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Preface

THE pages that follow descrlbe a survey of manufacturing
operations in the United States: in 1929, made from two
points of view: (1) the directions of ;productive effort; (2)
the relative use made of different productlve factors. Chapter
I provides a brief introduction to the study; Chapter 11 in-
dicates the extent of manufacturing activity in the production
of different classes of goods and the distribution of produc-
tive resources to these ends; Chapter II1 discusses the rela-
tive magnitude of various elements of cost and the role of
capital and labor in manufacturing, again by different classes
of goods; Chapter IV provides a summary of the major find-
ings.

Manufacturmg includes a fascinating variety of produc-
tive activities. In this study, however, these individual proc-
esses are merged into composite pictures of groups and sub-
groups—a procedure that serves to simplify the study of
the flow of goods through the manufacturing process. Even
so, the basic analysis is by no means simple, for in several of
the classifications used a single industry is often represented,
with appropriate weights, in more than one grouping. The
different classification schemes employed in the study have
been chosen chiefly because of their importance in general
economic analysis. The purpose of the study is to approxi-
mate, for 1929, the extent of activity in the manufacture of
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these different types of goods and to summarize the cost
relationships that mark such operations. In short it is to give
a ‘still’ photograph of a major segment of the productive
economy.

Measures such as those presented depend in part on the
area of analysis. Especially is this true of the aggregates of
Chapter II. In comparing the results of this and other
studies, therefore, differences in definition of manufacturing
should not be overlooked. The limits set in this survey are
the same as those used by the Bureau of the Census in the
1929 Census of Manufactures. The analysis is built upon
the extensive Census data compiled in that year, supple-
mented where necessary by information from other sources.

Our study bears some relationship, but no close one, to the
National Bureau studies of Capital Formation. In these
studies Dr. Kuznets has measured the output of manufactur-
ing industries by divisions of products similar to ours, but for
the purpose of estimating the volume of flow only. Our
survey is less concerned with what leaves the factory doors
than it is with what goes on behind them: it is a study of the
contribution of manufacturing to the flow of goods that Dr.
Kuznets first measures at the manufacturing stage.

The preparation of this report has been furthered at all
stages by the help given me by Mildred Uhrbrock, aided at
various times by Maude Remey, Gertrude Reaske, Ruby
Flanagan, and Louise Nash. Martha Anderson has pre-
pared the manuscript for publication and H. Irving Forman
has drawn the charts. Simon Kuznets and William Shaw
have made currently available for my use the results of
their study of manufacturing records, since published in
Commodity Flow and Capital Formation, Volume 1I.
Solomon Fabricant and other members of the National
Bureau staff have cheerfully advised on the organization of
the report, though its patent defects are no fault of theirs.
To Wesley C. Mitchell and especially to Frederick C. Mills
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are due sincere thanks for encouragement in a project that
had its origin in the author’s association with Dr. Mills in the
National Bureau studies of prices and production. To all
these and other participants in the regular work of the Na-
tional Bureau, as well as to all others who have given aid
in various ways, I extend my warm appreciation. Particularly,
I wish to thank Dean W. B. Donham of the Harvard Uni-
versity Graduate School of Business Administration for
facilitating the completion of the report.

C.AB.





