Editor’s Overview
THE 31ST ISSUE OF THE International Productivity Monitor contains articles on the following topics:
the productivity paradox in the New Digital Economy; the industry origins of Canada's weaker productivity growth; the factors behind the gap between productivity and median wage growth in Canada; a review of Robert J. Gordon's new book, The Rise and Fall of American Growth, with a response
by the author; and a symposium on issues related to total factor productivity growth, including its
sources, industry decompositions, and relationship to partial productivity measures.
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