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The COVID-19 Pandemic is playing havoc with our economy, 
our ability to produce and distribute needed goods and 
services and the income households must have to purchase 
them. 

The economy shrank by more than 1% in the 1st Quarter of 
2020 and is expected to shrink by an additional 12% in the 2nd. 

That will erase all the economic growth that occurred since the 
beginning of the Trump Administration plus more than two 
additional years from the Obama Administration. The U.S. 
economy will be cut back to the size it was at mid year in 2014. 

Covid 19, the Economy and the Election

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/56335


It also comes at a moment in American history when the 

nation’s electorate is preparing to make a momentous 

decision about the future direction of their country.

At present, it is not clear how the pandemic and faltering 

economy will  affect that decision. 

Will the faltering economy dominate the political 
discussion this Fall? If so, will the President be blamed 
for poor economic performance or will voters decide he 
did the best that could be expected under the 
circumstances? 



Clearly the President’s fortune is tied to 

persuading voters of the latter. 

But even if he accomplishes that task, he must 

also convince voters that the economy was well 

managed before the outbreak. 



• How strong was the pre-Covid economy?

• Were economic promises kept? 

• Which portions of the country 
participated in the expansion and how 
will regional growth patterns influence 
the election?



Prior to the pandemic the President made this argument. During his 

administration we have had:

“perhaps the greatest economy we’ve had in the history of our country.” 6/18/19

Secretary Mnuchin seemed to recognize the difficulty in sustaining the 

President’s line of argument when he told CNBC shortly before COVID 

19 brought the economy to a halt:

″(GDP) is a global statistic, the statistic people really care about is are they 

working, are they getting more jobs, are they getting more pay? And on that 

basis, we’re getting all As.”

But there are problems with both arguments. 

Measuring Economic Growth 2016 – 2020

https://www.snopes.com/ap/2019/06/19/in-2020-debut-trump-exaggerates-growth/
https://www.cnbc.com/2020/02/23/mnuchin-slowing-economic-growth-wont-harm-trumps-re-election-bid.html


During the first  3 Years of the Trump Administration the U.S. 
economy grew at a rate of 2.5% a year. 

Compared to other 36-month periods in the Post World War II era:

• It ranks in the bottom half. 

• It was 20% slower than the average growth for such time 
periods. 

• It is nearly 70% slower than the U.S. experienced in the best 
36-month period (Oct 1949 to Oct 1952).

• It is 40% slower than the growth in a more recent a 36-month 
period (Dec 1996 – Dec 1999).

The Facts
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Secretary Mnuchin attempted to focus the discussion of the 

Administration’s economic performance on incremental improvement in 

jobs and paychecks. Both have risen since President Trump took office. 

But it is grossly misleading to claim that the administration should by 

any standard be getting “all As” with respect to job and wage growth. 

The Administration’s own statistics indicate that U.S. employment grew 

about 20% slower during Trump Administration’s first 3 years than 

employment growth in the previous 3-year period. Growth in Income 

from wages and salaries fell by more than 30%. 

Mnuchin was clearly not grading on the curve. 

Deceleration in Job Creation and Wage Growth
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For most of the Post War Era, declining levels of unemployment 

provided workers with significant leverage to demand higher wages. 

Concerns about inflation caused the Federal Reserve to deliberately 

tighten money and slow growth to stabilize prices. 

What was unique about the Trump era economy was that low levels 

of unemployment did not provide workers with the ability to win 

substantial wage increases. Wage growth not only did not strengthen 

as employment fell, it in fact weakened. During the Trump 

Administration, Fed officials actually began worrying (for the first 

time in the organization’s history) about the lack of wage growth. 

Weak Wage Growth / Low Unemployment



Wage Growth Declined Even Faster Under Trump
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Perhaps the least understood reality of the pre Covid economy was the 

stark disparity in the regional distribution of economic growth and 

prosperity. It was the best of times in only a few places. 

In King County, Washington; Santa Clara County, California and the small 

towns of the Permian Basin in West Texas, growth exceeded the capacity 

of available housing, schools and roads needed to absorb it. In warm 

weather retirement destinations like Arizona and Florida, contractors 

and health care providers struggled to meet the demand of incoming 

Baby Boom Retirees. 

But for most Americans, a chance for a real taste of prosperity required 

relocation.

Regional Growth Disparity



It was an economy driven by technology, energy and retirement. But 

beyond the campuses of the disruptive new tech businesses, the 

fracking operations in the oil patch and the expanding senior living 

communities of the Sunbelt, most of America missed out on the 

modest growth portrayed by national statistics.

While a few, mostly smaller, Western States seemed to enjoy a spill 

over of people and businesses from the over heated economies in 

California and Washington; America’s Industrial Heartland, parts of the 

Mid Atlantic and New England and much of the Farm Belt experienced 

economic stagnation.

Technology, Fracking and Retirement



Who Got Left Behind?

During the first 3 years of the 

Trump Administration, the 

U.S. economy grew at 2.5% a 

year adding $1.6 trillion to 

GDP.  

Well over half (56%) went to 

only 11 states leaving 40 

states with the remainder. 

25 states containing 38% of 

the nation’s population got 

only 22% of the growth with 

annual growth rates of 1.6%

Distribution of U.S. Economic  Growth 
December 2016 to December 2019

15
Mid Growth States  

22%

11

High Growth 
States  

56% 25
Low Growth States  

22%

Bureau of Economic Affairs, U.S. Department of Commerce 
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#

reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1

State data includes District of Columbia

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1


4
.6

%

4
.3

%

3
.7

% 3
.6

%

3
.5

%

3
.5

%

3
.5

% 3
.4

% 3
.2

% 3
.1

%

3
.0

%

2
.7

%

2
.7

%

2
.7

% 2
.5

%

2
.5

% 2
.4

%

2
.4

%

2
.4

%

2
.3

%

2
.3

%

2
.2

%

2
.1

%

2
.1

%

2
.1

%

2
.0

%

2
.0

%

1
.9

%

1
.9

% 1
.8

%

1
.7

%

1
.7

%

1
.7

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.6

%

1
.5

%

1
.4

%

1
.3

%

1
.3

% 1
.2

%

1
.2

% 1
.0

%

1
.0

%

1
.0

%

0
.9

% 0
.8

%

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

W
A TX U
T ID C
A A
Z

N
V

C
O

O
R LA FL SC O
K

M
A

U
SA M

T

N
M G
A

N
H A
L H
I

T
N

N
C

D
C

N
Y

M
E

N
D

P
A

M
O

V
A

O
H

M
S

M
N

W
V

A
R

W
I

N
J IL

W
Y

A
K

M
D IN V
T R
I

K
S

K
Y

M
I

N
E

C
T

SD IA D
E

While on Average the U.S. Economy 
Grew at an Annual Rate of 2.5% 
37 States Grew at a Slower Pace

25 Grew at Less than 2%!

State by State GDP Growth
Annual Rates of Real Growth Dec 2016 to Dec 2019

High Growth

Mid Growth
Low Growth

Bureau of Economic Affairs, U.S. 

Department of Commerce 
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cf

m?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=

1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1
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11 States Accounting for 56% of U.S. GDP Growth
Annual Growth in These States was Nearly Two and a Half Times that of Slow Growth States

Average Annual 

Growth Rates

Based on State by State 

Quarterly GDP Growth 

Rates between the 4th

Quarter of 2016 and 

the 4rd Quarter of 2019 

(the latest quarter for 

which data is available) 

This data was published 

by the Bureau of 

Economic Affairs, U.S. 

Department of 

Commerce 
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTa
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The Six Largest 
High Growth 

States Grew by 
$880 Billion –

Half of the 
Nation’s Total 

Growth 

$76.7 B

$95.6 B

$226 B

$316 B

$36.1 B

$37.3 B



Mid Growth States Grew at 2.3% per Year

Medium Growth 
States  expanded 
at between 2.0 
and 2.7% per year. 
As a group they 
grew at 2.3%, 
slightly below the 
national average.

Bureau of Economic Affairs, U.S. Department of Commerce 
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=

1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1


25 States Fell Behind 
Annual Growth Rates of Low Growth States (Dec 2016 to Dec 2019)

25 states containing 
nearly 40% of the 
nation’s population 
accounted for only 
22% of the nation’s 
economic growth. 

As a group, real GDP 
increased in those 
states by only 1.6% a 
year compared to 
3.6% average in high 
growth states. 

Bureau of Economic Affairs, U.S. Department 

of Commerce 
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1

&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1


Gross Domestic Product is the broadest measure of the economy. Job growth 

and wage growth are a portion of that larger picture, but they do not always 

correlate closely with changes in GDP growth. 

Most economic growth is the result of the increased output of workers either 

because of a growth in the workforce or greater productivity of those already 

working. If workers get a share of their increased output, wages also rise. 

But other factors affect GDP. A change in commodity prices for instance can 

increase or decrease GDP without necessarily affecting either the size of the 

workforce or the wages paid. 

The relationship between overall economic growth and wage and job growth 

varied significantly between the states between during the 3-year period.

GDP, Jobs and Wages



Louisiana for instance had substantial real GDP growth during the first 3 years of the 

Trump Administration but very little growth in either employment or wages. Iowa on 

the other hand experienced very weak GDP growth but experienced 5 percent job 

growth. Average paychecks in Iowa, however, fell more than 2%. 

Other than Louisiana, High Growth States enjoyed solid wage and employment gains. 

The 14.4% overall economic growth in Washington was accompanied by a 7.6% 

increase in employment and a 7.3% increase in per worker wage and salary income. In 

California 11% economic growth resulted in in only a 3% increase in jobs but a 9% 

jump in paychecks. 

As a group Low Growth States got an even smaller share of the nation’s wage growth 

than they got of GDP growth. A number of these states did significantly worse. In 

Mississippi, GDP growth was 1.7% but wage growth less than one third that rate.

None the less, the High, Mid and Low Growth state groupings used in this analysis had 

in total, very similar shares of overall GDP, job and wage growth.



Distribution of Growth in Income 
from Wages and Salaries 

(Dec 2016 – Dec 2019)

Although growth of income 
from wages and salaries 
slowed by 25% during the 
first 3 years of the Trump 
Administration (compared 
to the previous 3 years)  
American workers were still 
able to put an extra $656 
billion in their pockets. 
But only 21% of that 
additional income went to 
workers in the 25 Low 
Growth States. 

15 
Mid Growth States  

25%

25 
Low Growth States  

21%

11 
High Growth 

States 
54%

BEA SQINC4 Personal Income by Major Component
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&ste
p=1

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1


10.69%

7.69%

4.17%

0.00% 2.00% 4.00% 6.00% 8.00% 10.00%

High Growth
States

Mid Growth
States

Slow Growth
States

3 Year Growth in Wage & Salary Income 
Dec 2016 -Dec 2019

* Income from Wages and 
Salaries in Real 2019 Dollars

BEA SQINC4 Personal Income by Major Component
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&ste
p=1

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1


Per 
Worker 
Wage 

Growth 
3 Year 

Percentage 
Increase in 

Real Income 
from Wages 
and Salaries 
Per Worker

(Dec 2016 to Dec 2019)

BEA SQINC4 Personal Income by Major Component
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1

Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly  Establishment Surveys   
https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1
https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt


Between Dec 2016 and Dec 
2019 employment in the 
U.S. increased from 152 to 
158 million. 

The fastest growing state 
was Arizona which added 
300,000 jobs for a 10% 
jump in employment. 
Employment actually fell in 
6 states and increased by 
less than 1% in 4 others. 

The 11 High Growth States 
got 3.6 million or 61% of 
the 6 million new jobs.
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23%

25 
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23%

11

High Growth 
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54%

Bureau of Labor Statistics: States and selected areas: 

Employment Status of Civilian Pop. seasonally adjusted  
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Low Growth States Also Got a Low 
Percentage of the Nation’s Job Growth

https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt


5.6%

3.9%

2.4%

0.0% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0% 6.0%

High Growth
States

Mid Growth
States

Slow Growth
States

Percentage Growth in Employment
Dec 2016 -Dec 2019

Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly  Establishment Surveys   
https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt

https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt


Job 
Growth 
Total Percentage 

Increase in 
employment  over 3 

Years
(Dec 2016 to Dec 2019)

Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly  
Establishment Surveys   
https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt

https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt


Major Disparities also Existed within States
County level GDP data is available on a much more limited basis. Only yearly data is available 
and the latest year for which there is such data is 2018. Comparing 2016  with 2018 an even 
more concentrated pattern of growth emerges than the pattern provided by statewide data. 
During the two years, 74% of all U.S. growth occurred in only 150 of the nation’s 3,143 
counties (5% of the total) Three counties (Santa Clara, CA; King, WA and San Francisco, CA) 
accounted for 11% of total U.S. growth.

• From 2016 to 2018 King County (Seattle) grew at a rate of more than 7% a year and 
accounted for more than 2/3 of the growth for the entire State of Washington. The 
remainder of the state grew at a little less than 4%. 

• In California, Santa Clara County (Silicon Valley) accounted for 22% of the state’s growth. If 
the other 8 counties in the Bay area are included the growth totaled nearly half (47%) of 
statewide growth.  Bay area counties grew at an annual rate of 6.6% while counties 
outside the Bay Area grew by 3.4%. 



Washington: 68% of 
statewide growth in 
one county

California:  
48% of growth

in Bay Area 
Counties. 22% 
in Santa Clara

Texas: Fourteen Permian 
Basin counties accounted for 
37% of statewide growth. 
Some more than doubled 
their GDP in 2 years.

Massachusetts: Three 
counties made up 73% 
of statewide growth

New York: The Five Boroughs of NYC 
account for 77% of state growth

Often, a Small Number of Counties Accounted for the 
Lion’s Share of State Growth (Real GDP Growth 2016 to 2018)



• In Massachusetts, just 3 counties which included the city of Boston and its northern 
suburbs accounted for almost 3/4s of the entire state’s growth. Those counties grew at 
an annual rate of 3.4% while the remainder of the state grew at less than 2%.

• In Texas, fracking and new discoveries in the Permian Basin, Eagle Ford and the East 
Texas Basin brought extraordinary growth to some counties. Several more than 
doubled the size of their economies in two years. Fourteen Permian Basin counties 
contributed 37% to state growth during the two years. Still, there were 63 counties in 
Texas where economic activity declined during that period. 

• In Florida and Arizona the aging of the Baby Boom generation brought a boom in the 
purchase of year-round residences and second homes which not only boosted home 
construction but other sectors including retail sales, health care services, banking and 
tourism. In Florida, 17 of the 60 counties accounted for nearly 60% of economic 
growth. On average they grew at an annual rate of 3.8%--a little more than 70% faster 
than the remaining 50 counties. In Arizona growth was more evenly distributed among 
the state’s 15 counties. 



• 77% of the economic growth in the state of New York between 2016 and 2018 was in 
the five boroughs of New York City. Brooklyn, Staten Island and the Bronx had 
particularly strong growth while growth in Manhattan was notably weaker. Altogether, 
the City grew at more than twice the rate as the rest of the state. 

• In Virginia, 4 Northern Virginia Counties accounted for slightly more than half of 
statewide growth. 
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https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1


States That Were Promised 
the Most Got the Least

“It doesn't have to be this way. 
We can turn it all around - and 
we can turn it around fast. I 
want you to imagine how much 
better your life can be if we 
start believing in America 
again.” Donald J. Trump, 

Monessen, PA 
June 28, 2016

https://www.c-span.org/video/?411870-1/donald-trump-delivers-remarks-us-economy


The gross disparity in regional growth in the U.S. during the Trump Administration 
would not be a problem for those working to reelect the President if the 
unevenness occurred in the right places. Unfortunately for the White House, many 
of the states where growth was weakest happened to be ones where the 
President’s 2016 economic promises had been the most inflated and where his 
electoral needs for reelection are the greatest. 

The 2016 Electoral College victory was built on winning four industrial states 
(Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin) which his party had not carried in 
either of the two previous elections. Those states gave Trump 64 electoral votes 
and pushed his campaign from a 29 electoral vote loss to a 35-vote victory. 

But winning them again could prove difficult. As former Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill 
observed, “all politics is local”. Voters in Lansing, Dayton, Erie or Racine are unlikely 
to be attracted to a candidate because of prosperity in Seattle or Boston.

Growth in All the Wrong Places



More awkward still is the fact that the President’s victories in these states 
were tied to highly specific promises of better days if he were elected. 

“We can turn it all around - and we can turn it around fast” he told workers 
in Monessen, PA as he announced a program carefully crafted to build hope 
among industrial states voters. Decrying current  growth rates he promised 
to cut taxes, cut government regulation, label China as a currency 
manipulator, increase coal production, put “American-produced steel back 
into the backbone of our country” and be tougher in trade negotiations. 

He ended his 2016 campaign in Grand Rapids, MI promising, “We're going to 
bring back the automobile industry bigger and better and stronger than ever 
before."

Economic Agenda Directed at Heartland



Employment & Wage Growth Plummet in Key Industrial States 
Trump Era Brings Lower Wage Job Growth 
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Key Industrial States Lag Behind 
Nation in GDP Growth

Gap Accelerates Under Trump Administration



Trump Created a New “Job Creation Deficit”
“Inflation-adjusted 
GDP grew at an 
average rate of 
3.5% from 1947 to 
2001. Since 2002, 
inflation-adjusted 
GDP grew at an 
average rate of 
1.8%. Therefore in 
14 years, nearly 
22.4 million jobs 
were lost. America's 
‘job creation deficit’ 
due to slower 
growth since 2002 
is well over 20 
million jobs”

Donald J. Trump 
Monessen, PA 
June 28, 2016

If the job creation is going to be measured against some selected prior average, why not simply 
pick the previous 3 years? What would have occurred if Industrial States had simply continued  
to produce jobs at the same pace during the Trump Administration as they did before? 

184,524

33,826 4,393

139,956

0

50,000

100,000

150,000

200,000

Michigan Ohio Pennsylvania Wisconsin

More Jobs

More Jobs

More Jobs
More Jobs

Bureau of 

Economic 

Affairs

Employment Gains That Would 
have Occurred if State Job Growth 
had Continued at Pre Trump-Levels

https://www.c-span.org/video/?411870-1/donald-trump-delivers-remarks-us-economy
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1


What About the “Wage Deficit”
Paid income was impacted two 
ways. Slower job growth  limited 
opportunities for household 
members to enter the work 
force and add to total income. 
Slower wage growth held down 
the paychecks of those already 
in the work force. 

Total pay in Michigan grew by 
11.5% during the 3 years prior to 
the Trump Administration but 
slowed  to 4% during the 3 years 
prior to the pandemic. That cost 
workers in the state $18 billion 
in lost income or a little more 
than $4,600 on average per 
household. 

In Ohio, households on average 
lost $2,300. 
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Slowing Wage Growth Cost Households in Pennsylvania $876 
In Wisconsin it cost $2,215

Pennsylvania had the smallest 
“wage deficit” among the four 
industrial states. Growth in 
Income from wages and salaries 
slowed from 6.9% to 5.3% 
costing state households $4 
Billion in lost income or about 
$876 per household. 

Wisconsin’s wage gap was the 
result of declining employment 
during the Trump Era. 4.2% job 
growth during Obama was 
replaced with -0.3% job loss 
during Trump and income from 
wages and salaries fell $5 billion 
below the pre-Trump trajectory.  
That shaved $2,215 off average 
household earnings. $250
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https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1


Comments
A sense of “shared destiny” has been considered one of the central 
prerequisites for a successful democracy for more than a century.  Clearly, 
widely divergent regional growth patterns are toxic to the notion of shared 
destiny. Some suggest that was one reason that a larger than expected 
portion of the electorate turned to Donald Trump in 2016. 

But it is hard to find evidence that Trump policies have succeeded in 
restoring growth to the states and regions that are falling behind. In fact, 
the process seems to have accelerated.  Clearly, reexamination of those 
policies is in order. Several problems appear obvious. 

First, employment in traditional goods producing industries such as steel is 
likely to remain steady or fall regardless of trade policy. Take steel, the 
industry that Candidate Trump said, “we can turn it around fast”:

https://www.c-span.org/video/?411870-1/donald-trump-delivers-remarks-us-economy


Over the past 40 years employment in steel has fallen by 80 percent but 
output is only 13 percent lower. Even since 2011, annual output per 
worker has risen by about 12 percent or about 116 tons. At current 
productivity levels, employment in steel would rise by less than 15,000 
jobs even if trade negotiators could eliminate the entire trade deficit.  
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That does not mean that the United States should not be aggressive 
in trade negotiations. It does mean we need to have realistic 
expectations of how much growth can be won through such 
negotiations. 

If we are going to bring much-needed economic vigor to the 
Heartland and other parts of the country that are falling behind, we 
will need to search for solutions beyond trade. We are going to 
have to help those regions become better at producing goods and 
services for which there is expanding demand. 

A report published last December by the Brookings Institute 
argued, “The future of America’s economy lies in its high-tech 
innovation sector, but it is now clear that same sector is widening 
the nation’s regional divides.” 

https://www.brookings.edu/research/growth-centers-how-to-spread-tech-innovation-across-america/


Confirming the data presented in this analysis, Brookings found: 

“Regional divergence has reached extreme levels in the U.S. innovation 
sector. The innovation sector—comprised of 13 of the nation’s highest-
tech, highest-R&D “advanced” industries—contributes inordinately to 
regional and U.S. prosperity. Its diffusion into new places would greatly 
benefit the nation’s well-being. However, far from diffusing, the sector 
has been concentrating in a short list of superstar metropolitan areas. 
Most notably, just five top innovation metro areas—Boston, San 
Francisco, San Jose, Seattle, and San Diego—accounted for more than 
90% of the nation’s innovation-sector growth during the years 2005 to 
2017. In this fashion, they have increased their share of the nation’s 
total innovation employment from 17.6% to 22.8% since 2005. In 
contrast, the bottom 90% of metro areas (343 of them) lost share.”

THE CASE for GROWTH CENTERS How to spread tech innovation across America
Robert D. Atkinson, Mark Muro and Jacob Whiton, Brookings Institute December 2019

https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Full-Report-Growth-Centers_PDF_BrookingsMetro-BassCenter-ITIF.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Full-Report-Growth-Centers_PDF_BrookingsMetro-BassCenter-ITIF.pdf


It is also important to note that the “hyperconcentration” of the tech 
sector is not only damaging to the portion of the U.S. that is being left 
behind but also to the tech sector itself and the nation’s overall growth. 
The select number of counties where tech growth has been strong have 
been subject to extreme spikes in the cost of housing and basic services 
driving up the cost of living to tech employees and ultimately to cost of 
starting tech businesses. 

The Brookings report recommends major federal investments in selected 
new growth hubs including basic R&D, workforce training and community 
development grants.  

There are a variety of other strategies for strengthening national growth, 
diversifying growth patterns and enhancing the performance of slow 
growing regions. 



What the data in this presentation makes clear, however, is that the 
path we are on does not lead to the intended destination. The 
Trump tax cuts, deregulatory efforts and trade renegotiations have 
not rekindled the economy in any region. Parts of the country that 
were growing rapidly have slowed. Parts of the country that were 
growing slowly have slowed even more.

The Coronavirus may have disrupted Trump’s economic experiment, 
but the results were already clear. The policies did not “turn it all 
around” and they certainly did not “turn it around fast.” Those 
policies have in fact left us in a world in which regional economic 
disparity is accelerating rather than declining. 
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High & Mid Growth State GDP & Wage Data

BEA SQINC4 Personal Income by Major Component
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1

Bureau of Economic Affairs, U.S. Department of Commerce 
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Low Growth State GDP & Wage Data

Bureau of Economic Affairs, U.S. Department of Commerce 

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1#reqid=70&step=1&isuri=1&acrdn=1
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High & Mid Growth State Employment & Population Data

Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly  Establishment 
Surveys   https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt

BEA SQINC4 Personal Income by Major Component
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1

https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt
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Low Growth State Employment & Population Data

Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly  Establishment 
Surveys   https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt

BEA SQINC4 Personal Income by Major Component
https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1

https://www.bls.gov/web/laus/ststdsadata.txt
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Fastest Growing U.S. Counties (Percentage GDP Growth 2016 -2018) 

Bureau of 
Economic Affairs 
CAGDP1 Gross 
Domestic Product 
(GDP) summary by 
county and 
metropolitan area
https://apps.bea.go
v/iTable/iTable.cfm
?reqid=70&step=1#
reqid=70&step=1

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1


U.S. Counties with Largest Real Dollar GDP Growth 2016 -2018
(In 2012 Chain Linked Dollars )

Bureau of 
Economic 
Affairs

https://apps.bea.gov/iTable/iTable.cfm?reqid=70&step=1#reqid=70&step=1


Record of U.S. 3 Year Growth Periods 1947 -2016

Federal 
Reserve 
Economic 
Data 
https://fred.stl
ouisfed.org/ser
ies/GDPC1

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/GDPC1


Record of U.S. 3 Year Growth Periods (Continued)

Federal Reserve Economic Data 
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/GDPC1

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/GDPC1


729 U.S. Counties Experienced Economic Decline Between 2016 & 2018



U.S. Counties in Decline (Continued)



The End


