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WHEN ARE SUNK COSTS BARRIERS TO ENTRY? 
ENTRY BARRIERS IN ECONOMIC AND ANTITRUST ANALYSISt 

What Is a Barrier to Entry? 

By R. PRESTON MCAFEE, HUGO M. MIALON, AND MICHAEL A. WILLIAMS* 

In the Papers and Proceedings of the Forty- 
eighth Meeting of the American Economic As- 
sociation, Donald H. Wallace (1936 p. 83) 
proposed a research program that proved vision- 
ary: "The nature and extent of barriers to free 
entry needs thorough study." Fifteen years later, 
Joe S. Bain published a book that was the first 
thorough study of entry barriers. 

In this book, Bain (1956) defined an entry 
barrier as anything that allows incumbents to 
earn above-normal profits without inducing en- 
try. He believed that economies of scale and 
capital requirements meet his definition because 
they seem to be positively correlated with high 
profits. George J. Stigler (1968) later defined an 
entry barrier as a cost advantage of incumbents 
over entrants. With equal access to technology, 
scale economies are not an entry barrier accord- 
ing to this definition, and neither are capital 
requirements, unless incumbents never paid 
them. 

With respect to scale economies and capital 
costs, the definitions of Bain and Stigler are at 
variance, which has resulted in controversy 
among economists and antitrust lawyers, both 
over the definition of an entry barrier, and the 
question of whether scale economies and capital 
costs each constitute one. The present article is 
an attempt to resolve the controversies concern- 
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ing the concept of barriers to entry. We begin by 
contrasting the definitions of an entry barrier 
proposed in the economics literature. We then 
introduce a classification system to clear up the 
existing confusion, and we employ it to assess 
the nature of the barriers posed by scale econ- 
omies and sunk costs. 

I. History of the Concept 

In chronological order, the seven principal 
definitions of an entry barrier proposed in the 
economics literature are as follows. 

Definition 1 (Bain, 1956 p. 3): A barrier to 
entry is an advantage of established sellers in an 
industry over potential entrant sellers, which is 
reflected in the extent to which established sell- 
ers can persistently raise their prices above 
competitive levels without attracting new firms 
to enter the industry. 

Definition 2 (Stigler, 1968 p. 67): A barrier to 
entry is a cost of producing (at some or every 
rate of output) that must be borne by firms 
seeking to enter an industry but is not borne by 
firms already in the industry. 

Definition 3 (James M. Ferguson, 1974 p. 10): 
A barrier to entry is a factor that makes entry 
unprofitable while permitting established firms 
to set prices above marginal cost, and to persis- 
tently earn monopoly return. 

Definition 4 (Franklin M. Fisher, 1979 p. 23): 
A barrier to entry is anything that prevents entry 
when entry is socially beneficial. 

Definition 5 (C. C. von Weizsacker, 1980 p. 
400): A barrier to entry is a cost of producing 
that must be borne by a firm seeking to enter an 
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industry but is not borne by firms already in the 
industry, and that implies a distortion in the 
allocation of resources from the social point of 
view. 

Definition 6 (R. Gilbert, 1989 p. 478): An entry 
barrier is a rent that is derived from 
incumbency. 

Definition 7 (Dennis Carlton and Jeffrey Per- 
loff, 1994 p. 110): A barrier to entry is anything 
that prevents an entrepreneur from instanta- 
neously creating a new firm in a market. A 
long-run barrier to entry is a cost necessarily 
incurred by a new entrant that incumbents do 
not (or have not had to) bear. 

Bain's definition is flawed in that it builds the 
consequences of the definition into the defini- 
tion itself. Moreover, one can imagine an indus- 
try with competitive pricing due to the presence 
of many incumbents but with no possibility of 
entry (e.g. by government fiat); such an industry 
has no entry barriers according to Bain's 
definition. 

Stigler's definition avoids tautology by identi- 
fying an entry barrier in terms of its fundamental 
characteristics, emphasizing the differential costs 
between incumbents and entrants. However, the 
present tense "is" in the definition is confusing. 
Literally, the definition implies that a cost that 
only entrants (not incumbents) have to bear 
today is an entry barrier, even if incumbents had 
to bear it in the past (when they entered the 
market). 

Stigler's definition is narrower than Bain's: 
some costs are barriers according to Bain and 
not according to Stigler; but all Stiglerian bar- 
riers meet Bain's definition. 

Ferguson's definition follows Bain's, but 
with the additional requirement that incumbents 
earn monopoly profits. Pricing above marginal 
cost is not sufficient for incumbents to persis- 
tently earn above-normal profits. Incumbents 
only earn above-normal profits if prices exceed 
average cost. Prices may not exceed average 
cost even though they exceed marginal cost 
because of price or quality competition among 
incumbents. 

Fisher's definition follows those of Bain and 
Ferguson, but it is normative rather than posi- 
tive. For Fisher, an entry barrier is socially 

harmful only if potential entrants make a calcu- 
lation that is different from the one that society 
would want them to make in deciding whether 
to enter an industry that possesses the barrier in 
question. 

Von Weizsacker's definition is also norma- 
tive, but it follows Stigler's definition. He ar- 
gues that a cost differential is an entry barrier 
only if it reduces welfare. His point is that the 
number of firms in a Cournot industry can be 
greater than the socially optimal number. In this 
case, entry barriers serve a socially desirable 
purpose. 

Gilbert's definition focuses on the advantages 
of incumbents rather than the disadvantages of 
entrants. According to him, an entry barrier is 
the additional profit that firms can earn as a sole 
consequence of being established in the indus- 
try. This definition has an immediate problem in 
that a profit is not a barrier. 

Carlton and Perloff offer two definitions. 
They argue that the first is not practical because 
it implies that any capital requirement is an 
entry barrier, and that any industry in which 
entry takes time has an entry barrier. They note 
that the term "barrier to entry" is often used to 
refer to both costs of entering and the time 
required to enter. However, to our knowledge, 
they are the first to propose a definition that 
explicitly includes a time dimension. 

Unfortunately, they avoid the timing issue by 
considering only entry barriers in the long run. 
They argue that a firm can only earn profits in 
the long run if it has an advantage over potential 
entrants, which leads them to adopt a modern 
version of Stigler's definition. Notice that their 
version clears up the confusion about the 
present tense "is" in Stigler's definition. 

Scale economies and capital requirements are 
entry barriers according to Bain's definition be- 
cause they seem to be positively correlated with 
profits. Scale economies are not an entry barrier 
according to Stigler's definition provided en- 
trants and incumbents have equal access to tech- 
nology. Capital requirements are not Stiglerian 
entry barriers either, unless the incumbent never 
paid them. 

Fisher also claims that capital requirements 
are not entry barriers according to his definition. 
Consider, as Fisher does, an industry that firms 
can only enter if they make a large capital 
expenditure. A firm will not enter if the profits 
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that it anticipates in the long run will not be 
sufficient to justify the initial capital cost. But, 
argues Fisher, this is exactly the calculation that 
society would want the potential entrant to 
make. The capital expenditure would be so- 
cially wasteful if it did not guarantee a rate of 
return that exceeded that which it could earn 
elsewhere. Fisher therefore concludes that, ac- 
cording to his definition, capital requirements, 
no matter how large, are not entry barriers. 

Note, however, that Fisher's argument ig- 
nores consumer surplus, which enters into soci- 
ety's calculation, but not into the potential 
entrant's calculation. The addition of another 
firm to the industry could increase competition, 
and hence consumer surplus, enough to com- 
pensate for the entrant's profit loss in society's 
calculation. Governments have operated firms 
on this theory, to create price competition where 
there would otherwise be a natural monopoly. 

Capital requirements or scale economies may 
not constitute entry barriers according to von 
Weizsacker's definition. To prove this, von 
Weizsacker models an industry with scale econ- 
omies and shows that the number of active firms 
in the Cournot equilibrium with free entry ex- 
ceeds the number of active firms that would 
maximize social surplus. The cost savings that 
arise from firms taking greater advantage of 
scale economies more than compensate for the 
reduction in total output from having fewer 
firms. In such an industry, additional entry bar- 
riers enhance welfare. 

Capital requirements can be entry barriers 
according to Gilbert's definition, especially if a 
significant proportion of them are sunk. Sunk 
costs generate earnings that would be lost if a 
firm exits the market; in this sense, sunk costs 
are exit barriers. Exit barriers can affect entry 
by influencing the incentives of incumbents. If 
incumbents cannot exit without considerable 
losses, then their threats of aggressive post- 
entry behavior are more credible, which deters 
entry and earns them higher profit. Thus, exit 
barriers for incumbents create entry barriers. 

Moreover, sunk costs increase an entrant's 
losses in the event that entry fails, which makes 
the incumbent's threats of aggressive post-entry 
behavior more frightening. Thus, exit barriers 
for entrants create entry barriers. In these ways, 
sunk costs provide rents to incumbents and, 
hence, are entry barriers according to Gilbert's 

definition, while they are not according to 
Stiglerian definitions, since all entrants must 
bear them equally. Similarly, Carlton and Per- 
loff exclude sunk costs as entry barriers (under 
their second definition) since there are no sunk 
costs in the long run. 

II. Economic Analysis 

As we have shown, the concept of an entry 
barrier has a rich and confused heritage in eco- 
nomics. To clear up the confusion, we offer the 
following new classification of entry barriers. 

Definition 8: An economic barrier to entry is a 
cost that must be incurred by a new entrant and 
that incumbents do not or have not had to incur. 

Definition 9: An antitrust barrier to entry is a 
cost that delays entry and thereby reduces social 
welfare relative to immediate but equally costly 
entry. 

All economic entry barriers are antitrust bar- 
riers. However, many antitrust barriers are not 
economic barriers. Antitrust is a larger category 
than economic. 

When free entry leads to the efficient number 
of firms, if a market has no antitrust entry bar- 
riers, then it is efficient. If it has no economic 
entry barriers, then it is eventually efficient. An 
antitrust entry barrier in a market that is other- 
wise efficient reduces welfare relative to what it 
would have been in the absence of that barrier. 

The presence of an antitrust entry barrier does 
not necessarily mean that a merger should be 
disallowed. The net change in welfare resulting 
from the merger could still be positive. Rather, 
the presence of the antitrust barrier means that 
welfare would be higher if that barrier did not 
exist. 

In our analysis, we also find it useful to 
distinguish between direct and reinforcing bar- 
riers, as follows: 

Definition 10: A primary barrier to entry is a 
cost that constitutes a barrier to entry on its own. 

Definition 11: An ancillary barrier to entry is a 
cost that does not constitute a barrier to entry by 
itself, but reinforces other barriers to entry if 
they are present. 
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A group of small primary barriers may con- 
stitute a significant entry barrier. A group of 
small ancillary barriers does not commonly 
constitute a significant entry barrier unless other 
primary barriers are also present. However, in 
some cases, large ancillary barriers can combine 
and reinforce each other to form a large primary 
entry barrier. 

A particular ancillary barrier may produce a 
primary entry barrier only when combined with 
a restricted class of other ancillary barriers, or 
reinforce only a restricted class of other primary 
entry barriers. If a market possesses no entry 
barrier from either class, the ancillary barrier in 
question does not deter entry. 

III. Scale Economies 

Bain argued that scale economies are an entry 
barrier. Incumbents may have already built 
plants of efficient scale. If the added output of 
the entrant's efficient plant is large relative to 
industry demand and existing output, price 
could fall below the entrant's per-unit cost, and 
entry could be unprofitable. 

This argument assumes that the entrant ex- 
pects the incumbent to maintain its pre-entry 
output level even after entry has occurred. Once 
the new firm has entered, the incumbent may 
want to reduce its output to prevent its profits 
from falling to zero. But then the entrant's prof- 
its might also be prevented from falling to zero, 
and entry might be ex ante profitable. 

However, the incumbent's output reduction 
would prevent the potential entrant's post-entry 
profits from falling to zero only if it caused 
some fraction of customers to switch from the 
incumbent to the entrant. Customers may be 
loyal to an existing brand because continuing to 
buy it involves less risk than trying a new one. 
Therefore, scale economies deter entry only if 
customers are sufficiently loyal to the incum- 
bent's brand. Hence, scale economies are ancil- 
lary entry barriers that reinforce primary entry 
barriers such as brand loyalty. 

We now argue that scale economies are an- 
titrust, not economic, entry barriers. Bain's no- 
tion, that entry may be deterred because the 
industry only has room for a fraction of the 
efficiently scaled plant, is generally a short-run 
phenomenon that does not persist as existing 
plants are replaced. Moreover, in an industry 

experiencing growth, the fractional issue is 
clearly temporary. Thus, scale economies are 
not economic, but may be antitrust, entry bar- 
riers if they delay entry and thereby reduce 
social welfare. 

In a technical appendix to this paper (available 
from the authors upon request), we have con- 
structed a model in which new firms face Coumot 
competition with incumbents if they choose to 
enter, and in which (i) scale economies do not 
delay entry on their own, (ii) brand loyalty 
delays entry on its own, and (iii) brand loyalty 
delays entry even longer in the presence of scale 
economies. Thus, according to the model, scale 
economies are ancillary barriers that exacerbate 
the entry delay caused by brand loyalty. 

Does the additional delay caused by scale 
economies necessarily reduce social welfare? 
For an important class of demand functions 
(including linear demand), social welfare under 
Courot competition is higher than social wel- 
fare under monopoly, because the profit loss 
incurred by the incumbent is not large enough to 
offset the price reduction that benefits consum- 
ers. In these cases, scale economies are ancillary 
antitrust entry barriers, since they delay entry by 
reinforcing the entry-deterrent effects of brand 
loyalty, and thereby reduce social welfare. 

IV. Sunk Costs 

Many firms are capable of paying large cap- 
ital costs if entry is worthwhile. If capital mar- 
kets are efficient, raising capital is no more 
difficult for profitable large-scale projects than 
for profitable small-scale ones. And even if cap- 
ital markets are inefficient, perhaps because of 
asymmetric information about industry prospects, 
they do not necessarily fail in larger measure 
with large-scale projects than with small-scale 
ones. 

Capital-market imperfections favor wealthier 
and more experienced firms over entrepreneurs 
without track records, but the former are not 
necessarily the incumbents. Some entrants are 
large diversified firms that build new plants in 
an industry. Microsoft entering the internet 
browser business is an instance where the en- 
trant was larger than the largest incumbent. In 
industries where the primary potential entrants 
are large diversified firms, large capital costs are 
not entry barriers. 
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Nevertheless, capital costs can indirectly dis- 
courage entry. Instead of being entry barriers in 
their own right, they often reinforce other entry 
barriers, by magnifying the risks. Thus, when a 
solid reputation is necessary to enter an indus- 
try, large costs make it difficult or impossible to 
test the market; instead, the entrant must com- 
mit large resources to enter. If large sunk costs 
are associated with entry and entry is unsuccess- 
ful, the entrant's losses are large. In such a 
setting, the threat of aggressive behavior by the 
incumbent may deter entry. The greater the po- 
tential loss, the more frightening is the threat of 
aggressive behavior. By magnifying risks, cap- 
ital requirements reinforce other entry barriers. 
Therefore, capital requirements are ancillary 
barriers, especially if a significant proportion of 
them are sunk. 

Capital requirements are not economic entry 
barriers, since incumbents had to bear capital 
costs in the past similar in size to those that 
entrants have to bear today. However, they may 
nevertheless be antitrust entry barriers. Sunk 
costs cause firms to delay entry because of their 
option value. The option of entering is lost once 
the firm enters. With uncertainty about market 
conditions, this option has value. Thus, dynamic 
entry is delayed relative to a static world. 

In the technical appendix to this paper (avail- 
able from the authors upon request), we argue 
formally that sunk costs, like scale economies, 
are ancillary antitrust entry barriers. We present 
a model in which (i) sunk costs do not delay 
entry in the absence of uncertainty and (ii) un- 
certainty does not delay entry in the absence of 
sunk costs, but (iii) uncertainty and sunk costs 
combine to delay entry until the realization of 
uncertainty. For an important class of demand 
functions, efficient entry is in advance of the re- 
alization of uncertainty. In these cases, sunk costs 
and uncertainty are ancillary antitrust entry barri- 
ers that combine and reinforce each other to pro- 
duce a primary antitrust entry barrier. 

V. Conclusion 

The presence of entry barriers is the central 
subject of contention in numerous antitrust 

lawsuits. Usually, a merger in a particular 
industry cannot permanently reduce competi- 
tion if new firms can easily enter the industry. 
Therefore, to prove that mergers are socially 
harmful, antitrust authorities must usually, at 
the very least, demonstrate the presence of 
entry barriers. To do so, they must rely on a 
definition, and for this, they have often turned 
to economists. 

Unfortunately, economists have not yet been 
able to reach broad consensus over the defini- 
tion of an entry barrier, and this has probably 
hindered the development of efficient antitrust 
policy. In the hope of facilitating consensus, we 
have highlighted two aspects of entry: (i) the 
effect of alleged entry barriers on the timing of 
entry and (ii) the effect on the timing of entry of 
the interaction between different alleged entry 
barriers. 

REFERENCES 

Bain, Joe S. Barriers to new competition. Cam- 
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1956. 

Carlton, Dennis and Perloff, Jeffrey. Modern in- 
dustrial organization. New York: HarperCol- 
lins College Publishers, 1994. 

Ferguson, James M. Advertising and competi- 
tion: Theory, measurement, fact. Cambridge, 
MA: Ballinger, 1974. 

Fisher, Franklin M. "Diagnosing Monopoly." 
Quarterly Review of Economics and Busi- 
ness, Summer 1979, 19(2), pp. 7-33. 

Gilbert, R. "Mobility Barriers and the Value of 
Incumbency," in R. Schmalensee and R. D. 
Willig, eds., Handbook of industrial organi- 
zation. Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1989, pp. 
475-535. 

Stigler, George J. The organization of industry. 
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 
1968. 

von Weizsacker, C. C. "A Welfare Analysis of 
Barriers to Entry." Bell Journal of Econom- 
ics, Autumn 1980, 11(2), pp. 399-420. 

Wallace, Donald H. "Monopolistic Competition 
and Public Policy." American Economic Re- 
view, March 1936 (Papers and Proceedings), 
26(1), pp. 77-87. 

VOL. 94 NO. 2 465 


	Article Contents
	p. 461
	p. 462
	p. 463
	p. 464
	p. 465

	Issue Table of Contents
	The American Economic Review, Vol. 94, No. 2, Papers and Proceedings of the One Hundred Sixteenth Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association San Diego, CA, January 3-5, 2004 (May, 2004), pp. i-viii+1-540+i-xii
	Front Matter [pp.  i - vi]
	Editors' Introduction [p.  vii]
	Foreword [p.  viii]
	Richard T. Ely Lecture
	The Institutions of Monetary Policy [pp.  1 - 13]

	Asset Bubbles and the Macroeconomy
	Asset Prices, Financial Instability, and Monetary Policy [pp.  14 - 18]
	Inflation Illusion and Stock Prices [pp.  19 - 23]
	The Fed Response to Equity Prices and Inflation [pp.  24 - 28]
	Aggregate Short Interest and Market Valuations [pp.  29 - 32]

	Innovations and Issues in Monetary Policy: The Last Fifteen Years
	Risk and Uncertainty in Monetary Policy [pp.  33 - 40]
	Innovations and Issues in Monetary Policy: Panel Discussion [pp.  41 - 48]
	Preemption, Changing Structure, and U.S. Monetary Policy [pp.  49 - 52]

	Capital-Account Liberalization, Debt Financing, and Financial Crises
	Serial Default and the "Paradox" of Rich-to-Poor Capital Flows [pp.  53 - 58]
	Financial Openness, Sudden Stops, and Current-Account Reversals [pp.  59 - 64]
	Financial Opening and Development: Evidence and Policy Controversies [pp.  65 - 70]

	Policies to Deal with Deflation
	Monetary and Fiscal Remedies for Deflation [pp.  71 - 75]
	Policy Options in a Liquidity Trap [pp.  76 - 79]
	Exchange-Rate Policy and the Zero Bound on Nominal Interest Rates [pp.  80 - 84]
	Conducting Monetary Policy at Very Low Short-Term Interest Rates [pp.  85 - 90]

	Issues in Macroeconomic Policy Design
	Transparency of Information and Coordination in Economies with Investment Complementarities [pp.  91 - 98]
	Deflation and Depression: Is There an Empirical Link? [pp.  99 - 103]
	Negative Nominal Interest Rates [pp.  104 - 108]
	Wedges and Taxes [pp.  109 - 113]

	Understanding Exchange-Rate Dynamics: A Session in Memory of Rudi Dornbusch
	A Scapegoat Model of Exchange-Rate Fluctuations [pp.  114 - 118]
	Accounting for Exchange-Rate Variability in Present-Value Models When the Discount Factor Is near 1 [pp.  119 - 125]
	Can Portfolio Rebalancing Explain the Dynamics of Equity Returns, Equity Flows, and Exchange Rates? [pp.  126 - 133]

	Dissecting International Trade: The Dimensions of National Market Penetration
	Why Is Manufacturing Trade Rising Even as Manufacturing Output Is Falling? [pp.  134 - 138]
	Variety Growth and World Welfare [pp.  139 - 144]
	On the Measurement of Product Variety in Trade [pp.  145 - 149]
	Dissecting Trade: Firms, Industries, and Export Destinations [pp.  150 - 154]

	Taxation, Investment, and Saving
	How Much Equity Does the Government Hold? [pp.  155 - 160]
	Toward a Consumption Tax, and Beyond [pp.  161 - 165]
	What Do Aggregate Consumption Euler Equations Say about the Capital-Income Tax Burden? [pp.  166 - 170]
	Taxation and Corporate Payout Policy [pp.  171 - 175]

	Solvency and Reform of Social Security
	Is the Social Security Trust Fund a Store of Value? [pp.  176 - 181]
	Social Security Financing: Facts, Fantasies, Foibles, and Follies [pp.  182 - 186]
	Improving Social Security's Progressivity and Solvency with Hybrid Indexing [pp.  187 - 191]

	New Developments in Human-Capital Theory
	CEO Pay and Appointments: A Market-Based Explanation for Recent Trends [pp.  192 - 196]
	Inequality and the Organization of Knowledge [pp.  197 - 202]
	Task-Specific Human Capital [pp.  203 - 207]
	Balanced Skills and Entrepreneurship [pp.  208 - 211]

	New Data and New Questions in Personnel Economics
	The Structure of Wages and Internal Mobility [pp.  212 - 216]
	Using "Insider Econometrics" to Study Productivity [pp.  217 - 223]
	Integrated Longitudinal Employer-Employee Data for the United States [pp.  224 - 229]

	Teacher Quality
	Changing Labor-Market Opportunities for Women and the Quality of Teachers, 1957-2000 [pp.  230 - 235]
	Pulled Away or Pushed out? Explaining the Decline of Teacher Aptitude in the United States [pp.  236 - 240]
	Teacher Testing, Teacher Education, and Teacher Characteristics [pp.  241 - 246]
	The Impact of Individual Teachers on Student Achievement: Evidence from Panel Data [pp.  247 - 252]

	Recent Research in Economic Education
	Efficiency in the Use of Technology in Economic Education: Some Preliminary Results [pp.  253 - 258]
	What Students Remember and Say about College Economics Years Later [pp.  259 - 265]
	Ph.D. Program Learning and Job Demands: How Close Is the Match? [pp.  266 - 271]

	The Labor Market for New Ph.D. Economists
	The Market for New Ph.D. Economists in 2002 [pp.  272 - 285]
	The Labor Market for New Ph.D. Economists: Panel Discussion [pp.  286 - 290]

	The Underrepresentation of Minority Faculty in Higher Education: Supply or Demand?
	Can Demand-Side Variables Explain the Low Numbers of Minority Faculty in Higher Education? [pp.  291 - 295]
	The Effects of Ph.D. Supply on Minority Faculty Representation [pp.  296 - 301]
	The Underrepresentation of Minority Faculty in Higher Education: Panel Discussion [pp.  302 - 306]

	Gender in Policy and the Labor Market
	Institutional Strategies to Achieve Gender Equity in Intercollegiate Athletics: Does Title IX Harm Male Athletes? [pp.  307 - 311]
	Understanding How Child-Support Arrears Reached $18 Billion in California [pp.  312 - 316]
	Are All the Good Men Married? Uncovering the Sources of the Marital Wage Premium [pp.  317 - 321]
	Occupation, Sex-Integration, and Divorce [pp.  322 - 325]

	Health, Health Care, and Economic Development
	Wealth, Health, and Health Services in Rural Rajasthan [pp.  326 - 330]
	Medical Compliance and Income-Health Gradients [pp.  331 - 335]
	Do Conditional Cash Transfers Improve Child Health? Evidence from PROGRESA's Control Randomized Experiment [pp.  336 - 341]

	Information, Pricing, and Productivity of Medical Technology
	The Role of Information in Medical Markets: An Analysis of Publicly Reported Outcomes in Cardiac Surgery [pp.  342 - 346]
	Managed Care, Information, and Diffusion: The Case of Treatment for Heart-Attack Patients [pp.  347 - 351]
	Hospital Transaction Prices and Managed-Care Discounting for Selected Medical Technologies [pp.  352 - 356]
	The Productivity of Physician Specialization: Evidence from the Medicare Program [pp.  357 - 361]

	Realism in Experimental Economics: Integrating the Real World into Experiments
	Repetition and Reputation: Implications for Trust and Trustworthiness When Institutions Change [pp.  362 - 366]
	Mood-Driven Behavior in Strategic Interactions [pp.  367 - 372]
	Social Capital and Contributions in a Public-Goods Experiment [pp.  373 - 376]
	Gender and Competition at a Young Age [pp.  377 - 381]

	Invention and Institutions of Intellectual Property in Historical Perspective
	Property Rights to Technical Knowledge in Premodern Europe, 1300-1800 [pp.  382 - 387]
	Was Electricity a General Purpose Technology? Evidence from Historical Patent Citations [pp.  388 - 394]
	Institutions and Democratic Invention in 19th-Century America: Evidence from "Great Inventors," 1790-1930 [pp.  395 - 401]

	Competition
	Do We Underestimate the Benefits of Cultural Competition? [pp.  402 - 407]
	Psychology and the Market [pp.  408 - 413]
	Does Competition Destroy Ethical Behavior? [pp.  414 - 418]

	Memos to the Council of Behavioral-Economics Advisors
	A Behavioral-Economics View of Poverty [pp.  419 - 423]
	Design Choices in Privatized Social-Security Systems: Learning from the Swedish Experience [pp.  424 - 428]
	Toward National Well-Being Accounts [pp.  429 - 434]
	Persuasion in Politics [pp.  435 - 439]

	State Legal Variation and Economic Outcomes
	The Employment Consequences of Wrongful-Discharge Laws: Large, Small, or None at All? [pp.  440 - 446]
	Identifying the Effects of the Americans with Disabilities Act Using State-Law Variation: Preliminary Evidence on Educational Participation Effects [pp.  447 - 453]
	Estimating the Value of a Statistical Life: The Importance of Omitted Variables and Publication Bias [pp.  454 - 460]

	When Are Sunk Costs Barriers to Entry? Entry Barriers in Economic and Antitrust Analysis
	What Is a Barrier to Entry? [pp.  461 - 465]
	Why Barriers to Entry Are Barriers to Understanding [pp.  466 - 470]
	Sunk Costs and Antitrust Barriers to Entry [pp.  471 - 475]

	Proceedings of the One Hundred Sixteenth Annual Meeting [pp.  477 - 538]
	Back Matter [pp.  476 - xii]



