sechnical ¢iffigylsies in measuring procuctivity differences, 1t was
thought that ft was bettar %3 err on :the consarvative. Also, - it was
assumed <2hat there wa$ no productivity asualizatisn cutiise he
manufacturing industry. [n the case of agriculture, forestry, fishing
and mining f{¢ is. not known €2 what extent the differences in the
sroducsivity levels are due to ¢ifferences in the state of nature in
the two caountries. The productivity levels in the services i{ncustries
ware not equalized because they are not generally, directly affected
by freer trace. This modest change in productivitly is one of :ne.mast
imporstant differsnces between this study and some qthers.

Tha non-tariff barrier assumptiorRs used 2are preliminary
gstimactes ¢f their amounts. Also, they do no include estimates of the

effmce af subsidies imn efther of the two csuntries. As their removal

" would have a positive (and therefare, offsetting) effect on domestic

(0

pricas, and as they appear to be larger in Canada than in the Unitac
Seatas, fnclusian of their impact in the analysis would coubtless nave
a significant downward influence on the real results regerzac in  this
study. On <the other hand, t?eir removel would recduce the reeg for 3

surcharge on personal incame taxes.
- g E]

2.2 CGCsnelusions

Ara the impacts deveioped in this study large erough? The
Business Caumeil on Natienal Issues has recently ceclarsg that "most
econemists who have studied tne subject believe that freer bilateral
srade wauld raisa per cagita &NF in Canada by 2-7 percant”.&/ Cur

resyits are Selow the range of such estimates (2.5 vcer <2nt and an
-70-
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