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Drccucing instr../. At :his ;tin: in  : me, lt IS ne knOwil wne. gans 

in  •roCuCtivity t3uIC ce achieved if Canada were to incree.Se Its 

free trace environment, most Canadian producers will be able to raise 

their produ • tivity levels to within five per cent of the level of 

their United States counurparts. In some cases, tnis is clearly no: 

possiele. ;.gricu::ral lane is 'so mucn more produc 'tive in :ne United 

States tnan in Canaaa that no amount of rationalization of tne process 

could equalize the Canadian and United States productivity levels. 

The question ce now different the United States ane Canadian 

productivity levels were pruved to be a difficult one. Estimates of 

the  difference will  var'  depending on what year is used and at what 

level of detai7 the data are examinee. It is interesting to note that 

if jus: the productivity levels of aggregate manufacturing are 

domured, then it aocears tnat  the  United States workers are around 

twenty-five per c.ent more productive than the Canadian. Kowever, if 

this comoarisom is done on an industry by industry basis, this 

difference atbears mucn lower. In tniS Study, IS waS •assumed that 

Canadian workers were  tan per cent less productive ane tnet haif cf 

this gap wouic have to  • e closed. Thus, productiytty is assumed  ta 

 rise by five percent more than in the base case over the period 

I9ES-S7 in the manufacturing industry.  It  was thougn: unlikely 

any major increase in productivity growth  couic  be achieved without an 

increase in investment. AS a result investment in manufacturing was 

increased by an extra S200-million per year through this ten-Year 

period. 
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