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The United States has not overhauled its tax code since 1986. Since then,
increased global competition has led other countries and U.S. states to
lower their corporate tax rates while also introducing or expanding
incentives to encourage investment and production. As a result, the
United States has fallen behind other nations, both in the level of its
statutory corporate tax rate and in the incentives it gives to productive
investment, including scientific and engineering research. In fact, the
United States currently has the highest statutory corporate rate among
OECD countries and now ranks just 25th in the generosity of its
incentives for research.
That is why tax reform, especially on the corporate side, rightly remains one of the key
policies Congress can pass to boost competitiveness and productivity and raise incomes.
However, in their effort to find “pay-fors” for a lower corporate rate, some have suggested
that Congress reduce or even eliminate the R&D tax credit, a tax incentive for companies
to invest more in R&D that has been in force since 1981. This would be a serious mistake,
as it would mean less R&D in the United States, fewer good jobs that are enabled by that,
and reduced U.S. economic competitiveness, as firms performing R&D are much more
likely to compete in global markets. We should follow the model from other nations, many
of which have not only reduced statutory corporate tax rates but also expanded, sometimes
significantly, their tax incentives for business R&D. In fact, the United States continues to
lose ground compared to other nations when it comes to tax incentives for research, falling
from 10th among OECD nations in 2000 to 25th today. To remedy this, Congress should
lower the corporate rate while expanding the research credit’s Alternative Simplified Credit
rate from 14 percent to 20 percent.
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The main purpose of tax reform should be to encourage economic growth by lowering the
effective tax rate for investment. While ITIF does not believe that corporate tax reform
should be revenue neutral, at least on a static scoring basis, one way to pay for at least some
of the static revenue loss from lower rates is to eliminate many special tax breaks. But not
all special tax provisions are bad. Some actually increase economic welfare by responding to
clear market failures. The research and experimentation tax credit (also known as the
research and development or R&D tax credit) is perhaps the most important of these. As
noted below, economic studies show that it clearly increases the amount of research
companies do in the United States and that this in turn increases social welfare. In 2015,
Congress took an important step by finally making the credit a permanent part of the tax
code. Reducing, or worse, eliminating the credit would be a huge step backward.
This paper briefly describes the current R&D tax credit. It then reviews the scholarly
evidence supporting its efficiency in boosting domestic research and economic
productivity. Although the United States was the first country to introduce a research tax
credit, this report shows that it has continued to fall behind many of its competitors that
have enacted more generous research incentives in an attempt to expand and draw more
innovation to their economies. The paper concludes with a firm call for Congress to
include a significant increase in the credit’s generosity as part of any tax reform. Toward
that end, Congress should increase the simplified version of the credit to 20 percent from
its current value of 14 percent.

A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE CURRENT R&D TAX CREDIT
The research and development tax credit (also known as the research and experimentation
tax credit) was first enacted as a temporary provision of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of
1981. 1 Its inclusion was meant to reverse a long-term decline in private spending on
research and development as a share of GDP. The credit was first scheduled to expire in
1985. Congress has since extended its provisions (often retroactively) many times until
finally making it permanent as part of the Protecting Americans from Tax Hikes (PATH)
Act of 2015. 2
In its original form, the provision gives companies a tax credit of 20 percent of their
current year “qualified research expenditures” (QRE) in excess of an historical base
amount. As a result, the credit only rewards companies for increasing their research and
development spending over time. However, part of this benefit is offset by the inability to
deduct qualifying expenditures from revenues when calculating taxable income. The
credit’s effectiveness is also reduced by the complexity of calculating base expenditures. In
order to make the credit easier to use, Congress introduced the Alternative Simplified
Credit (ASC), which equals 14 percent of a company’s QREs above 50 percent of its
average QREs during the previous three years. While some industries perform more R&D
than others, all manufacturing industries and many service industries rely on R&D for
competitive success. 3 Moreover, while firms in states such as Michigan, Texas, and
California conduct a significant amount of R&D, firms in every state conduct R&D. 4
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THE ECONOMIC RATIONALE FOR THE R&D TAX CREDIT
Unlike most special tax provisions, there is a clear and strong economic rationale for the
R&D tax credit. Research expands the amount of knowledge in firms and the economy.
This in turn leads to new innovations, e.g., changes in products or processes that lead to
better and cheaper goods and services. Successful innovations spread, increasing economic
productivity. Higher productivity is directly linked to higher standards of living. 5 In fact,
increases in innovation and productivity are the main drivers of higher incomes. Business
research is also a key driver of global competitiveness for firms and nations. 6
Most firms will invest until the benefits they receive from more research equal the cost of
conducting that research. Ideally, they would invest until the total benefits, to themselves
and the rest of society, equal the costs. But research provides what economists call a
positive externality: some of the benefits spill over to other companies and individuals.
Because they cannot capture these extra benefits, firms don’t consider them when making
their research plans.

Almost all scholarly
studies conducted
since the early 1990s
find R&D tax
incentives to be both
effective and efficient.

One economic study found that the median private rate of return from twenty prominent
innovations was 27 percent. The median social rate of return, however, was 99 percent,
implying substantial spillover effects. 7 The Obama administration estimated that the social
value created by one dollar of tax credit was between two and three dollars. 8 Other studies
have confirmed that the total returns to research are significantly larger than the private
returns earned by the companies that pay for it. 9 As a result, as another study showed,
companies conduct significantly less research than is socially optimal. 10 The R&D tax
credit partially addresses this imbalance between private and social benefits by lowering the
after-tax cost of research for firms.
Increased innovation in the United States also creates more high-paying U.S. jobs. 11 It does
this in several ways. 12 First, innovation helps firms in the United States stay ahead of their
international competitors, producing higher market shares and more revenues with which
to hire workers. For example, wages in information technology industries are 74 percent
higher than average U.S. wages. 13 Second, the generosity of the tax credit affects not only
the amount of research firms do, but its location. Indeed, research has shown that the
credit affects the choice of where to conduct research, which in turn can affect where a
company places its highest-value production activities. 14 Third, this expansion domestically
has carry-over effects as innovations lower costs and increase competitiveness in other
industries. For example, advances in information technology have affected productivity
throughout the traded sector. Finally, the higher wages and lower prices that eventually
result from higher productivity create a new source of demand across the economy.

ACADEMIC STUDIES HAVE SHOWN THAT THE R&D CREDIT CAUSES FIRMS TO
DO MORE RESEARCH
A previous ITIF report concluded that “Almost all scholarly studies conducted since the
early 1990s find R&D tax incentives to be both effective and efficient.” 15 For example, a
2000 study by economists Bronwyn Hall and John Van Reenan found that from 1981 to
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1991 the U.S. R&D credit generated an additional dollar in research for every dollar lost in
tax revenue. 16 The former congressional Office of Technology Assessment concluded that
“For every dollar lost in tax revenue, the R&D tax credit produces a dollar increase in
reported R&D spending, on the margin.” 17 Other studies have found similar or greater
results in the United States. 18
This situation is not unique to the United States. A study of Australian R&D tax incentives
found that they created about one dollar of R&D for every lost dollar of tax revenue. 19 A
review of the literature found that the Canadian credit generates 98 cents in additional
research for every dollar of tax credit and cites other studies showing effects as high as
$1.80 and $1.90. 20 The net gain to society was 11 cents for every dollar of credit. 21 The
same results hold for cross-country studies. Tax credits effectively stimulate additional
business R&D.
Corporate R&D has become more global over the last 20 years as more nations have
developed the technical talent to conduct R&D and companies operate in more markets
abroad. Research shows that R&D tax incentives clearly affect the location of business
R&D, not just the amount. For instance, a study of changes in California’s R&D tax
credits showed that it not only increased the total amount of research a firm did, it also
attracted some existing research to California. 22 Two additional studies showed that state
incentives were very effective in getting firms to move their research to another state. 23 The
same effect occurs internationally. A multi-country study showed that R&D in one country
responds to changes in the price of R&D in other countries, suggesting that innovation
policies could play an important role in determining where research is located globally. 24
Finally, a review of seven industrial groups in 12 countries concluded that U.S.
technological dominance is eroding at a rapid pace and that foreign affiliates of U.S. firms
conducted more research in countries with R&D tax incentives. 25
These two factors are at the root of ITIF’s earlier calculations that increasing the ASC to 20
percent would create 162,000 jobs, generate 3,850 additional patents each year, and
increase productivity by 0.64 percent and GDP by $66 billion per year. And the increased
tax revenues from this additional economic activity would begin to exceed the expenditure
loss from the tax credits within 15 years. 26

THE UNITED STATES CONTINUES TO FALL BEHIND IN THE GENEROSITY OF ITS
RESEARCH INCENTIVE
ITIF has long tracked the slow decline of the relative generosity of the U.S. R&D tax credit
compared to other nations. 27 Just as other countries have lowered their statutory tax rates in
order to encourage more investment and faster growth, they have also been lowering the
effective rate on research activity within their jurisdictions, often by enacting or expanding
a tax credit or deduction for investments in research. In addition, at least 15 nations have
put in place “innovation boxes” where they tax income from innovation-based products
and services at a significantly lower rate. 28
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The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) measures a
country’s tax generosity toward research with a measure called the B-index, first developed
by Jacek Warda. 29 The B-index measures the level of pre-tax profit a “representative” firm
would need in order to break even on one dollar of additional R&D spending on a present
value basis. 30 The generosity of the tax credit is then measured as one minus the B-index.
Appendix A shows OECD calculations of the tax subsidy for 42 countries in 2016.
Relative to other nations, the United States has steadily fallen in the relative generosity of
its tax incentive for conducting research. In the late 1980s, the U.S. credit was the most
generous among OECD members. By 2004, it had fallen to 17th. 31 By 2014, the United
States ranked 19th among OECD countries and 27th among all countries measured.
Unfortunately, its ranking has continued to slip since then. In 2016, the U.S. ranking
among just the OECD nations was 25th for large firms and 26th for small and mediumsized enterprises. (See figure 1.)
Figure 1: U.S. Ranking in OECD on R&D Tax Incentive Generosity for Large Firms 32

Relative to other
nations, the United
States has steadily
fallen in the relative
generosity of its tax
incentive for
conducting research.

In recent years many nations have doubled down on this approach in order to boost their
innovation economies. 33 A recent report by KPMG lists several countries that have
increased their R&D incentives since 2012: 34











In 2016 Austria increased its R&D credit from 10 percent to 12 percent.
The Czech Republic increased the special allowance that firms can deduct from
their tax base by between 10 percent and 110 percent of R&D costs.
France implemented a new R&D tax incentive for prototype designs by small and
medium enterprises.
Italy introduced a renewed R&D tax credit.
Spain now gives cash refunds to taxpayers who do not owe taxes or have reached
the annual limit on applying tax credits.
Sweden passed R&D tax relief for R&D personnel.
The United Kingdom put in place 10 percent taxable cash credits for large
companies. A more generous provision applies to small and medium enterprises.
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CONCLUSION
ITIF has designated an improved R&D tax credit as one of five “must-have” items in order
for tax reform to be a success. 35 The U.S. tax code has failed to reflect changes in the
international economy that increase the competitive pressure on American companies in
globally traded sectors. These changes include increased trade in goods and services and
greater capital mobility. But they also include purposeful efforts by virtually all of the
country’s main economic competitors to create a more welcoming tax code, both by
reducing statutory corporate rates and by enacting or expanding incentives to target
research and investment.
As a result of its inaction, the generosity of the United States research and development
credit has steadily fallen behind that of other countries, going from the most generous in
the OECD to 25th. The main purpose of tax reform is to increase the incentives for
productive investment in the United States. Lower statutory rates do this, but not if it
comes at the expense of elimination of the tax credit. Now that Congress has made it a
permanent part of the tax code, legislators need to restore the U.S. ranking, at a minimum
by increasing the ASC to 20 percent.

APPENDIX A: 2016 B-INDEX VALUES FOR PROFITABLE FIRMS 36
Country

Large Firms

Small and Medium
Enterprises

Australia

0.07

0.18

Austria

0.15

0.15

Belgium

0.11

0.11

Brazil

0.26

0.16

Bulgaria

0.00

0.00

Canada

0.13

0.30

Chile

0.13

0.29

China

0.15

0.15

Cyprus

0.00

0.00

Czech Republic

0.21

0.21

Denmark

-0.01

-0.01

Finland

-0.01

-0.01

France

0.26

0.43

Germany

-0.02

-0.02

Greece

0.11

0.11

Hungary

0.30

0.20

Iceland

0.22

0.22

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

JULY 2017

PAGE 6

Ireland

0.29

0.29

Italy

0.09

0.09

Japan

0.13

0.14

Korea

0.04

0.25

Latvia

0.31

0.31

Lithuania

0.32

0.32

Luxembourg

-0.01

-0.01

Mexico

-0.01

-0.01

Netherlands

0.21

0.21

New Zealand

-0.02

-0.02

Norway

0.08

0.22

Poland

0.05

0.06

Portugal

0.36

0.37

Romania

0.08

0.08

Russian Federation

0.07

0.07

Slovak Republic

0.11

0.11

Slovenia

0.19

0.19

South Africa

0.16

0.16

Spain

0.36

0.36

Sweden

0.05

0.05

Switzerland

-0.01

-0.01

Turkey

0.23

0.23

United Kingdom

0.10

0.29

United States

0.04

0.04

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

JULY 2017

PAGE 7

ENDNOTES
1.

P.L 97-34. The credit is currently codified in Section 41 of the Internal Revenue Code.

2.

P.L. 114-113.

3.

For data on R&D by industry see National Science Foundation, Science and Engineering Indicators: 2016
(National Science Foundation, 2017),
https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2016/nsb20161/uploads/1/nsb20161.pdf.

4.

John Wu, Adams Nager, and Joseph Chuzhin, “High-Tech Nation: How Technological Innovation
Shapes America’s 435 Congressional Districts” (Innovation Technology and Innovation Foundation,
November 2016), https://itif.org/publications/2016/11/28/technation.

5.

Robert D. Atkinson, “Expanding the Research and Development Tax Credit to Drive Innovation,
Competitiveness and Prosperity” (Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, April 2007),
https://itif.org/publications/2007/04/02/expanding-research-and-development-tax-credit-driveinnovation.

6.

Michael E. Porter and Jan W. Rivkin, “The Looming Challenge to U.S. Competitiveness,” Harvard
Business Review, March 2012, https://hbr.org/2012/03/the-looming-challenge-to-us-competitiveness.

7.

J.G. Tewksbury, M.S. Crandall, and W.E. Crane, “Measuring the Societal Benefits of Innovation,”
Science 209, no. 4457, (1980).

8.

The White House and the Department of Treasury, “The President’s Framework for Business Tax
Reform” (The White House February 2012), 12, https://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/taxpolicy/tax-analysis/Documents/OTA-Report-Business-Tax-Reform-2012.pdf.

9.

Nicolas Bloom, Mark Schankerman, and John Van Reenen, “Identifying Technology Spillovers and
Product Market Rivalry,” Econometricia, 81, no. 4 (July 2013), 1347-93; Laura Tyson and Greg Linden,
“The Corporate R&D Tax Credit and U.S. Innovation and Competiveness: Gauging the Economic and
Fiscal Effectiveness of the Credit” (Center for American Progress, 2012); Bronwyn H. Hall, Jacques
Mairesse, and Pierre Mohnen, ‘Measuring the Returns to R&D” Handbook of the Economics of
Innovation, 2 (2010).

10.

Charles I. Jones and John C. Williams, “Measuring the Social Return to R&D,” Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 113, no. 4 (November 1998), 1119-35.

11.

Oren M. Levin-Waldman, “Linking the Minimum Wage to Productivity” (working paper No. 219, Levy
Economics Institute, 1997), http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=104908.

12.

Luke A. Stewart, Jacek Warda, and Robert D. Atkinson, “We’re #27!: The United States Lags Far Behind
in R&D Tax Incentive Generosity” (Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, July 2012),
https://itif.org/publications/2012/07/19/we%E2%80%99re-27-united-states-lags-far-behind-rd-taxincentive-generosity.

13.

Robert D. Atkinson and Luke A. Stewart, “Just the Facts: The Economic Benefits of Information and
Communications Technology” (Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, May 2013),
https://itif.org/publications/2013/05/13/just-facts-benefits-information-and-communicationstechnology.

14.

B. Anthony Billings, “Are U.S. Tax Incentives for Corporate R&D Likely to Motivate American Firms to
Perform Research Abroad?” Tax Executive, (July 2003); Nick Bloom and Rachel Griffith, “The
Internationalization of UK R&D,” Fiscal Studies, 22 No. 3 (2001).

15.

Luke A. Stewart, Jacek Warda, and Robert D. Atkinson, “We’re #27!” 3.

16.

Bronwyn Hall and John Van Reenan, “How Effective Are Fiscal Incentives for R&D? A Review of the
Evidence,” Research Policy, 29, no. 4-5 (2000).

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

JULY 2017

PAGE 8

17.

See Bronwyn H. Hall, “Effectiveness of Research and Experimental Tax Credits: Critical Literature
Review and Research Design” (technical report, Office of Technology Assessment, Washington, D.C.,
1995), 18 (italics in original), http://ota.fas.org/reports/9558.pdf.

18.

Coopers & Lybrand, “Economic Benefits of the R&D Tax Credit” (New York: Coopers & Lybrand,
1998).

19.

Australian Bureau of Industry Economics, “R&D, Innovation and Competitiveness: An Evaluation of
the R&D Tax Concession” (Canberra: Australian Government Publishing Service, 1993). In 2011,
Australia replaced its system of R&D super deductions with a system of R&D tax credits.

20.

Marcel Dagenais, Pierre Mohnen, and Pierre Therrien, “Do Canadian Firms Respond to Fiscal
Incentives to Research and Development?” (working paper, CIRANO, Montreal, Québec, 1997).

21.

Mark Parsons and Nicholas Phillips, “An Evaluation of the Federal Tax Credit for Scientific Research
and Experimental Development” (working paper, Department of Finance Canada, September 2007),
http://publications.gc.ca/collections/collection_2008/fin/F21-8-2007-8E.pdf.

22.

Lolita Paff, “State-Level R&D Tax Credits: A Firm-Level Analysis” Topics in Economic Analysis & Policy,
5 no 1 (2005).

23.

Daniel J. Wilson, “Beggar Thy Neighbor? The In-State, Out-of-State and Aggregate Effects of R&D Tax
Credits,” The Review of Economics and Statistics, 91 no.2 (2009), http://www.frbsf.org/economicresearch/economists/daniel-wilson/wilson-BTN-final.pdf; Yonghong Wu, “State R&D Tax Credits and
High-Technology Establishments,” European Development Quarterly, 22 no. 2 (2008),
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0891242408316728.

24.

Bloom and Griffith, “The Internationalization of UK R&D.”

25.

Billings, “Are U.S. Tax Incentives for Corporate R&D Likely to Motivate American Firms to Perform
Research Abroad?” See also Nick Bloom, Rachel Griffith, and John Van Reenen, “Do Tax Credits Work?
Evidence From a Panel of Countries 1979-1997,” Journal of Public Economics, 85 no. 1, (2002).

26.

Robert D. Atkinson, “Create Jobs by Expanding the R&D Tax Credit” (Information Technology and
Innovation Foundation, July 2012), https://itif.org/publications/2010/01/26/create-jobs-expanding-rdtax-credit.

27.

These studies include; Luke A. Stewart, Jacek Warda, and Robert D. Atkinson, “We’re #27!: The United
States Lags Far Behind in R&D Tax Incentive Generosity (Information Technology and Innovation
Foundation, July 2012), https://itif.org/publications/2012/07/19/we%E2%80%99re-27-united-stateslags-far-behind-rd-tax-incentive-generosity; Robert D. Atkinson and Scott M. Andes, “U.S. Continues to
Tread Water in Global R&D Tax Incentives” (Information Technology and Innovation Foundation,
August 2009), https://itif.org/publications/2009/08/13/us-continues-tread-water-global-rd-taxincentives; Robert D. Atkinson, “The Research and Experimentation Tax Credit: A Critical Policy Tool
for Boosting Research and Enhancing U.S. Economic Competitiveness” (Information Technology and
Innovation Foundation, September 2006), https://itif.org/publications/2006/09/05/research-andexperimentation-tax-credit-critical-policy-tool-boosting.

28.

PwC, “Global Research & Development Incentives Group” (PwC, April 2017),
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/tax/pdf/pwc-global-r-and-d-brochure-april-2017.pdf; Robert D. Atkinson,
“An Easy Checkoff for Global Competitiveness: The Case for a U.S. Innovation Box” (Information
Technology and Innovation Foundation, November 2015), http://www2.itif.org/2015-innovationboxes.pdf.

29.

Jacek Warda, “Measuring the Value of R&D Tax Treatment in OECD Countries,” Science Technology
Industry Review,” 27 (2001), http://www.oecd.org/sti/37124998.pdf.

30.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “Definition, Interpretation and Calculation
of the B-index” (OECD), www.oecd.org/sti/b-index.pdf.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

JULY 2017

PAGE 9

31.

Robert D. Atkinson, “Expanding the Research and Development Tax Credit to Drive Innovation,
Competitiveness and Prosperity.”

32.

OECD, “Measuring Tax Support for R&D and Innovation,” http://www.oecd.org/sti/rd-tax-incentiveindicators.htm; Luke Steward, Jacek Warda and Robert Atkinson, “We're #27!”; Robert D. Atkinson,
“Expanding the Research and Development Tax Credit to Drive Innovation, Competitiveness and
Prosperity”; OECD, “Tax Treatment of Business Investments in Intellectual Assets: An International
Comparison,” May 22, 2006, http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/science-and-technology/tax-treatment-ofbusiness-investments-in-intellectual-assets_672304513676; Jacek Warda, “Measuring the Value of R&D
Tax Treatment in OECD Countries,” 2001, http://www.oecd.org/sti/37124998.pdf;. OECD,
http://www.oecd.org/sti/Tax_subsidy.xls. In certain years values were not conducted for a few OECD
countries. For example, in 2012, Estonia and Latvia were omitted. The 2016 estimates did not calculate
values for Estonia and Israel.

33.

Robert D. Atkinson, “An Easy Checkoff for Global Competitiveness: The Case for a U.S. Innovation
Box” (Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, November 2015),
http://www2.itif.org/2015-innovation-boxes.pdf; Robert D. Atkinson and Scott M. Andes, “Patent
Boxes: Innovation in Tax Policy and Tax Policy for Innovation” (Information Technology and
Innovation Foundation, October 2011), http://www.itif.org/files/2011-patent-box-final.pdf.

34.

KPMG, “EMRA R&D Incentives Guide” (KPMG, 2017),
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2017/04/emea-rd-incentives-guide-web04182017.pdf.

35.

Joe Kennedy, “Five Must-Haves (and Five Nice-to-Haves) for Pro-Growth Corporate Tax Reform”
(Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, February 2017),
https://itif.org/publications/2017/02/21/five-must-haves-and-five-nice-haves-pro-growth-corporate-taxreform.

36.

OECD, “Tax subsidy rates on R&D expenditures, 2016,” http://www.oecd.org/sti/Tax_subsidy.xls.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

JULY 2017

PAGE 10

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors wish to thank John Wu for help collecting data. Any errors or
omissions are the authors’ alone.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS
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.

Robert D. Atkinson is the founder and president of the Information Technology
and Innovation Foundation. He is also the co-author of the book Innovation
Economics: The Race for Global Advantage (Yale, 2012). Atkinson received his
Ph.D. in city and regional planning from the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill in 1989.

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 one of the world’s
leading science and technology think tanks, 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

|

JULY 2017

PAGE 11

