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In short: no. Profits are difficult to measure accurately, but the best method is
to focus on domestic earnings outside the financial sector as a share of net
value added. By that measure, the long-term trend has been in decline.

KEY TAKEAWAYS
▪

Some scholars, advocates, and elected officials argue the economy is
too concentrated and competition has suffered, thereby reducing
innovation, raising prices, and depressing wages. The premise for their
case is that corporate profits have risen.

▪

Oversimplified studies do show a rise in profits over the last few
decades. But as a share of GDP, overall corporate profits are now lower
than they were the 1960s.

▪

Moreover, domestic profits in nonfinancial firms actually have fallen as
a share of net value added. The evidence of excess market power thus
falls apart.
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INTRODUCTION
In recent years, a growing number of advocates, pundits, and policymakers have raised alarms
about a rise in market concentration. A few large companies in many industries are supposedly
capturing a growing market share. This purported increase in market power has been implicated
in a variety of social ills, including slower innovation, reduced capital investment, and a fall in
the share of national income going to workers. 1 These advocates typically recommend stronger
antitrust enforcement that would stop mergers involving large firms. Some would go even further
and recommend breaking up large companies just because they are big, with some desiring to
return America to the small-business ideal advocated by the late U.S. Supreme Court justice
Louis Brandeis. 2 The main evidence for their case is the “smoking gun” of higher profits, which
they argue is evidence of reduced competition and increased monopoly.
One might think it would be relatively easy to resolve this issue: Simply look at profit data.
However, it turns out profits are difficult to accurately measure, especially for determining
market power. Some studies do show a rise in profits over the last few decades, but they rely on
simplifying assumptions that limit their policy relevance. Moreover, profits as a percentage of
gross domestic product (GDP) are in fact lower than they were in the 1960s, a period of strict
antitrust enforcement—and they have been decreasing for the last five years. Finally, much of
the modest increase in profits in the last two decades has come from foreign profits of U.S. firms
(something that is not a U.S. antitrust issue) and profits of the financial services industry. The
growth over the last two decades in domestic nonfinancial profits as a share of the economy has
in fact been quite modest, suggesting there is actually very little smoke from that gun.

THE DIFFICULTY OF MEASURING PROFITS
Despite the seeming simplicity of the concept of profits, economist Susanto Basu rightly stated
that “profits are notoriously hard to calculate.” 3 While the federal government provides data on
profits as a share of GDP, and by industry and firm size, it does not provide firm-level data on
either profits or costs. Even if firm-specific data existed, calculating profits requires a number of
important assumptions, the most difficult of which is separating the normal return on capital
(what a firm would earn if it deployed capital elsewhere) from pure profits, or what remains after
all other expenses, including the cost of capital, have been realized. But the cost of capital
depends on the riskiness of the investment, which is itself difficult to measure and changes by
industry and over time. 4
Moreover, there are multiple profit measures. The numerator portion of the rate of profits is
business income, which can be pretax or after-tax. Pretax income is more appropriate because it
shows the direct effect of changes in market profitability without the various social objectives
introduced by tax policy. Similarly, adjusting for changes in both the value of inventory and the
correct measure of capital consumption gives a more accurate picture of corporate profits from
running an ongoing business.
Another question involves the correct metric for the denominator. Looking at business income as
a percentage of GDP provides a picture of how the profit rate is changing, but does not reflect
possible changes in the share of overall profits by corporate form—as business income for sole
proprietors is not reported as corporate profits. But this affect is likely to be small. When looking

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION | MAY 2020

PAGE 1

at profits by industry, using industry profits as a share of GDP is useful, but does not control for
changes in industry share of GDP. Profits as a share of net value added controls for this.

THE CLAIMS THAT PROFITS ARE UP
To listen to many pundits and advocates, it would seem there is little debate that corporate
profits have risen in a meaningful way. Economist Larry Summers concluded that “we live in an
economy where a few firms can get for themselves massive amounts of profits and persist in their
dominant position for years and years.” 5 Former Clinton administration Labor Secretary Robert
Reich wrote that recent changes in the economy have “resulted in higher corporate profits,
higher returns for shareholders, and higher pay for top corporate executives and Wall Street
bankers—and lower pay and higher prices for most other Americans. They amount to a giant predistribution upward to the rich.” 6 Despite the decline in profits since 2014, in 2016, Paul
Krugman wrote that “profits are at near-record highs.” 7 And in 2016, The Economist wrote that
among the S&P 500 firms, domestic profits (excluding foreign earnings) were at near-record
levels relative to GDP. 8
Some scholars have also argued that profits have increased in the last two decades and that this
represents a significant decline in competition. MIT economist Thomas Philippon looked at broad
national data and found, “Over the past two decades … profits have outpaced economic growth,
and the after-tax profit share has increased to around 10 percent [of GDP].” 9 Using data from
the National Income and Product Accounts, he presented statistics showing that between 1997–
1999 and 2013–2015 the operating profit rate (income minus depreciation as a percentage of
the amount of capital at the beginning of the year) in the United States increased by 3
percentage points, to 16 percent. 10 However, as noted, using after-tax profits does not control for
changes in tax policy, such as the recent reduction in U.S. corporate tax rates.
Some scholars have argued that profits have increased in the last two decades, and that this
represents a significant decline in competition.
Philippon has also largely dismissed the argument that a rise in intangible capital could be
inflating profits. If a greater proportion of business capital is taking the form of intangible assets
such as software, brands, intellectual property, and research—and if this capital is undervalued
because of its intangible nature—then measured profits should be rising because costs including
depreciation are underestimated, not because companies are abusing market power. A recent
paper concludes the intensity of intangible investment is highest and grows fastest for the largest
and fastest-growing firms in an industry, presumably because this investment is tied to the firms’
productivity and competitiveness. 11
Economist Jan De Loecker and his colleagues looked at company-level data on all publicly traded
firms to measure both markups and profitability in the United States from 1955 to the present. 12
They have argued that, beginning in 1980, the average “pure profit” rate (that which is in excess
of the normal cost of capital) increased from 1 percent to 8 percent. 13 However, this study has
been widely criticized, including for its data on markups. Economist Tyler Cowen has pointed out
that if profits are defined as the difference between market prices and the marginal cost of
production, businesses with high fixed costs and significant economies of scale can have large
profits yet still lose money. 14 Rohan Shah noted that the authors used accounting data to
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estimate their models, which is different than economic data. Even if economic profits are zero
because of stiff competition, a firm may still show a profit in its accounts. Also, tracking firms
over time leads to “survivorship bias”: uncompetitive firms going out of business, leaving only
the more profitable firms. 15 Basu pointed out that the model used to achieve these results
produces implausible estimates for other economic variables. For example, it implies that adding
more capital to a process actually decreases output. 16
Economist Chad Syverson also examined De Loecker’s figures and found that, even if profits were
zero in 1980, the finding that pure profit rates increased from 1 percent to 8 percent implies a
profit share of 25 percent in 2016. 17 Other estimates for actual profits are far lower than this.
For example, in 2016, domestic corporate profits as a share of net value added was 17.7
percent. In the published version of his paper, De Loecker himself admitted that the implied
profit rate was too high. 18 He attributed the discrepancy to two assumptions in his model. The
first is the ratio of average cost to marginal cost is always 1:1. The second is all firms in an
industry are the same. But many industries such as information technology and capital
machinery experience significant economies of scale. De Loecker’s assumption about marginal
costs therefore overstates profits by ignoring the need to earn a rate of return on large fixed costs.
Similarly, the assumption that all firms have the same experience ignores research showing some
firms in an industry earn higher-than-average profits while others experience much lower profits
or even losses, indicating higher profits may be the result of greater competition, not market
power. 19 Models that rely on such artificial assumptions may be easier to use, but have limited
policy relevance.
Gauti Eggertson and colleagues used national- and firm-level data to estimate changes to the
share of corporate income going to profits since 1985. Initially, the pure profit share in excess of
the normal cost of capital was only 3 percent of total income, with 63 percent of income going to
labor, and another 26 percent to capital (taxes took 8 percent). By 2015, the pure profit share
had risen to 17 percent, while the labor and capital shares had fallen to 57 and 17 percent
respectively (taxes rose to 9 percent). 20 There is a problem, however, in that defining “pure
profit” requires an accurate estimate of the cost of capital—and firms typically do not list a line
item for capital costs in their accounting tables, so it must be estimated. Capital costs also differ
between firms due to the perceived riskiness of the industry and the liquidity of its firms. Also,
the value of intangibles is both growing and difficult to value, which can affect pure profits.
Simcha Barkai estimated that between 1984 and 2014, the share of total value added going to
pure profit increased from -5.6 to 7.9 percent, a rise of 13.5 percentage points, or over $1.2
trillion in 2014. 21 But pure profits obviously could not have been negative for very long, as that
would have implied the owners of capital were not even covering all of their costs. Some rise in
the rate was therefore inevitable. Even a very low rate of pure profits would have cut the
measured increase in half. However, using data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), in
1984, domestic profits as a share of GDP were actually the highest of any year during the 1980s
(7.5 percent), and were slightly higher than the 7.2 percent rate in 2019 (see figure 1). 22 Barkai
wrote that “the value of this increase in pure profits amounts to over $1.2 trillion in 2014.” 23
But according to BEA, total profits in the nonfinancial sector were $1.3 trillion in 2014,
suggesting a cost of capital of essentially zero, even though Barkai had estimated that cost to be
around 8 percent that year. This suggests the differences stemmed not from changes in the rate
of profits, but in how “profits” were defined. 24 In other words, Barkai engaged in a significant
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number of assumptions to measure not only the rate of pure profit, but the amount of capital
investment—and those assumptions apparently led him to significantly overstate pure profits.

DATA ON PROFIT TRENDS
Many of the studies claiming an increase in profit rates focus on trends since the late 1980s. As
figure 1 shows, corporate profits as a percentage of GDP before tax and after adjusting for
changes in inventories and capital consumption have increased since then. 25 However, looking at
a longer time period, corporate profits are currently around the same level as in the 1960s, if not
a bit lower.
The top line of figure 1 includes foreign and domestic profits. However, to assess domestic
competition, we should be looking only at domestic profits. If profits are higher due to limited
domestic competition, this is where they should show up. But if they are high due to overseas
sales, any rise in those profits should be welcome, especially if U.S. firms are creating new
markets or taking market share from foreign competitors. Higher U.S. foreign profits boost firms’
account balances and increase national income. Higher foreign profits from a lack of competition
in overseas markets would be a problem for foreign antitrust regulators.
Domestic profits also appear to be trending up, at least since the 1980s. But there are several
mitigating factors. First, when looking only at domestic profits, the rise is less prominent.
Between 1990 and 2019, total profits as a percentage of GDP rose by 2.6 percentage points,
from 7.1 percent to 9.7 percent. But the rise in domestic profits was about half that rate (1.4
percentage points), from 5.8 percent to 7.2 percent. Second, since their peak in 2014, they
declined 4.2 percentage points by 2019, suggesting the recent rise in profits may be
correcting itself.
Finally, domestic profits as a share of GDP are now significantly lower than they were in the
1950s and 1960s—a period of very aggressive antitrust enforcement during which excessive
profits were, as expected, limited. 26 U.S. competition authorities were still highly skeptical of
mergers that allowed acquirers to gain any increase in market share. For instance, in 1962, the
Supreme Court upheld the government’s challenge of a merger that would have given the
combined entity roughly 5 percent of the manufacturing, and 10 percent of the retail shoe
markets. 27 Four years later, it upheld the government’s challenge to a merger of two grocery
chains in Los Angeles whose combined market share was 7.5 percent. 28
Figure 1: Corporate profits as a percentage of GDP before tax and after inventory and capital
consumption adjustments
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It is also appropriate to exclude the financial sector, as since the 1980s, it has experienced a
significant increase in value added and profits, which is unlike the rest of the economy. 29 By this
measure, the recent rise in profits is even lower. Indeed, one can note a long-term decline in the
profit rate. As previously reviewed, between 1990 and 2019, total domestic profits increased by
1.4 percentage points. However, nonfinancial domestic profits increased by only 0.8 percentage
points, from 4.5 percent of GDP to 5.3 percent.
A number of academics have pointed out serious weaknesses in the argument that there is a clear
connection between higher industry concentration and rising profits.
The slower growth rate is partly due to nonfinancial industries accounting for a declining share of
GDP. Indeed, one problem with using profits as a share of GDP to measure whether profits
overall are increasing is the ratio may go down if an industry’s or group of industries’ share of
GDP gets relatively smaller. To control for that, it is important to account for changes in the size
of the industry. The best way to do this is to measure profits as a share of domestic net value
added, which is the value of output minus the cost of inputs such as labor, raw materials, and
equipment, including the consumption of fixed assets. Corporate nonfinancial domestic profits as
a percentage of net value increased by 36.8 percent from 1990 to 2019. But as figure 2 shows,
since the 1950s, the trend line has been steadily going down. 30
Figure 2: Nonfinancial domestic corporate profits as a share of nonfinancial domestic net value added
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There are two other pieces of data that call into question the notion that profits are currently
soaring. First, the average annual increase in the consumer price index has been only 2.1
percent over the past 4 years, well below its average of 2.8 percent between 2010 and 2017,
and much lower than its level during the 1980s. Companies have seemingly had trouble raising
prices. Second, using 2013 data from the Internal Revenue Service (the latest available), the
profit rate of corporations with less than $1 million in sales was actually higher (8.0 percent)
than for corporations with sales over $250 million (7.7 percent), suggesting little or no systemic
market power for large firms. 31
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WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONCENTRATION AND PROFITS?
As noted, profits appear to have increased modestly, but are lower than they have been in other
post-World War II years. Does this provide evidence of increased market power? A number of
academics, some of whom are sympathetic to the argument that increased concentration
explains at least part of our broader economic troubles, have pointed out serious weaknesses in
the argument that there is a clear connection between higher industry concentration and rising
profits. For instance, Basu explained that profit calculations are problematic for a company with
large economies of scale because even firms with large markups may experience losses. 32
But when looking at the available data, there appears to be little correlation between changes in
concentration ratio and the rate of profits. The percentage-point change in market share of the
top-4 firms in each of 39 industries for which there is data available regarding percentage-point
increases in profits for 2002 and 2012 shows a positive correlation (0.67), meaning as
concentration increased, so too did profits. But this positive correlation was driven solely
by changes in the airline industry. When that is excluded, the relationship is actually
negative (-0.19).

IS REDUCED COMPETITION CREATING HIGHER PROFITS?
In 2019, domestic profits as a share of GDP (9.7 percent) were actually lower than they were
from 1962 to 1968. Yet the 1960s were hardly a time of lax antitrust enforcement. But while
profits are lower now than they were in the 1950s and 1960s—or even 5 years ago—there
appears to have been some modest increase since the 1990s. Why has this happened? Is it, like
Philippon and others have indicated, largely due to lax antitrust enforcement allowing firms
across the economy to exercise market power by raising prices and reducing quantity and/or
quality? Or is it due to other, perhaps more benign, factors?
In 2019, profits as a share of GDP (9.7 percent) were actually lower than they were from 1962 to
1968. Yet the 1960s were hardly a time of lax antitrust enforcement.
The most serious challenge to the concern about profits is the linkage between competition and
concentration on the one hand, and profits on the other, can go both ways. 33 In some
circumstances, increased concentration can provide firms with enough market power to raise
profits at the expense of consumers. However, it is also true that heavily competitive markets can
force companies to innovate and raise productivity in order to separate themselves from others.
This process can increase the profits going to more productive firms, and cause less-competitive
firms to shrink or exit the market. 34 This argument is buttressed by a recent report from the
International Monetary Fund, which finds that market power has increased moderately across
advanced countries (indicating this is a global phenomenon and therefore less likely to reflect
U.S. antitrust policy). Although the increase has been fairly widespread across industries, within
industries it has been concentrated among a small fraction of more productive and
innovative firms. 35
Harvard University’s Anna Stansbury and Lawrence Summers recently proposed another
explanation. Rather than attribute rising corporate profits to greater market power, they believe
growing profits represent the fact that a decline in worker power is shifting more of the total
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surplus earned by a firm away from workers and toward the owners of capital. 36 If true, stricter
antitrust enforcement would be largely ineffective in reversing the trend, while policies such as a
higher minimum wage would be more effective. 37
Heavily competitive markets can force companies to innovate and raise productivity in order to
separate themselves from others. This process can increase the profits going to more productive firms
and cause less-competitive firms to shrink or exit the market.
In summary, Syverson found that “the relationship between concentration and markups, prices,
or profits is a relationship between market outcomes. These can be uninformative or, worse,
misleading about the causal effect of competition.” 38 Policymakers need to be mindful of
these limitations.

ABOUT THIS SERIES
In this series of short reports, the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF) is
examining many of the key claims behind the argument that a significant change in U.S.
antitrust policy is warranted. In most cases, we find that the empirical evidence is weaker than
claimed. In other cases, the causal relationships are speculative. Although some of the broader
trends, such as a decline in innovation, raise serious social issues, they usually have several
causes. Finally, in most cases, it is not clear that antitrust policy is either the cause or an
effective cure. Broader social policies need to be enacted for such issues as income inequality
and privacy.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION | MAY 2020

PAGE 7

Acknowledgments
The author wishes to thank Robert D. Atkinson for helpful comments and suggestions. He also
wishes to thank Caleb Foote for statistical analysis. All errors remain the author’s responsibility.

About the Author
Joe Kennedy is a senior fellow at ITIF. For almost 30 years he has worked as an attorney and
economist on a wide variety of public policy issues. His previous positions include chief
economist with the U.S. Department of Commerce and general counsel for the U.S. Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. He is president of Kennedy Research, LLC, and the
author of Ending Poverty: Changing Behavior, Guaranteeing Income, and Transforming
Government (Rowman & Littlefield, 2008). Kennedy has a law degree and a master’s degree in
agricultural and applied economics from the University of Minnesota and a Ph.D. in economics
from George Washington University.

About ITIF
The Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF) is a nonprofit, nonpartisan
research and educational institute focusing on the intersection of technological innovation and
public policy. Recognized as the world’s leading science and technology think tank, ITIF’s
mission is to formulate and promote policy solutions that accelerate innovation and boost
productivity to spur growth, opportunity, and progress.
For more information, visit us at www.itif.org.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION | MAY 2020

PAGE 8

ENDNOTES
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10
11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

Thomas Philippon, The Great Reversal: How America Gave Up on Free Markets, (Belkamp Press,
2019).
Matt Stoller, Goliath: The 100-Year War Between Monopoly Power and Democracy, (Simon & Schuster
2019); Tim Wu, The Curse of Bigness: Antitrust in the New Gilded Age, (Columbia Global Reports,
2018).
Susanto Basu, “Are Price-Cost Markups Rising in the United States? A Discussion of the Evidence,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 2019 vol. 33(3) 9,
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.33.3.3.
Ibid, 9.
Larry Summers, “America Has a Monopoly Problem—and It’s Huge,” The Nation, October 23, 2017,
https://www.thenation.com/article/archive/america-has-a-monopoly-problem-and-its-huge/.
Robert Reich, “Why We Must End Upward Pre-Distributions to the Rich,” RobertReich.com,
September, 2015, http://robertreich.org/post/129996780230.
Paul Krugman, “Monopoly Capitalism is Killing US Economy,” The Irish Times, April 19, 2016,
https://www.irishtimes.com/business/economy/paul-krugman-monopoly-capitalism-is-killing-useconomy-1.2615956.
“Too Much of a Good Thing,” The Economist, March 26, 2016,
https://www.economist.com/briefing/2016/03/26/too-much-of-a-good-thing.
Thomas Philippon, The Great Reversal: How America Gave Up on Free Markets, 54.
Ibid, 106.
Nicolas Crouzet and Janice C. Eberly, “Understanding Weak Capital Investment: The Role of Market
Concentration and Intangibles” (National Bureau of Economic Reports Working Paper 25869), May
2019, https://www.nber.org/papers/w25869.
Jan De Loecker, Jan Eeckhout, and Gabriel Unber, “The Rise of Market Power and the Macroeconomic
Implications,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, forthcoming (January 2020),
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjz041.
Ibid, 50.
Tyler Cowen, “The Rise of Market Power?” Marginal Revolution Blog, August 23, 2017,
https://marginalrevolution.com/marginalrevolution/2017/08/rise-market-power.html.
Rohan Shah, “Margins and Monopoly,” Adam Smith Institute blog, August 21, 2017,
https://www.adamsmith.org/blog/margins-and-monopoly.
Susanto Basu, “Are Price-Cost Markups Rising in the United States? A Discussion of the Evidence,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol 33(3) Summer 2019, 16,
https://www.bc.edu/content/dam/bc1/schools/mcas/economics/pdf/jep.33.3.3.pdf.
Chad Syverson, “Macroeconomics and Market Power: Context, Implications, and Open Questions,”
Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol 33(3) Summer 2019, 34,
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.33.3.23.
Jan De Loecker, Jan Eeckhout, and Gabriel Unber, “The Rise of Market Power and the Macroeconomic
Implications,” 43.
David Autor et al., “The Fall of the Labor Share and the Rise of Superstar Firms,” Quarterly Journal of
Economics, forthcoming, (February 2020), https://academic.oup.com/qje/advance-articleabstract/doi/10.1093/qje/qjaa004/5721266.
Gauti B. Eggertsson, Jacob A. Robbins, and Ella Getz Wold, “Kaldor and Piketty’s Facts: The Rise of
Monopoly Power in the United States” (NBER Working Paper No. 24287, February 2018),
https://www.nber.org/papers/w24287.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION | MAY 2020

PAGE 9

21.

Simcha Barkai, “Declining Labor and Capital Shares,” Journal of Finance, forthcoming, (November
19, 2019), 13, https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3489965.

22.

Moreover, Barkai admits this estimate is likely overstated by 1.2 percentage points because the
owners of Subchapter S corporations tend to report labor income as profits in order to escape payroll
taxes. Ibid.
Ibid, 13.
Ibid, 33.
Although this series only shows profits from corporations and not other forms of business such as
partnerships and sole proprietorships, corporations tend to be the largest companies and the ones
most likely to benefit from any broad increase in profits favoring big firms.
Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product Accounts, Table 6.16, Corporate Profits
by Industry. Reported figures are adjusted with the GDP price deflator,
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=19&step=3&isuri=1&nipa_table_list=53&categories=surv
ey.
Brown Shoe Co., Inc. v. United States, 370 U.S. 294 (1962).
United States v. Von’s Grocery Co., 384 U.S. 270 (1966).
Costas Lapavitsas and Ivan Mendieta-Muñoz, “Explaining the Historic Rise in Financial Profits in the
U.S. Economy” (working paper), 2017, https://ideas.repec.org/p/soa/wpaper/205.html.
Bureau of Economic Analysis, National Income and Product Accounts, Table 1.14, Gross Value Added
of Domestic Corporate Business in Current Dollars and Gross Value Added of Nonfinancial Domestic
Corporate Business in Current and Chained Dollars,
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=19&step=3&isuri=1&nipa_table_list=53&categories=surv
ey.
Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income, Table 5, Selected Balance Sheet, Income Statement,
and Tax Items, by Sector, by Size of Business Receipts Tax Year 2013,
https://www.irs.gov/statistics/soi-tax-stats-table-5-returns-of-active-corporations.
Susanto Basu, “Are Price-Cost Markups Rising in the United States? A Discussion of the Evidence.”
Tad Lipsky et al., Comment of the Global Antitrust Institute of the Antonin Scalia Law School, George
Mason University before the United States Federal Trade Commission Hearings on Competition and
Consumer Protection in the 21st Century, Hearing on Concentration and Competitiveness in the U.S.
Economy, George Mason University Law & Economics Research Paper Series 18–25, September 13,
2018, 12, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3245866.

23.
24.
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.
30.

31.

32.
33.

34.

Chad Syverson, “Macroeconomics and Market Power: Context, Implications, and Open Questions,” 27.

35.

International Monetary Fund, “World Economic Outlook, April 2019: Growth Slowdown, Precarious
Recovery,” April 2019, 55, https://www.elibrary.imf.org/view/IMF081/257719781484397480/25771-9781484397480/ch02.xml?language=en&redirect=true.

36.

Anna Stansbury and Lawrence Summers, “Declining Worker Power and American Economic
Performance,” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, Conference Drafts, March 19, 2020,
https://www.brookings.edu/bpea-articles/declining-worker-power-and-american-economic-performance/.

37.

Robert D. Atkinson, “The Pro-Growth Minimum Wage,” Democracy, Summer 2018,
https://democracyjournal.org/magazine/49/the-pro-growth-minimum-wage/.

38.

Chad Syverson, “Macroeconomics and Market Power: Context, Implications, and Open Questions,” 28.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION | MAY 2020

PAGE 10

