiment was worth the gamble.

The crucial question was how to attain objective knowledge and
—also essential—how to assure that the public would accept it as
objective. Suppose, the founders reasoned, they were to form an
organization for this purpose—one devoted to the scientific inves-
tigation of controverted social facts and to the dissemination of
the findings in a scrupulous manner. Could such a union be estab-
lished under a constitution and with the procedures and goodwill
that would hold it together when inevitable difficulties arose? No
less vital: Could financial support for its work be obtained and re-
tained, although the aim was to serve only the general welfare, not
to provide a specific quid pro quo in the way of business service or
support for particular views? Ifthese difficulties could be overcome,
the enterprise would constitute a significant contribution “to the
working methods of intelligent democracy.”

What was required? The question was raised when the idea was
first discussed in 1916 by two men deeply concerned witheconom-
ic policy, even though their views on what it should be were wide
apart. One was Malcolm C. Rorty; the other, Nahum I. Stone. Rorty
was an engineer turned statistician (later, chief statistician) in the
American Telephone and Telegraph Company and author of a
pioneer contribution on “The Application of the Theory of Proba-
bility to Traffic Problems.” Among other things, he was writing a
monthly letter on business conditions for his company and was

3



taking an active interest in social and economic problems general-
ly. Stone was an economist who had taken the trouble, when he
was young, to translate Karl Marx's Critique of Political Economy,
which he felt made a contribution, still“timely and useful,” tothink-
ing on the free-silverissue that had been disturbing the country for
many years. In 1904 he had become a tariff expert for whatwas then
the U.S. Department of Commerce and Labor and later, chief stat-
istician of the U.S. Tariff Commission. In 1916 he was earning his
living as an arbitrator of wage disputes and a consultantto govern-
mental committees.

Rorty and Stone had met the year before, in 1915, ata hearing of
the New York State Factory Investigating Committee. Stone told
the story at the 25th anniversary of the National Bureau:

Having made astudy and prepared a report forthe Commit-
tee on Minimum Wage Legislation, | was testifying before the
committee in favor of the adoption of such legislation by the
State of New York. Rorty was strongly opposed.

Our next contact (or conflict) took place across the table of
the Mayor's Unemployment Committee in New York City. . ..
In advocating the expediting of as many public works proj-
ects as the city could undertake as an alternative or supple-
ment to public soup kitchens, | again clashed with Rorty. He
formed a definite impression of me as a dangerous radical.

In 1916 Scott Nearing published his pioneer study on the
distribution of national income. He divided all income into
service and property income and after an elaborate analysis
of statistical data, in which he displayed considerable origi-
nality and ingenuity, came to the conclusion that national
income was divided roughly 50-50 between the two types.
Harry Laidler, at that time editor of the Intercollegiate Social-
ist, a socialistic monthly intended chiefly for circulation among
college students, asked me to review Nearing’s book. My re-
view grew into an articleinwhich | took Nearing to task for his
pseudo-scientific approach to the subject, and pointed out
several large items of service income that Nearing ignored in
his estimate. | arrived at the conclusion that the division be-
tween service and property income was approximately in the
ratio of two to one (as thefirst publication of the National Bu-
reau of Economic Research subsequently confirmed).

My article in the Intercollegiate Socialist caught the eye of
Malcolm Rorty who made it his business to follow current
labor and socialist publications. In line with his impression
and the character of the magazine, he expected tofinda‘“red
hot” diatribe on the unjust distribution of income under capi-
talism. Instead, my article gave him a new slant on the “dan-



gerous radical” and he invited me to lunchto talk things over.
This was followed by several conferences which culminated
in a warm friendship, although we continued to differ strong-
ly on many public questions.

At our second meeting, Rorty said: “Here we are consider-
ing a most important question which deeply affects the lives
of every man, woman, and child in this country, and despite a
large fund of statistical data, there is no agreement on the
purely arithmetical question of what part of the national in-
come goes to each element of society. Would it notbe a great
step forward if we had an organization that devoted itself to
fact finding on controversial economic subjects of great pub-
lic interest?” | agreed thatit would, provided the organization
could command public confidence so its findings were ac-
cepted as conclusive by all parties to the controversy.

He assented to my proviso and asked for suggestions. |
said the organization should be started by a group of well-
known economists representing every school of economic
thought from extreme conservative to extreme radical who
should associate with them representatives of all the impor-
tant organized interests in the country: financial, industrial,
agricultural, labor, etc.

Rorty thought that some such plan would have to be adopt-
ed and believed he could raise the funds....Rorty lostno time
in pushing toward the realization of the project, which filled
his thoughts to the exclusion of everything except his official
duties.

The economists Rorty firstapproached were Edwin F. Gay, Wes-
ley C. Mitchell, and John R. Commons.

Gay, who was dean of the Harvard School of Business, had al-
ready been thinking along similar lines. In 1914, he had taken a
leading part, at the request of the executive secretary of the newly
established Rockefeller Foundation, in preparing a memorandum
outlining the organization and functions of an institute for eco-
nomic research analogous to the already established Rockefeller
Institute for Medical Research. The proposed institute would en-
gage in scientific and impartial investigations “of such scope as to
be beyond the power of our existing university research facilities
and of such solidity as to establish firmly the competency and char-
acter of the Institute.” One influential trustee of the foundation
vigorously opposed the proposed institute, however. “The funda-
mental principles of economics are well known,” he argued. For
this reason, and others rather better, the idea was shelved.

Mitchell, professor of economics at Columbia University, in his
recently published treatise on Business Cycles, had demonstrated
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the fruitful possibilities of quantitative studiesin economics. Inthe
course of that investigation, which had greatly impressed Rorty
and many others, and in his preceding work on the relationships
among gold, prices, and wages under the Civil War’s greenback
standard, Mitchell had learned not only the need to examine and
analyze carefully a host of facts, in the expectation of reaching
dependable conclusions, but also the advantages of an organiza-
tion that could muster the resources and enlist the teamwork re-
quired for thorough quantitative economic research. As Mitchell’s
wife putityears later, “| cannot remember atime when [he] did not
talk about an organization for economic research.”

Commons, professor of economics at the University of Wiscon-
sin and (among other activities) adviser to the governor of the state,
was then also serving as president of the American Economic As-
sociation. He was well known for his wide-ranging studies of eco-
nomic and social institutions and his devotionto the betterment of
these institutions; he could appreciate the value of objective eco-
nomic research.

It is not surprising, therefore, that these economists would be
favorably impressed with Rorty’s ideas. So were George E. Rob-
erts, vice president of the National City Bank, and a number of other
businessmen with whom Rorty and Roberts later conferred. By
June 1917, the formation of a “Committee on the Distribution of
Income” was announced, now also including Allyn A. Young of
Cornell University, president of the American Statistical Associa-
tion; John P. Frey, editor of International Molders’Journal, alabor
union periodical; and T. S. Adams of Yale University, prominent as
an adviser to state and federal tax officials.

The objective and plans of the Committee were described in the
memorandum it distributed:

... [Itis] to meetagrowing demand for a scientific determi-
nation of the distribution of national income among individu-
alsand families, as well as by basic sources—wagesand other
returns for personal service, land rents, interest, and profits
in excess of a normal interest rate.

A knowledge of this distribution is of vital consequence in
the consideration of almost every important political and
social problem, and will be of particular value in relation to
the many special problems of taxation, legislation, and indus-
trial readjustment that will necessarily arise during and after
the present war.

The Committee will concern itself wholly with matters of
fact, and is being organized for no other purpose and with no
other obligation than to determine the facts and to publish its
findings. . ..



The Committee is now seeking preliminary pledges of fi-
nancial support. It estimates that the minimum sum required
for its purpose will be $10,000, and that effective use can be
made of added amounts up to a total of $25,000. It makes its
appeal for support, not only tobusiness men, manufacturers,
and employers, but to all others who believe that sound na-
tional progress along industrial and social lines must be found-
ed upon a definite knowledge of those basic and vital facts
which concern themselves with the income and welfare of the
individual.

The Committee has no conclusions or theories to advance
and assumes no obligation to any subscriber other than to
make and publish its determinations of fact. This freedom of
action and impartiality of attitude is an essential element in
the undertaking, and for this reason the Committee is seek-
ing widely distributed support rather than large contribu-
tions from individual sources. . . .

The entry of the United States into World War | diverted Rorty's
energies to more urgent tasks. But at the same time, the wartime
experience revealed an appalling lack of the quantitative informa-
tion needed to cope with the urgent mobilization and reconstruc-
tion problems confronting the nation. Rorty’s hand was thus great-
ly strengthened when he returned to his mission soon after hostilities
ceased. Before the end of 1919, the necessary funds were in sight.

When a majority of the prospective Board of Directors of the
new organization attended the annual Christmas meeting of the
American Economic Association, they had the opportunity to ham-
mer out the organization’s bylaws. And because the founders were
already thinking of business cycles as the second project, and
of attractive research possibilities beyond that, they broadened
the name of the new organization to the National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research. In January 1920 the Bureau'’s certificate of incor-
poration was signed and recorded, and the organjzation was legally
established.

The first section of its charter specified the particular objectives
for which the corporation was formed:

To encourage, in the broadest and most liberal manner, in-
vestigation, research, and discovery, and the application of
knowledge to the well-being of mankind; and in particular to
conduct, or assist in the making of, exact and impartial inves-
tigations in the fields of economic, social, and industrial sci-
ence, and to cooperate with governments, universities, learn-
ed societies, and individuals.

The interests and opinions of the 19 men who made up the Bu-
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reau’s Board of Directors, when it met at its first annual meeting,
ranged widely over the spectrum of economic thinking. But they
were all known to be men of “judicial temperament.” There were
“Directors at Large,” including the founders and a few more uni-
versity professors, as might be expected, and in addition, aleading
public accountant, the secretary of the socialist society that had
published Stone’s review, and the labor union leader already men-
tioned. A category of “Directors by Appointment” represented the
leading professional associations—economic, statistical, indus-
trial relations, and engineering—and some prominent organiza-
tions of labor, farmers, and periodical publishers. (In 1927, a cate-
gory of “Directors by University Appointment” was added, with a
reclassification of a few Directors already on the Board and the
addition of a few others, increasing the total number to 22.) This
Board was charged with the final responsibility for approving the
selection of studies to be made, with the personnel and sources of
finance required to carry them out in a scientific manner. And—a
vital provision—the Board was to review the methods, results, and
form of presentation of each study, with particular attention to its
objectivity and impartiality, and then approve or disapprove its
publication. Dissenting or qualifying opinions by any Director were
to be published, if he so desired, in any report approved by the
majority.

With grants totaling $24,000 by year-end, the new organization
was able to employ a small staff of economists headed by Wesley
Mitchell. The group set to work on a study of national income.

It is one thing to affirm adherence to the principles of science; it
is quite another to define these principles convincingly and to con-
duct one's researchinaccordance withthem inthe heatand bustle
of the day. Similarly, aprogram of research on factsthatareimpor-
tant in dealing with major problems of economic policy may not
necessarily envision and faithfully pursue a program so concen-
trated on the basic process and factors that operate inthe modern
economy that the results will be enduring and widely applicable to
the various issues that arise in achanging world. And so, with a de-
sign that assures impartiality, how any policies and procedures
work out in practice must depend on how they are read and ob-
served in circumstances that are bound to vary.

Before sketching the developments that followed, | must lay the
groundwork by saying more about Wesley Mitchell, the man who
led the staff as Director of Research during his quarter-century
tenure and set the style and standards with which the Bureau be-
gan its work.

In fact, the capital on hand when the Bureau was launched in-
cluded not only the goodwill of its Board members and the dollars

8



contributed by its supporters but also the rare “human capital”
embodied in its first Director of Research—his habit of working
along strictly scientific lines unswayed by prejudice, bias, orimpa-
tience; his belief that the economic activities and problems of men
who live in the modern world would best be understood by analyz-
ing the factors and processes involved in money-“making” and
money-spending; his appreciation of the need to keep in mind, in
this analysis, how economic behavior adapts not only toinstitutions
and events but also to expected changesinthem; his understanding
of the critical importance of quantitative measurementineconomic
analysis; and his hard experience dealing with masses of statistical
data on his own, with little assistance.

Mitchell expressed his appreciation of the task that lay before
social scientists in his presidential address to the American Statis-
tical Association shortly after the end of World War |. The uncer-
tainties that surrounded this task were not slighted.

Our best hope for the future lies in the extension to social
organization of the method that we already employ in our
most progressive fields of effort. In science and industry . ..
we do not wait for catastrophesto force newways uponus....
We rely, and with success, upon quantitative analysis to point
the way; and we advance because we are constantly improv-
ing and applying such analysis.

While | think that the development of social science offers
more hope for solving our social problems than any other line
of endeavor, | donot claim thatthese sciencesintheir present
state are very serviceable. They are immature, speculative,
filled with controversies. . .. Nor have we any certain assur-
ance that they will ever grow into robust manhood, no mat-
ter what care we lavish upon them. ... Those of us who are
concerned with the social sciences ... are engaged in an un-
certain enterprise; perhaps we shall win no great treasures
for mankind. But certainly it is our task to work out this lead
with all the intelligence and the energy we possess until its
richness or sterility be demonstrated.

In Mitchell's youthful efforts to trace and explain the behavior of
prices and wages under the greenback standard of the Civil War,
he had already revealed a clear understanding of the need to test
his own speculative reasoning, as well as the speculations of oth-
ers, by recourse to the evidence. But the price indexes and the
other statistical data required, when they existed at all, were far
more positive than those over which we find reasontoworry today.
Mitchell quickly learned, then, notto be content with the first piece
of evidence that came his way but to search for, and check it with,
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other evidence; when the available evidence failed to meet his needs,
he made new calculations. And when offering his results, he drew
on his own experience intrying to evaluatethe results and evidence
gathered by others and took the time and space required to set out
the supporting statistical record in detail, with an explanation of its
derivation and shortcomings.

Mitchell's early habits were strengthened when he looked more
deeply into the “recurring readjustments of prices” he could ob-
serve in the post-Civil War period. The resulting wider perspective
of business cycles embraced relationships among a broader range
of the economic activities involved in money-making and money-
spending—now including production, employment, and profits,
among others. This extended Mitchell’'s concern with data going
well beyond the series on money, prices, and wages that he had
studied earlier. Mitchell’'s care in gathering, analyzing, and pre-
enting the evidence underlying his theoretical results will be evi-
dent to any reader of his 1913 volume on Business Cycles and the
series of technical papers he published separately in professional
journals.

Mitchell envisioned the Bureau as an organization in which the
burdensome although essential tasks of empirical research could
be performed on a larger scale and more efficiently. Also, in this
organization the staff's findings could be taken seriously by all
sides struggling over the nation’s economic poilicies. in the glow-
ing terms with which Arthur F. Burns’s memorial essay of 1948
came to express Mitchell's hopes and dreams of 1920:

Here a program of critical research might actually be car-
ried out, not just proclaimed “aloud.” Here empirical investi-
gations might be undertaken, broader and more fundamental
than any yet attempted by economists. Here complementary
technical skills could be pooled, and the process of develop-
ing new knowledge made more efficient. Here an investigator
could subject his methods and results to the steady and search-
ing scrutiny of skilled colleagues. Here hypotheses could be
checked by statistical data, statistical data stimulate new hy-
potheses, and hypotheses new data. Here tested findings
could cumulate, reinforce one another, and open up new
problems, as was routine in the established sciences. Most
important of all, here was an experiment in democratic ac-
tion, men of many shades of political opinion joining in the
undramatic enterprise of reviewing the factual findings of a
technical staff. If a group so constituted as the National Bu-
reau’s Board of Directors could work harmoniously and ac-
cept staff investigations of a controversial question such as
the proportion of the national income paid out in wages or
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accruing as profits, might not reason triumph over passionin
an ever-widening circle of men?

The subject selected for the Bureau’s first study was not limited
by Mitchellto the question that had started the discussion between
Rorty and Stone: the distribution of the nationalincome. Also cov-
ered were the size and industrial composition of the national in-
come, and its growth and fluctuations during the period beginning
in 1909. The staff also wentonto extend existing price indexes and
to calculate some new ones, in order to express income inreal as
well as in monetary terms.

National income was a singularly appropriate subject for the
Bureau’s first research program. The measurements put the state
of the nation’s economic weli-being into quantitative form, if only
to a first approximation. Modern economic life is organized very
largely on the basis of making and spending money incomes, sO
analysis of the sources of economic change should start with the
measurement of the national income and its principal components
as they changed over time. The resulting “national accounts,” in
today’s terms, would “set out the framework of a moving economic
system.” And this framework could be expanded and fleshed outiif
the Bureau succeeded in establishing itself and if the necessary
funds, data, and personnel became available. The framework could
then be put to use in analytical studies of the many questions that
troubled people—questions about the magnitude, character, pro-
cess, and consequences of aggregate change in and distribution
of the nation's income.

The pioneering investigation of national income was completed
in less than two years and was published in two volumes. A small
book summarized the findings, and amuch larger volume gave the
detailed results, sources, and methods used. Looking backin 1948,
Burns stated that these volumes, more than anything else, helped
to establish the reputation of the Bureau for thoroughness of work
and “won public and professional support for the National Bureau
in its early years of struggle.” The summary volume, writtenlargely
by Mitchell and designed to convey the study’s findings to the pub-
lic atlarge in language they could understand—a significant aim of
the new Bureau—‘“may justly serve as a model of exposition.” The
second volume—*“a cross between a census report and a treatise
on statistical method,” in Mitchell’'s words—continued Mitchell’s
practice, and began the Bureau’s practice, of presenting the under-
lying evidence as fully as possible and subjecting the research re-
sults to critical examination.

Indeed, the study also could serve as a model of craftsmanship
—in the formulation and critical discussion of concepts and in the
organization of large masses of disparate statistical data in terms
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of the concepts chosen. Moreover, the study took into considera-
tion readers who might prefer alternative concepts or mighthave a
special interest in certain details of the calculation. Furthermore,
the study candidly displayed the ambiguities, conflicts, and gaps
in the available data. Thus, early in the study, recognizing the haz-
ards of estimating national income, Mitchell and his colleagues
decided to employ definite statistical controls. One staff member,
Willford I. King, calculated the national income by the sources of
production—that is, by estimating the value added by each indus-
trial group (including government) to the materials and services
purchased from other industries. Another staff member, Oswald
Knauth, independently sought to determine the incomes received
by the public, using occupational data on number and average
compensation of workers at the lower income levels; income tax
reports, including an estimate of tax-exemptincome, forthe upper
incomes; and published corporate reports as well as income tax
data for the undistributed income of business enterprises. The
concept of income, of course, was the same for both, butthe sources
of information were entirely different and the two estimates could
thus test one another. Understandably, Mitchell and his colleagues
“felt not a little nervous when the day came on which we first cast
up the totals by Sources of Production and by Incomes Received.
... When the largest discrepancy in any one year proved to be only
7 percent we felt a marked increase of confidence in our work.”

Also contributing significantly to the impact made by the Bu-
reau’s initial study was the searching examination—madein athird
section of the study by still another staff member, Frederick Ma-
caulay—of the data that might lend themselves to making a distri-
bution of individuals or families by size of income, and of the as-
sumptions, often little more than guesses, required to weave the
scattered data together. After his review, Macaulay decided that
only a distribution by individual recipients, not by families, was
possible on this always controversial facet of economic life. “It is
only because of the practical value of even the roughest kind of an
estimate”—all he would claim for his result—‘“that any statistician
would think of attacking the problem.” To reassure the reader,
however, he added that “the final results are probably not quite so
bad as they might have been had we not had a number of collateral
estimates [those by Kingand Knauth] with which roughly to check
up and otherwise adjust the first results of our estimates.”

After dwelling on the inadequacies of the data, Macaulay ad-
dressed the question of whether “it would not be possible to for-
mulate a general mathematical ‘law’ that might then be used for
‘adjusting’ the tentative and hypothetical results obtained from
piecing together the existing scant and inadequate material?”
This led him to a careful study of the then world-famous “finding”
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by the distinguished Italian economist, Vilfredo Pareto: the shape
—not the level—of the size distribution of income in differentcoun-
tries and at different times was invariant. Macaulay ended up with
serious doubts about the validity of Pareto’s curve and thus also
about the far-reaching policy implications that many people were
inclined to draw from it.

Still other marks of the care exercised in the national income
study must have impressed the readers of the volume and raised a
standard for laterinvestigators to follow. Because most ofthe large
items that entered into each estimate of the aggregate national in-
come could also be arrived atin two or more ways, as the introduc-
tion to the first volume stated, the authors paid attention todevising
and applying similar tests of the partial results, with help from cor-
respondents who scrutinized the tentative results with experteyes.

We have not leaned heavily upon the statistician’s fond
hope that errors made by the way will cancel each otherin the
end. Doubtless they do so to some extent and our totals are
the better for that fact; but we have tried to make the estimate
for each item considered by itself as nearly correct as our
data, time, and means have permitted. Of course the estimat-
ed errors of our figures vary widely from item to item with the
quantity and quality of the underlying statistics. Therefore,
we have been careful to indicate the degree of confidence we
feel in the various results. Some readers of the second vol-
ume will think that we have been meticulous in our treatment
of minor factors. It is true that, in very many of the items, fig-
ures several times too large ortoo small would notappreciably
affect the finalaggregates, which run in tens of billions of dol-
lars. But that is another comfort of which we prefer to make
sparing use. Many of these minor items have an interest quite
independent of their contribution to the total, and if mistakes
are found even in the smallest of them by men who have a
special knowledge of the facts, we shall be grateful for their
help in rectifying our estimates.

Itis true also that many ofthe important uses which anesti-
mate of the National Income and its distribution serves are
served almost as well by a fair approximation as by an exact
measurement, could such a measurement be made. We have
treated that consideration, however, not as an excuse for
slighting details, but as a spur to check the validity of our broad
results as carefully as possible.

Finally, .. .we believe that the results presented . .. at most
are merely the best approximations we can frame now from
the current data. We do not regard the tables in this result as
final.
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The Bureau’s work on national income, then, was not intended
to end withthetwo-volume report. Atthe outsettheauthorsrecog-
nized that study of the aggregate, composition, industrial sources,
and distribution of national income would remain in the Bureau'’s
program. Revisions of these basic measurements would obviously
be needed as concepts and methods were sharpened and new or
better data became available. Updating would be needed over time;
and if the job were to be undertaken by other competent authorities
(none was in sight in the early 1920s), critical review of their exten-
sions would be salutary. Estimates for the years priorto 1909 would
help fill in the historical record available for analysis. And, the rela-
tively sparse detail of the initial study might usefully be enriched
beyond the limits that had to be imposed originally.

In fact, while finishing up the initial investigation into national
income, the staff had already begun some of the work growing out
of that study. Two volumes on the geographicai distribution of
income among states were published, one in 1922 and the otherin
1925. An extension of the national income estimates through 1928
was published two years later. Another study of annual savings,
begun in 1921, could not meet standards acceptable to Mitchell
and the Board, however, and the manuscript was returned to the
author—the first exercise of a practice that was followed later un-
der similar circumstances—freeing him to publish it on his own
responsibility, if he wished.

The big step forward in the scale and quality of the Bureau's work
on national income came in 1930 when Simon Kuznets, a student
of Mitchell’s and already on the Bureau’s staff, was asked to take
charge of the area. After some hesitation he agreed—a momentous
decision—and began the preliminary work for what proved to be a
notable series, extended over the next three decades, of studies of
the nation’s income, savings, and expenditures. When, a year or
two later, the U.S. Senate passed its famous resolution requesting
an official government estimate of the national income and the
Department of Commerce asked the Bureau for help, the Bureau
turned to Kuznets. He was well prepared to plan and make the esti-
mates requested and to help organize the governmental unit that
was to continue them on aregular basis—the beginning of the offi-
cial GNP and related series.

The Bureau’s objective was not toamass sets of statistical tables
on income or anything else for their own sake. Measurements of
the nation’s income, and of its distribution among the people, were
of interest in themselves, of course, for what they indicated about
the state of the economy. But this was only a starting point. The
objective was a deeper knowledge of the factors that determine
the current state of the economy and affect its prospects.
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The analyticalwork required could hardly wait until all the possi-
ble data were in, however. In fact, beyond the basic tables put to-
gether in the initial study and in related efforts later, only during
the course of the analysis could the researchers determine just
which additional data were most needed, besides those required
to fill some obvious gaps, and how far to go in gathering them—or
in encouraging their production when they did not yet exist. Work
on the character, causes, and consequences of change in the pro-
duction, distribution, and composition ofthe nation’s income should
proceed simultaneously with the efforts to gatherand organize the
basic statistics.

Mitchell was already concerning himself with the subject of busi-
ness cycles—a profoundly disturbing type of change in the pro-
duction, distribution, and composition of the nation’s income. He
was keenly aware of the gaps he had had to bridge while accumu-
lating the evidence for his 1913 volume. To him, thatstudy was only
a preliminary exploration of acomplex subject. He proposed that a
fresh attack on it should be undertaken after theinitial national in-
come study was completed. The latter had included the decade
1909-19 because of the great interest attached to the fluctuations
the national income had undergone, among otherreasons. As Mit-
chell explained in his second Annual Report, the subject of business
cycles was of great importance, because these cycles affected the
economic fortunes of everyone. He went on to give other reasons:
the Bureau could employ quantitative methods to great advantage,
the staff could make effective use of much of the special knowledge
gained in the study of national income; and while some institutions
and individuals were working on several aspects of the subject,
none was planning acomprehensive survey of the whole that would
put together “in concise, systematic, and readily comprehensive
form” the results of those and other researches. To this enumera-
tion Mitchell added, with a straight face, that “the staff of the Bureau
seems qualified by past experience and present interest to fill this
want.”

The Executive Committee of the Board could hardly fail to ap-
prove the choice. It granted approval in March 1921 when, if more
reason were needed, everyone knew how severely the United States,
and other countries as well, were being buffeted by the sharp busi-
ness contraction that had begun early in 1920 and was still under-
way. Many of the subjects being proposed to the Executive Com-
mittee, such as the severe unemployment then prominent in the
news, could be covered in the larger subject.

Mitchell’s initial plan for the business cycle study was modest
contrasted with the dimensionstowhich the study eventually grew.
It was ambitious by almost any other standard. No “comprehensive”
survey could help but be substantial, of course. In addition, how-
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ever, the original proposal for the business cycle study included
several “special studies” of related topics “not yet adequately in-
vestigated.” The list of auxiliary studies became longer almost be-
fore the project gotunderway, and longer still as the work proceeded:
problems were uncovered and ways and means to deal with them
were sought and found.

The comprehensive survey, or treatise, as Mitchell thought of it
in the first stages of his project, was to work over the “vastamount
of new materials and new experience” accumulated since prepara-
tion of his 1913 volume. There were also “many new ideas to be
reckoned with.” Discussions of such topics as forecasting were
extended; and topics not previously covered, including the costs
and problems of controlling business fluctuations, were added.
Clearly, analyses of the statistics on the many processes involved
in business cycles were bound to require a great deal of space.
‘Since Mitchell wanted the treatise to be more suitable for use by
businessmen and students than his earlier volume, the statistical
analyses were to be published separately—in what became a long
series of monographs and papers, as it turned out.

Despite the burdens of Mitchell’'s other work at the Bureau—
completing the initial national income study, overseeing special
studies in that field as well asthose in business cycles, and manag-
ing to meet the urgent governmental request described below—
with the help provided by the Bureau, he was able to publish the
first major installment of his proposed treatise in 1927.

The new study benefited from the hard work done earlier, of
course, and its title, Business Cycles: The Problem and Its Setting,
is the same as that of Part | of the 1913 volume. However, itisatho-
rough rethinking and rewriting of the earlier piece, withthe “many
new ideas” and “new materials and new experience,” supplied by
Mitchell and other economists who had been studying the problem,
that required a fivefold expansion in size.

The number of speculations of economists on business cycles
had multiplied since the completion of Mitchell's earlier volume,
and many had grown in sophistication. Just as before, however,
the current theories differed widely in the emphasis placed onone
or another of the many processes that run side by side or follow
one another in cyclical fluctuations: orders, production, delivery;
hirings, firings, or quits; the receipt and spending of money in-
comes; the saving and investing in tangible and intangible capital;
the granting and repayment of commercial and bank credit. The
theories also differed on thefactors, physical, psychological, polit-
ical, economic, orsocial inorigin, that affect these processes. “Any
of these factors or any of these processes,” Mitchell noted in the
first chapter of his 1927 volume, “can be made to yield a plausible
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theory of business cycles; . .. and thatis what each of our theorists
believes himself to have done with reference to the factor of his
choice. Nor can we be sure in advance that any one of themiswrong.”

To allow for inclusion of these factors, it was necessary, first, to
cast a broad net over the economic process, using the compiled
facts to determine the relationships among the various individual
processes and factors during each phase of the business cycle.
Only then would an analytical description of the full round of events
be possible. Second, it was necessary to make measurements.
“What is the relative importance of the factors represented as causes
of fluctuations? What is the relative amplitude of the fluctuations
characteristic of these factors and of the effects which they are
said to produce? In what sequence do the fluctuations appear and
at whatintervals of time? ... Such problems can be solved only by
appeal to statistics,” Mitchell argued. “Indeed, our best chance of
improving upon the work of earlier writers lies in this direction.”

But qualitative data were not to be ignored. As before, some-
thing could be learned about business cycles even from contem-
porary opinions concerning business conditions, especially use-
ful in countries and periods for which statistical time series were
insufficient for the purpose. These, compiled in the form of “busi-
ness annals,” could now—with the help of a staff—be based on
reports for more countries and many more years than the brief
survey to which Mitchell had had to confine himself in the 1913
volume. The annals confirmed what the available statistics showed:
the “normal’” state of business was one of continual change. Along
with the statistics, they helpedtoidentify cyclical turning pointsin
general business conditions. The dating of these turning points—
NBER's “business cycle chronology’—made possible an unusually
full historical record of the timing and duration of contractions
and expansions in general business that shed lighton the character
of business cycles and helped to define them. The chronology,
reproduced regularly in the Department of Commerce’s Business
Conditions Digest, continues to provide perspective on current
changes in the business situation.

Mitchell's long chapter of 1927 on economic organization also
went well beyond earlier versions, particularly inwhat it hadto say
on the historical connection between business cycles and the use
of money, the modern organization for making money (the “orga-
nization within which business cycles run their course”), the system
of prices, and the roles played by the various economic actors in
guiding economic activity in a money economy. It also added new
and important sections on the monetary mechanism and the flow
of monetary payments, including anilluminating discussion of the
factor of time in the equation connecting the quantity and velocity
of money with the volume and price of goods exchanged.
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As even this cursory glance at the volume suggests, Mitchell’s
discussion could be said to constitute “a setting” for the study of
economic change viewed more broadly than businesscycles alone
—the study, no less, of the “entire economic process in motion.”
Mitchell had, indeed, thought of his 1913 study of business cycles
as an introduction to economic theory generally. The 1927 study
carried the thought a long step forward. It was, as Burns was to put
it later, “virtually a survey of the field of economics,” a judgment
also pronounced by Joseph Schumpeter when he reviewed the
study soon after its publication. It helped give direction to many of
the Bureau's studies in later years and also invited exploration by
others.

The last few pages of Business Cycles: The Problem and Its Set-
ting outlined the features of Mitchell’s plan for measuring business
cycles and seeing how they run their course. Mitchell knew well
enough that “no group of workers in the present generation can
hope to cover the field marked out by these suggestions. . . . But
what our successors can accomplish will depend upon the stage at
which we pass on the problem. Ourtask is to use as best we can the
means at our disposal—the insights given by economic theory as it
now stands, the statistical and historical data now available, and all
the suggestions we can get.” Mitchell therefore wanted the Bureau’s
study to be as thorough and as accurate as reasonably possible.
His standards on what was thorough and accurate were not pedes-
trian, as | have already indicated, but Mitchell could plan boldly.
For the Bureau—and those who supported it—opened to him pos-
sibilities far wider than any previously available. He did nothave to
limit himself to examining only the statistical data that could be
readily raked together, aided only by techniques that might not be
entirely appropriate.

His data demands, then, were very large. He wanted to analyze
the cyclical behavior of all the economic process in a given coun-
try that appeared significant for understanding that country’s busi-
ness cycles—and to do so for a number of countries. These pro-
cesses included—but were not confined to—many that had caught
the attention of theorists speculating on the cause or causes of
business cycles. Mitchell wanted to know notonly the cyclical pat-
tern of total production, for example, but also how the pattern of
behavior of consumer goods differed from that of investment goods;
and with regard to these, what the differences were between the
various classes of consumer and investment goods. Production
was just one of the processes that appeared significantand required
study. Further, Mitchell wanted to determine the average amplitude
of fluctuation and the average timing of changes in each process
during successive stages of the business cycle. He also wanted to
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know the degree of variation around these averages; and he wanted
to look into the possibility (on which there had been—and con-
tinues to be—much speculation) that iong waves or secular trends
lay hidden in this variation. For his purpose, then, annual data were
clearly inferior to monthly or quarterly data; and short series were
clearly inferior to long ones. Nor could the behavior of a series be
fully understood without attention, for example, to the number of
firms reporting or the markets covered and to whether the data
reported related to a single day or week ina month or to the month
as a whole. Therefore, a wide and careful canvass of data was nec-
essary, going beyond the presently available sources. The descrip-
tion of the data and of their sources had to be carefully examined
in order to understand their coverage, continuity, and limitations,

the data.

Mitchell’'s “embryonic” technique—the adjective is Mitchell's—
for measuring cyclical behavior developed “under the solicitous
attention of numerous coworkers” led by Simon Kuznets in its
earlier stages and Arthur F. Burns later. With the wide variety of
data Mitchell wished to use, much experimentation was required
to decide which aspects of cyclical behavior to measure and just
how each measurement should be made. To determine how well
the methods of cyclical analysis did the job and how well the
findings to which they led stood up, Mitchell made provision fora
“searching critique of our methods and rigorous tests of our find-
ings.” Not surprisingly, the chapter on measurement techniques,
which introduced the analytical portions of Mitchell's treatise,
grew into a large volume, jointly authored by Burns and Mitchell;
after a wartime delay, it reached publication in 1946. It was en-
titled, simply, Measuring Business Cycles, butitalso containedan
unprecedentedly rich empirical analysis of secular, discontinu-
ous, and cyclical behavior, and tests of hypotheses bearing on
them. It also provided a conspectus of the stable and the irregular
features of cyclical behavior that, with the businesscyclechronol-
ogy already mentioned, could be helpful to anyone trying to follow
and assess current changes in economic conditions.

As E. B. Wilson of Harvard expressed it, Mitchell revealed—in the
extent of his collection of data and his attitude toward its treat-
ment—the interest and the conscience of a born naturalist: “one
who is at great pains to go out into the world of concrete and detailed
fact, to ‘look see’ what phenomena of a certain sortarereally like, to
find out in nature something that is new to knowledge.”

The massive job of enlarging, organizing, and annotating the
collection of data, helping to improve and clarify concepts and
procedures, and studying and interpreting the tentative results
that emerged, was already underway on a modest scale as the first
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installment of Mitchell’s study reached publication in 1927. By the
end of the Bureau’s first decade, Mitchell had managed to com-
plete a number of preliminary papers and reports on its second
phase; these were published in the Encyclopedia of the Social
Sciences, in the report on Recent Economic Changes described
below, and in the series of News-Bulletins started by the Bureauin
1922. When a substantial increase in funds came in 1929—a remark-
able vote of confidence in Mitchell and the Bureau as a whole—a
full head of steam was applied to the business cycle project.

Mitchell had a keen sense of the value of a well-organized and
adequately annotated collection of statistical time series on na-
tional income, production, sales, employment, investment, prices,
wages, interest rates, and other important economic facts. Ex-
tended back in time, revised and updated on a current basis, freed
of seasonal movements when these clouded the view of the fluc-
tuations or other changes of primary interest, and accompanied
by analytical measurements revealing the characteristics of each
series’ fluctuations, such a collection would be highly useful. It
was essential, of course, in Mitchell’s own study of business cy-
cles. But it also proved useful for the studies of other economists,
who might want to apply to the data methods of analysis other
than those on which Mitchell would settle, or to confirm—or de-
ny—the results derived by Mitchell's technique. He also knew that
the data collection, especially if kept current, would be useful to
many in government and private business who were concerned
with the assessment of current business conditions. (This was
demonstrated in later years by the close attention paid to the
Bureau’s leading, coincident, and lagging indicators of business
conditions—a classification first put to practical use in 1938 in
response to a request by the Secretary of the Treasury, then
greatly worried by the sharp recession that had begun in spring
1937.) For these reasons, Mitchell deemed the Bureau’s data col-
lection worth publishing and perhaps worth updating on a current
basis—a sort of loose-leaf “encyclopedia of time series,” as he
termed it in his plan.

The collection of carefully reviewed and annotated time series
being compiled at the Bureau, mounting into the hundreds, was
available, however, only in files kept in the Bureau’s offices. The
high cost of printing tables of figures in those days blocked hope
of publishing the collection. Portions of the file eventually did
reach publication in the usual printed form in various Bureau and
federal government publications—in the latter case, notably in the
first edition (1949) of the Census Bureau’s Historical Statistics of
the United States, and then on acurrent basis in the Department of
Commerce’s monthly Business Conditions Digest, a publication
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that the Bureau helped to design and to which it continues to
contribute in several ways. A fuller selection of of the time series
became more readily available on microfilm shortly after World
War Il. However, an approximation of a generally available “ency-
clopedia” of time series materialized in the form of the modern data
bank only after computers and computer memories became able
to handle a large volume of detail, accept revisions readily, and put
the time series into machine-readable form.

A related set of historical data, the “qualitative” business annals
(of which Mitchell made summary use in his 1927 volume), did get
into print in a volume published by the Bureau as early as 1926. For
as many as 17 countries, the annals were pushed back into the
nineteenth century, and for two of these, England and the United
States, even to 1790. This remarkably extensive conspectus, not
surpassed since its preparation by Willard L. Thorp, was updated
in a number of Bureau publications—through 1931, in a Bureau
News-Bulletin. Further updating of the annals was made unneces-
sary by the widespread development and availability of statistical
time series. The Bureau’s business cycle chronology, which con-
tinues to be updated when necessary—and becomes a news item
for the media on those occasions—is now based entirely on statis-
tical time series.

Among the special studies undertaken as part of the business
cycle project was one on the fluctuations of savings, a subject al-
ready mentioned among those growing out of the nationalincome
study but also obviously relevantinany analysis of the flow of funds
during business cycles. Another was a study of cyclical fluctuations
in output per worker-hour, which significantly affected costs, profits,
and profit expectations, and in this way might play a role in the
process by which prosperity bred recession and recession led to
revival. In his 1913 treatise, Mitchell had been able to do little more
than speculate about these matters—other economists were inno
better position—and he wanted to test his presumptions. As with
the proposed study of fluctuations in saving, however, the factual
data needed for definite conclusions on productivity changes turned
out to beinadequate even on an annual basis. The Bureau was able
to begin drawing reasonably accurate portraits of secular and cy-
clical changes in saving and productivity only in the 1930s, when
Kuznets began his studies of national income and capital formation,
and Frederick C. Mills and other Bureau staff members started their
researches on production, employment, and productivity in manu-
facturing and other major industries.

Also among the special business cycle studies listed in Mitchell’s
plan was one by Macaulay on cyclical fluctuations in interest rates
that got underway early in the 1920s and reached publication in
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the 1930s. It deserves more than a passing reference, for it was
destined to become something of a classic; it illustrated some of
the problems that beset scholars—at the Bureau and elsewhere
—when their standards are as high as those Macaulay had demon-
strated in his contribution to the initial income study. Like Mit-
chell, Macaulay felt unable to depend onthe available measures of
interest rates. Under his penetrating eye, these plainly suffered
from serious conceptual as well as statistical defects. Therefore,
the collection and analysis of widely scattered data—on the inter-
est rates written into new issues of short- and long-term obliga-
tions, on the yields offered in the market on existing securities of
various terms and dates of issue, and on parallel data relating to
stock prices and business conditions generally—were required.
Macaulay felt it desirable and necessary to add to this collection
each time he uncovered hidden sources. And to separate the cy-
clical fluctuations in interest rates from the other kinds of changes
entwined with them, Macaulay aiso feit it necessary to explore and
improve on existing techniques. Explication of the apparatus he
devised grew technical and long enough (and was felt to be gener-
ally useful enough) to warrant separate publication (in 1931) in a
volume on The Smoothing of Time Series. Most important, in ana-
lyzing and testing prevailing hypotheses concerning the relation-
ship between fluctuations in interest rates and changes in com-
modity prices and the physical volume of business, and between
short and long-term interest rates, Macaulay raised and wrestled
with theoretical questions that had been passed overlightly previ-
ously. These questions concerned the nature and role of expecta-
tions in financial markets—difficult questionsthat economists have
been struggling with ever since. Allthistook time, andthe Bureau’s
first decade ended with the study “practically”—but not quite—
finished, with only a few brief papers on preliminary results actually
published. The study finally did reach publication—in 1938—under
Mitchell’s patient fostering, with the modest title, Some Theoretical
Problems Suggested by the Movements of Interest Rates, Bond
Yields, and Stock Prices in the United States since 1856. Also con-
tributing to the establishment of a Bureau tradition, it contained
an extraordinarily full appendix providing the critical reader with
the empirical data analyzed. ‘

Requests by outsiders for studies by the Bureau arose early in
the Bureau’s career, and they continued to arise. These were fre-
quently on narrow topics rather remote from the lines of research
then occupying the Bureau staff. Mitchell felt it “would be poor
policy to scatter our energy over a considerable number of unre-
lated topics, however fascinating.” These demands were therefore
generally declined, setting the policy generally followed in later
years.
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One request that came very early—in 1921—did meet Mitchell’s
condition, however. While the plans for work on business cycles
were being formulated, Herbert Hoover, then Secretary of Com-
merce, asked the Bureau to make “a careful investigation into the
cyclical fluctuations in employment” troubling the country and
“into the merits and defects of various remedies proposed.” Even
the magnitude of the problem confronting the country was unclear.
No measures of national employment, nor of GNP, nor even of in-
dustrial output, were currently available. Everyone knew that things
were bad, but nobody knew within two, three, or more percentage
points the fraction of the labor force that had been thrown out of
work by the business depression. Such an investigation, believed
the President’s Conference on Unemployment (on which four mem-
bers of the Bureau's Board were serving), was necessary beforean
attempt could be made to formulate a policy for the country.

The Executive Committee agreed to undertake the work. It would
be of obvious service to the country but also, a major reason, the
topic proposed was directly in line with the work already planned.
Provisos—which were also to enter later agreements made for
special studies—were made by the Bureau and accepted by Secre-
tary Hoover: the Bureau’s work should be confined to ascertaining
“facts needful to be considered,” with the conclusionsto bedrawn
left to the responsibility of a Committee of the Conference; the Bu-
reau’s report should be submitted to its own Board of Directors for
approval before being sent to the Conference; the Bureau should
be free to publish its findings separately, if it wished; and the nec-
essary funds were to be provided.

To help carry the burden involved, which included a deadline of
six months, the Bureau received the “unpaid cooperation” of sev-
eral other agencies, private and public: notably the Russell Sage
Foundation, the American Association for Labor Legislation, and
the Bureau of Railway Economics; and the services, paid and un-
paid, of 15 individuals (including two Board members) outside
the Bureau's own staff, who were especially conversant with par-
ticular aspects of the subject.

The deadline was met and areportconsisting of 21 chapters was
published (in 1923), under the title Business Cycles and Unem-
ployment. It was the first of the Bureau’s publications concentrating
on economic policy. The leading proposals of the time for prevent-
ing or reducing cyclical unemployment were reviewed as objec-
tively as possible. A by-product of the report, using more fully the
results of a pathbreaking questionnaire sentoutduring the course
of the investigation, was entitled Employment, Hours, and Earnings
in Prosperity and Depression, United States, 1920-1922.

Mitchell was troubled from the beginning by the necessity to
“work against time,” precluding a better coordination of the var-
ious parts, fewer gaps, and a broader basis for some of the chap-
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ters. When it was over, he did say that the Bureau hadreasonto be
glad it had accepted Hoover’s invitation to cooperate. But he also
observed that “we stopped on a set date because we had to, not
because we were ready to.... When oneistryingtofind out some-
thing which is not known—and that is always the case in a scientific
investigation—it is seldom possible to foretell just how much time
the search will take. Our objections to working against time have
been confirmed and strengthened by this experience. ... Wehope
it will seldom if ever be necessary to accept such working condi-
tions again.” One can sense Mitchell's discomfort with, and resis-
tance to, the constraints of time and money upon careful research
and can feel the sympathy with which he was later to view Macau-
lay’s progress reports.

Much less troublesome, but also pertinent to the subject of busi-
ness cycles—as well as to income distribution—was the request in
1923 by the National Research Council of the National Academy of
Sciences for a study of the relationship between migration and
labor supply. Mitchell took some pleasure in noting that it was the
Academy’s first recognition of economics as a science. Migration
across international borders was a topic of great interest at the time
—even greater than now—with legislation to restrain immigration
into the United States being discussed and passed. The Bureau
borrowed Harry Jerome from the University of Wisconsin, and with
the advice of other members of the staff, published the study Mi-
gration and Business Cycles in 1926. It was somewhat a rarity in
its field—"a carefully documented study,” Mitchell stressed in his
preface to the volume, designed to enhance understanding “of a
problem too often treated in a controversial spirit.”

Even before the Jerome volume was in print, the newly estab-
lished Social Science Research Council asked the Bureau to un-
dertake another, much larger study of migration, planned to cover
the mass movements of mankind over the earth as a whole during
the past century or more. This required cooperation on aninterna-
tional scale, the first of such ventures by the Bureau. The results
appeared in a very large compendium of carefully ordered statis-
tics, prepared under the direction of Imre Ferenczi of the Interna-
tional Labor Office, published in 1929; another volume, not much
smaller, of “interpretations” by 20 authors from as many coun-
tries, was published in 1931. The two volumes were edited by Walter
F. Willcox of Cornell University. Some attention was paid in the
“interpretations” volume to the influence of fluctuations in busi-
ness conditions—long swings, as well as the shorter business cy-
cles—on emigation and immigration. But if the study as a whole
had to be categorized and a distinction made between studies of
fluctuations and studies of long-term economic development, it
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would count asa contributiontothe latter, as would some sections
in Mitchell’'s 1927 volume and in other studies mentioned earlier.

The President’s Conference on Unemployment, which had com-
missioned the study of Business Cycles and Unemployment, went
onin 1927 to set up a Committee on Recent Economic Changes to
“observe and to describe the American economy as a whole,” par-
ticularly since the recovery from the depression of 1920-21. It was
to “make a critical appraisal ofthe factors of stability and instability,”
with a view toward suggesting recommendations for improving
the stability of the economy. As it had in 1921, the Conference turned
to the Bureau for a survey of “the facts.” The Bureau assembled
almost a score of collaborators, including several of its own staff
members; still others helped in afield survey of economic changes
in individuai firms. With the assistance of “an unprecedented num-
ber of governmental and private agencies,” as the Committee on
Recent Economic Changes noted, the Bureau prepared the two-
volume survey, published in 1929, presenting various aspects of
the country’s economic development. The subjects ranged widely,
from changes in the nation’sincome and consumption, changesin
its industrial structure in response to fluctuations in money and
credit, and the effect of these changes on business—changes main-
ly during the post-World War | period, but in some chapters run-
ning back into the prewar period as well.

In a final review, Mitchell discussed a question thatappears espe-
cially poignant in the light of developments after 1929—one that
was to come up again in the 1960s. The relative stability between
1921 and 1927, Mitchell noted, “had encouraged optimists to say
that ‘the business cycle’ had been ‘ironed out’” in the United States.
After surveying some of the results he was obtaining in his study,
Mitchell concluded that “business cycles have not been ‘ironed out,'”
although the amplitude of cyclical fluctuations between 1924 and
early 1929 (when the report went to press) had been reduced. And
he warned that while “forecasting is no part of the present task, . ..
we should not close the record without noting that recent develop-
ments may appear less satisfactory in retrospect than they appear
at present.” He did not foresee the seriousness of the Great De-
pression that followed—no one could, if the causes of its severity
still lay in the future, as later studies at the Bureau were to suggest
—but he added that, “. .. we are leaving 1921 well behind us, and
there are signs that the caution inspired by that disastrous year is
wearing thin.”

A major theme in the subsequent development of the Bureau
was how Mitchell’s plan for the business cycle studies would work
out. Here | note only that within its initial decade the Bureau had
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managed to publish, orwas in the process of developing, a number
of significant contributions to the subject—not aprime concernto
most economists at the time. Also completed within the first de-
cade, in addition to those already mentioned, were monographs
devoted wholly, or in substantial part, to the relation to business
cycles of trade union membership and of fluctuations in various
categories of wholesale commodity prices; and a short volume on
the planning and control of public works aimed at stabilizing em-
ployment, which went more deeply into the subject thancould the
chapter devoted to it in Business Cycles and Unemployment.

Work in process when the decade ended included Macaulay’s
study of interest rates and cyclical analyses, by a corps of statisti-
cal assistants (in accordance with Mitchell’'s ambitious plan) of
many time series—reaching a total of nearly 500 by then. Also in
progress was a study by Simon Kuznets concentrating on the sea-
sonal variations that were being “removed” from the time series.
This study, which reached publication in 1933 (but was done before
Kuznets turned his attention to national income), was of interest
not only because seasonal unemployment was a serious problem,
but also because what the study told about the transmission of
fluctuations between successive stages of production and distri-
bution was instructive for the business cycle process.

Plans were being laid for a number of additional important stud-
ies. One concerned corporate profits, significant in Mitchell’'s—
and almost every other economist’'s—conception of what happens
during business cycles and during other types of economic change.
Profits were also important for the measurement of national income.
Data on profits, particularly for individual companies, were ex-
ceedingly sparse, however, before the revolution in public corpo-
rate reporting that was brought about by the establishment of the
Securities and Exchange Commission. The plans called fordigging
into the files of public accounting firms for their audit reports, and
those of the Bureau of Internal Revenue for tax returns. The work
soon got underway, and the studies were published by the mid-
1930s. Not until the late 1950s, however, could the Bureau return
to the subject, when George Stigler compiled and analyzed rates
of return on capital in manufacturing industries; and in the 1960s,
when Thor Hultgren, in a monograph in the business cycle series,
studied cyclical fluctuations in costs and prices as well as profits.

In 1929 there was also hope for a study, “international in scope,
of factors affecting the level of prices, a study which ... may throw
light on the practical problem of stabilizing the purchasing power
of the dollar, and of other monetary units.” This study, too, could
not get off the ground until years later, and then barely on aninter-
national basis. An unpretentious but essential Technical Paper,
one of a series started by the Bureau in 1941, on currency statistics,
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appeared first; and then a series of Occasional Papers onthe mone-
tary aspects of World War Il were published. Only in the 1950s was
something like a full-fledged—and now famous—project on the
subject, by Milton Friedman in collaboration with Anna Schwartz,
begun as one of the “auxiliary” business cycle studies. It was com-
pleted in 1982.

During its first decade, the Bureau had concentrated its atten-
tion largely on studies that are classified conventionally under the
separate headings of national income and of business cycles—
closely related subjects, however, because both deal with the money
economy and provide useful information for reaching an under-
standing of how the level, fluctuations, and distribution of the na-
tion’s income are determined.

The Bureau also embarked on studies that would ordinarily not
be subsumed under either of the two headings, but that also quite
definitely bear on the workings of the money economy. The most
prominent of these was a pioneering effort to explore, with the
recently available statistical instruments, a subject that could be
discussed only in general terms in Mitchell’s business cycle vol-
ume: the price system and its internal structure. The first product
of the project was Frederick C. Mills’s The Behavior of Prices (1927};
its cyclical content was briefly referred to earlier. It covered, in
addition, the monthly, year-to-year, and regional variability of in-
dividual wholesale prices and marked a first stage in the empirical
study of the “unresponsive” or “sticky” prices that were to attract
so much attention during the Great Depression and the decades
that followed. By 1940 Mills's book was judged to be one of the
post-World War | period’s “outstanding contributions” selected by
the Social Science Research Council forintensive discussioninits
series of “critiques of research in the social sciences.” In accor-
dance with the Bureau’s policy, the book included a long appendix
table describing for the first time the sources and detailed charac-
teristics of the price quotations being collected by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. This was considered unusual at thetime, because
this type of information was not always recognized then, or even
later, as essential in a scientific study of price behavior.

At the end of the Bureau's first decade, Jerome’s research, on a
subject that had originated in his concern with the effects of less-
ened immigration, was well along. High onits list of desirable proj-
ects the Bureau kept Jerome’s work on the mechanization of labor
(published in 1934), a subject alsoclosely related, of course, to the
studies of productivity.

Besides the requests for special studies already mentioned, others
came to the Bureau during its first decade. The Bureau assented
to two on aspects of philanthropic giving. This was a subject not
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high on the Bureau’s agenda, and there was some hesitation to
take them on. But they bore on a significant aspect of the econo-
my—philanthropy is certainly less prominent a feature of our mon-
ey economy than is the price system; nevertheless, itisa feature, it
is relevant to the size distribution of income, and itis an aspect of
the government’s relationship to the market economy. These studies
also metapublic need. For each, funds were proffered by afounda-
tion already supporting the Bureau’s general program, and compe-
tent staff were available or could be obtained. One study, published
in 1928, dealt with philanthropic trends in a “typical” American city,
primarily designed as an exploration of the data possibilities. The
other, published in 1930, followed through on a national survey
of corporate contributions to organized community welfare services.
Philanthropic giving was taken up again by the Bureau in the 1960s,
in a comprehensive statistical review of the entire subject.

The Bureau's program of research was stated initially in the gen-
eral terms of its charter and bylaws, and in Mitchell’s published
views of what needed to be done. Looking back over the Bureau'’s
first decade or so, one can see how the program was actually being
defined. | have done so in some detail, precisely with that purpose
in mind. In more specific terms, the Bureau’s annual reports—and
the introductions to some of the volumes published or approach-
ing publication in these years, some of which | have quoted—state
this. Even more cogent is the choice of subjects for research—
which the Bureau undertook to study with its “general funds”;
those that the Bureau selected from among the subjects brought
to its doors, with “specific funds” provided; and those that the Bu-
reau hoped to study—or may even have made a stab at—but then
had to put aside until the resources of money, data, or required
personnel might become available.

What is also revealing aboutthe program is how the studies were
carried out and how the results were presented—matters | have
tried to illustrate. The latitude and time given the staff to follow
their hunches; the expectation that each staff member would “do
his duty” by the study for which he had assumed responsibility; the
understanding that he would give as well as receive help on prob-
lems of data, analysis, and presentation; the adherence to stan-
dards to be met before publication could be approved—were also
intrinsic parts of the program. In 1959 Oskar Morgenstern put the
point about standards rather wryly when he mentioned in the pref-
ace of his book on International Financial Transactions and Busi-
ness Cycles (one of the Bureau’s business cycle monographs) that
its publication would be a great relief to his wife. “. .. for many years
[she] has heard me say that it was ‘finished,’ only to discover that
writing a book is one thing but writing it for the National Bureau of
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Economic Research with its exacting standards is quite another.”

By the end of its first decade in 1929, what initial doubts there
had been about the viability of an organization builtalong thelines
of the Bureau had quieted down a good deal, and | will supplement
the reasons already given or implied.

It had been demonstrated at the outset that a Board of Directors
representing “so many and such divergent views of public policy”
could meetin harmony. Norwastheirharmony seriously disturbed
by clashes over economic policy, since recommendations on policy
were avoided. Dissents, if any, on other points or on a majority de-
cision to publish a report, could be—and were, fromthe beginning
—accorded space in the publication.

However, all members of the Board were busy with their own
affairs, and many were little more than amateureconomists. Would
they take the time and make the effort to critically look over drafts
of staff reports? Somereports weresure to be lengthy, and all were
sure to include a good deal of technical material. The Board’s task
was made easier, first, because Mitchell set a high standard of ex-
position for the staff. Second, provision was soon made for sum-
maries; these were helpful to the Directors (and other readers)
whether or not time could be taken to read the full text of a report
closely. Also helpful, a consensus reached early in the Bureau’s
Executive Committee made it unnecessary for the Director of Re-
search to clear with the Board partial or tentative reports, on non-
controversial aspects of the Bureau's research, when these were
designed to elicit professional discussion. Of course, provisional
status of such reports was to be made clear in the publication. Fi-
nally, and of more than minor importance, the number of reports
sent to the Board during the Bureau’s first 10 years was small and
the burden on the Directors was modest. The Board members could
do the job expected of them. By 1941, when the number ofreports
requiring approval had grown large, the burden of approval was
placed on ad hoc three-member committees of the Board, each
selected for particular competence in the subject of the report in-
volved. (If any member of the special committee were to withhold
approval, however, the report must then be submitted to the full
Board.)

There also must have been a question whether the staff, and the
collaborators enlisted for special studies, would rise above their
own views on policy. Of course, they were all free, as is every citi-
zen, to express their opinions on current issues, and Mitchell and
other members of the staff did not hesitate to do so—when they
could still allay doubts and questions that were spurring their re-
searches—but never as Bureau associates and never in the con-
text of a Bureau study. One concern: In determining and presenting
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“the facts” in a Bureau study, would researchers avoid even hinting
at the policy conclusions they themselves favored? Mitchell could
be pretty sure about the men he had picked for the staff and who
were working closely with him. He could not have been so sure of
the “outside” authors contributing to the two Hoover reports and
the study of migration. But, as it turned out, they alsotoedtheline
drawn; Mitchell had no great problems with them and was suffi-
ciently impressed with the experience he had with the first of these
cooperative ventures to comment on it in his annual report.

The question of funding, when the Bureau began its work, was
also important, and its answer was also uncertain. Rorty had ac-
cumulated barely enough money to get started. The funds and
pledges in hand could hardly support a continuing research pro-
gram. The uncertainties were multiplied because the Bureau’s
program did not directly address “problems that catch the atten-
tion of the public for brief periods,” but rather fundamental sub-
jects. Time and patience were required. Worse from the viewpoint
of some potential contributors, the knowledge attained could not
by itself resolve policy issues; it could only help to firm up the basis
on which to consider them.

Yet funds did come forth for the Bureau’s work, as they did, in-
deed, for the economic and social research of other institutions
newly established shortly after World War I. However, | have the
impression that it was easier to obtain funds, then and also later,
for institutions less restrained than the Bureau with regard to rec-
ommendations on policy. However, the sources were not as widely
dispersed as the Committee on the Distribution of Income had
sought, although no large amounts came from sources that more
than a few might view as questionable. In 1920 the Commonwealth
Fund contributed $20,000 and promised another $15,000 for 1921.
Small contributions by a number of business firms and individuals
aggregated only about $6000 in 1920. Then, in 1921, the Carnegie
Corporation, another foundation, granted the Bureau $15,000 for
each of three years, 1921-23 (in addition to the funds it provided
for the Hoover study).

Even more encouraging, in 1923 the Laura Spelman Rockefeller
Memorial opened a full decade of annual contributions to the Bu-
reau: $12,500 for the first year, and $25,000 for each year through
1932. Most important, when the Memorial was absorbed by the
Rockefeller Foundation in 1929, the latter assumed and strength-
ened the Memorial's support of the social sciences, including the
economic research at the Bureau. The Foundation committed itself
to matching over the five years 1929-34 other grants received by
the Bureau (including the remaining Memorial grants slated for
1930-32), to a maximum of $375,000. This immediately enabled the
Bureau to move into fireproof quarters, where its files would be
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safe, to equip its research laboratory more adequately for statisti-
cal work, and to enlist the larger number of persons required foran
expanded program.

The small contributions by subscribers and others also had been
growing (althoughthey neverreached alarge fraction of receipts),
and a trickle of receipts from the sale of books had begun when the
first volume on national income was published. Total annual ex-
penditures, then, which started with $19,000 in 1920 and $36,000in
1921, became $85,000 by 1924 and $177,000 by 1929.

These were not large sums, certainly not in the first few years,
even at the price levels prevailing during the 1920s. But the cash
receipts were eked out. Forthe Bureau’s first couple of years, quar-
ters were provided rent-free by the General Theological Seminary,
which had space available in its building on lower Ninth Avenue in
New York City. (The Bureau had to supply its own heating equip-
ment, however; and in partial return, lectures on statistics were
delivered by the Bureau's staff to the seminarians—with what effect
remains an intriguing question.) Also, as mentioned earlier, from
the beginning the Bureau received from individuals and institutions
a good deal of other noncash contributionsin the form of research
services.

Also important, none of the staff was paid more than a modest
stipend by the Bureau. Most of the senior staff wereemployedona
part-time basis, as is the case today, with the expectation that the
major portion of theirincome would come from their teaching con-
nections. Although they put a disproportionately large share of their
time on their researches, as scholars are prone to do, these were of
value in their teaching, especially in graduate courses; and the uni-
versities, which expected their faculty members to spend time on
research, encouraged their connections with the Bureau. In addi-
tion to the satisfaction the staff members received from doing sci-
entific work rather than potboiling, to supplement their university
salaries, they also enjoyed—and might indeed eventually profit
from—the credit they received as authors. Had the reports been
published simply as institutional documents—the widely followed
custom among private and governmental research institutions
when the Bureau was organized—to indicate that these were not
merely the personal opinions of the authors, this credit would have
been largely dissipated. The Bureau decided to depart from the
custom on the ground (as Mitchell later mentioned with a twinkle
in his eye) that authors given title-page creditand the responsibility
that goes with it could be expected to do a better job than if they
were more or less anonymous—and they would doit for less money.

Early in 1923 Mitchell had indicated to the Board of Directors a
preference against rapid expansion of the Bureau, “or expansion
to a scale very much larger than at present,” that several Board
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members and some others favored as the Bureau’s reputation grew.
“We are not ambitious . . . to become avery large institution, with a
numerous staff, and with many different investigations constantly
underway. If we did pursue a policy of ambitious expansion we
might impose an intolerably heavy burden of reading upon the
Directors; we would make the problem of financing the Bureau a
harassing one; and we would run a risk of sacrificing quality of
output to quantity.”

Aside from these reasons, there may have been another at the
time: With the business of the Bureau absorbing an appreciable
portion of Mitchell’s time, the pressures imposed by the first Hoo-
ver study still vivid in his mind, and with the continuingdemand on
the Bureau and on him and other members of the staff for studies,
advice, and speeches, Mitchell must have felt some frustration in
getting on with his research on business cycles.

This difficulty was soon removed, however. Gay, who had left
Harvard in 1920 to become president of the New York Post, re-
turned to Harvard in 1924 as professor of economic history. Atthe
same time he joined the Bureau on a part-time basis as Codirector
of Research, to relieve Mitchell of his purely administrative and
editorial responsibilities (remaining until his retirement in 1932,
when others took over the tasks). This relief, and Gay’s effective-
ness as an organizer and fund-raiser, lowered Mitchell’sresistance
to expansion, and the Bureau succeeded in meeting the problems
Mitchell had enumerated. The Bureau grew, although hardly to the
dimensions of “a very large institution, with a numerous staff.” In
its publications in 1929, the senior staff listed no more thanadozen
persons.

By the end of 1929, then, the Bureau could feel itself past the
most hazardous years of infancy, although not entirely secure;
however, some funds were assured for at least a few years ahead.
The staff assembled was working well as a team, and support was
promised for a larger staff, particularly to carry on the business
cycles study—whose dimensions were becoming recognized. The
competence of the staff was widely recognized; indeed, requests
to individual members for expert advice from official and scholarly
bodies had started early in the 1920s, and the requests continue to
arrive.

Some real accomplishments, consonant with the precepts origi-
nally set up, were ontherecord. A score of volumes were in printor
soon to appear. And research plans, along the lines started during
the Bureau's first decade, were being well received. Certainly, the
“bold experiment” on which the Bureau had embarked could be
said to have better odds in its favor at the end of the 1920s than
when the Bureau wasincorporated at the beginning of the decade.
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It is also a fact that when 1929 came to a close, business activity
was receding from the peak reached in August, as the Bureau was
later to date it. The country was sliding into what later became
known as the Great Depression, and the Bureau was soon in serious
danger of going under. The Rockefeller Foundation had committed
itself in 1929 for a five-year period, it is true. But it was largely on a
matching basis, and as the recession deepened, less and less came
in to be matched; this decline in funding occurred just when the
Bureau’s program expansion was raising its expenditures to new
levels.

The need for more rather than less research on business cycles
and othereconomic problems could not be more apparent, howev-
er, and the exceptional character of the Bureau's money-raising
situation became recognized by the Rockefeller Foundation. The
terms of its grant were revised. But this was not sufficient to pre-
vent a severe decline in the Bureau's total income, with expendi-
tures in 1933 and 1934 forced down to 60 percent ofthe 1929 level.
Not until 1938 did income and expenditures return to and then
exceed their 1929 level; voluntary and mandatory wage cuts could
be ended; and plans for new studies, which had been suspended to
assure the Bureau’s financial ability to complete the studies already
underway, could move forward again.

My objective has been to describe the establishment of the Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research and to tell how its role took
shape during the Bureau's formative years. | shall stop here. How
the Bureau’s role was performed as the years and the decades rolled
by—under Mitchell until his retirement in 1945, under Arthur F.
Burns until 1967 (except for the three or four years when Burns
served as chairman of the President’'s Council of Economic Advisers,
and Geoffrey Moore and | carried on), under John R. Meyer until
1977, under Martin Feldstein until 1982, when he departed for Wash-
ington (also to serve as chairman of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers), under Eli'Shapiro until 1984, and again under Feldstein—
this story is for other chapters in the history of the Bureau.

Even a partial roster of the hundreds of men and women who
carried on the Bureau's work must also be deferred to those subse-
quent chapters. Itis easy to remember those who became especial-
ly distinguished, and itis tempting to trot out the honorsand awards
conferred on them—the Nobel Prizes in Economic Science award-
ed Simon Kuznets, Milton Friedman, and George Stigler; the med-
als and distinguished fellowships received by them and other staff
members; and the presidencies and other high offices held in the
economic, statistical, econometric, and other professional asso-
ciations. But the work of the Bureau was done also, and in a sense
even largely, by many other staff members and a corps of dedicated
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research assistants—all joined with the more prominent members
of the staff and the Bureau’s Administration and Board, in the effort
to meet the Bureau’s “exacting standards.”

Even the bare list of hundreds of books, papers, and conference
proceedings published by the Bureau since its early years now
occupies a sizable printed document. There are many more publi-
cations on national income, business cycles, and the other research
areas already mentioned. There is a host of reportson areasentered
later, as the initial program of research expanded within the limits
permitted by the Bureau’s resources—resources that grew with
the reputation of the Bureau for objectivity and thoroughness of
work.

The program branched outindirections suggested by questions
raised in studies completed or underway. The availability of “new
ideas, new materials, and new experience” played a part. Of course,
problems raised or old problems aggravated by economic, social,
and political changes, and efforts to deal with them, also played
their role. Whatever the conventional categories under which the
studies may appear in a list of publications or programs—whether
under financial markets and institutions, or fiscal policy, or inter-
national economic relations, or labor markets, or private pensions
and social insurance, or education and human capital, or health
economics, or technological change—the studies added as needs
and opportunities presented themselves have all sought informa-
tion applicable to scientific and policy issues concerning the growth,
stability, and distribution of the nation’s income.

The story of how the Bureau’s collaborative efforts expanded in
scope and frequency is also long. Collaboration with the universi-
ties took on an institutional character, going well beyond acade-
mia’s necessarily limited representation on the Bureau’s Board. In
the middle 1930s, on the Bureau’s initiative, the Universities-Na-
tional Bureau Committee for Economic Research was organized,
with some forty universities now represented. An offshoot of the
Universities-National Bureau Committee, one that took on an iden-
tity of its own, is the Conference on Research in Income and Wealth.
The 150 or more members of this Conference areindividual econo-
mists or statisticians from federal, state, and local governments as
well as the universities. The major function of the Committee and
the Conference has been to arrange carefully planned conferences
that bring together economists and statisticians from across the
nation (and often from other countries) to discuss intensively par-
ticular issues in economic theory, statistics, methodology, and
policy, and to contribute to their resolution.

Many of these meetings have been on topics of immediate inter-
est to public officials, and some were arranged at their request—
the conference on “Policies to Combat Depression” in 1956, for
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example. In addition, over the years the Bureau has undertaken to
meet other requests by government agencies—notably, to review
the structure and functions of the statistical agencies of the feder-
al government, and to appraise particular federal statisticssuch as
those on national income, prices, inventories, and business cycle
indicators. The Bureau has also cooperated with federal agencies
when they were ready to compile and regularly publish economic
data originally developed by the Bureau. “Diffusion” indexes, for
example, now appear regularly in Business Conditions Digestalong
with the Bureau's business cycle chronology and threefold classi-
fication of cyclical indicators; and the elaborate flow-of-funds
accounts, constructed at the Bureau by Morris Copeland in the
1940s and 1950s, is now published regularly by the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System. Also, as before, many Bureau
staff members, and others with “on-the-job training” atthe Bureau,
have responded on a personal basis to calls by government agen-
cies for professional assistance. Through these various connections,
as well as through its publications, the Bureau has been able to
help improve the quality of economic information available to the
country and to influence the thinking of economistsand nonecon-
omists everywhere.

The precepts formulated by the Bureau's foundersare stringent
principles of action. It is not easy to concentrate on important eco-
nomic problems while paying attention to basic processes and
underlying factorsand to the current manifestations ofthese prob-
lems, dealing with them on an empirical basis in a scientific man-
ner, and doing all of this under the safeguards needed to assure
impartiality. When circumstances are transitory, it is difficult to be
consistent even in decisions on what is important, basic, scientific,
and impartial. But it is not altogether impossible. When the full story
of the Bureau is told (and one can view the experience not just of
10 or 15 years but of what is now more than six decades), one can
see how the founders’ principles were construed, as the generations
succeeded one another; how the principles guided the work of the
Bureau, under the pressures of events; and how the Bureau's orga-
nization and procedures were adapted to the Bureau’'s growth.
Today, some $6 million are spent each year, to support studies
carried on by well over 100 NBER research associates here and
abroad, in projects managed or individual studies overseen by a
dozen programdirectors; these funds are spent, as well, toarrange
and underwrite scientific conferences involving an even larger
number of persons each year.
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RELATION OF THE DIRECTORS TO THE WORK AND PUBLICATIONS
OF THE NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH

1. The object of the National Bureau of Economic Research is to ascertain and
to present to the public important economic facts and their interpretation in a sci-
entific and impartial manner. The Board of Directors is charged with the responsi-
bility of ensuring that the work of the National Bureau is carried on in strict con-
formity with this object.

2. The President of the National Bureau shall submit to the Board of Directors,
or to its Executive Committee, for their formal adoption all specific proposals for
research to be instituted.

3. Noresearch report shall be published by the National Bureau untilthe Presi-
dent has sent each member of the Board a notice that a manuscriptis recommended
for publication and that in the President’s opinion it is suitable for publication in
accordance with the principles of the National Bureau. Such notification will in-
clude an abstract or summary of the manuscript’s content and a response form for
use by those Directors who desire a copy ofthe manuscript for review. Each manu-
script shall contain a summary drawing attention to the nature and treatment of the
problem studied, the character of the dataand theirutilization inthereport, and the
main conclusions reached.

4. For each manuscript so submitted, a special committee of Directors (includ-
ing Directors Emeriti) shall be appointed by majority agreement of the President
and Vice Presidents (or by the Executive Committeein case of inability to decide on
the part of the President and Vice Presidents), consisting of three Directors select-
ed as nearly as may be one from each general division of the Board. The names of
the special manuscript committee shali be stated to each Director when notice of
the proposed publication is submitted to him. It shall be the duty of each member of
the special manuscript committee to read the manuscript. If each member of the
manuscript committee signifies his approval within thirty days of the transmittal of
the manuscript, thereportmay be published. |f at the end of that period any member
of the manuscript committee withholds his approval, the President shall then notify
each member of the Board, requesting approval or disapproval of publication, and
thirty days additional shall be granted for this purpose. The manuscript shail then
not be published unless at least a majority of the entire Board who shall have voted
on the proposal within the time fixed for the receipt of votes shall have approved.

5. No manuscript may be published, though approved by each member of the
special manuscript committee, until forty-five days have elapsed from the transmit-
tal of the report in manuscript form. The interval is allowed for the receipt of any
memorandum of dissent or reservation, together with a brief statement of his rea-
sons, that any member may wish to express; and such memorandum of dissent or
reservation shall be published with the manuscriptif he so desires. Publication does
not, however, imply that each member of the Board has read the manuscript, orthat
either members of the Board in general or the special committee have passed on its
validity in every detail.

6. Publications of the National Bureau issued for informational purposes con-
cerning the work of the Bureau and its staff, or issued to inform the public of activi-
ties of Bureau staff, and volumes issued as a result of various conferences involving
the National Bureau shall contain a specific disclaimer noting that such publication
has not passed through the normal review procedures required in this resolution.
The Executive Committee of the Board is charged with review of all such publica-
tions from time to time to ensure that they do not take on the character of formal
research reports of the National Bureau, requiring formal Board approval.

7. Unless otherwise determined by the Board or exempted by the terms of para-
graph 6, a copy of this resolution shall be printed in each National Bureau publication.

(Resolution adopted October 25, 1926, as revised through September 30, 1974)
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