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Chairman Beyer, Ranking Member Lee, and members of the committee, thank you for inviting me to testify before today’s hearing, “A Second Gilded Age: How Concentrated Corporate Power Undermines Shared Prosperity.” 
Before the economy fell into recession during the pandemic, it was delivering shared prosperity. In 2019, the unemployment rate fell to a 50-year low, wages were rising strongly, and wealth was rising the fastest for lower-income groups.[endnoteRef:1] Today, the economy is growing again, and we should be headed back toward pre-pandemic levels of prosperity. [1:  The bottom two income quintiles saw their net wealth rise faster than other groups during the 2016 to 2019 period. See Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, “Changes in U.S. Family Finances from 2016 to 2019: Evidence from the Survey of Consumer Finances,” September 2020, Table 2. Regarding wage growth, see www.atlantafed.org/chcs/wage-growth-tracker.] 

I will discuss how leading corporations invest heavily in research, which gives them an edge in the marketplace but also generates broad benefits to society. At the same time, large corporations in every industry are being challenged and disrupted by technology driven startups. Vigorous competition by well-funded startups is the best way to check corporate power in our dynamic economy. 
Policymakers should focus on reducing industry entry barriers and encouraging flows of risk capital to startups aimed at challenging dominant firms. Proposed capital gains tax increases would undermine the startup ecosystem and reduce competition, especially in America’s technology industries. 

Corporate Concentration
There are growing concerns in Congress about rising corporate power. Senator Elizabeth Warren (D-MA) said we should not “let a handful of monopolists dominate our economy.”[endnoteRef:2] Senator Josh Hawley (R-MO) said big technology companies are the “gravest threat to American liberty since the monopolies of the Gilded Age,” and that the companies are a “techno-oligarchy with overwhelming economic and political power.”[endnoteRef:3]  [2:  Wbur.org, “What Breaking Up Big Tech Might Look Like,” October 21, 2019.]  [3:  Dominic Rushe and Daniel Strauss, “Josh Hawley rails at big tech firms but records show he has invested in them,” The Guardian, April 29, 2021. These are quotes from the senator’s book. ] 

Is there a monopoly problem in the economy? My colleague Ryan Bourne surveyed the academic literature on concentration and found that measures of national industry concentration have risen in recent decades, but that measures of local concentration have fallen.[endnoteRef:4] When a national coffee shop company adds locations to its chain, for example, national concentration in the industry may rise, but in many neighborhoods local competition would increase and consumers would benefit. [4:  Ryan Bourne, “Does Rising Industry Concentration Signify Monopoly Power?” Economic Policy Brief no. 2, Cato Institute, February 13, 2020.] 

Rising national concentration in some industries is driven by a small number of highly productive companies that are expanding output but not raising prices. In a study for the Census Bureau, Sharat Ganapati found that from 1972 to 2012 increases in industry concentration were correlated with productivity and output growth but not correlated with price changes.[endnoteRef:5] By contrast, monopolies are a concern when they constrain output and raise prices.  [5:  Sharat Ganapati, “Growing Oligopolies, Prices, Output, and Productivity,” Center for Economic Studies, U.S. Census Bureau, November 2018.] 

Consider the historical example of the U.S. automobile industry. The number of U.S. car makers fell from 253 in 1908 to just 44 in 1929, at which time about 80 percent of output was from Ford, General Motors, and Chrysler. As the industry was consolidating, it was also innovating and cutting prices—Ford slashed the price of its Model T from $825 in 1908 to just $290 by 1927.[endnoteRef:6] [6:  History.com, “Automobile History,” August 21, 2018, www.history.com/topics/inventions/automobiles.] 

Back then, Ford was also known for paying high wages, which was made possible by the firm’s high productivity. Today, the higher productivity of large corporations is reflected in the higher wages they pay. In 2019, average wages in establishments with fewer than 100 workers were $976 per week compared to $1,914 per week for those with more than 1,000 workers.[endnoteRef:7] [7:  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages: Employment and Wages, Annual Averages 2019,”, Table 4, www.bls.gov/cew/publications/employment-and-wages-annual-averages/2019/home.htm#tables.] 

International competition should also be considered regarding industry concentration. A recent study by Federal Reserve economists found that concentration in manufacturing has increased when considering just firms located in the United States, but including imports changes the results. Using detailed Census data they found that “once foreign firms’ sales in the U.S. are taken into account, market concentration did not rise but instead remained flat between 1992 and 2012.”[endnoteRef:8] [8:  Mary Amiti and Sebastian Heise, “U.S. Market Concentration and Import Competition,” Staff Report no. 968, Federal Reserve Bank of New York, May 2021. And see Scott Lincicome, “Senator Hawley Hates Monopolies and Loves Freedom (Except When He Doesn’t),” Cato Institute, April 14, 2021.] 

The global economy does enable successful multinational corporations to become huge, but it also makes them vulnerable to competition from everywhere. Germany’s Aldi grocery stores, for example, are currently growing rapidly across the United States, challenging dominant grocery chains. Spotify was a startup in Sweden but has grown to become the largest music streaming service, ahead of Amazon Music and Apple Music.[endnoteRef:9] Consumers are the beneficiaries—Aldi is undercutting even Walmart with its super discount grocery prices, and Spotify offers massively popular free streaming.[endnoteRef:10]  [9:  www.businessofapps.com/data/spotify-statistics. ]  [10:  Michael Timmermann, “Aldi vs. Kroger vs. Walmart: Which Grocery Store Has the Lowest Prices?” Clark.com, February 18, 2019.] 

Some of the largest corporations are the most innovative. Their “corporate power” comes from investing their profits from global sales into research. PWC ranked the global companies with the most research spending in 2018, and 7 of the top 10 were U.S. multinationals in technology and pharmaceuticals.[endnoteRef:11] Similarly, Boston Consulting Group produced a list of the “most innovative” companies globally, and 14 of the top 20 are large U.S corporations.[endnoteRef:12] Two-thirds of U.S. business research and development is done by the largest corporations of more than 5,000 employees.[endnoteRef:13] [11:  PWC, “2018 Global Innovation 1000: What the Top Innovators Get Right,” October 2018, p. 32. ]  [12:  Boston Consulting Group, “Most Innovative Companies 2021: Overcoming the Innovation Readiness Gap,” April 2021, Exhibit 3.]  [13:  National Science Foundation, “Business Research and Development: 2018,” December 16, 2020, Table 2. This is based on domestic R&D paid for by the company.] 

It is beneficial that the United States has large and profitable corporations investing in innovation because that creates broad-based spillover benefits. Economist William Nordhaus estimated that “only a miniscule fraction of the social returns from technological advances over the 1948–2001 period was captured by producers, indicating that most of the benefits of technological change are passed on to consumers rather than captured by producers.”[endnoteRef:14] He found that businesses received only about two percent of the benefits from their innovations, with the rest accruing to consumers. [14:  William D. Nordhaus, “Schumpeterian Profits in the American Economy: Theory and Measurement,” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper no. 10433, April 2004.] 

Large corporations may be highly profitable if they are able to stay ahead of the pack on new products and technologies. But it is hard to stay ahead of the pack because high profits attract more competitors. Only 52 companies from the 1955 list of Fortune 500 companies are still on the list today.[endnoteRef:15] Indeed, the churn rate of top corporations has increased over time. Companies in the S&P 500 Index in 1980 stayed on the list for more than 30 years, on average, but today the average is down to about 20 years.[endnoteRef:16]  [15:  Mark J. Perry, “Comparing 1955’s Fortune 500 to 2019’s Fortune 500,” FEE.org, May 24, 2019. ]  [16:  S. Patrick Viguerie, Ned Calder, and Brian Hindo, “2021 Corporate Longevity Forecast,” Innosight, May 2021, Chart 1.] 


Disruptive Innovation
Rather than being all-powerful, large corporations today fear that their markets will be disrupted by upstart competition. Many times, we have seen new companies with new technologies shaking up industries with better products at lower prices. Former Harvard Business School professor Clayton Christensen highlighted the importance of such disruptive innovations that take dominant companies by surprise and undercut their businesses.[endnoteRef:17] He found this pattern in computers, disk drives, steel mills, retailers, motorcycles, ships, transistor radios, construction equipment, and other industries over the decades. [17:  Clayton M. Christensen, The Innovators Dilemma: When New Technologies Cause Great Firms to Fail (Boston: Harvard Business Review Press, 1997). ] 

IBM dominated the mainframe computer market in the 1960s but was slow to recognize the shift to minicomputers, which were pioneered by new firms such as Digital Equipment Corporation. Then both mainframe and minicomputer firms missed the shift to personal computers pioneered by Apple and other startups in the late 1970s. Then Apple and IBM initially missed the shift to portable computers pioneered by Compaq in the 1980s. Then Dell Computer soared to the top with better machines shipped direct to the consumer.
New products and technologies are usually pioneered by new companies. Ridesharing was pioneered by startup Uber, not taxi companies. The home lodging industry was pioneered by startup Airbnb, not hotel companies. The leading electric car company in America is Tesla, not any of the major car producers, which is remarkable given the huge capital investment and marketing budgets of the majors. 
The mRNA technology that led to the spectacular success of COVID-19 vaccination in America was pioneered by young biotech firms Moderna and BioNTech, not by the big pharmaceutical companies. One of the largest pharmaceutical firms, Merck, seems to have totally misjudged mRNA technology. Merck had examined it but “preferred to focus on proven technologies” instead, reported the Wall Street Journal.[endnoteRef:18] In July 2020, Merck’s chief executive “told an online audience hosted by Harvard University that those raising hopes for a widely available vaccine by the end of this year are doing ‘a grave disservice to the public.’”[endnoteRef:19]  [18:  Gregory Zuckerman and Jared S. Hopkins, “Why Merck Is Playing Catch-Up in the Coronavirus Vaccine Chase,” Wall Street Journal, October 23, 2000.]  [19:  Gregory Zuckerman and Jared S. Hopkins, “Why Merck Is Playing Catch-Up in the Coronavirus Vaccine Chase,” Wall Street Journal, October 23, 2000.] 

The lesson is that the largest corporations make mistakes, and upstart competitors are eager to fill the void. The future is complex and unknowable and even the most sophisticated big corporations falter. As technology and markets keep changing, we will continue to see upstarts successfully challenging big corporations, and we will see turnover among the largest corporations in America. 
Many dominant corporations in U.S. history have been surpassed by upstarts. By the 1870s, Western Union had gobbled up dozens of telegraph companies to become a virtual monopolist with 90 percent of the nation’s telegraph system.[endnoteRef:20] Policymakers at the time were alarmed, and they called for regulating the company or for the government to buy the system or build its own competing system. But then technology shifted. Western Union was in the best position to invent the telephone but missed it and was slow to realize the potential of Alexander Graham Bell’s 1876 invention. Western Union’s president described the telephone as a “toy” and rejected Bell’s initial offer to sell him the patent rights.[endnoteRef:21]  [20:  Tomas Nonnenmacher, “History of the U.S. Telegraph Industry,” EH.net, August 14, 2001.]  [21:  Larry Schweikart, The Entrepreneurial Adventure: A History of Business in the United States (New York: Harcourt Brace & Company, 2000), p. 320.] 

Today, big corporations may be more vulnerable than ever. The PC revolution of the 1980s and internet revolution of the 1990s gave small businesses the computer power that previously only big businesses could afford. More recently, technologies such as cloud computing, open-source software, computer simulation, and 3D printing have further reduced the costs of starting companies and performing research. The Wall Street Journal reports that two dozen startups are exploring nuclear fusion as a clean energy source: “Advances in computing, precision machinery and synthetic materials have allowed scientists to design reactors a fraction of the size and cost of those just a few years ago. Lower price tags have put fusion within reach of private investors, allowing ventures to sprout.”[endnoteRef:22] [22:  Daniel Michaels, “Fusion Startups Step in to Realize Decades-Old Clean Power Dream,” Wall Street Journal, February 6, 2020.] 

CNBC publishes a list of young “disruptor” companies launching “attacks on the status quo in many industries,” including finance, health care, energy, transportation, and consumer products.[endnoteRef:23] Who benefits from all the disruption? Consumers do as upstart companies try to take business from big corporations and cut prices. [23:  CNBC.com, “Disruptor 50,” www.cnbc.com/cnbc-disruptors. ] 

That is the goal, for example, of swarms of “fintech” companies invading the financial services industry. Neobanks—such as Chime with 12 million customers—offer basic account services online with lower fees than traditional banks. Some neobanks are targeting underserved communities such as Fair, which provides low-cost multilingual services to immigrant communities. There are online lending services such as Fundera, and payments services such as Square. Billionaire Mark Cuban backed startup Dave, which aims to cut bank overdraft fees, while Affirm “seeks to cut credit card companies out of the online shopping process by offering a way for consumers to secure immediate, short-term loans for purchases.”[endnoteRef:24]  [24:  Julia Kagan, “Financial Technology – Fintech,” Investopedia, June 25, 2019.] 

Robinhood was launched in 2013 to provide commission-free stock trades. The company wants to “provide everyone with access to the financial markets, not just the wealthy.”[endnoteRef:25] More recently, Robinhood is aiming to “crack open one of Wall Street’s oldest clubs: those getting distribution of IPOs at the offering price, before shares begin trading. That early access gives investors a shot at the vaunted IPO ‘pop,’” or price appreciation.[endnoteRef:26] [25:  https://robinhood.com/us/en/support/articles/our-story.]  [26:  Telis Demos, “The IPO Club Might Finally Have You as a Member. Still Want In?” Wall Street Journal, June 4, 2021.] 

Historically, the “largest financial rewards [have gone] to innovators who improved the lifestyle not of the wealthy few, but of the less-wealthy many.”[endnoteRef:27] Today’s innovators are following in the footsteps of Henry Ford, Sam Walton, and many others who got rich cutting prices for the poor. [27:  Nathan Rosenberg and L.E. Birdzell, Jr. How the West Grew Rich (New York: Basic Books, 1986), p. 27.] 


Supporting Risk Capital
The economy needs entrepreneurs with big ambitions to disrupt industries and challenge dominant companies. But it also needs to fund those entrepreneurs with risk capital. Fast-growing startups in financial services, energy, biotech, renewable energy, batteries, and other dynamic industries are funded by wealthy angel investors and venture capital (VC). To limit corporate power, policymakers should support policies to keep capital flowing to growth-oriented startups. 
Most leading U.S. technology companies began as startups that survived the early years with cash infusions and guidance from wealthy angels and VCs. Almost three-quarters of initial public offerings (IPOs) of recent years have been of VC-backed companies.[endnoteRef:28] In 2020, wealthy angels invested $25 billion into startups and VCs pumped $166 billion into startups and young growth companies.[endnoteRef:29] Moderna and BioNTech were funded by hundreds of millions of dollars of angel and VC investment. [28:  IPO data available at Jay Ritter’s website, https://site.warrington.ufl.edu/ritter/ipo-data.]  [29:  Jeffrey Sohl, “The Angel Market in 2020: Return of the Seed and Start-Up Stage Market for Angels,” Center for Venture Research, May 19, 2021. And see National Venture Capital Association and Pitchbook, “Venture Monitor,” Q1 2021.] 

Why is risk capital crucial? Because many potentially high-growth startups do not have substantial hard assets for collateral, and so they rely on equity investments, not bank loans. They depend on investors willing to take high risks and wait 5 to 10 years before a possible successful exit. Only about 1 in 10 angel and VC investments are big hits, but some of those hits become major corporations that drive the U.S. economy. When they exit successful businesses, entrepreneurs, angels, and VCs often realize capital gains and plough their money back into new startups. That virtuous cycle of wealth reinvestment is key to the success of innovation hubs such as Silicon Valley. 
Here are three ways that policymakers can support risk capital. 
First, policymakers should ensure that regulations permit large and diverse flows of angel and VC investment to startups. The JOBS Act of 2012 legalized equity crowdfunding and liberalized rules for accredited and nonaccredited investors. Congress and regulators should consider further reforms.
Second, policymakers should reduce the regulatory costs of public companies. The main exit for investors in startups used to be IPOs, but IPOs have declined in number, perhaps partly because of the higher regulatory costs of going public following the 2002 Sarbanes-Oxley law. The number of U.S. IPOs averaged 205 a year in the 1980s and 409 a year in the 1990s, but then just 126 a year since 2000.[endnoteRef:30] Congress partly mitigated costs with provisions in the JOBS Act to lighten compliance burdens for “emerging growth companies.”[endnoteRef:31] [30:  However, there was a jump in IPOs in 2020. IPO data available at Jay Ritter’s website, https://site.warrington.ufl.edu/ritter/ipo-data.]  [31:  Companies with revenues of less than $1.1 billion annually are subject to fewer disclosures and reporting requirements for the five years after an IPO.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk74659241]The main way that entrepreneurs and investors in high-growth companies exit these days is a merger or acquisition (M&A).[endnoteRef:32] Major technology companies such as Apple, Microsoft, Google, Facebook, and Amazon make numerous acquisitions every year. In turn, that may contribute to the dominance of large companies in the marketplace. While federal policymakers are concerned about the power of big technology companies, federal rules that have raised the costs of going public may be partly to blame by inducing startups to favor an M&A over remaining as independent public companies.  [32:  Michael J. Mauboussin and Dan Callahan, “Public to Private Equity in the
United States: A Long-Term Look,” Morgan Stanley, August 4, 2020, Exhibit 37.] 

Third, policymakers should keep capital gains taxes low. A capital gain is the financial reward for the effort, patience, and high risks that entrepreneurs and investors undertake in high-growth startups. The top federal tax rate on long-term capital gains is 23.8 percent, and with average state taxes included the top rate is about 28 percent. That is substantially higher than the average rate in the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development countries of 19.1 percent.[endnoteRef:33] Yet the Biden administration is proposing to raise the top federal rate to 43.4 percent, and thus the top federal-state rate to about 48 percent.[endnoteRef:34] If applied to startup investing, that would be a crushing blow to America’s innovation and technology industries. [33:  Daniel Bunn and Elke Asen, “Savings and Investment: The Tax Treatment of Stock and Retirement Accounts in the OECD,” Tax Foundation, May 26, 2021. And see Elke Asen, “Capital Gains Tax Rates in Europe,” Tax Foundation, April 22, 2021. ]  [34:  Garrett Watson and Erica York, “Top Combined Capital Gains Tax Rates Would Average 48 Percent Under Biden’s Tax Plan,” Tax Foundation, April 23, 2021.] 

Current provisions of the tax code allow investors and entrepreneurs in some startups to defer or eliminate capital gains taxes on exit. However, I fear that the general thrust of recent proposals—such as a proposal from Senator Ron Wyden (D-OR)—to treat capital gains as ordinary income would result in greatly reducing the benefits of startup investing.[endnoteRef:35]  [35:  Senator Wyden wants to tax gains on an accrual or mark-to-market basis. Yian Mui, “A top Senate Democrat unveils plan to revamp the capital gains tax, fund Social Security,” CNBC.com, September 12, 2019. That is a radical proposal—no other country in the OECD taxes long-term gains in that manner. See Michelle Harding and Melanie Marten, “Statutory Tax Rates on Dividends, Interest and Capital Gains,” Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, February 2018, p. 18.] 

Without beneficial capital gains tax treatment, technology entrepreneurs would rather take salary jobs, investors would move their funds to safer assets such as tax-free municipal bonds, and employees currently lured to technology companies by stock options would instead favor large and stable corporations. I urge policymakers not to upset the decades-long consensus that keeping a low capital gains tax rate is important for sustaining America’s lead in innovation industries.

Supporting Open Markets
Despite the dynamism in technology industries, the U.S. economy has shifted toward larger businesses and away from smaller businesses and startups in recent decades. Between 1998 and 2017, the number of small firms (less than 500 employees) increased 7 percent, while the number of large firms (more than 500 employees) increased 23 percent.[endnoteRef:36] Meanwhile, the U.S. business startup rate has drifted downward, falling from more than 10 percent in the early 1980s to 8 percent in 2018.[endnoteRef:37] [36:  U.S. Census Bureau, “2017 SUSB Annual Data Tables by Establishment Industry,” www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/econ/susb/2017-susb-annual.html.]  [37:  Congressional Budget Office, “Federal Policies in Response to Declining Entrepreneurship,” December 29, 2020. ] 

What is causing this economic shift? Many economists point to rising regulation as one factor.[endnoteRef:38] There are economies of scale in regulatory compliance, which favors large companies over small ones, and large companies can use their political power to create industry entry barriers. A 2019 study by Germán Gutiérrez and Thomas Philippon found that free entry to U.S. industries has stagnated the past 20 years.[endnoteRef:39] They found that “regulations drive down the entry and growth of small firms relative to large ones, particularly in industries with high lobbying expenditures. We conclude that lobbying and regulations have caused free entry to fail.”[endnoteRef:40]  [38:  These issues are discussed in Chris Edwards, “Entrepreneurs and Regulations: Removing State and Local Barriers to New Businesses,” Cato Institute, May 5, 2021.]  [39:  Gutiérrez and Philippon, “The Failure of Free Entry,” National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper no. 26001, June 2019.]  [40:  Gutiérrez and Philippon, “The Failure of Free Entry,” National Bureau of Economic Research, Working Paper no. 26001, June 2019.] 

Regulations tend to accumulate over time, and so reform-minded policymakers should pro-actively look for outdated and anti-competitive rules to repeal. When policymakers deregulate, entrepreneurs rush in and challenge dominant companies. Deregulation tends to increase competition and benefit consumers. 
There are many examples from the 1970s and 1980s. Deregulation allowed MCI Corporation to challenge the AT&T telephone monopoly and slash long distance prices.[endnoteRef:41] Deregulation allowed Fed Ex to revolutionize package and express letter delivery, which had been dominated by a stagnant oligopoly of big companies and the U.S. Postal Service. Deregulation in the beer industry led to an explosion of craft beer making as hundreds of new producers challenged a moribund oligopoly of big producers.  [41:  This is a complex story but a federal antitrust suit and consent decree ultimately achieved what FCC rulemaking could have achieved in terms of opening access for long-distance competitors. See Robert W. Crandall and Clifford Winston, “Does Antitrust Policy Improve Consumer Welfare? Assessing the Evidence,” Journal of Economic Perspectives 17, no. 4 (Fall 2003).] 

Airline deregulation in the 1970s allowed low-cost startups to challenge major carriers. Most recently, Breeze Airways was launched in 2021 by David Neeleman, who had previously founded JetBlue. Neeleman has pumped $17 million of his own money into Breeze and gathered $83 million in risk capital from angels and VCs.[endnoteRef:42] Breeze will offer super low-cost direct flights connecting underserved U.S. markets.  [42:  Leslie Josephs, “Breeze Airways debuts in travel rebound, the second new U.S. airline in a month,” CNBC.com, May 21, 2021.] 

Some regulations were loosened during the pandemic to positive effect. Federal and state reforms have expanded the provision of telehealth services, and startups in the industry are booming. VC investment in telehealth soared 70 percent in 2020 as governments loosened the rules.[endnoteRef:43]   [43:  Brian Gormley, “Telemedicine Startups Seek to Build on 2020 Momentum,” Wall Street Journal, January 4, 2021.  ] 

These are successes, but there is more work to do. In the beer industry, state distribution rules continue to favor big breweries over small ones. In aviation, dominant airlines at airports can use their clout to block new competitors and their access to airport gates. In health care, 34 states have certificate-of-need rules that create barriers to new businesses and investments. These sorts of restrictions are anti-competitive and anti-consumer and should be repealed.
Some federal policymakers favor using antitrust rules to limit corporate power, but I would urge caution. A review of a century of antitrust policy by Brookings Institution economists found “no evidence that antitrust policy in the areas of monopolization, collusion, and mergers has provided much benefit to consumers and, in some instances, we find evidence that it may have lowered consumer welfare.”[endnoteRef:44] In the past, antitrust actions against technology giants such as IBM and Xerox were counterproductive, and it was upstart competitors that ultimately limited the power of these once-dominant companies. [44:  Robert W. Crandall and Clifford Winston, “Does Antitrust Policy Improve Consumer Welfare? Assessing the Evidence,” Journal of Economic Perspectives 17, no. 4 (Fall 2003). And see Robert Atkinson, “Antitrust Can Hurt U.S. Competitiveness,” Wall Street Journal, July 5, 2021.] 

The best approach to limiting corporate power to the benefit of consumers is vigorous competition from startup businesses. Policymakers should favor regulatory and tax policies that remove entry barriers from industries and encourage challenges from well-funded entrepreneurs.

Thank you for holding these important hearings.

Chris Edwards
Director of Tax Policy Studies
Cato Institute
cedwards@cato.org
Cato Institute • 1000 Massachusetts Ave., N.W. • Washington, D.C. 20001 • (202) 842-0200
Fax: (202) 842-3490 • www.cato.org
2

image1.png




