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(BLS) and claimed that the agency’s data were “rigged.” In the aftermath, measures of 
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event-study design to estimate the effect of the firing on policy uncertainty, and then map 
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Section I. Introduction  

On August 1, 2025, President Trump fired Dr. Erika McEntarfer, the Commissioner of 

the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), alleging that she “faked the Jobs Numbers” and was 

“incompetent.” This event provides a rare opportunity to study something that is otherwise 

difficult to measure: the value of trustworthy official statistics.  

In social media posts on August 1, President Trump argued that BLS overstated job 

growth in the run-up to the 2024 presidential election, posting this: “I was just informed that our 

Country’s “Jobs Numbers” are being produced by a Biden Appointee, Dr. Erika McEntarfer, the 

Commissioner of Labor Statistics, who faked the Jobs Numbers before the Election to try and 

boost Kamala’s chances of Victory. This is the same Bureau of Labor Statistics that overstated 

the Jobs Growth in March 2024 by approximately 818,000 and, then again, right before the 2024 

Presidential Election, in August and September, by 112,000.”1 He wrote: “In my opinion, 

today’s Jobs Numbers were RIGGED in order to make the Republicans, and ME, look bad.”2 

Economic policy uncertainty spiked in the wake of the president’s efforts to undermine public 

trust in BLS data, as you would expect to see if trust in a crucial source of information about the 

economy had been eroded.  

Previous research finds that spikes in uncertainty have effects on the real economy (e.g., 

Bernanke 1983, Bloom 2009, Fernandez-Villaverde 2011, and Cascaldi-Garcia 2023). Under our 

baseline scaling assumptions, the increase in uncertainty associated with McEntarfer’s firing 

implies a reduction in output of roughly $20 billion. We interpret this as an estimate of the value 

 
1 Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), "I was just informed that our Country’s “Jobs Numbers” are being 
produced by a Biden Appointee, Dr. Erika McEntarfer," Truth Social, August 1, 2025, 
https://truthsocial.com/@realDonaldTrump/posts/114954846612623858 
2 Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), "In my opinion, today’s Jobs Numbers were RIGGED in order to make 
the Republicans, and ME, look bad," Truth Social, August 1, 2025, 
https://truthsocial.com/@realDonaldTrump/posts/114955222046259464 

https://truthsocial.com/@realDonaldTrump/posts/114955222046259464
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the public placed on the marginal decrease in trust operating through the elevated-uncertainty 

channel. As a point of perspective, the budget for BLS in FY2025 was $704 million. 

This paper proceeds as follows. In Section II, we provide a brief overview of the BLS and 

of some of the reasons why an erosion of trust in its data products could increase uncertainty. In 

Section III, we describe the data we use to measure uncertainty and present the results from our 

event study designed to capture the effect of Commissioner McEntarfer’s firing on uncertainty. 

In Section IV, we map the shock to uncertainty into aggregate economic outcomes. Section V 

offers a brief concluding discussion. 

 

Section II. Trust in Official Statistics Mitigates Uncertainty 

BLS collects, calculates, analyzes, and publishes data on the labor market, workers’ 

earnings, consumer and producer prices, and related measures. These data are essential to the 

public, employers, researchers, government organizations, and policymakers. We stress their 

importance to the Federal Reserve System’s Federal Open Market Committee, which relies on 

BLS data on the unemployment rate, payroll jobs, wage growth, and the consumer price index 

(CPI), among other indicators, to set monetary policy.  

As is the case for many public goods, the value to the country of trustworthy official 

statistics is difficult to measure. The benefits are highly diffused across the population. For 

example, BLS statistics inform public and private investments, facilitate long-term contracting, 

and allow evaluation of public and private programs.3  

One channel through which BLS data are valuable to government and private-sector 

actors is that they decrease uncertainty about economic conditions. A growing body of research 

 
3 Examples of these benefits and attempts to measure them are reviewed in National Academies of Sciences, 
Engineering, and Medicine (2025). 
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has stressed the role that uncertainty and official statistics play in shaping, in particular, the 

investment decisions of businesses (Ahir et al. 2025, Lemoine 2025, Chi 2024). In a 2018 survey 

conducted by the National Association for Business Economists (NABE) 95 percent of 

businesses responded yes to the question: "Are government data important to analyses and 

forecasting that drive business decisions?” and employment and unemployment data produced 

by the BLS were rated as the most important data source for informing business decisions 

(Hughes-Cromwick and Coronado, 2019).  

No evidence of incompetence or manipulated data at BLS has ever been presented by the 

Trump administration. Even so, the act of firing Commissioner McEntarfer could raise 

uncertainty in several ways. The Administration’s allegations may have cast doubt on the 

objectivity and accuracy of BLS data releases. Some of those who trusted the integrity of data 

feared that a new commissioner would be installed whom they could not trust in the future. And, 

regardless of their priors, many conjectured that BLS was likely to face turmoil going forward 

that could degrade data quality. A 2024 report from the American Statistical Association warned 

that “Federal statistical agencies remain vulnerable because of weaknesses in their professional 

autonomy to political meddling and improper influence,” (Auerbach et al., 2024).  

 

Section III. Uncertainty Data and Estimation 

A media storm followed President Trump’s announcement that he fired the 

commissioner. Figure 1 shows that there were no mentions of “Erika McEntarfer” in Google 

News search results during the month prior to her termination, followed by a large spike 

afterwards.  
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Figure 1: Count of Daily Google News Search Hits Mentioning “Erika McEntarfer” from July 1, 2025 – 
September 30, 2025. This figure displays the number of hits from Google News published each day from July 1, 
2025 to September 30, 2025. The vertical dashed line shows August 1, the day McEntarfer was fired. 

 

On August 1, there was a corresponding increase in the daily news-based Economic 

Policy Uncertainty Index (EPU) for the United States, a measure introduced in Baker et al. 

(2016). The daily news-based Economic Policy Uncertainty Index is created from a broad set of 

U.S. newspapers sourced from the Access World News NewsBank service. The index is 

calculated by counting the number of articles published each day that contain terms related to 

economic policy uncertainty normalized by the total number of articles in the database. Since 

2000, the EPU for the U.S. has surged during crises, spiking after events like the 2008 financial 

crisis and the 2020 COVID pandemic. The daily EPU data used for our analysis was downloaded 

October 27, 2025. 
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To estimate the effect of the firing of Erika McEntarfer on economic policy uncertainty, 

we calculate the difference in the average level of uncertainty between July 25-July 31 (the week 

before she was fired) and August 1-August 7 (the week after she was fired). We use a seven-day 

window around the August 1 firing date because this window is long enough to capture both 

immediate and more delayed reactions to McEntarfer’s firing, and because a seven-day window 

on either side of August 1 accounts for systematic differences in news volume on different days 

of the week. A seven-day window around the treatment is also short enough that it avoids 

including some large uncertainty fluctuations driven by trade policy changes in the early and 

middle part of July and uncertainty fluctuations driven by controversy at the Federal Reserve in 

the middle and end of August.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Economic Policy Uncertainty Index Around August 1 Firing. This figure displays the daily Economic 
Policy Uncertainty Index in the week before and after August 1. The solid black line is the raw daily index and the 
dashed lines on either side of August 1 represent the average EPU index in the week before and week after August 1 
respectively. Source: Baker, Scott R., Bloom, Nick and Davis, Steven J., “Economic Policy Uncertainty Index for 
United States,” https://policyuncertainty.com/media/All_Daily_Policy_Data.csv. Retrieved October 27, 2025. 

https://policyuncertainty.com/media/All_Daily_Policy_Data.csv.


7 
 

Figure 2 displays the raw Economic Policy Uncertainty index in the seven days before 

and after August 1. The EPU index spiked on August 1, when McEntarfer was fired and 

remained elevated for days afterward. The spike reflects the fact that McEntarfer’s firing was 

front-page news on August 2 and August 3, and August 4 in major newspapers. To substantiate 

this, we include images of the front pages of The Wall Street Journal, The New York Times, 

Washington Post, and the Financial Times in the appendix. Comparing the weeks before and 

after the firing, uncertainty, as measured by EPU, jumped by 126.8 points, or over 50 percent. 

This change can be viewed as a first-pass measure of the uncertainty caused by the firing. 

When events raise uncertainty, the EPU index typically spikes as the media discusses the event 

and its implications. The index often subsides after a few days—even when the underlying rise in 

uncertainty is more persistent—because the news cycle moves on. Thus, short-run increases in 

EPU can still provide a useful signal of more persistent increases in uncertainty. 

Even though the action was clearly a major news story, some of the change in the EPU 

index between our pre- and post-firing period may be due to reports of other events. In particular, 

we note two likely confounding influences. First, the August 1 BLS release of the Employment 

Situation for July 2025 at 8:30 am revised down nonfarm payroll employment estimates for May 

and June 2025 down by 258,000, a large revision. Second, Dr. Adriana Kugler announced that 

she was resigning from the Federal Reserve Board of Governors at 3:30 pm the same day. Both 

likely increased economic policy uncertainty, but are not directly related to McEntarfer’s firing. 

Simply assuming the average pre-post difference in measured uncertainty was wholly due to 

McEntarfer’s firing would likely overestimate the effect on economic policy uncertainty.  

Thus, we need to scale the total increase in EPU down to the part that is more likely to be 

directly attributable to McEntarfer’s firing. To account for the effects of the announced 

employment revisions on policy uncertainty, we first calculate the weekly change in economic 
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policy uncertainty and size of announced employment revisions around all employment situation 

releases from January 1985-August 2025.4 In Figure 3 Panels A and B, we plot the change in 

average EPU for the week before and after each employment release and the absolute value of 

announced employment revisions respectively.5 From Figure 3 Panel A, the increase in EPU 

around August 1, 2025, indicated by the red dot, is the fifth largest increase out of 482 changes 

(99th percentile) around employment releases, and from Panel B, the employment revisions 

announced on August 1, 2025 are the 28th largest out of 482 changes (94th percentile) around 

employment releases. The average weekly change in EPU around employment releases prior to 

August 1, 2025 is -1.33 and the average absolute employment revision is 78,950. Figure 4 

presents a scatterplot of the weekly changes in log EPU against the log of the employment 

revision along with the estimated linear relationship between the two.  

We adjust for the effects of announced employment revisions by regressing the change in 

log weekly EPU against the log of announced employment revisions for releases prior to August 

1, 2025, calculating the predicted EPU change for August 1, 2025 based on the announced 

employment revisions, and subtracting the share of the EPU increase attributable to the 

employment revisions from the observed EPU increase, using the following estimated 

relationship:  

Δ𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸) =  −0.25 +  0.023 ∗ 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟). 

This adjustment for the size of the announced employment revisions reduces the observed 

increase in EPU, from 126.8 to 118.4 (around seven percent). 

  

 
4 Data on the first, second, and third estimated monthly employment changes used to calculate employment 
revisions come from the Real Time Dataset for Macroeconomists published by the Philadelphia Federal Reserve 
(accessed February 15, 2026 at: https://www.philadelphiafed.org/surveys-and-data/real-time-data-research/employ) 
5 In cases where multiple employment situation releases occurred within one month, we use the date of the initial 
employment release for calculating the EPU change. We drop months where the total announced employment 
revisions for the prior two months sum to zero. 

https://www.philadelphiafed.org/surveys-and-data/real-time-data-research/employ
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Figure 3: Weekly Change in Economic Policy Uncertainty and Announced Employment Revisions Following 
BLS Employment Situation Releases. Panel A displays the change in average economic policy uncertainty for the 
week before and after BLS employment data releases and Panel B displays absolute value of announced 
employment revisions for each release from January 1985 to August 2025. The red dot indicates the August 1, 2025 
release, and the black dots indicate prior data releases. Months where employment revisions sum to zero are not 
included in the sample.  
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Figure 4: Relationship Between Announced Employment Revisions and Changes in Economic Policy 
Uncertainty. This figure displays the relationship between the log of employment revisions and the weekly change 
in log EPU following the revision announcement from January 1985-August 2025. The red dot denotes the August 
2025 release and the black dots denote prior releases. The equation plotted by the dashed line is: Δ𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸) =
 −0.25 +  0.023 ∗ 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙(𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎𝑎 𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒 𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟). 
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To account for the effects of Adriana Kugler’s resignation announcement on uncertainty, 

we performed Google searches with the news filter and counted the share of articles with dates 

between August 1 and August 7, 2025 that directly mention McEntarfer or the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics. The two scaling methods used are the following:  

(1) The number of results that mention “Erika McEntarfer” as a share of total results that 

mention either “Erika McEntarfer” or “Adriana Kugler”: “McEntarfer” / 

(“McEntarfer” OR “Kugler”). 6 The share derived from this method isolates the effect 

on uncertainty of McEntarfer’s August 1 firing from Adriana Kugler’s resignation, 

which was also announced on August 1.  

(2) The number of results that mention “Erika McEntarfer” or “Bureau of Labor 

Statistics” and “uncertainty” as a share of total results that mention “uncertainty”: 

(“McEntarfer” OR “BLS” AND “uncertainty”) / “uncertainty”.7 The share derived 

from this method isolates the effect on uncertainty of McEntarfer’s August 1 firing 

from other events during our sample period, such as trade policy changes, that may 

have resulted in increased mentions of uncertainty in the news. 

We take method (1) as an upper bound that attributes all the rise in uncertainty to either 

Kugler or McEntarfer. Our preferred measure, Method (2), attributes to McEntarfer’s firing only 

the share of articles mentioning uncertainty that mention her or BLS. This is a more conservative 

approach in that it assumes that all the articles that do not mention BLS or McEntarfer reacted to 

other sources of uncertainty, including Kugler’s resignation.  

Table 1 shows how we adjust our estimate of the impact of McEntarfer’s firing on the 

EPU index. The first four rows of Panel A of Table 1 show the derivation of our first-pass 

 
6 These Google searches were performed on January 5, 2026 from a Washington DC IP address. 
7 These Google searches were performed on January 13, 2026 from a Washington DC IP address. 
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estimate (the difference in average EPU between July 25-July 31 and August 1-August 7, as 

shown in Figure 2). The estimated rise in EPU is 126.8 points, an increase of over 50 percent 

relative to the week before August 1. Because the employment revisions were released at 8:30 

am and Kugler’s resignation was announced later at 3:30 pm we first adjust for the effects of the 

announced employment revisions and then for the effects of Kugler’s resignation. In the last two 

rows of Panel A, we adjust for the size of the announced employment revision by reducing the 

observed increase in EPU from 126.8 to 118.4. 

In Panel B, we estimate the two scaling methods to account for other factors that may 

have increased uncertainty. First, we show counts of news articles from Google searches that 

mention “Erika McEntarfer,” “Adriana Kugler,” “uncertainty,” and "Erika McEntarfer" OR 

"Bureau of Labor Statistics AND "uncertainty" that we use to scale the total change in EPU by a 

factor that more closely approximates the increase in uncertainty specifically due to 

McEntarfer’s firing rather than Kugler’s resignation, also announced on August 1, or other 

events that contributed to a rise in news coverage mentioning uncertainty in the week after the 

firing.  

We find that the number of articles mentioning Erika McEntarfer (400) is over twice as 

large as the number of articles mentioning Adriana Kugler (168) over the period of August 1-

August 7, as shown in the first rows of the Panel B. Thus, the two scaling methods yield very 

different results, as shown in the bottom two rows of the panel. Method (1) implies that slightly 

over 70 percent of the rise in uncertainty observed in this period is the result of McEntarfer’s 

firing. Using method (2), we find that 18.6 percent of all articles that mention uncertainty over 

this period also mention McEntarfer or the BLS. Taken literally, this method implies that slightly 

under one-fifth of the total increase in uncertainty between the week before and after August 1 is 

directly attributable to McEntarfer’s firing. 
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In Panel C, we report changes in EPU scaled by the two methods shown in Panel B. 

Scaling by the share of articles mentioning McEntarfer relative to Kugler –method (1)—reduces 

the increase in EPU from 118.4 points to 83.4 points, an increase of 33 percent relative to the 

week before August 1. Scaling by the share of articles mentioning uncertainty also mentioning 

McEntarfer or the BLS–method (2)—reduces the increase in EPU from 118.4 points to 22.0 

points, an increase of nine percent relative to the week before August 1. 

Table 1. Difference in Average Daily Economic Policy Uncertainty Index One Week Before 
and After the August 1 Firing of Erika McEntarfer  

Panel A. Change in Daily EPU Between Pre and Post Period  

Average EPU Index: 7/25/2025 - 7/31/2025 251.2  

Average EPU Index: 8/1/2025 - 8/7/2025 378.0  

Change in EPU Index 126.8  

Percent Change in EPU Index from Week Before 8/1 50.4%  
   

Change in EPU Index Adjusted for BLS Employment Revisions 118.4  
Percent Change in Adjusted EPU Index from Week Before 8/1 47.1%  

Panel B: Share of Uncertainty Attributable to McEntarfer's Firing  

Articles Mentioning    

Articles Mentioning “Erika McEntarfer”: 8/1-8/7 400  

Articles Mentioning “Adriana Kugler”: 8/1-8/7 168  

Articles Mentioning "uncertainty": 8/1-8/7 253  

Articles Mentioning ("Erika McEntarfer" OR "Bureau of Labor Statistics) AND "uncertainty": 8/1-8/7 47  
   

Scaling Methods   

Method (1): McEntarfer/(McEntarfer OR Kugler) 0.704  

Method (2): uncertainty AND (McEntarfer OR Bureau of Labor Statistics)/uncertainty  0.186 
 

 
Panel C. Scaled Change in EPU Index by Share of Uncertainty Attributable to McEntarfer and Employment 

Revisions Released August 1, 2025 
 

Method (1): Change in EPU Index scaled by McEntarfer/(Kugler OR McEntarfer) 83.4 
 

 
Method (2): Change in EPU Index scaled by uncertainty AND McEntarfer OR Bureau of Labor 

Statistics/uncertainty 22.0 
 

 
Notes: Panel A reports the simple difference in average daily EPU 7 days before and after the firing of BLS 
Commissioner McEntarfer on August 1, 2025 and the change in EPU after adjusting for the employment revisions 
announced earlier that day. Panel B displays counts of Google News search hits mentioning "uncertainty" "Erika 
McEntarfer", Adriana Kugler", and "Bureau of Labor Statistics" that we use to approximate the share of the increase in 
uncertainty that results from McEntarfer's firing and not from other events. In Panel C, we calculate scaled changes in 
EPU using shares of articles relating to McEntarfer's firing. 
Source: Authors’ calculations from Google searches performed on January 5, 2026 and January 13, 2026 from a 
Washington DC IP address and Baker, Scott R., Bloom, Nick and Davis, Steven J., “Economic Policy Uncertainty Index 
for United States,” https://policyuncertainty.com/media/All_Daily_Policy_Data.csv. Retrieved October 27, 2025.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

https://policyuncertainty.com/media/All_Daily_Policy_Data.csv


14 
 

Section IV. Macroeconomic Impacts 

We interpret the spike in uncertainty caused by McEntarfer's firing as a deterioration in 

the public's trust in the ability of BLS to reduce their uncertainty about economic conditions. Of 

course, the public did not lose all trust in BLS, but on the margin trust was eroded. We now 

attempt to quantify the macroeconomic effect of the increase in uncertainty, which we interpret 

as a measure of the marginal value of public trust in government statistics operating through the 

policy-uncertainty channel. 

To do this, we use estimates from Baker, Bloom, and Davis (2016) (hereafter, BBD). 

BBD use a VAR model to estimate the effects of a 90-point increase in monthly EPU (equivalent 

to the actual increase in EPU from 2005-2006 to 2011-2012) on gross investment, industrial 

production, and employment. These estimates are summarized in Panel A of Table 2, below. 

Since we measure a one-week rise in EPU in Table 2 Panel B, we multiply the BBD estimated 

impacts by (12 months per year / 52 weeks per year) to convert the estimated monthly impacts to 

weekly impacts. 

Table 2. Economic Effects of a 90-point Rise in Monthly EPU from BBD (2016)  
Panel A. Unscaled Impact  

Effects on Gross Investment -6%  

Effects on Industrial Production -1.1%  

Effects on Employment -0.35%  

Panel B. Scaled by 12/52 to Reflect the Number of Weeks in a Month  

Effects on Gross Investment -1.38%  

Effects on Industrial Production -0.25%  

Effects on Employment -0.08%  

Notes: This table reproduces economic impact estimates of a 90-point rise in monthly EPU from 
BBD (2016). In Panel A, we report estimates directly from BBD (2016). In Panel B, we report 
estimated economic impacts multiplied by 12 and divided by 52 to reflect that BBD are estimating 
impacts from a 90-point rise in monthly EPU, while we are examining the effects of a weekly change 
in EPU around McEntarfer's firing. 
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To convert these impacts from a 90-point rise in EPU to estimates of the effect of 

McEntarfer’s firing on GDP and payroll employment, we multiply the estimates from Table 2 by 

the ratio (change in EPU from McEntarfer firing / 90), using the first-pass and scaled changes in 

EPU from Table 1. We then multiply these scaled effects by the observed levels of nominal GDP 

in 2025 Q3 and nonfarm payroll employment in August 2025, which we report in column 1 of 

Table 3. We use Table 2’s percentage drops in industrial production as estimates for impacts on 

GDP and percentage drops in employment as estimates for the impact on nonfarm payroll 

employment. We report the effects based on 90-point rise in monthly EPU from BBD (2016) in 

columns 2 and 3 of Table 3. Because we are measuring the effects of a change in weekly EPU, 

we also report economic impact estimates multiplied by (12 months per year / 52 weeks per year) 

(shown in Panel B of Table 2) in columns 4 and 5 of Table 3. 

In Panel A, we present estimates of the GDP and employment effects under the 

assumption that the entire 118.4-point increase in average weekly EPU was driven by 

McEntarfer’s firing. Using the estimated economic impacts from BBD (2016), we estimate the 

increase in economic policy uncertainty reduced GDP by roughly $450.02 billion (1.45 percent) 

through declines in production, and reduced payroll employment by roughly 730,000 (0.46 

percent). Multiplying this by 12/52 to estimate a one- week elevation in uncertainty (column 5), 

the full increase in EPU reduced GDP by roughly $103.85 billion (0.33 percent) through declines 

in production, and reduced payroll employment by roughly 168,000 (0.11 percent). These 

estimates can be viewed as unscaled impacts of the economic effects of McEntarfer’s firing 

assuming the entire increase in weekly uncertainty we observe resulted solely from it.  

In Panel B, we present our upper bound estimates of the economic effects of the firing, 

focusing on removing the economic impact of Kugler’s resignation. Using scaling method (1), 

and the estimated economic impacts from BBD (2016), we estimate the increase in economic 
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policy uncertainty reduced GDP by roughly $316.99 billion (1.02 percent) through declines in 

production, and reduced payroll employment by roughly 514,000 (0.32 percent). Adjusting for a 

weekly impact (column 5), we estimate the increase in policy uncertainty reduced GDP by 

roughly $73.15 billion (0.24 percent) through declines in production, and reduced payroll 

employment by roughly 119,000 (0.07 percent).  

Panel C presents our baseline estimate using scaling method (2). Using the estimated 

economic impacts from BBD (2016), we estimate the increase in economic policy uncertainty 

reduced GDP by roughly $83.62 billion (0.27 percent) through declines in investment, and 

reduced payroll employment by roughly 136,000 (0.09 percent). Adjusting for a weekly impact 

(column 5), we estimate that the increase in economic policy uncertainty reduced GDP by $19.30 

billion (0.06 percent) through declines in production, and reduced payroll employment by 

roughly 31,000 (0.02 percent).  

One question is whether the increase in uncertainty will just delay activity, generating a 

temporary pause in GDP, employment, and investment, or lead to a more lasting reductions. We 

see two reasons the effects may persist. First, the rise in uncertainty itself may persist because 

concerns about the quality of the data and the independence of the statistical agencies are 

unlikely to dissipate quickly. Although media attention was concentrated in the immediate 

aftermath of the event, the damage to confidence in official statistics may be longer-lasting. 

Second, while standard models emphasize delay, some decisions—especially those involving 

research, training, and other intangible investments—may be forgone rather than postponed. A 

firm that chooses not to launch a new research project or training program may simply never 

undertake it.  
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Table 3. Estimated Economic Impacts of the Increase in Economic Policy Uncertainty Resulting from 
Erika McEntarfer's Firing  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  

 
Current Level Level Impact - 

Monthly 
Percent Impact - 

Monthly 
Level Impact - 

12/52 of Monthly 
Percent Impact - 
12/52 of Monthly 

 

Panel A. Unscaled Impact  

Nominal GDP (Billions) $31,098 -$450.02 -1.45% -$103.85 -0.33%  

Payroll Employment 158,472,000 -729,676 -0.46% -168,387 -0.11%  
       

Panel B. (Upper Bound) Impact Scaled by (McEntarfer/(Kugler OR McEntarfer))  

Nominal GDP (Billions) $31,098 -$316.99 -1.02% -$73.15 -0.24%  

Payroll Employment 158,472,000 -513,978 -0.32% -118,610 -0.07%  
       

Panel C. (Baseline) Impact Scaled by (uncertainty AND (McEntarfer OR Bureau of Labor Statistics))/uncertainty  

Nominal GDP (Billions) $31,098 -$83.62 -0.27% -$19.30 -0.06%  

Payroll Employment 158,472,000 -135,582 -0.09% -31,288 -0.02%  

             

Notes: This table reports estimates on GDP and payroll employment of the increase in economic policy uncertainty resulting from 
Erika McEntarfer's firing. We use the estimated changes in production and employment following a 90-point rise in monthly EPU 
from BBD (2016) which we report in Table 2. Column 1 reports the levels of nominal GDP in Q3 2025 from the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis and nonfarm payroll employment in August 2025 from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In columns 2 and 3, we 
report impacts on GDP and employment based on the changes in EPU from Table 1, column 1 and monthly impacts taken from 
Table 2 Panel A. In columns 4 and 5, we report estimated impacts on GDP and employment based on the impact estimates from 
Table 2 Panel B, which adjust from a monthly estimate to a weekly estimate of the effects from increases in EPU by multiplying 
by 12 months per year and then dividing by 52 weeks per year. Panel A reports estimated impacts on GDP and payroll 
employment from the total change in EPU. Panel B displays estimated impacts on GDP and payroll employment scaled by the 
share of articles that mention McEntarfer as a share of articles that mention either McEntarfer or Kugler. Panel C displays 
estimated impacts on GDP and payroll employment scaled by the share of articles mentioning uncertainty that also mention 
McEntarfer or the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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Section V. Concluding Discussion: The ROI on BLS Statistics 

This paper finds evidence that firing Commissioner McEntarfer and undermining trust in 

the integrity of BLS raised measured economic uncertainty in the U.S., with nontrivial 

implications for economic wellbeing, in terms of investment, economic growth and job creation.  

The BLS budget for FY2025 was $704 million. Applying our baseline estimate of the 

impact of about $20 billion (Panel C in Table 3) suggests that the marginal erosion in public trust 

in the quality and integrity of BLS data cost the nation about $25 for every $1 of direct 

government spending on the agency. Alternatively, trust in BLS raises GDP by at least one order 

of magnitude more than the agency’s budget, just through the channel of supporting investor 

confidence.  

We believe this estimate to be conservative for at least two reasons. First, to be sure, the 

public did not lose complete faith in BLS statistics even for one week. Markets continued to 

trade on BLS inflation and employment data and businesses continued to rely on BLS data to 

make important decisions about investment, production, and expansion, and the like. Second, the 

total social benefits of BLS data extend far beyond the marginal change we have estimated. For 

example, other BLS products estimate productivity, facilitate better matches between workers 

and employers (via occupational projections, the Occupational Employment and Wage Survey, 

and the Occupational Outlook Handbook), help formulate better public policy (Eberstadt, Nunn, 

Schanzenbach, and Strain, 2017), and ensure accurate cost-of living adjustments to federal 

benefits (e.g., a 0.1 percentage point mistake in the Consumer Price Index could cost Social 

Security beneficiaries or the U.S. Treasury about $1 billion). In short, our calculations suggest 

that maintaining trust in federal statistical agencies likely generates returns that are large relative 

to their budgetary cost.  
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Appendix 
 

Newspaper Front Pages for August 2, 3, or 4 2025 
 

The Wall Street Journal Weekend, Saturday/Sunday August 2-3, 2025 
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The New York Times Saturday August 2, 2025 
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The Washington Post, Saturday August 2, 2025 
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Financial Times, Monday August 4, 2025 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




