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HOWEVER, THE ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS OF TEE STUDY ARE THOSE 
OF THE AUTHORS AND DO NOT NECESSARILY REFLECT THE VIEWS OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF CANADA.
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Section • of the report "Methodology — A General Overview", provides an outline 
of the approach taken to create comparable cost data for the two countries. The 
subsequent "Industry Analysis" section present comparisons of material and labour 
costs, indirect taxes, and cap ital-r elated measures for each industry in question. 
Numerical detai and documentation and an in-depth review of data sources and 
methodology is contained in the appendices.

Before work began an the project, it vas agreed that no interpretation, analysis of 
causality or Sehavicural hypotheses testing would be included in the report. The 
emphasis is, rather, on a graphical/numerical comparison of cost measures- As such, 
most of the work concentrated on building the underlying data base and checking the 
comparability of different concepts and sources of information.

Throughout the report, the reader should bear in mind that many difficult''tradeoff s 
and appt oximations are involved when making both international and inter-industry 
cost comparisons. Perhaps firs: among these is the aggregation problem that not 
only affects this report, but will also affect the whole process of building a new 
national trade policy- There is also the Issue of data definitions and cam parab ill ry 
Setveen countries. For these and other reasons, the interpretation of the numbers 
must necessarily be partial and limited- The follosring discussion of methodology is 
intended to review these matters carefully, put as briefly as possible so as to

The following pages contain a detailed compilation of Canadian and American 
economic and industrial statistics. This data was organized by Data Resources of 

’ Canada (DRI) for the Department of External Affairs with the intention of revealing 
the cost-competitiveness between the two countries for major industry groupings. 
The selection of industries and related data was predicated on the overall objective 
of having the report serve as one input into the Canadian government’s current 
review of Canada-U-S. cade policy. In particular, if this policy review encompasses 
plans for reduced trade barriers; there will be a critical need to distinguish which 
sectors will be more severely impacted by increased competition. These 
contemplated policy issues helped to reduce the choice of industries under 
evaluation to goods-producing sectors-
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The relatively strong position of many Canadian industries in 1984 is a recent 
development and few industries have enjoyed a consistent EDSt advantage for many 
years. Rather most sectors showed a consistent loss of competitiveness, especially 
before the exchange adjustment, during the 1970‘s.

Another general observation is that where Canadian industries show a cost 
advantage it is, more often related to lower material costs (often lower energy costs) 
than to labour costs. Many industries show high and rising labour costs relative to 
U.5. industries.

Notwithstanding these caveats, the current analysis, and previous work of this 
nature, allows Data Resources to offer the following study as an important 
contribution to the policy review. The authors believe that the analysis reveals key 
areas of strength and weakness in Canadian industry. In general, the results confirm . 
the overall perspective that Canadian industries were operating in 1934 with costs 
that were 10 tc 20 per cent higher than those faced by comparable American 
industries before accounting for the effect of the exchange rate: The depreciation 
of the Canadian dollar relative to the U.S. dollar after 1976 has provided a 
significant advantage to domestic producers, making most industries more cost- 
competitive than their U.S. counterparts in 1984.
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Given these concerns, and extensive research on data availability, it was decided to 
proceed with an analysis of the following 25 large industrial sectors' and five 
selected sub-groups:

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

6)
7)
3)
9)

10)

11)
12)
13)
14)
15) 
L41
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)

Agriculture
Forestry
Fishing, Hunting & Trapping
Metal Mines
Mineral Fuels
Non-Metal Mines & Quarries 
Food and Beverage Industries 
Tobacco Products Industries 
Rubber & Plastics Products Industries 
Leather Industries
Textile Industries
Knitting Mills
Clothing Industries 
Wood Industries
Furniture & Fixture Industries 
Paper & Allied Industries 
Printing & Publishing 
Primary Metal Industries 
Metal Fabricating Industries 
Machinery Industries
Transportation Equipment Industries 
Electrical Products Industries
Non-Metallic Mineral Products Industries 
Petroleum & Coal Products Industries 
Chemical & Chemical Products Industries 
Iron and Steel
Synthetic Textiles
Motor Vehicle Accessories & Parts
Pulp and Paper 
Metal Stamping, Pressing & Coating

1
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IFor each of these 30 industries, cross-country comparisons were made for:
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1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

material costs ;
labour costs;
indirect taxes;
interest payments; and, 
depreciation.

Material costs include transportation and storage, utilities, communication 
expenses, advertising etc.

For a more detailed description of I-O tables, see the Appendix page A2.

This was done by creating historical "unit cost" measures for each of these factors, 
defined as nominal-dollar expenditures for each item in each year divided by 
cunstant-dollar (19715) real output for the industry in question. In Canada, most of 
the data was taken from the Input-Output (I-O) tables prepared by Statistics 
Canada?. Current- and constant-dollar I-O tables itemize output for 191 industry 

groupings and summarize all of the related costs of doing business. These include 
purchases of materials; outlays for wages, salaries and supplementary labour 
income; and payments of direct and indirect taxes. Creating unit-cost measures in 
this manner allowed us to get a handle on exact expenditures made by each industry. 
They reflect the fact that an industry may buy goods at discounted prices, purchase 
imported as well as domestically produced materials, and use a different mix of 
inputs than comparable U.S. industries.

Since Canada 1-0 data is not available for capital costs, it was necessary to use 
Statistics Canada corporate tax statistics in this area. The use of Interest and

Canadian I-O data and corresponding U.S. information prepared by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce is available on an establishment basis. The establishment 
is defined as the smallest operating unit which produces as homogeneous a set of 
goods and services as possible, capable of reporting all elements of basic Industrial 
data. So, for example, if a company produces both raw chemicals and packaging 
matarials, it would be classified in two separate industry groupings on an 
establishment basis.

I
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In the case of both Canadian and American data, industrial detail is only available 
up to the 1980 to 1983 period. Since many related data sources are available to 

4
1984, most measures have been extended forward . In general, this process involves

One mitigating consideration is that the thrust of this report is an inquiry into the 
unit costs or production and that these are intended to reflect the costs of industrial 
processes. Insofar as Canadian and American industries use similar processes, the 
unit cost analysis will still offer the derived "competitiveness" interpretation.

depreciation values from this source makes it important to use care in interpreting 
the results on the study. This is due to fact that these capital-related measures are 
collected on a "corporate" rather than an "establishment" basis. A corporation is 
classified in its entirety to a single industry, even if it is engaged in a variety of 
industrial activities. Unfortunately, this creates some differences in accounting for 
Costs in some industries. Similar U.S. data used in the study is measured on an 
establishment basis’. While these matters were outlined as a concern from the .

beginning, the data that follows reveals an encouraging similarity between U.5. and 
Canadian data on interest and depreciation costs. This similarity plus the fact that 
these costs are" a relatively small part of the totals, suggest that important 
information can be added to the analysis on the capital side.

A series of data definitions and manipulation issues are also relevant. While in 
general the study-team tried to follow the Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC’s), 
it was often not possible to build on a consistent base, in almost every case, this 
would be due to the larger U.S. economy and the fact that more and different 
products are produced there. While much time was spent in trying to ascertain that 
U.S. and Canadian data were collected from comparable industry groups, in the 
final analysis it is likely that the industrial groupings are not exactly homogeneous.

3
For some industries the misallocation of corporate data with establishments 
makes comparison of interest and depreciation costs unreliable. For this reason 
there are no such comparisons for Mineral Fuels, Transportation Equipment and 
Motor Vehicle Parts and Accessories

Interest and depreciation payments in Canada are only available to 1982 and 
were not extended beyond this date.

1



1
recent data on prices.production techniques and more

generally captured in the "fixed proportions" model oi t-O 
ratio of constant-dcUar inputs to const ant-do liar

using eariy data on 
Production techniques are I

in this framework, thesystems.
outputs reflect the productivity ci, say,-materials and labour used, 
measures shown in the next section combine productivity and price data.

The unit cost 
That is,

1

changing prices and changing utilization rates for the Inputs- In
1984 combines trended or Ithey reflect both 

most cases, the process of extending unit costs to
1980 with a relevant aggregation of price/wageconstant productivity measures from Imeasuring unit labour costs, as recent

indeed, the
Special attention was given to

careful presentation of labour productivity.
measures.
data does allow a more 
combination of the 1982 recession 1and the 1983-8» recovery provides important

changes in this area.

ICanadianchallenging and useiui addition..
and indirect taxes net of subsidies.

The treatment of indirect taxes was a
collected for total indirect taxes 1data was

: might ' be useful for purposes of 
several data limitations made it Impossible

Although this iarter subsidy measurement
negotiating cade protection measures,

Not only was it difficult to obtain comparable Canadian
available was only Ito present this information

and American data on subsidies by industry, but the data that was
the 1980 to 1982 time-frame. While the extrapolation of indirect taxes 

likely to violate any known tax changes, the authors felt less
of subsidies has ■remained

1updated to 
to 198» did not seem 
able to support an assumption that the structure 1

. Examination of the results andunchanged in both countries over the past few years
also showed that U.5. data on indirect taxes includesa check of data sources

while Canadian data does not include this measure. Iroyalties

CawhfcrmtSon ot 6. orbing «m«k» «U1 help tive rate to «donat'd d* great 
care muee be taken to aggregating the various input neasuree. One clear elective
of the study is to arrive at a angle "total unit cost" measure

consideration of all of the above 
defined as the sum of material, labour and indirect

measure to use.

1

for each industry based 
issues, it is the Iin a common currency. 

authors1 view that total costs 
taxes is the more appropriate I

IWhile this caveat may be disappointing; it is worthwhile to note that more researcn
U.5. analysis by Data Resources' inter-industry

of U.S industries that
be worthwhile in this areamay

Group has prepared user cost of capital measures for a set I
1- 7 -
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roughly correspond -to the 30. used here. Comparable Canadian measures might be 
built in fairly short order. The "user cast of capital" concept is a more market- 
based cost measure than the analysis attempted here. Interest and depreciation 
payments are more-of a return- to capital already put in placet while the user cost 

looks at the. dost of the nest incremental .unit of capital to be added.measure

The following section now draws- some conclusions from the many unit cost measures 
presented. These conclusions are basically static, as they capture only, the relative
positions of specific industries up to 198* and make no allowance for overall growth

These last factors may prove to be of considerableor technological change, 
importance in the future, 
comparisons offer a realistic aggregate picture; of the cost-competitiveness of U.5;

Nevertheless, in the authors' view the unit cost

and Canadian godds-preducing sectors.

- 3 -
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When mention is made in the text to total unit costs, it refers to the sum of 
materials, labour and indirect taxes only. As discussed earlier, the authors view this 
to be a more exact measure of costs given the discrepancies that exist between 
corporation- and establishment-based daz. When reference is made to- shares of 
total unit costs — for example, material costs account for 50 per cent of total costs 
— all costs are included in the calculation. Given the number of cost concepts under 
consideration, two graphs are presented for each country to avoid over-crowding in 
the diagrams.

This section provides an in-depth review of the different cost structures facing 
Canadian and American producers over the 1971 to 1984 period for each of the 30 
goods-producing industries in question. To make cross-country comparisons easier, 
four pages of graphs are presented for each industry. The first page depicts unit 
costs for each of the individual inputs: materials, labour, indirect faxes, interest 
payments, and depreciation, in addition, two measures of total costs are included; 
the sum of materials, labour and indirect taxes, and the sum of all inputs including 
interest and depreciation^ This latter measure is Labelled TOTAL on the graphs.

The second page shows the same information, but on an ex ch an ge-rate-ad justed 
basis: U.S casts are expressed in Canadian currency, and were converted from U.S 
dollars by multiplying the unit cost measure by the average annual value of the 
Canadian/U.5. exchange rate. The discussion of cost différences between the two 
countries for each of the inputs is based on pre-exchange-rate-adjusted values. 
Given the depreciation of the Canadian dollar against the U.S dollar from 1976 
onwards, all exchange-rate-adjusted cost profiles move in Canada's faveur after that 
time.

Interest and depreciation costs are not included for the Petroleum and Caal 
Mineral Fuels, Transportation and Mate Vehicle Accessories and Parts 
industries. See Appendix, page A19 for a detailed explanation.

I
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The final page depicts labour productivity®, which is shown as the ratio of Canadian 

to U.S. productivity levels. A 100 per centvalue would indicate that productivity 
levels were the same between the two countries in that year.

The third page illustrates the differ endos between the two countries on a total cost . 

basis. Both measures of total cost are included and are shown on both a pre- and 

post- exchange-rate-ad justed basis:

6 Productivity is not available for Fishing, Hunting and Trapping, since there is no 
employment data published for this sector.

I



AGRICULTURE

Throughout .the sariy .L97Q'5t Canadian farmers held a significant cost advantage 
relative to U.S, producers on a pre-exchange-rat e-ad justed .basis. This was
principally due to the fact that unit material costs .in Canada, which historically
accounted for ov*r 75 per cent,of total expenditures-, -«ere anywhere from115 to. 30 
per cent below U-5 costa . While both countries experienced substantial increases in 
unit material costs from 1972 to- L974T the increase, in UJ-. expenditures ever the 
three-year period was higher: 65 per cent versus 52 per cent in Canada. This left 
Canadian material costs ,23. per cent below U_5. levels In 197a.

This advantage began to diminish in the- mid-197O’s, however, and In 1931 .domestic 
material costa had jumped 25 per cent above U5. levels- -In 1934,. Canadian costs 
increased by 6 per cent, while similar U,S. casts fell by almost 22 per cent. This 
left "Canadian, material casts 67 per Cent higher- than U.S. levels a* the end of the 
period.

Canadian- unit labour costs* which-accounted- for approximately 10 to 12 per cent .of 
total expenditures in satii year, were-higher and grew more rapidly than similar Lî-,5, 
costs over the period- The average- annual, growth rate^ was 3.4 per cent In Canada 

compared to 7 per cent in the U.5,, leaving domestic costs 36 per cent -above U.5. 
costs by L934i Labour productivity in Canada was very low compared to the UJ., 
fluctuating between 42 to 52. per cent of Li-3. levels over the period.

U.5- unit interest payments' grew at a phenomenal rate after 1976,- accounting for 1.B 
per cent of total U-5. costs" in- 1934, In 19,32, the" last, y ear of available Canadian 
imerest^rate .data, Canadian unit payments we-ç 6'J per cent below Li»5, levels. 
However, this factor only accounted for 3,6 per cent of total Canadian costs in that 
year.

To avoid having an endpdiht- outlier skew-, the calculation of average annual 
growth, the calcul a don was based on a- Least Sou ares regression against a 
rhcnotonichlly increasing series called TIME.

- 11 -
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The Canadian dollar improved Canada’s position after 1976, and, on an exchange- 
rate-adjusted basis, domestic farmers were cosi-Competitive until 1980. In 1984, 
however, total unit costs for Canadian producers still remained 22 per cent above 
U.S. levels.
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Unit interest and depreciation payments accounted for approximately 6 per cent ci 
total costs in both countries in 1982. Canadian unit costs in 1982 were 15 per cant 
higher than in the U.S.

Historical expenditures on these two items as a share of total exp edîtur es differed 
substantially between thew/C countries, in 4982 , Canadian material and labour 
costs represented approximately 61 and 32 per cent of total unit costs respectively. 
In the U.5., in the same year, they accounted for 73 and 13 per cent of total costs 
While domestic unit material costs remained below similar U.S. costs in most years, 
they increased at a much faster pace from 1980 to 1982, eliminating all of the cost 
advantage for domestic producers by 1932. Canadian costs grew at a much more 
moderate pace over the last two years of the interval relative: to U.5. costs, 
however, and by 1984 were close to 19 per cent below U.S. levels.

Canadian unit labour costs were far higher than those Ln me U.S. throughout the 
entire period, despite the fact that Canadian productivity levels were 90 to 100 per 
cent of U.S. values from 1978 onwards. The worst year for domestic producers was 
1975 when unit labour costs were three times as high as these in the U.S. That was 
also the year in which labour productivity levels dropped to about 50 per cent of the 
U.S. value. By 1954, Canadian unit labour casts were still : 96 per cent above U.5. 

expenditures.

Although total unit costs for the U.S. industry fluctuated above and below Canadian 
levels over the 1970‘s, U.S. producers held a distinct cast advantage over the early 
1980‘s (pre-exchange-rate-adjustment). This was the result of more rapidly 
increasing material costs in Canada from 1980 to 1982, and -substantially higher 
labour costs from 1980 to the end of the period.

9
Since Canadian - interest and depreciation data is only available to 1982, 
Canadian shares of total costs are not available after this time.

3
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On an exchange-rate-adjusted basis, Canadian producers were competitive in every 
year from 1573 onwards except 1982 tn 1984, Canadian costs were 24 per cent 

below U.5. levels.
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This industry maintained a substantial competitive edge over the U.S. sector from 
1971 to 1931. By the end of the period, however, total unit costs in Canada were 4 

per cent above U.S. levels.

Canadian unit labour costs ' were significantly higher aver the entire period, 
increasing to a level of 27* percent above U.S. costs by 1984, The average annual 
rate of increase from 1971 to 1984 was II. per cent in Canada, compared to 6.2 per 
cent in the U.S.

Unit material costs accounted for 57 per cent of total Canadian costs and 72 per 

Cent of total U.S. costs in 1982. Throughout the 1970‘s, Canadian unit material 
costs were on average 97 per Cent below U.S. expenditures. This Cost-gap began to 
narrow after 1980, however, and by 1984 Canadian unit material costs-were 23 per 
cent lower than in the U.S.

Unit interest costs plus depreciation increased by 83 per cent in Canada from 1980 
to 198! accounting for almost 9 ger cent of total domestic expendi türes. In 1982, 
Canadian costs in this’area were 30 per cent higher than In the U.S.

On an exchange-rate-adjusted basis, domestic producers were mere cost- 
competitive than U.S. producers over the entire period. In 1584, Canadian total unit 

■ cost were 24 per cent below U.S. levels.

I
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While unit interest payments only accounted for 6.7 per cent of total Canadian unit 
costs in 1972, this share had increased to 13.6 per cent by 1982. The average, annual 
rate of growth for domestic costs over this period was 18.3 per cent, with incredible 
increases being posted in 1981 and 1932 In 1982, Canadian unit interest payments 
were 241 per cent above U.S. levels-

In 1971, domestic unit material costs were 42 per Cent below U.S. levels. They grew 
at an average annual rate of 13.9 per cent, however, compared to a rate of 8.6 per 
cent in the U.S. While both countries experienced very large cost increases for a 
number of years, U.S. costs decreased by 18 per cent from 1980 to 1984 while 
Canadian costs jumped by 62 per cent during the same period. Consequently, unit 
material costs were 22 per cent higher in Canada by 1984.

Although unit labour costs were lower in Canada over the entire period, the 
advantage held by domestic producers began to diminish in 1981 as Canadian costs 
increased on a year-over-year basis by 17.2 per cent more than in the U.S. From 
1982 to 1984, however, Canadian expenditures in this area decreased by 2 0 per cent 

, compared to a 2 per cent increase in the U.S. This left Canadian unit labour costs
32 per cent lower than U.S. costs by the end of the interval. Canadian labour also 

__ _  more efficient than in the U.S. from 1973 onwards, with productivity
levels that were approximately 10 per cent higher than in the U.S. in 1984.

On an exchan ge-rate-adjusted basis, Canadian producers maintained their cost 
advantage -throughout the period. Although cost differences between the two 
countries began to narrow from 1981 to 1983, Canadian costs were still 36 per cent 
below U.S. expenditures In 1984.

Total unit costs for the Canadian Metal Mines industry were 25 to 30 per cent below 
those for the U.S. throughout the 1970‘s. Although domestic producers maintained 
their cost advantage in all years except 1983, the cost-gap between the two 
countries narrowed over the 1980‘s, and by 1984 Canadian unit costs were only 5 per 
cent lower than those in the U.S, •

METAL MINES
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18.6 per cent of total U.S. costs in 1582, 
Unit cax payments escalated dramatically

had dropped to about 90 per cent of the U.S. level by 
gradually over the remainder of the interval.

On an exchange -ate-adjusted basis, this sector was sightly lesscostcompetitive 

than the U.S. secter in 1983 and 1984.

in the U.S. in 1980 and 1981 (212 and 1:6 per cent respectively over the previous 
year). They fell approximately 22 per cent Ln each of the following two years, 
however, and by 1984 ver 60 per cent higher than similar Canadian payments.

Unit material costs accounted for 65 per cent of total input costs in Canada and 38 
per cent in the U.S in 1982. While material costs grew at a rapid pace over the 
interval in the U.S. (with average annual growth of 15.3 per cent), they increased 
even more dramatically in Canada (with average annual growth of 20.7 per cent) 
By 1984, Canadian unit material costs were 90 per cent higher than in the U.S.

The Canadian Mineral Fuels sector has been at a total cost disadvantage relative to 
the U.S. industry since 1975. Faster rates of growth in bath unit material and 
labour Costs over the period raised domestic costs to a level of 32 per cent above

- U.S. costs by 1984 (pre-exchange-adjustment).

Unit Labeur costs accounted for 12 and 23.5 per cent of total factor casts in Canada 
and the U.S. respectively in 1982. Over the 197 0‘s, domestic unit labour costs were, 
on average, 50 per cent below U.S. levels. While bath countries experienced very 
high increases in this area throughout the period, the average annual rate aï growth 
in Canada (1971 to 1984) was 2.1 per cent higher than in the U.S. While domestic 
producers retained their competitive advantage aver the entire period, the cost-gap 
narrowed from 1930 onwards. Ln particular, in 1983 and 1984 unit Labour costs 
declined in both countries, but by a more significant amount in the U.S. This leit 
domestic costs only 23 per cent below U.S. levels in 1984. Canadian labour was very 
productive relative to labour in the U.S. over the 1970‘s However, efficiency rates
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On an exchange-rate-adjustef basis, Canadian total unit costs were lower from 1978 
onwards and were 9 per cent below U.S. levels in 1984,

36

Total unit costs for the two countries were fairly comparable until 1977, when 

Canadian costs rose 12 per cent above U.S. levels (pr e-exchan ge-rate-adjustm ent}. 
Domestic producers remained at a cost disadvantage for the remainder of the 

period, and in 1984 faced total unit costs that were almost 13 per cent higher than 

in the U.S.

Canadian unit interest payments increased 429 per cent from 1979 to 1982, 
representing 7.9 per cent of total costs in 1982. While the average annual rare of 

growth for comparable U.S. payments was also high over the same period, Canadian 

costs were 287 per cent above those in the U.S. in 1982. U.S. expenditures in this 
area only accounted for 2-5 per cent of total costs in that year.

Unit depreciation payments in 1982 accounted for 3 per cent of total input costs in 
Canada and 11.8 per cent in the U.S. In 1982, U.S. payments were 14 per cent 
higher than in Canada.

Unit material costs, which historically accounted for approximately 50 per cent of 

total input costs in the two countries, increased at an average annual rate of 12 per 

cent in Canada compared to 10 per cent in the U.S. While domestic costs tended to 

be lower over the early 1970‘s, they were 7 and 3 per cent higher in 1980 and 1981 
respectively. A large 13 per cent decrease in U.S. material costs in 1984 brought 

Canadian expenditures 46 per cent above U.S. levels in that year:

Domestic unit labour costs, which accounted for approximately 35 per cent of total 

Canadian costs each year, were below U.S. levels until 1975 when several years of 

phenomenal cost growth completely eliminated Canada’s competitive position in this 
area. By 1983, unit labour costs were 22 per cent higher than in the U.S. This 

situation reversed in 1984, when Canadian costs declined17 per cent while 

comparable U.S. costs increased 11.5 per cent. This left Canadian unit labour costs 
9 per cent lower than U.S. costs. Canadian labour was extremely efficient, posting 

productivity levels over the period, that were two to five times as high as in the U.S.
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Canadian unit interest payments increased much more dramatcally than in the U.S., 
but accounted for less Than 3 per cent of total costs in beth countries in £982. U.S. 
tax paymtents were significantly higher than in Canada throughout the period, but 
like interest payments, only represented a small portion of total Coste in both 
countries.

Domestic unit labour costs were consistently above U.S. levels throughout the entire 
period. The cost-gap between the two countries continued to expand every year, 
and by 1933 Canadian unit labour costs were 60 per cent higher than in the U.S. In 
1984, however, U.S. costs increased by 38 per cent compared to a 1 per cent 
increase in Canada, leaving Canadian costs only 16 per cent above U.5. levels 
Canadian labourwas less productive than in the U.S. throughout the period, 
fluctuating within a range ai 55 t 60 per cant of U.S. valves.

Unit material costs represented about 20 per cent of total costs in both countries 
over the period. While domestic producers held an advantage in this area in the 
early 1970‘s, and were fairly com peri tive-from 1975 to 1973, relatively higher growth 
rates were postedifor Canadian material costs from 1978 onwards. The average 
annual rate of growth over the entire period was 3.9 per cent in Canada compared to 
6 per cent in the U.S. By 1984, unit material costs in Canada were 34 per cent 
higher than in the U.S.

On an exchan ge-rate-ad just ed basis, costs were brought more in line between the 
to countries after 1976. In 1984, the Canadian industry held a slight cost 
advantage, with total unit casts 1.2 per cent lower than those in the U.S.

The Canadian Food and Beverage industry lest its competitive edge in 1975, and 
total unit costs continued to rise above U.S. levels throughout the remainder of the 
the period.. By 1984, they were 27 per cent higher than in the U.S. (pré-exchange- 
rat e-ad justed).
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In 1982, unit tax payments accounted for 13 per cent of total costs in the U.S. and 
less than L per cent in. Canada. Costs were substantially higher in the U.S. over the 
entireperiod and by 1984, U.S. unit tax payments were $4 percent higher than 
Canadian levels. ■— ------- ---- — ----------

Purchases of materials accounted for approximately 75 per cent of total input costs 

in Canada and 68 per cent in the U.S. in 1982. Canadian expenditures in this area 

were higher than in the U.S. until 1982, when cost increases began to moderate in 

Canada, but continued at doubfe-digit rates in the U.S. By 1984, U.S. costs were 23 

per cent above domestic costs.

On an exchange-rate-ad justed basis, the Canadian industry was in a very favourable 

position from 1977 onwards. In 1984, domestic producers, held 370 per cent cost 

advantage over the U.5. industry*

This sector was very cost-c am petitive over the entire period, particularly from 1982 
onwards. In 1984, total unit costs were 23.7 per cent below U.S. levels (pre- 
exchange -rat e-ad justment).

Unit labour costs historically accounted for approximately 20 per cent of total costs 

in Canada and 10 per cent in the U.S. Canadian costs were consistently higher than 
U.S. costs throughout the interval and in 1934, U.S. producers had a 38 per cent 

advantage in this area. Canadian Labour productivity was very low relative to the 

U.S. over the whole period and was only 50 per cent of the U.S. level in 1984,

TOBACCO PRODUCTS
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This, industry was more competitive than the U.S. industry until 1980, after which 
rime domestic Costs exceeded U.S. levels by approximately 3 to 10 per dent (pre- 
exchange-ad justed).

On an exchange-rate-adjusted basis, the domestic industry maintained a ‘favourable 
cost position throughout the entire period. In 1984, total unit costs were 23 per cent 

below U.S. levels.

Unit gross indirect taxes were substantially higher in the U.5. over the entire period, 
but caly accounted for 2 per cent of total U.S. expenditures in 1984. Canadian unit 
depreciation payments grew at a much higher, rate than in the U.S., but accounted 
for a very small portion of total unit cost in both countries.

Unit material costs increased significantly in 1974 in both countries (33 per cent in 
Canada and 36 per cent in the U.5.) and began to escalate again in 1979. Canadian 
cost changes from 1979 to 1980 were more-pronounced‘than in the U.S., however; 
and from 1980 to 1981 domestic cost increases were 3.3 per cent higher than in the 
U.S.

Domestic unit labour costs fluctuated above and below U.S. levels until 1931, after 
which time they remained above U.S. costs until the end of the period. From 1979 
to 1982, costs increased by a rate of 57 per cent in Canada versus 18 per cent Ln the 
U.S., raising Canadian labour costs 23 per cent above U.S. levels in 1982. Canadian 
unit labour costs decreased, in 1983 and 1984, however, leaving domestic costs only 6 
per pent higher than these in the U.S. in 1984, Canadian labour productivity 
continued tn improve over the period, and by 1984 was almost at the same Level as 
in the U.S.
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After adjusting for the exchange raze, Canadian producers were cost-competitive 

from 1978 to die end of the period, with costs 13- per cent below those in the U-S. 

in 1984.

This sector was at a distinct cost disadvantage over the entire interval, particularly 
from 1982 onwards fp re-exchange-ad justed). The average annual rate of growth 
over the 1971 to 1984 interval for total costs was 8 per cent in Canada and 6.6 per. 
cent in the U.5. In 1984, Canadian costs exceeded U.S. levels by almost 15 per cent.

Unit material costs accounted for about 60 to 65 per cent of total Costs in both 
countries. Domestic expenditures in this area were above U.S. levels from 1973 
onwards. While both countries experienced sharp increases in 1972 and 1979, the 
average annual growth rate over the entire period was 2.4 per cent higher in 
Canada- While Canadian costs increased moderately in 1982 (5.3 per cent), U.S. 
expenditures declined by 6 per cent that year, leaving Canadian costs close to 25 per 
cent above U.S. levels. U.S. costs continued to decline in 1983 and 1984, giving U.5. 
producers a 61 per cent advantage by the end of the period.

Unit labour costs were about 10 per cent above U.S. levels in the early 1980‘s. In 
1984, however, Canadian costs declined by IQ per cent while similar U.S. .costs 

' increased by a rate of 42 per cent. This gave Canadian producers à 30 per cent cost 
advantage over their U.S. counterparts. Although relative Canadian labour 
productivity was low in the early part of the period, it had increased to over 90 per 
cent of U.S. values by 1984.

Canadian unit interest payments rose dramatically from 1979 to 1981, and were 245 
per cent, higher than similar U.S. payments in 1982. However, these casts only 
accounted for 3.5 per cent of total Canadian costs in that year.

I



TEXTILE1 INDUSTRIES

The Canadian Textile industry vs* very cost-competitive an a total-coat basis (p re- 
ex chan-ge-'ad justmentj until 1977; Cost differences between the two countries began 
to expand aliter that-time, and by ,198*- Canadian casts were 24 per: dent above those- 
in the U*5,

Domestic unit material- costs (which- on average accounted for approximately 65 per 
cent cl total, outlay s in Canada .and. 7-5, per cent in the .U~5-) remained substantially 
below U25, levels until the latter half Of die 1970's. The average annual rare of 
growth over -the entire period wa* 2.3' per cent higher in .Canada, however,, and, as a 
result, domestic expenditures in this area were 2 per cent above U.5. levels by 1984.

Unit labour costs in Canada remained above those in the U.5-, and. grew at a much 
faster pace over the entire' period, A large cost increase in Canada in L9S2, 
combined with a 20 per cent cost decline in the U^5> .in 1933, brought domestic unit 
labour costs 123 per cant above _U-5, levels by 1333. Sedative Canadian " labour 
productivity declined from 1979 onwards and was less than 70 per cent of the U.5, 
level in 1934-

Domestic unit depreciation payments were 1Œ6 per cent higher-• than-those In the- 
U.5. in 1932, and domestic unit interest payments were 27S per cent higher. These 
two costs combined accounted for 6.7 per cent of total Canadian expenditures in 
1932-

Qn an exchange-rate-^adjusted basis, Canadian producers were cost-competitive in 
ail years and- total unit, costs for the domestic industry were 4.2 per cent lower than 
in the U-S. by 1934.
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KNITTING MILLS

lor Canadian Knitting Mills were inIn tbs first half of the 1970’s, total unit cqsts
th» range ,f 4 » 1» per <WR **» *w * «he 03= era» (Pr=^char.g=-rat=-

only lost this advantage in 1976, but the cost 
increase after that .time, By-

adjustment), Canadian producers not 
difference between the two countries continued to

for domestic manufacturers were 14 per cent above U-5.193d, total unit costs 
levels.

historically accounted for about 65 and 30 perCanadian material" and labour costs
of total expenditures respectively, as compared to SO and 15 per cent m the

average 23'per cent lower for domestic producers 
Canadian unit material costs grew at an average annual rate

cent
U.5. Unit material costs were on
throughout the' 1970's 
of jj.per cent, however, compared to 2.9 per cent in the U.5., significantly eroding

this advantage by the end of the Interval.

remained more than 100 per cent above LL5. Costs 
Canadian labour in this sector was not as efficient as 

less- than 50 per cent of U.5- levels'in

Canadian unit Labour costs 
throughout the ^entire period 
Ü-S labour; domestic Labour productivity was:
1934,

relatively small in 
in both countries increased

overall growth in taxes and deprecation payments wasWhile
Canada compared to the U.5., interest payments 
substantially over the period. Interest payments accounted for less than 3 per cent 
of total costs in Canada in 1932, however, and only U ^ cent in the U.5.

maintained a costexchan g e-rate-ad justed basis, Canadian producers 
advantage in all years except 1976, with total unit costs being 14 per cent below

U^S. levels in 1984.

On art
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On an exchange-rate-adjusted basis, Canadian producers held a 5 per cent advantage 

over the U.S. industry in 1984.

Unit interest payments grew at a rate of 252 per cent in Canada and 220 per cent in 
the U.5. from 1972 to 1982. In 1982, they accounted for 2.9 per cent of total 

Canadian expenditures compared to 1.3 ÿer cent in the U.S.

Canadian Clothing manufacturers have faced higher total costs since 197% (pre- 
exchange-rate-ad justed). While domestic producers were only at a 5 per cent 
disadvantage relative to U.S. producers in 1974, total unit costs were 23 per cent 
higher by 1984, This was due to the fact that Canadian expenditures for labour and 
materials grew at average annual rates of 4.6 and 7.3 per cent respectively over this 
period, as compared to rates of. 4,7 per cent for both categories in the U.S.
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The Canadian Wood industry was at a total cost disadvantage relative to the U.S. 
sector over the entire period, although the cost-gap between the two countries 
fluctuated substantially from year to year.

Total unit material costs accounted for approximately 64 per cent of total factor 
input costs in both countries in 1982. Changes in this area were quite erratic over 
the period, with very large increases being posted in some years arid negative growth 
octuring in others. The average annual growth rate was approximately 9 per cent in 
both countries, and Canadian costs were 9.6 per cent above U.S. levels in 1924.

Unit labour costs increased at an average annual rate of 7.6 per cent in Canada 
compared to only 4.5 per cent in the U.S., leaving domestic unit labour costs 33 per 
cent above those in the U.5. in 1984. Canadian labour productivity Improved over 
the years and was slightly above the U.S. rate in 1984,

On an exchange-rate-adjusted basis, Canadian producers held an 13 per cent cost 
advantage in 1984.

U.S. unit depreciation payments were 27 per cent above those in Canada in. 1982. 

They dectined.by 26 per cent in 1983, however; and by 1984 accounted for less than 
4 per cent of total U.S. costs.

I
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After 1973, total unit costs (pre-adjusted) for domestic producers were higher, and 
grew at a faster pace, than those in the U.S. Total Canadian expenditures grew at 
an average annual rate of 3.5 per cent over the interval, compared to 6.6 per cent in 
the U.S., giving U.S. producers a 16 per cent cost advantage by 1984.

Material and labour costs accounted for close to 95 per cant of total input costs in 

both countries, thus dominating the picture. Costs for both categories were above 
U.S. levels from 1974 onwards; in 1983, Canadian unit material costs were 13.7 per 
cent higher than tn the U.5. The difference between the two countries was only 9
per cent in 1984, however.

On ah exchange-rate-adjusted basis, Canadian producers had over total unit costs 
than the U.S. industry in 1983 and 1984. in 1934, domestic costs were 12 per cant 
selow U.S. levels.

Unit Labour costs increased at an average annual rate over the period of 3.1 per cent 
in Canada compared to 5.4 per cent in the U.S. By 1932, Canadian costs were 36 per 
cent above U.S. levels. The cost differences between te two countries decreased 
the following : ear as Canadian labour costs declined by 3 per cent compared to a 
decline of 1.5 per cent in the 1.5. While costs in both countries continued to fall in 
1984, these in the U.S. fell by a larger amount, making unit labour costs in Canada 
31 per cant higher than in the U.S. Ln mat year. Canadian Labour productivity 
improved over the period, rising from approximately 60 per cent of U-S. levels Ln 
197 1 t close t &5 per cent in 1984,

as U.S. costs increased 12.3 per Cent in max year

Unit interest payments were substantially higher in Canada throughout the entire 
period (444 per cent higher in 1982), and increased at a much faster pace. Ln 1982, 
interest costs accounted for 3 per cent of total Canadian costs while representing 
less than 1 per cent of total costs in the U.S.
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Total costs (pre-exchange-rate-adjustment) for the Canadian Paper and Allied 

industry were higher than comparable, U.5. costs over the entire period. Purchases 

of materials represented the largest expenditure category in both Countries, 

accounting for approximately 63 per cent of total casts in Canada and 45 per cent In 

the U.S. in 1982, Canadian material costs were, on average, 30 per cent higher than 

U.S. costs over the 1970‘s. The difference between the two countries narrowed 

somewhat in the early 1980‘s, however, and by 1984 domestic costs were 69 per 

cent above U.S. levels..

Unit Labour costs for the Canadian industry were much lower than those in the U.S. 

throughout the period concerned, although they increased at an average annual rate 

that was 1.6 per cent higher than in the U.S. In 1984, Canadian producers still held 

a 32 per cent cost advantage in this area. Canadian labour efficiency rates were 

very close to the U.S. levels from 197! to 1973. Productivity fell significantly, 

however, from 1973 to 1975, and did not reach U.S. Levels again until 1980. Over 

the early 1980's, Canadian productivity levels fluctuated between 0 to 10 per cent 

below U.5. values.
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Total unit costs vers very similar between the two counties (pre-exchange-rzte- 
adjustment) until 1981, when Canadian material and labour costs began to increase 
more rapidly than those in the U.S. Unit material costs, which accounted for 5.1 per 
cent of total input costs in Canada and 60 per cent in the U.S. in 1982, were lower 
for domestic producers over the entire period. Both countries experienced high 
increases in this area in 1974 (of approximately 2 0 per cent) and again in the 1979 to 
1980 period (of 10 to 13 per cent). Beginning in 1979, growth in Canadian material 
costs began to outpace that Ln the U.S., leaving domestic unit material costs only 
2.3 per cent below U.S. levels by 1934.

Both countries experienced high increases in interest and depreciation rates in the 
late 1970‘s and early 1980‘s. In 1982, total interest and depreciation charges were 
50 per cent higher in Canada than in the U.S. These charges accounted tar 7 per 
cent of total Canadian casts, and 5 per cent of total U.5. costs, in 1982.

and relative productivity did not begin to improve again until 1983.

Unit Labour costs increased significantly in both countries in 1974 and 1975, and 
again in Canada in 1981 and 1982. fa 1971, Canadian unit Labour costs were only 5 
per cent higher than in the U.S, while by 1983 they were 36 per cent higher. 
Canadian costs declined by 5.7 per cent in 1984, however, bringing domestic costs 
within 2 per cent of U.S. levels. Canadian labour productivity improved steadily 
over the 1970's, climbing from about 65 per cent of the U.S. value in 1971 to over 
85 per cent in 1980. Canada lost ground in this area over the next few years.
however

On an exchange-rate adjusted basis, Canadian producers had a total cost advantage 
after 1976. In. 1534, total unit costs for domestic producers were it per cent 
below U.S. levels.

I
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Total unit costs for Canadian producers (pre-exchange-rate-adjustment) were higher 
than U.S. expenditures from 1975 onwards. This cost disadvantage began to increase 
in 19 3 0 and by 1984 Canadian total unit costs were 22.6 per cent higher than U.S. 
levels.

On an exchange-rate-ad justed basis, Canadian producers were competitive from 
1977 onwards with costs 6 per cent lower than in the U.S. in [984,

Changes in unit labour costs were also fairly erratic over the period with- large, 
double-digit growth rates being pasted in a number of years in both countries. 

, Canadian unit costs remained above U.S. levels throughout the entire period, 
however, and became significantly higher (50.5 per cent) in 1982 when costs jumped 
by 25 per cent over the previous year compared to an 3 per cent increase in the U.S. 
Canadian labour costs declined in 1983 and 1989, however, and were only 2 6 per cent 
above U.S levels by the end of the period. Canadian labour productivity fluctuated 
at levels between 60 and 75 per cent of U.S. values over the entire period.

Growth in unit material costs was fairly erratic in both countries over the entire 
period, although Canadian costs remained higher than U.S. levels after 1977. In 
197 4, material costs increased by 27 per cent in Canada and 38 -per cent in the U.S. 
Similar increases were posted in 1979, but growth slowed substantially in both 
countries from 1931 onwards. The average annual rate of growth over the period 
was 10.2 per cent in Canada compared to 9.4 per cent in the U.S., bringing domestic 
costs in this area 22.6 per cent above U.S. expenditures in [984.

U.S. unit depreciation payments increased significantly from 1979 onwards, growing 
by 42 per cent from 1931 to 1982. Canadian depreciation rates also increased 
rapidly, although not quite as dramatically as in the U.S. Unit interest payments in 
both countries grew rapidly from 1979 to 1982, increasing by 93 per cent in Canada 
and 97 per cent in the U.S. Unit interest plus depreciation payments in Canada were 
13.6 per cent below U.S. levels in 1982 accounting for 6.3 per cent of total domestic 
expenditures.

I



METAL FABRICATING INDUSTRIES

Canadian producers ws competitive In this industry until 1576 (pre-eschange-r are
adjustment), whian costs moved dose to par with U.S- levels for a period of' several 
years- In 1575, total unit costs in Canada jumped by 17 per cent, becoming 3 • per 
cant higher than those in the ILS, This cost-gap continued 'to widen until 15S3>.when 
total Canadian unit costs were 15 per cent higher than in. the US. Improvements in 
domestic material and ^labour. costs eventually helped to reduce this upward- climb, 
and by i 934 Canadian costs we>p only 5 per-cent above- U-S: levels.

Although both industries experienced high increases In' unit material costs in 1.574 
(22 per cent, in Canada and 33 per cent in the .UdS,}, Canadian costs continued to 

' grow at double-digit rates in 1-575,. 1575 and 1980. As a result, by 1334' ratal unit 
material costs for domestic manufacturers were 33*3 cent higher than in the 
US.

Canadian unit labour .costs vers below U.5- levels oyer the entire .period, -but 
Canada's cost advantage diminished significantly in 1552 when domestic unir Labour 
costs-Increased IS per cent over the previous year -compared with a.J per cent, rate 
of increase in the U.5. ■ Canadian, costs showed moderate growth in 1533, but 
declined by 15 per cent in .1554, leaving Canadian unit Labour costs 26 per cent 
below U,5. leveii. Canadian labour productivity increased from approximately -65 
per cent of the U-5-. value in 1571. to over 35 per cent in 1931. Canada's position 
then deteriorated for several years,, but Canadian productiviTY levels were back to 
35 per cent of the U.5- value in L9S4:

Canadian unit interest payments mere than tripled from 1575 to 1932, while in 
comparison UJL payments increased by 63 per cent. Interest payments only 
accounted for 4 per cent of total expenditures in Canada in 1532, however, and as 
such did not. dramatically 'affect,the industry’s competitive position,

On an ex change-ra te-ad justed basis, Canadian -producers were, post ^competitive in 
ail years except ■ 1976. In 1534, Canadian total unit costs were TOper cent" lower 
than those in the U-5,
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Canadian uni: labour costs rose substantially from 1979 t 1932, but then fell by 23 
and 12 per cent respectively in 1983 and 1984. U.S. labour cost showed similarily 
high rates of growth, and on average increased by about 1. per cent more per year 
than Canadian costs. Domestic producers held a strong advantage in this area 
throughout the entire period, and casts were 41.5 per cent below U.S. levelsiin 1984. 
Canadian labour productivity improved significantly from 1982 to 1984, and was 
slightly above the U.S. value by the end of the interval

Unit material costs, which accounted for 72 per cent of total costs in be th counties 
in 1982, were much more volatile in the U -S. and increased at a much higher rate 
ever the period. In 1977, in particular, U.S. unit material costs grew at ar 
incredible rate of 77 per cent over the previous year. The average annual growth 
rate was 9.2 per cent in Canada as opposed to 15.7 per cent in the U.S. Asia result, 
Canadian costs went from being 90 per cent mere expensive than U.S. costs in 1971 
to .5 per cent more expensive in 1984.

The exchange-rate adjusurent further improved the situation for domestic 
producers, and in 198* Canadian costs for this industry were 43per cent below 0-5. 
costs

Canada’s Transportation Equipment industry was very uncompetitive from 1971 to 
1976, with total unit costs being in the range of 27 ta 46 per cent higher than U.S. 
levels. In 1977, this situation began to reverse, and from 1979 onwards the Canadian 
sector was at a competitive advantage with respect to U.S producers. In 1984, 
total unit costs in Canada were 10 per cent below those in the U..
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Although Canadian producers enjoyed lower costs from 1971 to £974 in this industry, 
expenditures grew at a much faster pace chan in the U.S. after that time. By 1977, 
domestic costs were 5.5 per cent above those in the U.S., and by 1984 they were 23 

per cent higher (pre-exchange-rate-adjustment).

Unit material costs rose sharply in both countries in 1974 (21 per cent in Canada and 
20 per cent in the U.S.) and again in 1979 (14 per cent in Canada and 12 per cent in 
the U.S.). On average, however, Canadian unit material cost increases were 2 per 
cent higher per year than in the U.5., and by 1984 domestic costs were 29 per cent 
above U.S. expenditures.

On an exchange-rate basis, domestic producers were cost-competitive in every year 
except 1976and 1983. In 1984, Canadian total unit costs were 5 per cent lower than 
in the U.5.

In 1982, U.S. depreciation costs were #1 per cent higher than in Canada, and they 
continued co grow at a very, fast pace until 1983. They accounted for 6 per cent of 
total U.S. Costs in 1982, and 3 per cent of total Canadian costs. Unit interest 
payments were substantially higher in Canada than in the U.S. from 1976 onwards 
and by 1982 were 337 per cent above U.S. levels. However, they only accounted for 
3 per cent of total Canadian costs in 1982.

On the labour iront, Canadian unit costs were below U.S. costs until 1977. They 
then began to fluctuate slightly above U.S. levels (5 per cent range) until 1982, when 
they increased by a rate of 13.7 per cent more than in the U.S. This raised domestic 
costs 19 per cent above U.5. levels in that year. Canadian unit Labour costs 
declined in 1983, however, and increased by only 4 per cent in 1984, Leaving unit 
costs only 16.5 per cent above those in the U.5. by the end of the period. While 
domestic labour productivity was close to the U.S. level in 1980, relative efficiency 
rates dropped dramatically over the next few years leaving Canadian productivity 
about 85 per cent of the U.S. value in 1984.
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Cr an exchangerate—idjusted basis, ‘the Canadian industry was in a very favourable 
position over the entire interval and in 1924 had a total unit cost advantage of 22 

per cent.

Unit labour costs vere lower in Canada until 1982, when domestic costs jumped by 
17 per cent compared t a more moderate increase of 7 per cent in the U.S. Growth 
was negative in 1983 and very small in 1980, however, leaving Canadian costs I 3 per 

cent below U.S. levels at the end of the period. Relative labour productivity was 

very good in this industry, with Canadian levels being aver 96 per cent of U.S. 
values over the entire period. Canadian efficiency rates peaked in 1980 at about 6 
per cent above tie U.S. level, but had declined 10 per cent by 1985.

While Canadian unit interest payments only accounted for 2.5 per cent of total costs ■ 
in 1972, this share had risen to 3.7 per cent by 1982. Casts for this factor increased 

dramarieally aver the 1974 to 1978 interval, and again from 1980 to 1982. While 
U.S. costs also increased sharply over mis Larter period, they only accounted for 2 
per cent of total U.S. expenditures in 1982.

Total unit costs for the Canadian industry vere slightly more tan 10.per cent below 

U.S. costs for the first part of the 1970‘s This decreased to a 5 per cent advantage 
in. 1975, and for the next several years costs were very comparable between the two 
countries. In 1982, however, U.S. producers began to gain a competitive edge and 
by the end of the period held a 6 per cent total cost advantage. This was principally 

due to the higher cost increases in Canada for material inputs, which accounted for 
55 per cant of total Canadian costs in 1982 The average annual rate of growth aver 
the period for material inputs was 11 per cent in Canada compared to 9 per cent in 
the U.S. By 19 34, Canadian costs in this area vere 18 per cent above U.5. . levels.
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Unit indirect taxes grew at a phenomenal average annual rate of 37.4 per cent in 
Canada compared to only ! per cent in the U.S. This reflected the impact of the 

Syncrude levy from 1978 to 1980 and other charges that were associated with the 

National Energy Program. Although they were 110 per cent higher than U.S. unit 
tax payments in 1984, they only represented 3 per cent of total domestic costs in 

1982. ' .

Unit material costs, which historically accounted for close to 90 per cent of. total 
costs in both countries, grew at an average annual rate of 18 per Cent in Canada 
compared to 16.7 per cent in the U.S. From 1981 to 1984, U.S. costs in this area 
actually declined by 30 per cent, while Canadian costs grew by 25 per cent. By the 
end of the period, domestic material costs were 65 per. cent above U.S. levels.

On an exchange-cate-adjusted basis, the situation improved for domestic producers, 
but total costs-still remained 21 per cent above U.S. levels in 1984.

Canadian producers were at a distinct disadvantage on a total cost basis (pre- 
exchange-rare—adjustment) from 1974 to 1979, and from 1982 onwards. In 1984, 
total domestic costs were 64 per cent above U.S. levels.

I
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Total costs between the two countries were fairly comparable until 1581 when 
domestic costs jumped li.J.per cent above U.5- levels. 3y 1534, total Canadian 
costs, were 25 per cent higher-than in the U.5.

Unit material costs accounted lor 73 per cent of total costs -in Canada and- 57 -per 
cent iii the US in 1332. Over the 1971 to 198*•••period, thé average annual grow* 
rats in-Canadian unit material costs was li.fi per cent; compared. to 9.3 per--cent in 

By 153*, .unit material, costs for domestic producers werer 36 per centthe U.5. 
above US costs..

Unit labour costs fluctuated slightly above and below U,5. levels throughout the ■ 
1931-to 193* period, and by the.end of the period -were 5 per cent lower than those 
in theU.5. Canadian Labour productivity fluctuated'between 60 and 70 .per cent of 
US levels over most- of thé interval, and was only about 63 per cent of the Up
value- in -19S2.

U.S. unit depreciation payments grew ar an average annual rate of 10.* per cent 
over the period. In 1932, they were 33 .per cant above Canadian levels. They 
accounted for 6,7 per cent of total U.5- costs and 3.7 per. cent of total Canadian 

costs in. *15 year.

Unit interest, payments Increased dramatically over the period In.both countries, but 
— were 53 per cent higher in Canada in 19 S 2. They accounted for a very small share 

of total, costs in each country *roughout the period.

After adjusting for the exchange rate, Canadian costs were 4 per Cent below U-S. 
Weis-in 198*.
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Domestic unit labour costs fluctuated above and below U.S. levels throughout the 
interval In 1983 and 1984, however, Canadian producers gained an advantage in this 

area as domestic costs decreased on a year-over-year basis by 11 per cent and L per 

Cent respectively In each of these years.

Unit depreciation payments increased dramatically in both countries over the period 

and were almost at the same level in 1982. Unit interest payments esralated at a 

much more rapid pace in Canada, however, and were 118 per cent above U.5. 

payments in 1982. They represented less than 5 per cent of total costs, however, 
and as such did not significantly affect Canada’s competitive position.

Unit material costs accounted for approximately 60 per cent of total factor costs in 

both countries in 1982. The average annual rate of growth for this input was 11.5 

per cent in Canada compared to 9 per cent in the U.S. While domestic material 

cost: were lower than U.S. costs for most of the 1970‘s, this higher growth rate in 

Canada raised domestic costs above U.S- levels throughout the 1980's. Canadian 
costs increased by 10 per cent from 1982 to 1984, while U.S. costs only increased by 

3.9 per cent. This raised domestic costs to a level of 21 percent above U.S. values 

in 1984.

On an exchange-rate-adjusted basis, the Canadian industry was more cost- 

competitive than the U.S. industry over the entire period, with total unit costs being 

19 per cent lower than in the U.S. in 1984.

The domestic Iron and Steel industry was cost-competitive with the U.S. industry 
until 1980 (pre-exchange-ad justment). By 1984, total domestic costs were 9 per 
cent above these in the U.S.
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The Canadian industry was more cust-competitive than their U.S. counterpart until 
1980 (pre-exchange-adjustment). Total costs were orily slightly higher than in the 
U.S. in 1980 and 1981, but jumped [1.3 per cent above U.S. levels in 1982. This vas 
due to the fact that total unit material costs increased by 5 per cent in Canada in 
that year, while falling 9.7 per cent in the U.S. Total costs between the two 
countries were brought back into line in [983, however, and total Canadian costs 
were only 3 percent above U.S. levels in 1984,

Domestic unit interest payments were substantially higher than U.S. levels (137 per 
cent in 1982) throughout the period and accounted for i*^ per cent of total Canadian 
costs in. 1982. On the other hand, U.S. unit depreciation payments were significantly 
higher than in Canada (100 per cent in 19^2) and represented 8.5 per cent, of total 
U.S. costs in 4982. The share fell to 5 per cent of total costs by the end of the 
period, however, as U.S. depreciation payments fell 40 per cent in 1983.

On an ex chan ge-rate-ad justed basis, Canadian producers held an advantage 
throughout most of the period, with costs being in the range of 17 to 2-6per cent 
below U.5. levels from 1980 to 1984.
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To be drafted when data anomolies are resolved
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On an exchange-rate-ad justed basis, Canadian costs vee 7.7 per cant lover than 

U.S. costs in 1984.

Ln 1982, unit material costs accounted for S1 per cent of total costs in Canada and 
74 per cent in the U.S. While Canadian costs in this area were lower than those in 
the U.S. over the first part of the 1970‘s, they exceeded U.S. levels for the 
remainder of the period. Domestic expenditures for this category grew at an. 
average annual rate of 10.7 per cent, compared to 9 per cent in the U.S. By 1984, 
domestic unit material casts were 9 per cent above U.S. levels-

The Canadian Pulp and Paper industry was at a cost disadvantage vis-a-vis their U.S. 
counterparts from 1975 en w ar ds ( pre-exchan g e-adjustient), in 1932 and 1983, total 
unit costs for the industry were over 25 per cent higher than in the U.S. The cast- 
gap narrowed somewhat in 1984, however, leaving Canadian producers with total 
costs 20 per cent above those in the U.5.

Canadian unit interest payments increased dramaticallyin 1931 and 1932, and were 
899 per cent higher than U.S. payments in 1982; accounting for 7 per cent of total 
Canadian costs. U.S. payments accounted for less than I per cent of total U.S. 
costs throughout the period- Domestic depreciation payments were 63 per cent 
higher than those in the U.S. in 1982 and accounted for 5.2 per cent of total 
Canadian CE515.

Unit labour costs accounted for 26 per cent of total Canadian costs in 1982 and 1.5 
per cent in the U.S. Canadian producers were burdened with significantly higher 
unit labour costs throughout the entire period. From 1980 to 1982, Canadian unit 
labour costs grew 22.6 per cent more than U.S. cost, leaving domestic Costs in 1982 
83 per cent higher than in the U.5. Unit labour costs for Canada decreased in 1983 
and increased only marginally in 1984, however, leaving Canadian costs only 62 per 
cent above U.S. levels by the end of the period. Canadian Labour was also far ess 
productive than in the U.5., and efficiency rates fell from 35 to approximately 65 
per cant of U.S. levels over the period.
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Canadian producers were at a cost disadvantage over most of the period, and total 

domestic unit costs began to increase at a much faste* pace than in the U.S. from 

1979 onwards (pre-excharige-adjustment). By 1984, domestic casts were 45 per cent 

higher than U.S. levels due to the fact that Canadian unit material costs increased 

by 41 per cent from 1979 to 1984 compared to a 19 per cent increase in U.S. 
material costs over the same period. By 1984, Canadian costs in this area were 147

On an exchange-rate-ad  justed basis, Canadian costs were • 1E per cent above U.S. 

levels in 1984.

-+2 *

Unit labour costs accounted for 23 per cent of total factor costs in Canada in 1982 
and 45 per cent in the U.S. Canadian costs Were 40 to 45 per cent below U.S. levels 
in all years except 1982 and 1983. This was due to the fact that U.S. costs 

decreased by approximately 2.5 per cent in. each of these years, while Canadian 

costs increased by 21 per cent and 5.5 per cent in 1982 and 1983 respectively. 

Domestic costs for this input were once again about 40 per cent below U.S. costs by 

1984, due to the fact that Canadian unit labour costs fell 20.7 per cent that year. 

Canadian labour was less efficient throughout the entire period, although domestic 

productivity rates Improved substantially over the 1970‘s. Although Canadian 

productivity fell sharply relative to the U.S. in the early 1930's, domestic rates were 

Close to 90 per cent of the U.S. levels by the end of the period.

Unit depreciation payments increased significantly over the interval in the U.S.; 

leaving U.S. costs 45 per cent above Canadian levels in. 1982. Depreciation 

payments accounted for 6 per cent of total U.5. costs in that year and only 2.4 per 

cent of total Canadian costs.

Unit interest payments grew much more rapidly In Canada, increasing 66 per cent in 

1982 and bringing Canadian costs 126 per cent above U.S. payments. This category 

only accounted for 3 per cent of total Canadian costs at that time.
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I CAN ADLAN DATA DEFMHIONS
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I A three-sector Iput-Ourput table is shown below.

I An Input-Output Table For Hypothetical Economy

Purchases

I
I
I
I

$2,800.00I $. 900.00 $750.001,150.00

I
I
I
I
I - A2 -

I

. 150.00 
250.00 
80.00 

420.00

900.00
1,150.00

750,00

50.00
150.00
50.00

500.00

300,00
150.00
120.00
530.00

(4)
Final

Demand

Total Valve, 
of Inputs

400.00
600.00
500.00

1,500.00

Household
Consumption)

()
Gross 

Production 
Including 

Commodities
Used Up

Agriculture 
Manufacturing 
Services
Primary Inputs 
(e.g., Labour)

Total final demands Listed in column (4) require the intermediate levels of production in 
columns (1) to (3). Reading across a- row shows all the uses of the product- Reading down a 
column shows all the inputs required to make the product.

The columns ■ in the table show the value of inputs for purchases) used for that 

sector’s production process, and the rows List the value of outputs, (that is, that 

sector's distribution to other sectors or to final consumption). Each sector appears 

twice in the table — once as a purchaser and once as a seller. Since this is true, and 

since any increase in output implies a corresponding increase in inputs, an Input-

Statistics Canada maintains annual, current- and constant-dollar Input Output (1-0) 

tables for Canada covering the period 1961 to 1980. An 1-0 table provides a 

structural picture of inter-industrial transactions-'in the Canadian economy. The • 

basic unit of the table is a sector or industry. Sectors use products of other sectors 

as inputs for their own manufacturing activity; these same sectors distribute their 

products either to other sectors, where they become inputs into additional 

production processes (known as intermediate flows), or to a final consumer who uses 

the product as is*

(1) (2) (3)
Agriculture Manufacturing Services
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The tables also include a section for value-added, defined as the difference between 
the • value of the goods produced and the cost of the materials used in producing 
those goods. Actual Canadian - tables are in the form of a LSI by 191 matrix. 
For each industry, data is captured on the folowing: inter-industry purchases of 
materials; expenditures on government goods and services; commodity indirect 
taxes; subsidies; other indirect taxes; wages and salaries; supplementary labour 
income; net income of unincorporated business; and, other operating surplus, with 
the exception of capital-reiated measures, all of the Canadian data used in the study 
were retrieved from this source.

Output table reflects the in tar-relation ships of industrial activity throughout the 
economy.

I
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I Industries lcluided*Sectors Analyzed

I
I
I
I

22. . . Electrical Products IndustriesI
I
I
I
I
I

• See accompanying Table 2 on Aggregation Parameters

I - A4,

I

Non-Metalic Mineral Products Industries 
Petroleum & Coal Products Industries 
Chemical & Chemical Products Industries

Sectors Not Analyzed, But 
Contained In Re-Defined Maric

■ I
2
3

' 4-7
8-9 

10-15 
16-32 
33-34 
35-38 
39-42 
43-55 
56—57

58 
59-64 
55-6% 
69-72 
73-74 
75-82 
83-91 
92-95

96-102
101-110 
111-120 
121-122 
123-130

Miscellaneous Manufacturing
Construction
Transportation & Storage
Communication
Electrical Power Utilities
Other Utilities
Trade
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate
Education, Health & Business Services
Transportation Margins
Office Operating, Lab. & Food ■
Travel, Advertising & Promotion .

23.
24.
25.

131-137
138—148
147-157
158-160

161
162-163
164-165
166170 
171-183

187
184-188,188,191 

189-150

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

30, 
35.
36.
37.

Agriculture
Forestry
Fishing, Hunting & Trapping
Metal Mines
Mineral Fuels
Non-Metal Mines à Quarries
Food'à Beverage Industries
Tobacco Products Industries
Rubber & Plastics Products Industries
Leather Industries
Textile Industries
Knitting Mills
Clothing Industries
Wood Industries
Furniture & Fixture Industries
Paper & Allied Industries
Printing & Publishing
Primary Metal industries
Metal Fabricating Industries
Machinery industries
Transportation Equipment Industries

1.
2.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10. 
IL 
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

Table 1
Canadian industry Groupings

To make the data set more manageable, the current-dollar tables were re- 
aggregated into a 37-sec tor economy.
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IA second matrix (5 by *as creates lor the tiv- incust-v sub-3 roups: Iron ^d 
Steel; Synthetic Textiles; Meter Vehicles Accessories and Parr; Pulp and Paper; and 
Metal Stamping, Pressing and Coating- I
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Industry selling price indices and proxies thereof were selected from the CANSIM 
data base and the DR1 Canadian model data base foreach of the materials used (see 
Tables 3 and 4). Where necessary, these, were re-based to equal 100 in 1971.

Total material costs were calculated for each of the 30 industries under evaluation 
using the I-0 data. A historical unit material cost measure was created by dividing 
total nominal-dollar expenditures for materials In. each year by constant-dollar 
(197 157 gross output for the overall industry. Since Canadian data is only available 
to 1980, it was necessary to extrapolate material costs to 1984. This was done by 
accounting for both price and productivity changes.

A. Total Material Costs

I



INDUSTRY I
I
I
I
I
I
I#

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
IAS

I

HA 
NA 
HA 
NA
KA
NA

D500001 
0511200 
D511500 
D513 40 0 
D514500 
0516600 
D517501 
D519100 
D523200 
D524200 
0627120 
D527100 
D529400 
D532900 
5535801 
D537300 
0541 400 
0544000 
0545200

HA 
D524201 
D53 0301 
D536401 
0527101

Table 3
Industry Selling Price index 1971=100

AGRICULTORE 
FORESTRY 
PISEETRAP 
METAL MINES 
MIN FUELS 
OTH2R MINING 
FOCD&BEV 

TOBACCO 
RUBBER 

LZATSER 
TEX MILLS 
KNIT KILLS 
CLOTSING 
WCOD IBD 
PORNITORE 
PAPERA 
PRINTAFGS 
PRIMARY MET 
METAL PAB. 
MACE INERY 
TRANS EQUP 
ELECTRICAL 
MOH-METAL 
P2TECOAL 
CHEMICALS 
STATE TEX 
FULP % PAPER 
HETAL SIMP 
*Vt PARTS 
IROMLSTEE

SOURCE: STATISTICS CANADA AIMI BAS2, MATRIX 655 THRCOG: 674, 964

THDOSTRY SELING PRICE INDEX 197 >10 0
- ===== • uu’i * m == == mi • m ■   ======== 1m=-m=*==ou= • ===== =-==-= ===== =====-==-==
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Table &
Miscellaneous Generated Prices

MISCELLANEOUS GENERATED PRICES

GENERATED PRICE - COS SUMPTION OP FUEL
GENERATED PRICE - COMMUNICATION
GSNESÂTÉD PRICE - EDUCATION, HEALTH fc BUSINESS
GENERATED PRICE - FINANCE, INSURANCE & REAL ESTATE
GENERATED PRICE - FORESTRY
GENERATED PRICE - MISCELLANEOUS KÂNUFACTURING 
GENERATED PRICE - OFFICE, OPERATING, LAB t FOOD 
GENERATED PRICE - PRINTING, PUBLISHING k ALLIED 
GENERATED PRICE - TRAVEL, ADVERTISING 6 PROMOTION 
GENERATED PRICE - TRASSPORTÂÎON Ê STORAGE 
GENERATED PRICE - WHOLESALE * RETAIL TRADE 
GENERATED PRICE - TRANSPORTATION MARGINS 
GENERATED PRICE - UTILITIES, OTHER

GPCSFUEL
GROOM
GPBDSBÀâ
GPPI&R
GPPOR
GPRMISC
GFOQLF
GPPHN.TS .
GPTAP
ÛTTR6S
GPTRADE
GFTRMAR
GPÜTO

PRICS INDEX - AGRICULTURE AT THE FARM {1571-10 Q) 
PRICE INDEX - CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY 
PRICE INDEX - ELECTRICITY 
PRICE INDEX (CPI) - PISH

WHOLESALE PRICE - METALS
WHOLESALE" PRICE * NOSKETALLIC MINERALS

MACRO ECONOMIC MODEL DATA BANK, @CANADA/QDATA

PAR
PCNST
PELEC
PFISS

PWMIXTL'
FtfMINM

SOURCE: DRI

- A10 -
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where i = incustries ! to 30 I
I
I
I

- All - I
I

Over the period 1981 to 1984, unit material CosE were calculated by multiplying the 
value of unit material costs in 1980 by the indexed coefficient and the weighted 

material price index.

Weighted Material Price Index n (1980 - 1)

Coefficientg) 

index

Technical creifici ents, defined as ratios of total real material input costs tB total 
real output by industry, were constructed from the constant-dollar L-O tables- 
These coefficients, which reflect the changing composition of material input usage 
across, industries over time, were then regressed on an annual time trend over the 
period 1971 to 1980. Where significant statistical relationships existed, an equation 
was formed to project the coefficients over the 1981 to 1984 period. In all other 
instances, they were held constant at 1980 levels.. All ‘coefficients were then 
transformed into an index number set equal to 1 in 1980.

Shares of each of the 37 material input purchases to total material expenditures 
were then calculated by industry. The product of these shares, multiplied by the 
relevant industry selling price indices, were summed to produce a weighted material 
price index for each industry. This was set equal to 1 in 1980.

Weighted Material Price

= 2 shareg) * price indezg 

i=l
where i = industries 1 to 30

j 3 materials 1- to 37

Unit Material CEX193 to 1984) = Unit Material Cast (1980) * indexed

i
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I
I
I
I

I
I Average Number of

I
I where i = industries I to 30

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I ?
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Over the period 1971 tn 1980, unit labour costs for ail 30 industries were defined as 
being the sum of wages, salaries and supplementary labour income divided by rea 
gross output (19715). Supplementary labour income includes employer contributions 
to health/welfare programs, U.LC. contributions, payments in kind, or irregularly ar 
infrequently paid bonuses, etc. All data was sourced from the 1—0 tables.

Average hourly earnings and employment information was taken from the CANSIM 
base (see Table 5). Real gross output was assumed to grow at the same rate as the . 
corresponding real domestic product measure available in the CANSIM base (see 
Table 6). Growth rates were calculated for the proxy over the 1981 to 1984 period, 
and these rates were applied to the 1980 Î-O unit labour cost measure to extrapolate 
the data to 1924.

In all but three cases, the technique used to extrapolate these measures over the 
1981 tp 1984 interval first involved creating a proxy defined as average hourly 
earnings multiplied by the number of employees (to represent wages, salaries and 
supplementary labour income)’ divided by real gross output.

B. Unit Labour Casts

\ Data on number of employee hours was not available.

Unit Labour Cost ProxY() (1981 to 1984) = Hourly Earnings;) * Employees)

Real. Gross Output (19715),

I



ITable 5

IHOOSTRY GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT CONSTANT 1571 PRICES I
I
I
I
I
I

PRIMARY

I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I- Ri3 -

I

AGRICULTURE 
FORESTAY 
FISB&TRAP 
METAL MINES 
AIN FUELS' 
CTHER MINING 
POOD&BEV 
TOBACC 
ROBBER 
LEATHER 
TE% MILLS 
KNIT MILLS 
CLOTSING 
WOOD IND 
FURNITURE 
PAPER:
PRINT &PUB

0141941 
0141942 
0141943 
DI 41945 
0143829 
0143832 
0141956 
0141969 
0141970 
DI 41 97 3 
0141975 
0141978 
D141979 
0141983 
0141987 
D141989 
DI 41 993 
0141996 
0142001 
0142007 
D142009 
0142016 
0142023 
DI42027

----- 0142029 - 
0143857 
0141990
DI 43 883 
0143892 
0141997

METAL PAB 
MACHINERY 
TRANS EQ0? 
ELECTRICAL 
MON-METAL 
PETSCDAL 
CHEMICALS 
MAN-MADE FIBRE 
PUL?SPARER 
AETAL STHP 
AVAPARTS 
IRCHSSTEEL

sot RCE: STATISTICS CAM ADA MINI BASE, MATRIX 1126

H emr

i
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I Table 6

INDUSTRY
NEWI OLD

** 0772020

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I • All -

I

OLD EMPLOYMENT EARNINGS AND HOURS SURVEY, AVERAGE HOURLY 
EARNINGS OF HOURLY-BATED WAGE- EARNERS AND EMPLOYMNET INDEXES, 
MATRIX 1432 & 1435

0700100 
NA

D700104 
D700106 
D700111 
0700118 
D700134 
0700136
D700141 
0700144
D700151 
D7QÛ154 
D700158 
0700162 
D700165
D7QÛ171 
D700174 
0700180 
0700189. 
0700192.
D700198 
0700206 
0700210 
0700213 
0700147
D700167 
0700184 
D700196 
0700147

AGRICULTURE 
FORESTRY 
FISE&TRAP 
METAL MINES 
MIN FUELS 
NON-MET MINES 
FOOD&BEV 
TOBACCO 
RUBBER 
LEATHER 
TEX MILLS 
KNIT MILLS 
CLOTHING 
WOOD IND 
FURNITURE 
PAPERS 
FRINTiPUB 
PRIMARY MET 
METAL FAB 
MACHINERY 
TRANS EQUP 
ELECTRICAL 
MON-KETAL 
PETICOAL 
CHEMICALS 
MAN-HADE FIBRE 
POLPGPAPER 
METAL STMP 
MV &P ARTS 
IRONSTEEL

• 95249
NA
NA 

0708301 
0708305 
0708307 
D708314 
0708329 
D708331 
D708335 
0708338 
D7 08345 
D708348 
D7Q8352 
0708356 
0708359 
£708363 
D708366 
0708371 
5708380 
D7083 83 
D7Q83S9 
0708396 
D708400 
D708402 
D70 83 41 
0708360 
0708375. 
D708387 
070 83 67

L3 
HA
L7
Li 3
LI 6
L9
Li 01
L103

- 1106
Ull
LI 21
LI 2 4
L29 
136
LI 31
LI 3 6
L41
L49
L59
L54
L7 2 
LSI 
1141
U44
L114 
1132
L53 
L68
L42

15583 
NA

15587 
15593 
L5596 
L5670 
L5681 
15683 
L5686
L5 651 
15701
L5704 ' 
L5609 
15616

15716 
15621
L5625 
L5635 
15644
L5652 
15661 
15721 
15724 
15694 
15712 
15633
L5648 
15622

AVG. HOURLY EARNINGS 
OLD HEW

SOURCE: STATISTICS CANADA MAIN AND MINI BASE

REVISED EMPLOYMENT, PAYROLLS AND HOURS SURVEY, AVERAGE HOURLY 
EARNINGS OF OF EMPLOYEES PAID BY HOUR AND NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES, 
MATRIX 8003 s 9 0 21

** D772020, EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE, MATRIX 2075 , LABOUR FORCE SURVEY

NO. OF EMPLOYEES

* D5249, WAGES AND SALARIES, AGRICULTURE, FISHING, HUNTING AND
TRAPPING, MATRIX 17 92

I



Table 7

(2)(1} (4)IHDUSTAY (33

. D1880903
3

I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I- A20 -

J

01881 a 
018816

0138094
0188095
0188090
0188097
018809
018809
018810

018811 
D18814 
D18816 
018817

018809 
618809 
D18809

018810
018810

0197186 
D187187 
D187168
Pl 87.189 
0187190 
©187191 
0187192 
0187193 
0187194 
0187195 
D187196 
0187197 
0187198 
0187199 
0187.20'0 
0187 201 
D187202 
D187203 
0187204 
D187 205 
0187206 
0187207 
0187208 
D187209 
0137 210 
DI 87 211 
0187239 
DI 87258 
DI 37 271 
0187281 
"DI 87265

( 1) MATERIALS
(2}BCHD INTEREST
(3)MORTGME INTEREST
(4 OTHER IBTERZST
(5) TAXES OTHER THAN DIRECT TAXES
(6) DEPRECIATION

DI 87412 
0197413 
DI 37 414 
0187415 
0187416 
Pl 37417 
0187418 
0187419 
0187420 
D187 421 

. 0187 422 
0187 423 
0137424 
0187425 
0187426 
0187427 
0187428 
0187429 
0187430 
D187 431 
0187 432 
0187 433 
0187 43 4 
0187 435 
0187436 
0187437 
0187465 
0137 484 
D3 87 497 
0187 507 
0187491

0185830 
0185 331
D18S 832 
DIBS S33
0185834 
0185835 
0185 83 6 
0185837 
0135 83 8 
018583 9 
0165 840 
0185841 
D185842 
D185843 
©185844 
0185345 
0185546 
0135847 
D185848 
0135849 
0135 850 
0185 851 
0185852 
0.85853 
0185854 
01 8585 5 
0185883 
03 85 902 
0185915 
D185925 
0135 90 3

AGRICULTURE ■ 
FORESTRY 
PISHGTRAP 
METAL MISES 
AIN FUELS 
CTAER MINING 
FOOD 
BEVERAGES 
TOBACCO 
ROBSER 
LEATHER 
TEX MILLS 
KHIT MILLS 
CLOTHING 
HOOD IND 
FURNITURE 
PAPSR: 
PRINTSPUB 
PRIMARY MET 
METAL FAS 
AACSIHZRY 
TRANS EgUP 
ELECTRICAL 
MON-METAL 
PETECDAL 
CREXICALS 
SYNTH TEX 
POLP&FAPER 
METAL STHP 
RV a? ARTS 
IRONS STEEL

0187638 
0187539 
0187640 
01'87^41 
0187542 
0187543 
0187644 
0187645 
0187846 
0187647 
5187648 
0187649 
0187650 
0187 6 51 
0187652 
0187653 
0187654 
0187 6 55 
0187556 
0187 6 57 
0187658 
0187653 
DI 87660 
0187651 
DI 37 662 
0187663 
0137691 
0187710 
0187723 
0137733 
0187717

0187864 
01 87 865 
0187866 
D187867 
0187 86 8 
0187 36 9 
0187870 
0187 871 
0187872 
D187873 
0187 87 4 
0187875 
0187 87 6 
0187 877 
0187878 
0137 879 
0187880 
0137881 
0137882 
DI 87 8 83 
0187884 
0167885 
0187886 
Di 87 887 
0187888 
0187 889 
1187917 
D187 936 
0187949 
0187 95.9 
0187943

I 2
E

' 018810^ 
0188102 
0188102 
0188104

0188107
018810% 
dibsigI 
0188115 
Di 88111 
0188113 
0188113
0188114

SOC202: STATISTICS CANADA HAIR R&5E, MATRIX 5113 TARCUGE 5205, 
QFROPATE FINANCIAL STATISTICS

(5) (61J
I
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Unit material costs were defined as no minai -do 11 ar expenditures on materials 
divided by real output (19715) for the industry in question-

Using the information on output from BIE and value-added from BEA, material costs 
for each industry were calculated as the difference between nominal output and 
value-added:

GPO data represents value-added and includes measures of: wages and salaries; 
supplements to wages and salaries; net allowances; non-curporate capital adjustment 
allowances; indirect business taxes and non-tax liabilities; business transfer 
payments; corporate profits before taxes; non-corporate income; corporate 
inventory evaluation adjustments; rental income of persons; government subsidies; 
and current surpluses of government enterprises.

All U.S. data used in the study is collected by the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
Output and employment information is complied by the Bureau of Industrial 
Economics (BIE). This data is establishment-based and is consistent with the 
corresponding data used for Canadian industries. Indirect taxes, interest payments 
and depreciation are also establishment-based and comes from the Gross Product 
Originating (GPO) Tapes complied by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).

Unit labour costs were defined as nominal-dollar expenditures on wages, salaries and 
supplementary labour income divided by real output (19715) per industry. As in the 
case of the Canadian data, supplements include pension and profit-sharing 
contributions, group insurance, workmen’s compensation, supplemental 
unemployment, etc.

A. Unit Material Costs

8. Unit Labour Costs

C. Labour Productivity

U.S. DATA DEFINITIONS
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Labour productivity was calculated as the ratio of real cutsut (19715) to total 
number of employees millions).

Indirect taxes include saies, excise and property taxes, and windfall profits an crude 
oil production. It also includes nan-tax fab LU ties such as royalty payments. Unit 
gross indirect taxes were defined as the ratio of gross indirect taxes to real output 
per industry (15715).

E. Interest Payments arid Depeesiation

D. Unit Grass Indirect Taxes

Interest payments include interest from all sources Including bonds and mortgages. 
Depreciation is based on the back-value of assets and consists of depreciation 
changes and accidental damage to business capital for non-farm business. For farms 
and non-profit organizations, it is calculated by BEA based on . straight- line 
depreciation and historical costs. This data is taken from the CPC tapes and is 
=stab Ils hment-based. Unit interest payments were calculated as the ratio of
nominal interest payments to real output (19715) per industry- Unit depreciation 
wascalculated as the ratio of nominal depreciation payments to real output (19715) ’ 
per industry.

I
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The model was re-aggregated to correspond to the 30 industry sectors under 
evaluation in the study to provide the 1983 and 1984 data required.

Since actual U.S. data is only available to 1983 for manufacturing sectors and 1982 
for non-manufacturing sectors, it was necessary to draw forecast information from 

2
DRIs U.S. Inter-Industry Service to complete the data set . The Inter-Industry 
Service provides an interlocking set of mathematical models which are backed by 
extensive historical data bases, including the Department of Commerce information 
described above. At the core of the service is an input-output model that traces the 
flow of goods and services through over 400 industrial sectors of the U.S. economy. 
The model is linked to DRIs macroeconomic model to provide regular forecasts of 
output, employment, production costs and other key factors.

2 The historical data was retrieved from the service as well.

I



I
I
I
I
I

GRAPHS •I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I (3151 •
==--==--==-========= — .
-1. —> 1311% :— 1s: - I

I



TABLE OF CONTENTS

I
IPAGE

I1
5
9

12
Mineral Fuels 16 I29

24

I23

32
36 ILeather Industries
40Textile Industries
44 I18
52

IFurniture & Fixture Industries 56
60

I64
68

I
so I34
8%
92
96

I100
104

IOS I112
116

I
I
I

Non-Metal Mines & Quarries 
Food and Beverage Industries 
Tobacco Products industries 
Rubber & Plastics Products industries

Knitting Mills

Clothing Industries 
Wood Industries

Paper & Allied Industries
Printing & Publishing
Primary Metal Industries
Metal Fabricating Industries
Machinery Industries
Transportation Equipment Industries 
Electrical Products industries
Non-Metallic Mineral Products Industries 
Petroleum & Coal Products Industries 
Chemical & Chemical Products Industries

Fishing, Hunting à. Trapping 
Metal Mines

. Iron and Steel
Synthetic Textiles
Motor Vehicle Accessories % Parts

/ 2

75

Pulp and Paper
Metal Stamping, Pressing & Coating

I



t 1 l I I I I
?D 72 74 7B 78 80 82-84

LILI

I

I

to. Input Totals
Lob. (LDeh). «at. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Hotsnais, ]j±&t ad Toss (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
lit. (L Dash) Nat. (Dash) Total (Lira) 

Satspials, Liar and Taxes (Dot)

y

/z
/

z
/z

y /7
v
/7

//
/

/

L!

N' Ny/ s %

/V
' / \

Z7<77

i p i
T i i
72 74 76 78 80 82 M

Unit Input Costs
Noainai Doliars per unit of Real (?1$) Output

figriculture
Pre-Exchange Rate fidjusted

U.S. Inputs
Toes (Lira)

Ini. (Dot) Deer.(Dash)

to. Inputs
Toes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

oo

f-4

32
t%

&

II%

2a
t "

t
%

%%iii\%

%
•N

i
%

%IIii

K
1

5-

O

ia
o

32
 T

23
• »Vw

s T

V

- r 
'• \i

a
«

K
>

O
CO

o



I
I.4 .4

I.3—4 . ,3

I
.2 - .2— I

I1—1=

I
I
I

2.30 2.3 I
\

1.451.45 —

I
11 0.00

$0
2

I

/

I
I 

/

1 
a

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Agriculture
Exchange Rate Adjusted

X 

\

0.0—
70

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. Utah) *t. (Dah) Total (Lira) 

Mtarials, Liar -and Toes (Det)

788082 84
—i—.—r
70 72 74 76

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Ini. (Dot) Depp.lDesh)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Deçr.(Oesh)

1 r
72 74

1 h
2 84

0.00 1—i—I—i—F
70 72 74 75 78

' Can. Input Totals
Lb. (L Dash) tai. (Dosh ) Total (Line) 

Mariais, Lar ord Tors (Dot)

i i i i I 0.0 i i i i i i i r
788 2 $4 7072 74 78 78 90 82 8

1



I
0

I
I

0 -

I
-3I

I note: Cdn.cest advantage belor 0 line, U.S. cost cdventage cove 0 line

I
40

I
I 20-

I 0—

I
-20- .

I
-40I

I
I

I 
T

L 
i

c 
• 
0 
C 
• 
1

Exchange Rate fid justed
Total (Line) Materials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Agriculture

Pre-Exchange Raie Rd justed
Total (Line) Materials, Lcbour and Taxes (Dot)

T

Note: Can. cost advantage below 0 line, U.S. cost advantage dbave 0 line 
L

1977 1978 1979 1980

1974 1975 1975 1977

—I—i—i—i—I— 

1371 1372 1373 1974 1975 1976

______ :----- 1------ +
I -I I 1

1971 1972 1973

1* 1 ‘ f
r i I i i i

1378 1373 1980 ■ 1994 1982 1283 1994

--1-- i- - - - - - - 1- - - - - -  
1381 1382 1983 1994

I $ 
u 

— L

I &

I



I
I

-5

IT

I
1 I
(1)

I
cn

C.

œ
C x

œ

"I
œ

I

eg
I

%

I

C

C. o

C

Ct 
P

CD

C.

CD 
O

3 o

œ

C) 
Q

Q
•1.

55

c a25 &

m 

o

"Q

O

2
S c

33 
o
%

<

1 
1
1 C. 

t

-I <

(D o

21 
< o

— e*© C

c— □

Percent



I
I
I

.2.2

I
I 1-*19

I
0.00.0

I
I
I 3.403.40

I
I 1.5-1.5-*

I
I
I 0.000.00

5

I

/ 
/

/

Unit Input Costs 
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (74$) Output 

Forestry 
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

/ •/ •

Con. Input Totals
Led. IL Dab) Mt. (to) Total dim) 

"tariais. Labour ad Toes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Leb. (L to) Rd. (to) Total (Line) 

latærials, Lear ad Teres (Dot )

82 847072 7478 78 8

-r- i I—kd
7022 74 78 78 8 82 8

Can. Inputs 
Tecs (Um) 

Ini. (Dt) ^r.(to)

U.S. Inputs 
Tern (Urn) 

1st. (Dat) &pr.(to)

I' |--t I al —ri 
7022 747788 2 8

7072 74 76 78 8022 84

I



I
I
I

.2

I
1-8 —

I
I

0.0 I

3.83.8
/

I1.91.97

0.0

6

4— 
I

84

.2

Unit Input Costs
Nominal dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Forestry
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals I
L. (L Ash) Sat. (fan) Total (Line)" 

Mtariais, Lar n Taxes (Oct )

0.0 V
70 80 82

Con. Incut Totals
Lob. (L Ash) *t. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Mieials, Lar a Tees (Dat)

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Ini. (Got) Der.lUosh)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

1st. (Dot) Oeçr.(Ocsh)

—i—i—i—I—i—I—P
72 74 7 78 8 82 94

1 I I P
72 74 76 78

i i i i 5
"7757 30 . 82 84 ।

: i i i i i i I 0.0
7072 74 76 78 8 82 9

I



40

I 2077

6

0—

I
I

Note: Con. cost advantage below 0 line, U.S. tost advantage cove 0 lineI
I
I %

I wa-

I A4

I *

A

I
[

-0I
I
I

$

L
I

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labour and Texes (Got)

1
I

Notes Cd. st advantage below 0 line, U.S. cost avantage wave 0 line

-20 “I

. % Difference betreen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Forestry

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Haterials, Labor and Taxes (Bat)

6 
a
L
: -20-*

! 1_____ L
I i I

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 19/6 1977 19/8 1979 190 191
1 7 i

1982 1993 1384

I ;
I :

1—I—r

--1-- i-- 1-- 1- - - - - - - 1-- !-- F- - - - - - i-- i-- 1-- i-- 1 -t - 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1975 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

7

i



90

00
trl

70

60

50

th

• Productvig RWFiom wo m m
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity

Forestry

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 03 84
Product) vl ty-Roul Output {710 l/Employec

100



7Q72?f78 78 &32&
9

//

fi
Vv z

Z

Cdn. Input Totals
Là. (L to) te. (to) Total (Lia) 

testais, Làotr «d Teas (Bat)

U.S. Input Totals
Là. (L toî te. (to) Total (Lia) 

testais, Uàar sri Teas (Dot)

Zr
-i

\ r

/
// /

t
t

t

*
*

êU U/
t

sV

Unit Input Costs
Hoainai Dollars per mit of Real (71$) Output 

Fishing, Hmting t Trapping 
Pre-Exchmge Rate Adjusted

C<h. Inputs U.S. Inputs
Îœk (Urn)Teas (Lia)

ht. (Dai) Qqr.(to)
X

é*%4
//

/V
/ y✓/ /V

z

/
/

1

y
**

/

Oo
as65*ea*a*"X

PC3

as&@p

9i3*

P
o

*»Siai

K

K
i2i

o
U

•X
r*
 .

•X
r



70 72

}.

/y/ -<' - /^ //V/
I/

i
30 . n §474 75 78 I

/

/
/

ft
fiY

/v

/
/ -

/
i

iti

78 SO B 8*72 74 78

/ •

/ 'f
/

// /

lt
73 30 22 84

Cdn. Irçut Mois
fat. (Desh)

faia'ioSs, Linr tfà lœss (Dot)

70 72 74 75

Total (Une)Là. (L Orit)

Unit Input Costs
unit of Real 171*) OutputNosinal 'dollars perFishing, Hunting i Trapping 

Exchange. Rote Adjusted
U.S. Incuts
Tess (Lire)Cm. Inputs

Toss (Lire) &cr.(0cdi)Int. (Dot)Oecr.(DtSi)Int. (Dot)

la
I

\ T-•IT r/
/

>• *

tIS 1
78 a 82 84ft 72 74 75

U.S. Incut Totals
fat. (Best) Total (Lire) 

faisais, Ldor and Taxes (Dot)
Li. (L Qeà)

y

r
r1 /-

2
\
\

-l

—h
a

M

to

2i

C3

c
O

.

oo

M
Q

C
J

I'.
O

r I
4*

>



I
I

20

I
/0-

I
I

-0 T

-60

Note: Can. cost odyantage below 0 line, U.S. cast advantage above 0 line

I
0I

I
-20 —

I
/

I
tI -60

I
I

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Linel Materials, Labar and Taxes (Goli

Note- Can. tost advantage below Q line, U.S. cost advantage above Q line
11

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Fishing, Hunting i Trapping

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line] Materials, Labar and Taxes (Dat)

?

T
I

T
I

T
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978

$ -20 - 
u
L

(L

----- 1----- !_____  
l-Î

1982 1983 1934

C
a 
c.
2 -40 -

I I I I i i I I i l i i i 
1371 1972 1973 1574 1975 1976 1377 1378 1373 1880. 1981 1382 1383 1984

/
/

/ .

I

4

4

. 1

\

/

11 
// 
//

I
4 j

I
I i

I
I.

I

I



I
I
I
I.5.5

4*

3—.37

I2"’2-

I11"

II

3.53.5

1372.2—

1 -

14-14 —

7 -.77

0.0

12

Unit Incut Costs
Hcainal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Metal Mines
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

/r 
f •
4

— I

I

I 

I
1

1 
4

i
:
//

• J
4 •

Can. tout Totals
Là. (L khl Sat. (Dh) Total (Lira) 

"taricls, Labar er Tes (Dot)

0.01
70

U.S. Irpurt Totals
Là. (L Gm) *i, (Osh) Total (Uns) • 

Ptæriels, Lor aà Tess (Dot) •

72 74
0.0—

70
I I
7 78

i i r
80 22 84

U.S. Inputs 
leas (Lima)

Int. (Dat) Dar.Dsh)

—11
80 22 9

4"

I I i i I r
72 74 z 78 a 2 M

——Pi—I—i—1— a 
A0 22 7 A 7 8 2 9"

I

I 
I

0.0—r
7 72

' Can. Inputs
Teas (Lima!

Int. (Out! Qgr.lDashl

1- 1- - - - P
74 7 7

/

/

I



I
I
I

.5 .5

.47.4 -I

.3 -I
2— .2-I

1-1-

t0.0 0.0I

4.24.2

I
2.8— 2.8-I

I 1.41.4

I
I 0.0

I
I

A—

80

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Metal Mines
Exchange Rate Adjusted

I 
t 
I 

t 

I
:

I
I 

,7
t •

.31

U.S. Input Totals
Li. (L Dash) Mt. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Lobaur and Taxes (Got)

82 8474 76 78

74 76 78 80 82 84

Cdn. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lear and Taxes (Bat)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dot) Deçr.(Dosh)

7 72

• 177

70 72

Cdn. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dosh)

0.0- - - - - - - T
70 72

13

—I—h-1—I—Pi—I
7072 747 78 8082 84

J- - - - - !- - - - - - "I i I
74 76 78

j---- 1 — *
1 i r
80 82 84

f
i

/

I



I
I20

I
0- I

I

o-

/

I
P

I

f
/

i

% Difference belxeen Canada and U.S. Incut Unit Costs
Metal Mines

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Haier tais, Lobou and foxes (Dot)

/ 
/ 

/

- /

I
_ 1

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

-1001

Note: to. gsf odvaniege belov 0 line, U.S. est odvontege dove 0 ling

Note: to. cast ofvanloge be! ai 0 line, U.S. cast advantage cave 0 the
1994 192 193 194

i i i i i
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

$ -3-

L 
e

C ~ —
U
L•
1.

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1973 1920 18 1

1

1 1 g 2 1983 194 B

1 I 1

i 1 I
1971 1972 1973 1974

I



120

115

110-

105

100

i

95

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Metal Mines

901----- 1-----11| | I"1 I I r 1
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Product I vity=Real Output ( 710 )Emp I oyee

125



I
I
ILrour (Line J Taxes (Dot)

1.41.4

I
I
I7—7—

I
I

L rf

8273

I
18.69.5

I
/

4.44.4—

2.2—2.2—

0.00.0
80

16

72

U.S. Input Totals 
Aterlals (Dosh) Total (Line)

Mtarials, Lear ad Taxes (Dot)

Mineral Fuels
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Inputs

1/

U.S. Incuts
Lhar (Line) Teres (Oct)

I
I
74

1

I
92

)

80

Can. Input Totals
Serinis (Dash) Total (Line) 

Matariais, Liar and Texes iBt)

84

/

/ !
/ i

:
J

I
f

1
1 

t
I

0.0—
70

Unit Incut Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

1 I i i r
76 7 8 82 9

0.0 1 i I r 
70/22/ 747

M—i—i—i—i—i—r 
A07 74 7 78 9 82 $4

I i i r
70 72 74 75 73

I



I
1.70 1.70I

I
.85—.85 -

I

I 0.000.00

I
7.107.10

I
I

3.55— 3.55 -I
I

0.000.00

I
.17

I

Con. Inputs 
Lbar (Line) Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Inputs 
Ldar (Line) Texes (Dot)

Unit Input Costs 
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Mineral Fuels 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

TTI I 1 ■ I - r
A0 72 74 76 78 80 82 84

Can. Input Totals
Materials (Dashl Total (Line)

Materials, Loour and Taxes (Dot)

—I—i—I—I —t—- 
70/727476 78 80 82 84

I I i i I I r 
70727478 78 80 22 84

r Ti - - 1—i - - I"
70 72 74 7 78 80 82 84

U.S. Input Totals
"tarials (Doh) Total (Une)

Materials, tsar and Texes (Dot)

/

4
/ 

t

A
I

v
V

1t
I
I
1
I
1

I
4
I

:

I 
I

I



IN » * "%✓ %*
/

I/

/

I

L Ltr
-40 t lI t l •l

1571 1272 1573 374 1375 127S 1277 1578 1573 15S0 1521 12S2 1583 13S4

Nota1 Cài. asi advmtqge be!a 0 line, U.S, crsi_odvcrioçe above 0 line-
I

Ex$±Œ)ge Rate. fidjusted ,
Total (Line) Materials, Labor <rd Taxes (Dot) •

40

20-

I\

\

l Difference between Canada and U.S. incut Unit CostsiMineral Fuels
Pre-Ex chxzioe Rate fid justed 

Total (Line) itoteriais, Lsar ®d Taxes (Dot)

I
I

40

ii
1571 1572 1573 1574 1575 1S7S 1277 1573 1573 1380 1381 1382 1383

Hole*- Cdn. cast adtottage held 0 line, U.S. est advantage ebeve Û line

1S|

Iis
I

Iul *
S
4. ✓ I-20

T

1t î i? f1 tt :t

E
3I

O

$9

p#
rc

«n
i



130

120

9

110

100

90

71

S 
U 
à Q.

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Mineral Fuels

- -1 । |—-—| ■■■■ | - - ~ F " I—-—" | " — |

72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Productivity~Real Output (719)Emploges

140



I
I
I
I.44 P

I
3-.3-

I
.2:’2- I

I1hr47

10.0

3.23.2 1
2.4—14“

I1.81ST

.8-.8— -

I L1.0

I

/$
* I

/ /

r t
I

t

«

82

1

1 
i

I
9

• 7

U.S. Input Totals
Lob. (I khl Pt. (Desh) Total (Lirelf 

"Larials, Lear ad leas (M)

0.0—
70

Unit Input. Costs
Noainal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Non-Metal Mines t Quarries 
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

al 2

Can. taut Totals
Li. (1 Oshi Pet. (Deh) Total (Une)

Mrurials, Lor a Tees (Dot)

8 I

70227782%
20

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Ini. (Dt) Depr.lDeshl

Con. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Ini. (Doi) Depr.(lash)

t— I I 1'1 
70 72 74 75 a

1 I I I
72 74 7 78

M- 11
90 82 84

0.07- - - - - 1 Illi
70 72 74 76 78 88

d
4

I



I
I
I

.5.5I
4,4I
3—.37I /

.2-.27I
1-4"I

10.00.0

I
I 3.43.4

I
I

L?-1.7I
/

I
! !0.0

I d

I

/ 
/

‘I

// 

z /

/

r 
/

/

78

/

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Non-Metal Mines t Quarries
Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Input Totals
Lad. IL Dash) Kat. (Dah) Total (Line) 

Materials, Liar and Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dah) Total (Une) 

Materials, Lor ad Taes (Dot)

80 82 84

82 8470 72

70 72 74 76 78

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

1——
74 76 78 80

---- 1--- 1----0---- M----P
70 72 74 78 78 80 82 84

t—t—T
80 82 84

0.01—I—I—r
70 72 74 75

21

/*•

I



I
I20

!
1*

107

0—

r
-10

I
10

I
I\

07

I\x

I

-20

C 
• 
U 
L 
6 
1

‘ /

hie "4 Ft 6598 2iol " line. U.S. Es: "E869 dc"e 0 ‘ig

/*

Pre-Exchenge Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, lor and Texes (Cot)

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials; Ldour and Taxes (Dot)

1981 1382 1983 1944

i i i I 
1571 1372 1573 1974 198 1292 193 1948

Mate: con. Cs odvonioge belcs 0 fine, U.S. cost ofvoni oge Cave 0 Be

C«

2 4-

1 I i

1976 1977 1578 1979 1980

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Incut Unit Costs 
Non-Metal Hines > Quarries

I i i I i i i i 
1971 1372 1973 1974 1975 1975 1977 1978 1979

/

s
/

/

/

I



Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Non-Metal Mines ft Quarries
500

450

400—

<o
N

350—

300

250—

200
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Product Iv1tyaRea1 Output (71*)/E»plovee



I
I
I

.10.10 !
I
I.05 -

I
I

0.000.00 I74

I
2.7 2.7

1.8—18—

.3 —, 9-

I
1$

0.00.0

7&

I

U.S. Inputs 
Texes (Line)

/ 
/

I—P
73 80

Food i Leverage Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Inputs-
Taxes (Lire)

82 84

Unit Input -Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

U.S. Input Totals
Li. IL Esh) Mat. (Dosh) Total (Line) 

Mtaricis, Lour and ices (Cot)

Can. Input Totals
Là. (L Qesh) Mat. (Dosh) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lour and Taxes (Cot)

Int. (Dot) Ceçr.Dcsh) Ini. (Dot) ler.Cash)

1 i [

80 82 84
1 i
76 78

1

I

70 72

....... 1------L—I I
70 72 74

I: I I i I i I
A 72 74 76 78 8 82 84

i i I i i i i । 
"7353888g

I



U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Hat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Ldsar and Taxes (Dot)

ii
70 72 74 7878808284

Cdn. Input Totals
LA. (L Dash) ht.'(Dash) Total (Line) 

Retenais, Lobar <rd less (Dot)

7072 74 76 78 80 82 84 7D 72 74 7G78808284
25 •

V /
/V

/ 1.451.45 /

/
/

.05.05

>v

/
/

/
/

/

8

/
/

/
i

9
»

I
t /s

/
t

*
z

1i *

Unit Input Costs
Noainal Dollœs per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Food t Beverage Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Inputs 
Taxes (Line)

Ini. (Dot) Depr.(Qesh)

U.S. Inputs 
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dsh)

_ 5£&
 "_ beN5#

8o

8

<3
*8

O

X
%

\\

»4

X

9

\

ft%

\
\

\

%ft%

X

II$»<

\

IIftI

ft
\

ftII 
H



I40

I
I207

I
0— 7

-20

I
o-

P

1371 1972

I

10

C » 
0

«

I
I

c

9 
L 
• 

2.

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labar and Taxes (Cot)

tte: ch. esiodvolcge *elo G line. U.S. cast advantage do 0 lin’g

6

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Food i Beverage Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Mtarials, Labor and Taxes (Doi)

i i
1»|

I X
I

Hotei Can. ast atvantae beldz 0 line, U.S. cost advaitcce dove 0 Be
-40 1

I
1982 1983 1994

i J 1 . > L •
I i i i i

1373 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1984

I i Î i i i I i i i I
1971 1972 15/3 1974 1975 176 1977 178 1979 1990 199

I



61

60

59

58

57

56-

t-

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Food à Beverage Industries

9
V f
4

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Product I vity=Real Ouipul (719)/Employos

62



I
I

13 .4

.3 — ■.3

I
.2—.2— I

1— f —
t eb

r0.00.0
70

3.10 3.40

1.55— LS- I
I

0.00

I

I
74

URl. tnoUv tob.s
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Tobacco Products Industries 
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

,I

U.S. Irout Totals
Lb. Utah) Mat. (Dsh 1 Total Hi

Mata ials, Lar and Taxes (Dot)

Can. input Totals
L. (L lash) It. (Esh) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lar and Tares (Bat!

0.00" 
„ a

2
i i r, i
78 a 82 |

1
80 22a

U.S. Inputs 
Taxes (Line! 

Int, (Dot) DemilDesh)

Can. Incuts
Taes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Qepr.(Dsh)

j 1 _ L

80 .- 82 84
i—i—i—r
2 74 76 7

1 i i ।
72 74 76 7

i i i i i i i,
70 72 7 4 75 78 80 82 84

I



II
.5

.4-

.3-.3 —I

.2-.2tI
1-I 1**

T
0.0

I
I 3.33.3

I 2.6 - 2.6 —I
i.3-

I
0.00.0I 80

29I

1
84

1...
I

82

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Tobacco Products Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

Cdn. Input Totals
La. (L Dash) Mt. Utah} Total (Line) 

Materials, Labour end Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line 

Materials, Lobar and Taxes (Dot)

i I. i

76 78 80

Cdn. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Ink. (Dot) Depr.Uteh)

I 1.3

U.S. Inputs 
Tores (Line) 

Ini. (Dat) Depr.Uteh)

g .0.0

i—r
82 84

70 72 74

70 72 74 7$ 78

i i i i i I r
70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84

--1--1 1 !--i- 1--F
7072 74 76 78 80 82 84

II s
I 241

/
/

/
/

/

I



Tobacco Products ndus tries I
I

0

I

I
/ I

I

I
3 I
G—

I
I
I

ff-100

I

\
1

1

1
1

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (line) Materials, Labour and Tees (Cot)

%ta: Can. cst aivantoge belcu Q line, U.S. cst advantape- cbove 0 lie

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs

1
1978

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Mqtariais, Lear and Taxes (Dai)

Nate: Can. cost advantage below 0 line, U.S. cst advantage dave 0 &

—:-- i-- i—
1974 1975 1976 19771971 1972 1973

r_____ i !

I [ I
1980 1984

€0 i i i i I
1974 1972 1973 1974 1973 1976

20"
9
c
3J
&
2 40 -

c

: 5-

1 i i i i g
1973 1990 1994 1982 1983 1934

I



58

56

54

520.

50

48

46

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Tobacco Products Industries

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Product IvIly^Rea I Output ( 71% J/Emp I oyee

60



I
I

.10

I
I..65—05—

I
I

0.0

2.5 2.5

2.0 — 2.0 —

-81.5— 1.51

I4P

L0—1.0—

.5

0.0

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Rubber 1 Plastics Products Industries
■ Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

0.00—
70

Can. Ingut Totals
Lb. (L hl *t. (Dash) Tatai (Line) 

Mtarials, Liar and Texes (Doi)

U.S. Inputs
Toss (Une)

Ini. (Doi) Deçr.Dash)

.5-

I I 4 I f 1
i 1 1 I i I i

70/72 7476 78 9 82 84
0.01—r

70 72
32

- - - - - f- - - - - T- - - - -
70 72 74 7 78

Con. Inputs
Taxes (line)

Ini. (Doi) Deçr.(Desh)

U.S. Input Totals ■
Li. (L Ah) *t. (Ooshl Total (Lire)

"taridls, Ubor a foxes (Ont) I

78 a 82 84

1 r
1 I i
72 74 To

i T 8
80 82 94 •

1 r 1 i I
A 778 22 “g

I



I
I

.10.40

I I

I
.051.05 TI

I
I I 0.000.00

I
I

33I
I 2-2

I
I it1

I
0I

I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Rubber t Plastics Products Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

/ —
V

U.S. Input Totals
Ld. (L tab) Mat. (Dah) Total (Line)

Materials, Lèxt and Taxes (Doti

70 72 74

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Ini. (Dot) Deçr.(Dash)

0T
70

33

Cdn. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Labar and Tuxes (Dot)

111—i——1—I
72 74 76 78 80 82 84

-- !-- 1-- 1- - - - - 1-- i--U- - - - - — i-- I-- i- - - - - 1-- i-- i-- I
70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84

1 I 1 I I
76 78 80 82 84

—i I ■ 1- Id—!—F
70 . 72 74 76 78 80 82 84

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Ini. (Dot) Depr.(Ekhl

I



I
I

10

I
I0—

I
I
I

-203

I
0 8

I

I
I
II 

i

1979 i

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lobar and Texes (Cot)

i i

1991

Nota: Can. cast advantage belor 0 line, U.S. cst advanteg2 wave 0 *

1979

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Inout Unit Costs 
Rubber i Plastics Products Industries

Fre-Exchenge Rata Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labar and Texes (Bat)

c
0

2 -10

 _____I____ :____ i_  
! 1 i I 1

1971 1372 1973 1974 1

Mote: Can. cst aiyantoge belov 0 lire, U.S. cost ayantoge cave 0 mh

I

Illi

1975 1977 1978

___ i____ :_________ :---- :---- :____ :---
I I 1 I I I I

1974 1972 1973 1374 1975 1876 1977 1978

G -20"
9
s
c.

i f i i I 
1991 1982 1983 1994

I



90

80
m CI

S
a.

70

GO

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Rubber & Plastics Products Industries

50-|------11T-----11 I
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Product Ivl ty=Real Output ( 716 )Emp I oyee

100



I
I
I

.10 1

I
I.05—,05—

I
1

Materials, Lor nd Taxes {Dot) I2.72.7

^1
1.8—18-

9- ST

0.0

/

nout Cosis 1

r

1 
i
74

Total (Link

Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 
Leather industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

/

/

:
/

/

Con. Input Totals
Li. (L Osh) Mt. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Aerials, Lour and ices (Bat)

U.S. Input Totals
Ui. (LM) to. (Osh)

80 82 84

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Lire) 

Int. (Dot) lepr.(Dash)

U.S. Incuts
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dot) Dear.(Dash)

0.00- - - - - - r
70 72 76 78 80 82 84 I

I 
I

1____ i___ I j6____ ! _ L
i i i I ( i r

7072 74 75 78 80 82 84
1 i i i • 
n 80 2 84 ।

0.00------- --
70 72

I ' f

I i I
74 76 78

9_____ 1

0.0- - - - - i—i—i
70 72 74 7

36

Unit



I
I
! .10.10

I
I

.5.05-I
I
I 0.00 1L 110.00

I
I

2.30

I
I 1.451.45—

I
I

1 10.000.00I
I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Leather Industries
Exchange Rote fid justed

i
84

Cdn. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Liar nd Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (I Dahl Mat. (Dash) Total (Lire)

Materials, Liar ad Taxes (Oct)

/j 
t<

70777 7 80 82 84
37

U.S. Inputs 
Toss (Lire)

Int. (Dat) Depr.(Dash)

70 72 74 75 78 80 82 84

7072 74 76 78 80 8270 72 74 75 78 80 82 84

Can. Inputs
Tae (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Desh)

/ 
• 

/

/ 

/«
/ 

/ 
/ 

/«I /
Z\ , /

Z v

I 2.80

J---- 1

I



20

1

I10—

I
0 = .

I

- Exchange Rate Adjusted

20

I
10 -

I

1

%

I
I-2

I

« 
0 
C 
s
1

x"e: Cdi. FT dole bel o ° line, U.S. F "ioloe toe 0 g

Total (Line) Materials, Lpaur and Taxes (Dot)

Note- Con. cost ofvantoge below 0 line, U.S. ast odvantoge wove 0 th
33 •

Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Leather Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Ldaur and. Taxes (Cat)

1 I

I I
1994

—î- - - - - i—1—
1871 1972 1973 1974

-10-

t I I

1984 1982 1983 4I I I 
1977 1978 173 1980

i 1 1 I
1971 1972 1573 1274 1975

$ q- 
0
L 
e

-10-

I
I • I 

1983 19
- - - - - i- - - - - - 1------ 1- - - - - - !- - - - - - 1----  i-i- - - - - - I- - - - - - i- - - - - - i

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

I



Productivity Katlo
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity

Leather Industries
95

90—

85—

O'n
80-'

75—

70—

65-
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Produc11vIty=ReaI Output (71frVEeplouee

r 
1 «



I
I
I
1.10

I
.05—.C I

0.000.00

Lob. (LOesh) 1Materials, Lour aid [axes (Dot)
2.32.3 I

I
I1.451 1.45—

I
P

3.080.00
40

I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Do liars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Textile Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Fid justed

I

“aU.S. Input Totals
Mat. (Dh) Total (Li

Con. Input Totals
Lob. (L Osh) Mat. (Esh) Total (Line) 

Materials, Leour ad Taxes (Cot)

78 80

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Ini. (Dot) Qep.lDash)

Cdn. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dot) Dear.(DEh)

70 72 74 % 78 80 9 84

i i r
78 80 82

i i î i i i r
70 72 74 76 78 8 82 84

7072 74 7

1
82 84 1

» 72 74 i

I



I
I
I .10 .10

I
I

5—.65 TI
I /

I 0.00

I
2.52.5

2.0— 2.0 -

I
1.5-1.5 -

I
1.01.0 T

I
.5-.5-

I 10.0

I 74

41I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars pen unit of Real (71$) Output 

Textile Industries
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Eh) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Labar ad Tares (Dot)

Can. Input Totals
Lob. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lear and Taxes (Dot)

80828
0.01—r

70 72

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire) 

Ini. (Dot) Oepr.(Dash)

Can. Inputs 
Taxes (Lire) 

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

70 72 74 76 78 00 82 84
i- F
76 78

M- - - - 1—t—t—7—— E
7022 747 78 80 22 84

0.00 1—|—I—1—I—Mf—F
7022 74 7 78 @0 22 8

I



I

I
I
I
I

Note: Can. cost oayentoge belaz 3 fire, U.S. cost adyanicge cave 0 lire

I

I
I

I

I
I

I
I 
1g

Mote- Can. cost avantage belos 0 line, U.S. cost advantage above 0 lige
4 L I

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Lire) Materials, Liar and Taxes (Dot)

i—I—i— 
(974 1975 1978

1 1
1934 1982

ence between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs
Textile. Industries

Pre-Exchenge Rate Ad justed
Total (Lire. Materials, Lear and Taes (Zci)

Iiiiiii
1977 4973 4973 1930 19 1882 1983 198

i i f r i • r
1 I i i i i I

1974 1975 1976 1S77 1978 1979

I



80

78

76

74

72

70

68

66

s
U s 

Q_

ProductIvity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Textile Industries

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Productivity=Roai Output (719)/Euployee

82



I
I
I
I.10.10

I
.0—

9 90.00
84

1.701.70

-I
I.8— .85,

1 0.000.00

44

I

72

4

/

Unit Incut Costs 
i

Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output
Knitting Industries

I 
1 
I

- -1
—. !

■ .05T

Can. tai Totals
Lb. IL Osh) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lour and Taxes (Dot)

0.00—
70

80 82 84

U.S. tat Totals
Ltd. IL Eash) ■ to. (ah) Total (Li 

Miarials, L±cœ and Taxes (Bat) ■

74 76 78 80

1
1

I

70 72 74 7 .73 3C- 82 34 —

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Can. tats
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dat) Jepr.(Dsh) 1

-----2 
i

70 72

U.S. inputs
• Tars (Line)

Int. (Dot) Jepr.lOsh)

I
1 I
82 84 1

' 4 11 ;
i i I i r
7476 78 8 82

—I—i—i—7
70 72 74 76 73

1 i i

| 1

I



70 72 74 75 78 90 82 84
45

.05-.05- zz
i

i ✓

/ z
z

z
z

ttt—tt1I
l l 70 72 74 75 78 80 82 84

U.S. Input Totals
M. (Dash) Total (Line) 

teteriais, Lobar «1 Taxes lDot)

70 72 74 75 78 80 82

to. Input Totals
Hat. (Dash) Là. (L Oash)Total (Une) 

tets'ials, Liar and Teres (Dot)
Li. (L Dash)

1.301.30

z

y- .35v /V.55 v

/

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Knitting Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Inputs
Tores (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dosh)

to. Inputs
Tores (Line)

Int. (Dot) Oepp.(Dash)
iO.ID

/

/

/

»i

3E

&

&oi54

F5

S
O



I
I
I
I

\

-20

I
10

I
I0—

I
\

-20

I

I 
I

/ 

/ ,

1377

Note- Can. cost ozyantage belon 0 line, U.S. cst advantage dbove 0 I je

tote: chn. cst odvonloge belci I line, ".8. cast odvonlsge dove 0 ‘it

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lcar and Tees (Dot)

% \
X \

X \

v
. X

X

0
-
2 -0 - •

% Difference betreen Canada and U.S. Iront Unit Costs 
Knitting Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) • Materials, Lear and [exes (Dat)

I
I I i i ;

130 1991 1982 1983 is
- - - - - - - - 1—i- - - - - - - - i- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - i—i—I— 

• 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1975 1577 1978 1979

% / '

1978 1879 190 198 1982 193 19

t r । 1
Illi!

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

$ 0-
U
C

I



55 %

50
CL

45

ProductîvIty Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity

Knitting Industries

401—I—I—I—I—I——I—I—I—I I
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 70 73 80 01 02 83 84

Product I v I ty* Rea I Output ( 71* )Employso

60-t



I
I
I

.0.10 I

.ST

II

72

7 1.1*2.2

11— X I1 "

! 0.00.0
48

I

U.S. Inputs
Texes (Line)

74

Clothing Industries
Pre-Exchange Pate Adjusted

Can. Inputs
Toxas (Line)

I
I

I
I

U.S. Input Totals |
L±. IL Osh) "t. (Dhl Total (Line) 

“trials. Lour a Taxes (Dot ) •

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Can. Input Totals ■
Lb. (L Osh) Mat. (Osh) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lor and ics (Doi )

7888284

i I r
70 72 74

0.001
7

Int. (Dot) Dear.(Dash)

0.001—r
70 72

i i i i i
76 78 80 82 . 84 '

76 78 80
1—r-
62 &

J---- 1

• Int. (Dot) Cer.(De)

1 I
74 7

I I I i I i I
70 72 74 75 75 80 82 84 |

I



.10

I
.OS -I

I
I 1 0.000.00

I
2.302.3

I

I 1.15 -1.15 *

I
I

0.000.00

I
49

I

Unit Incut Costs I
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

■Clothing Industries
Exchange Rate fidjusted

/

Cdn. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Fatarials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Lb JL Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Lire)

Materials, Labour and Taxes (Doi)

70 71
--- 1--- -——m-l*
TO 72 74 76 78 80

—i—I—I—I—I—I—r
70 72 7476 7880 22 8

to. Inputs
Taxes (Lire) 

Int. (Dot) Oepr.(Dash)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

--- i--- 1--- 1--- 1--- 1—1----F
70 72 74 7S 78 80 82 94

82 84
i--- 1 - i -hm--- F
74 76 78 80 82 84

I



I
40

I20 — .

0—

-20

I
2

I
I10—

I
7

Q-
%

à

•0

I

C 
• 
0 
C

I
I

C 
• 
0 
L 
6 

1.

1

i

1982

vote: ch. ost odvontege beicr 0 line, U.S. ost odvontoge dove 0 ip

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lar and Taxes (Dot)

I 
I

% Difference belxeen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Clothing Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, L^ar ad Taxes (Dat)

Notes Can. cost advantage belos 0 line, U.S. asi aivantope cave 0 lie 

50

1979 1980 1

1579 1980 1991

I I
I I

1974 1972 1

i i i i I i
1972 1873 1974 1975 1976 1977

—i- - - - - 1- - - - - 1
1974 1975 1976 1

I

1_
I

1983
i 

coll

I



88

86

84
in

82

80

78

76

:

Q.

Productivity Rollo
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity

Clothing Industr I es___________ ___

7 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Product I vity-Real Output (710)/Employes

90



I
I
I

.2.2

I
I

17

I4*2

1 0.00.0

32 w

/ 2-2— -I/

I171*

I
00

52

/

/ 
/

Unit Inout Costs
Nominal Dollars pen unit of Real (71$) Output 

Mood Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Irout Totals
Lcb. a as) At. «ta») Total (Line)

Itarials, Lar and Tes (Dot)

788884
U.S. Irait Totals •

Le. (L kh) *t. (Dash) Total (Lies 
fabarials, L±sr az Teas (Dot)

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Ini. (Dai) Dr.lDesh)

f—I—I—i—i—I—I—M 
a 7 74 3 7 8 2 *I—I—i—F

072 747

—|—I—i—I—i—i—r
73 72 74 75 78 30 82 34

U.S. Inputs
Tes (Lint)

Int. (Dat) Dzgr.IDesh)

—I—i—i—i—i—!—r-f 
70727477 8 22 9

I

I

I



I
I
! .2.2

I
I

1 - 1I
I
I 0.00.0

I
3.23.2

2.4—2.4 -

1.8-*1.6-*

.8—.8 -

11£ 0.0

I
I

7 
/

/ 
/

A

\

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Ooi Ions per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Hood Industries
Exchange Rate Adjusted

I—
I

84

to. Input Totals
Lab. (LDash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Led. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Lour and Taxes (Dot)

I 11I I r

72 74 76
Illi

78 80 82 84 70 72 74 76 78 80 82
53

Cdn. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Ini. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

U.S. Inputs 
Tees (Line)

Ini. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

0.0 T
70

—I— I—I I- I 1
70/72 74 76 7880 2 84

—I—1 -i -- i - i-
70 72 7476 78 90 2 8

7

7

I



I/j

\A
\
\
\

\/ %
// \

\

I

I
l

' *

Ilt1t tt tL l1 l1 Ii t
1372 1572 1374 1275 137B 1377 1278 1373 1280 1221 1282 1383.

HqU: Cdn. est advenive beioi 0 line, U.S. est advantage tfccve 0 line

2&g

1Exchange Rata Bdjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labor mi Taes (Cot)

Difference eheen Canada and. U.S. Input Unit. Costs
Hoad Industries

Pre-Exchange Rata Bd justed
Total (line) Haieriais, Ldwr œd Taxes-(Oct)

I
I

1

R
R

p«
rc

«n
t

or

F &
I

<u

8 I

/

8
58.

 g
t/TF §5

§ ;

' 3sr

s

•8

fc 
6 

'r
s

 
-g *a a§ 
3

V
V

sg

V

'i

!?,1-
^

l-
I

p«
rc

i«
ni



110

100

90
m
IA

70

60 81 82 83 84
ProductlvltyeRoal Output (71*)/E»plou««

75 78 77 78 79 8071 72 73 74

rroducu v i ty kqi i o
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity

Wood Industries

CD
 .Pe
rç
an
t



I
40 10

6-"JB-

0.003
84

2.52.6

1.3—’L3T

% 0.91.0

t

Unit Incut Costs
Ncainal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Furniture k Fixture Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals
Le. (L Jah) Sri. (Dh) Total (Lima

Serials, Lear ad Tests (Dot)

8 28

P1 
g 82

Cn. Input Totals
Là. (I Bash) Mt. (Dash) Total (Lima) 

itariais, Lar and Teas (Dt)

U.S. Irçuts
Teas Him) 

K (Dt) ege.lDh)

Cm. Inputs 
Teas dim) 

In. (Dot) DBpr.Htit)

/ 
/ 

/

/

/
/
i /

q=o -"*-

1—I—I—I——1—i
A22 7477 928

56 7 72 7476» 7 74 76 78

-1
I i i I 7 
29 29r

1—r

0.00 T—i—i—I—i
70 72 74 7 a

I



.10.10

1

I
.05.05—I

I
wp

I $ 0.000.00

I
2.302.30

4

1.45-*1.45

I
I

0.00
I

4

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Furniture 4 Fixture Industries
Exchange Rate Adjusted

/

/

/

I
t

1/—
/ /

Can. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Loor and Texes (Dot )

U.S. Input Totals
lob. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Lire) 

Materials, Lobar and Taxes (Dot)

7072 74 76 78 8 82 84

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Deçr.(Dash)

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

i i I r
78 80 82 8470 72 74 76

I I I Illi 
70727476 78 80 82 84

0.001—i—I—I—I—i—i—r

70 72 74 76 78 80 82 8
57

I



I
130

I
20 -

0— I
I0-

Motas CA. cost adyankage belos 0 line, U.S. cast xyetage cave 0 line

120

I
10— I
07

%

-40—

I
!

-20

s

c 
9 
U
L

0.

al 
c

0
L
•

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Ldbar and Taxes (Cat)

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Snout Unit Costs 
Furniture 4 Fixture Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Liar and Tees (Ooi)

1971 1972 1973 1974

tote: can. ost ofvontoge belo 0 line, U.S. cost odvontoge dove 0 Be 
sg

‘ 1

i I
1979 1990

I J

I I ■
1982 1983 121

I
I I " I - 

1982 1983 1989

:____ i_____ i_____ i_____ :_____ !—
I 1 i 1 I ' I ' '

1974 1975 1976 1277 1978 1373 1090
-lol—1- - - - - - —

1971 1972 1973

I



80

75

2
70

65

O. 
un)

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Furniture A Fixture Industries

60-1—P—I—I—I—I—I—I I I I I I
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Productivily=Real Output (719)Eaplogeo

85



I
I
I

.3 .3

2- 22

1-1"

3.103.40

1
I
I1.55—1.5-

I

.0.03

t

\
\

IML

/

Unit Input Costs

Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 
Paper k Allied Industries 

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals
Le. IL Oah) M. (M) Total (U

Earitis, Lear and Tes (DiJ

Can. Ingot Totals
Ls. (I ah) I. (Dah) Tata (Lima) 

"tariais, Labar a Tees (DeiJ

0.07
7

U.S. huts •
Tees (Lima)

It. (Dat) Der.lBwch)

—I—1—I—f—I—i—h
A022747 7 929

11 i—i—I——
322 247 Z 2 *

1—I—i—I—I—I—— 0.0
22 747 78 8 2 8

Can. Inputs
Ta (Lima) 

hi. (Dat) Dugp.IDuch)

0.001—i—i—i—I—i—I—I—
70 72 74 7 7 80 8 M | 

so

4

I



I
I
I

.3.3I
I 2—.2—

I 1—1-

10.0 0.0I
I

3.43.4

I

L7-

I
I
I I 0.00.0

61I

/
4,

$

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Paper k Allied Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

S—I
84

A

\

U.S. input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mai. (Dash) Total (Lire) 

Materials, Labar and Taxes (Oct)

to. Input Totals
Lab. (L Oashl Kat. (Das) Total (Line)

Materials, Liar and Taxes (Dot)

70 72

TO 72 74
—!—I—I—i—P
70 71 74 76 78 80

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dat) Qepr.(Dash)

t—T
82 84

I- I- 1"b
76 78 80 82

to. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

—i—1—I—i
70 72 74 76 73

l---L‘-- !--- —
i I i i i r
74 76 78 80 82 84

i—I—F
80 82 84

I



1
!I

I*«.

I
I

I ;

;

I
ti—t- - - - i- - - - - i- - - - i- - - - !- - - - 1- - - - - i- - - - i- - - - i i r - i i

1371 1272 1373 127‘ 1275 1375 1377 1278 1373 1280 1381 12S2 1283 1SS|

;tuw:* ùist GGVG1>lÇ5 CfiiCl 0 ilHê. il,S, CSi

Exchange Rate Adjusted 
Total (line) Materials, Ldxxr and Taxe (Dot)

» dvcicge cove 0 I iI0

Il Difference betiesn Canada and ü.S. Input Unit Casts
Paper 1 fil lied Industries

Pre-Excrrenge Rata ndjustad 
Total (Line) Materials, liar cd Tces (DcU

I

iiiiL
Z13S

r£1 II-20 iiiiii
1371 1272 1S73 1274 1275 1375 1277 1578 1370 1230 1281 1382 1383

fete* Ci. osi advantage he ici 0 line, Ü.S. est montage above 0 l|e

V

t

I*

*

\V
V
*v

h

♦ii#

L*L»I44I41

4I1II

O

R
g?

pé
rc

«n
 i»

B
B

1 u»n*J#d



Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity

Paper à Allied Industries
105

100--

O
vO

95“

90—

85
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Productivlty°ReaI (Xitput (7i#)^E*sploy««

Pe
rc
en
t



I
I8

.2 .2

1"* d-

2

8.0 9.0

Ling

14 14

—l
I15-’ 15-*

-I
J- ST

I
0.00.0

64 I

I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Printing 1 Publishing
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

C. Input Totals
Leb. a M) Mat. (M) Total (Lina) 

Etarials, Lear ad Tses (Dat)

U.S. Input Totals
Le. a Daa) m. (Leh) Total ( 

Ekæpicis, Lear ad Tess (Dt)

:l

Cd. Inputs
Tew (Lire) 

». (Bi) Dudash)

—Mi—I—I—I—I—r
70 71 74 z 7 38 Q 8

U.S. Inputs 
Te*(U*)

Eat. (M) bprilkma)

10*1071----- i
AZ747 7 9 2

—i—i—i—I—t—i—lg 
70227772 al

I



I

I
!

.2.2

I
I
I 1—.1

I
I

11 0.00.0
I 84 82

I
3.10

I
$

I 1.55 -1.55—

I
I

0.000.00

65I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Printing t Publishing 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

/
4

I

84

Con. Input Totals
. Lz. (L Dash ) Nat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Lar and Taxes (Dei)

U.S. Input Totals
Lid. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Lire) 

Materials, Lar and Taxes (Det)

82 84

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

U.S. Incuts
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dat) Dear.(Dash)

70 72 74 76 78 80

 1-- !-- !-- 1-- i-- 1---— I i-- I-- i-- I-- i-- i-- r
70 72 74 78 78 80 82 84

- .J ____ !---- [----- 1------ !—i i I i I r
70 72 74 76 78 . 80 82

—I—I—I—I—P
TO 72 74 76 78 80

g 3.10

I



I
t

5—

I
20

I
0—

I

10

1

Ï

Mote: can. cos odvcntoge belov 0 line, U.S. cast ozrontoge dave 0 B
6 a

% Difference betreen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs
Printing à Publishing

Pre-Exchenge Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lear and Texes (Dot}

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (line) Aerials, Labar and Taxes (Bot)

c
a
L
2 -2 -

I
1 

I
I
1

I
X

1
I !--  I 
4

tote: Cdn. cssi odvontoge belov Q line, U.S. est odvontoge dove ° g

“40 I
1271

- 1-- f
1984 1932

t ' •
I . I I

1973 4574 1975
i i i i 1

1976 1977 1978 1973

i i [ I I I I I i 
1971 1972 1973 1874 1975 1975 19/7 1978 1973 1980

1
%

X 

I
; f I

1982 1983 194

c
Ü

2 0-

I



85

80

O.

75

70

65

Productivity Katio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Printing à Publishing

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Productivity=Real Output (71% Emplogee

90



/
/

/
/ia /

/

y *
é*

U.S. Input Tétais ' |
Là. (L M) 55t. IM) Tfid (Lia) 

Bàaritk. làacr @rf Tas (Bai) S

Cà. Input Tétais
Là. il M) te. {MJ Tstai (Us) 

âstffiflls, Làs? ed Tes (Dsi)

1Unit Incut Costs
Hcsirsal Collars per mit of Real (71$) Output 

Priwy fetal Industries 
Pre-£xdian§e Rate Adjusted

I

I
U.l InputsCà. Inputs 

Te* (Us) ITi (Urn)

•i

sc

»S3tite
i

-V
itim

«C
*

sc

»

'x
 \

%
X

ftft

X
V

%lI
X

ft*

ti

i»
\

te
\

\%
%

x
\

X«
-v

j

ft« -t9

tire
t

6=
»as*

* T

\

«»

. a

»

/

è
\

%

ES
 1

\

I«
\ ^

ad
 T

xN
X

ti“
T

rI*

te

til

s

O
u

r-
O

n

St
 ~

I

/
I»

X

II

%t%

\
»t

4-»

V

N

vc
ti 

“T

X
ftft

ft

\

ftft

ti 
T

\

\

ft

\
4

— r
—

\

X
tit

1*

ti

I

» a
r



I
I

I
.3.3

I
I .2—

I
171*

0.0- 0.0

I
I

3.53.5

I 2.8 T2.8—

2.1 -2.1 -

I 1.4—1.4

I 77—

0.00.0I
I 69

(t 
h

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Primary Metal Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

/r •
/

Can. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Hat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dah) Hat. (Dah) Total (Line)

Mataricis, Lar and Taxes (Dot)

82 84
- 1 1 1 1- P
7072 74 76 78 80

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Degr.(Dash)

■ U.S. Inputs 
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dsh)

—1—1—i—I—i—I—P
7072 74 76 78 8 82 8

2—

------ 1------ 1------u,—u------ 1------ :--------

A727476 788022 8
—i—i—t—i—r—1—P
7072 7476 78 8 22 84

I



I
4120

I
I10 —

I
0— I

1

I
10

I
0—

I
I

I

-

I

10

C 
• 
0 
C 
• 

0.

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Lire) Materials, Labour and Taxes (Cat)

% Difference betieen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Primary Metal Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Loaur and Taxes (Dat)

Role: chn. cast azvantage beios 0 line, U.S. cost advantage dove °B

*te: ch. cast thotove belai ° line, U.S. F odigl99e serve 0 I

I i i i i i 
1971 1972 1973 174 1975 1976 1977

d-------
1971

C
a
L
? -0 -

I i 1
1972 1973 1974 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 191 192 193 *

I
—i—P—I—I——
17 1373 1980 is 1982- 193 18

/ .

I



74

72

70

68

66

64

62

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Primary Metal Industries

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Productivity-Real Output (719)/Euployeo

76



I
I
I
1.2.2

I
I

IT id

I
0

as”

0.0 0.6

2.8 2.8

7

- J1.4* L4-

I.777=

6.09.0

72 I

I 
i

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Metal Fabricating Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

/ 
/

U.S. Input Totals
La. (L t=al k. (Bea) Tata C 

Strids, Lear ad Teas (St)

7 72 74 7 a 8 0 ad

U.S. Inputs 
le (Lira) 

M. (D) ^.IW)

I 1 t - h ”f I f - 
n 7 74 SA *2#

Can. Input Totals
Lé. (L Ml ■ k. (M) Total (U*J

Satriflis, Làmr a Tees (Dat)

Ci. Irouts
Tee (Li*)

Lut. (M) Cupr.lDma)

—I
I

-——HI 
22747728

1



I
I
I

.2 .2I
I
I .it .it

I
I

0.00.0I
I
I 3.23.2

I 2.4—2.4*

I
1.6— 1.8

I
.8 -.stI

I L0.00.0

I 73

/ 
/ 

/

✓ /

Unit Input Costs 
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Metal Fabricating Industries 
' Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals 
Lt. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lear and Tees (Dot )

Can. Input Totals
Lad. IL Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

82 84

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Jepr.(Dash)

t—1--- i--- 1---- 1”1--- 1----F
70 72 74 75 78 80 82 84

----1--- 1--- i---- 1--- P
70 72 74 76 78 80

I i i i — —i----- 1- 
70/72 74 76 78 80 82.84

U.S. Inputs 
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dat) Deer.(Dash)

—I—I—I—I—I—i—7
7072 74 76 78 80 82 84

1



I

I2

40 -

0— 1

-10—

I
10

I

I0—

t

-AT

C 
• 
0 
L

<L

I

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Metal Fabricating Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, labor and Taxes (Doi )

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lœar and Taxes (Dot)

1975 1976 1977 1978

Note: con. cast ozvankoge belo 0 line, U.S. cast odvantoge dave 8

a

20,—
1371

|— 

: 198

I 

\ I

I
1

1383 I

*te: ch. os advaitoge beta 0 line. U.S. cost dioloe doe

f J I
I I I

1971 19/2 1973 1974

I 

_________ I
I 1 1 1

1981 122 193 4

c
2
! -ID-

J------------ ‘
1 I

I i I i i 1
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1377

%

\

I



Productivity Rat Io
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Metal Fabricating Industries_________ _
90

85

80- m
h-

75

70

.65-1
80 81 82 83 84

Product I vllu=R«al Output (71*VEeplou«
75 76 77 78 7971 72 73 74

Pe
rc
en
t



I
I
I
I.2.2
I
I
I1**1"”

Iess

u

2.424

15-18—

2—2s"

u-8.8
76

/ 
/ 

/

Unit Input Costs
Hcsinal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Machinery Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

Co. Inputs
Tee (Lim).

It. (M) hey.

.0

I
z w|

Can. tari Totals
La. (I *l E. (Be) Tekal (Lim)

Kriili, l^a? to Ten (bi)

322747822%

U.S. Input Totals g
Là. a à) Est. (Mi) Teis aJI 

ldzries, Lhs, e Tea (hm) . 
---- ------1

U.S. Ircuts
Te*(U*)

Et. (2) lyJM)

—I—f—i—I——1—- 
nnrnAEN

! • « me)
-181 Fl—P—F

a 72 74 7 7 S

51:8 
V I

t—i—I—M—I—I—F
A 72 74 78. 7 1 2 $

J, I

I



Cdn. Input Totals
Lob. (L Qcsh) Mat. (Oesh) Total {Line) 

Materials, Laooir <rd fares (Dot)

i!
70 72 74 75 78 80 82 84

U.S. Input Totals
Lcb. (L Oosn) Hat.' (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Labor and Taxes (Dot)

/
/z

--- r ~* T - ~ ItI I
70 72 74 75 78 80 82 84

82 84

.1
/

/\ /
ii

Unit input Costs
tainal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Machinery Industries 
" Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Inputs 
faces (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)
Cdn. Inputs
fares (Line)

Ini. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

^ - x
t\

tx
/XX '

V
t

\/z ~J /V/

ii

GO
O

OOro
oo

83424
o

—I

$&_ s

OO

__ 
r^-

-L fei>
:

aa

L

K>N>

CO

I-
Ni

(
t

t%

\\

\
\

\

\
\

t

\

\
\

V
s'

\

I%%

4
I

H*
-<M



I
ISU

I
40—

I0

P
-20

40

20

07

!

I

I
A I

i
;

1 
I

/ 
/ 

/

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Matariais, labor and Taxes (Dot)

c • 
0
C 3
A

% Difference belreen Canada and U.S. Incut Unit. Costs
Machinery Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Liar and Taxes (Dat)

Mole: Can. cost avantage belos 0 line, U.S. cost ovankage cave
73

tote: Chn. ost odvontoge zelov 0 tine, U.S. ext wantage dove 0 8

44

I

1 i t 
194/1982 193

I 1

/ I
1

I
r i i । i "

1978 1973 1980 1981 1982 1983 10

6 20
0
C

a.

201 i i i i i i
19711972 19/3 1974 1975 1976 1977

1 I t

1972 1973
T 1 I 

1574 4975 1975 1377

I



100

95

90
a»

85a.

80

75

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Machinery Industries

70—1------1111j1111111------ 1------

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
ProduciivitymReal Output (71%)Employee

105



I
I
I.70.70

I
I
I.35—.35—

I
I

P

0.00

2.7 2.7

1.8—1.3 —

I
979. / I

0.00.0

80

I
I

U.S. Input Totals " 
tarials (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lar and Taxes (Dat)

Can. Inputs 
Lear (Line) Texes (Dat)

U.S. Inputs 
Lour (Line) Taxes (Dat)

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Transportation Equipment Industries 
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

«I 
Ï

iili
75 78 80 82

0.00—T*T 
70 72 74

- 1-- i- 1- i--—f)
2072 74 76 78 8 82 84

iiil1i* 
"7377/88“

70 71 74 76 78 80 22 84

Can. Input Totals 
Atærials (Dash) Total (Line)

Mutarials, Lour and Taxes (Dot)

I



I
I 1

I .8.8

I 6—.67

I
4**4**

I .2-.2-

I 0.00.0

I

3.43.4!
I

1.7-*1.7 -

I
I

8.0I
I

/•

Can. Inputs
Labour (Line) Teres (Dot)

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Transportation Equipment Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Inputs
Lobar (Lire) Tees (Dot)

a 82 84—P1—i—F
7 72 74 7E 78

00 22 74 76 78 80 82 84

Can. Input Totals
Materials (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lar and Tares (Doi)

KFmTTd—---F
0072 74 7 78 80 82 8

U.S. Input Totals
Bterials (Dah) Total (Line)

Materials, Labour and Toss (Dot)

0.01—i—I—I—I—I—i—h
7072 7476 78 80 22 8

81

I



140

It

I
I

G-

I
3

I

0—

I

-2

I

I
I

c

L

Q.

1 
I

4 
C
•
U
L
•

Mote- Can. cost otvantone below 0 line, U.S. ex advantage dove 0 8

ate cn. cost cdrantege zelcr " line, U.S. ost odiontoge CyQxa 0

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

1 
I

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Transportation Equipment Industries

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Une) Materials, Lacar and Taxes (3cU

201----
1974

20]

I
I 

2’2

____!____ !_____ !---- !---- i---- !----- !---- 
I_I_____I---- I---- I---- I-----I

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1975 1977 1978
I 

1994 1982

—i-- 1-- i-- i-- i-- i-- i-- i-- i-- 1-- 1
1972 4573 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1573 1980 1221 1982

I



100

90

a.
80

70

m 
co

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Transportation Equipment Industries

60 IJI1I------ 1-------J------ 1------ 1------ 1------ 1------ 1------ J------
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Productivity-Real Output (719)/Esployes

110



I
I

.22

I1""

I

u8.8

2.2

• »

I
I

0.3u
84

I

.1
I

Unit Irput Costs
Ncainal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Electrical Products Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

Ca. lapais
• Tee (Lime) 

M. (Ml Ba.

U.S. Ire Totals
La. II Baal St. Ml Total (

Bbeide, Lehap a Tew (S)

I i 
7774

Taxes (Liml 
bi. (Ml tr.(bmal

- 7 7 - - 1 C N
——I——+ 
"753*5*

1 :*t--t-1-1‘1*
a 72 74S ASE#

Can. lapai Totals
L*. IL Ml M. (Ml Total (Um) 

fair ids, Lear m Tae (But)

I 
/I

I



7Q72 74 7S 78 80 82 84I
I

i
70 72 74 75 . 78 80 82 84

i
70 72 74 7S788082W

85

U.S. Input Mais
Lab. (L Dash) flat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Kaierials, Lehar <nd Teces (Dot)
Cdn. Input Totals

Li. IL Dosh) flat. (Dash) Total (Line) 
Hoteriais. Labotr and Taxes (Dot)

/

/✓ s /
' y

/

/
/

t

f
t

/
/

I i

r
(1

y/y
yf

ii

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars pen unit of Real (71$) Output 

Electrical Products Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Inputs
Taxas (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dc^)
Cdn. Inputs
Teres (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depp.(Dash)

C3

ao _
 ob« 
-

&34
 ~

34*v
l34

oo
in

o

«

U1
ui

o

!

K>K>



I
I

40

I
-820

IAP,

I0—

I
-20

1982

Mota: Con. cost oyontoge belas 0 line, U.S. cost advantage dove

I
5 I
0-

%

I
X-10

I
I

/ 
/

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Electrical Products Industries

c
u
(
0

0,

Nate: Can. cast avantage belts 0 line, U.S. asi advantage cave 0
36

/

/
(

/

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Mtarials, Lar ad Taxes (Got)

V

/ 1
‘ 1

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lear and Taxes (Cat)

0!|

/ 
/

• /
1 •

1979130 199

1974 1575 1876 1

/ \ I

i

I I
I I

1971 1972 (973

_____ !--------- !----------- 1---------- :---------- 1---------- 1---------- l
1 i I I I I I

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 (976 1977

i I i i 8
1980 1281 1982 1933 19

C
a
: -5-

J------------‘

I



Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity las a X of U.S. Productivity 

Electrical Products Industries

96-'

94-

92- r-oo

90

88

86—

78 79 80 81 82 83
Productlvlty°R«al Output (71$)/Ewploy*e

71 72 73 74 75 76 77

Pe
rç

an
t



i
i
1.3 .3

.2.2 I
I1-1,

0.00.0

33*

I
I2—2-

1- I1

I

I 
i

I
84

) 
/

:
4

/
•

/ /

Unit Input Cosis
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Non-Metalic Mineral Products Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate fid justed

_ 7 

t

Can. Input Totals
Lb. IL Dosh) Mt. (kh) Total (Line) 

Matericis, Lar ad Texes (Dot)

0 
‘70 78 8 82 84

U.S. Input Totals
Lb. (L Oesh) %t. (Ash) Total (Li 

Materials, Lar and Tores (Cat)

Tots (Line)
Int. (Dat) Dear.(Dash)

Can. Incuts
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Qepr./Uksh)

1—I—I
72 74 76

--- i--- i--- 111--- I
A0 22 74 76 78 8 2 8

- " I
————i—i——
7 74 75 78 80 82 6970

88

—I

70 72 74 76 7 80 82

i



I
I
I

.3.3*I
I

.2-.2-

I
171

I
0.0I

I
I 3.5

2.8 —2.8-

I 2.172.1—

1.4°1.4—

? —7 —

0.0

84

/

/

Unit Input.Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Non-Metaltc Mineral Products Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

3.5

U.S. Inout Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Pat. (Dshl Toiai (Line) 

Materials, Lear and Taxes (Dot)

Cdn. Input Totals
Lad. (L Dash) Mat. (Dah) Total (Line) 

Matericis, Labour and Taxes (Dot)

82 84 76 78 80
I “f—T——r

70 72 74 76 78 80

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Ini. (Dat) Depr.(Desh)

Cdn. Inputs
Texes (Lire) 

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dcsh)

72 74
0.07

TO 
89

0.0—
70

1____ L_
I . I
82 84

i I i i i r
70 72 74 76 78 80 82

!- - - - - 1- - - - - - 11j- - - - - - 1--------—1 1 I I I i r
72 74 76 78 80 • 82 84

I



I
I

20 I
0

I
0—

I
-10 - I
-2

I
110

0—

I

-30

I90

v

I Difference betreen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Non-Metal ic Mineral Products Industries

c 
I a

CL '

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (line) Mtariais, Lar and Taxes (Dei)

Pre-Exchcge Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Labair and Taxes (Dot)

__ |-- 1-- 1-
1971 1972 1973 1374

1 1

1975 1377 1978 1373 1980

■I

I

1371 107 1373 .1374 137

Water ch. cast avantage belcr 0 line, U.S. est avantage toe 0 ill

i-- i-- i-- i-- 1-- 1-- i-- i-- i--+
6A 496 "97 WR 9 9 * 82 1983 “g

Mota: Can. cost advantage below Q line, U.S. cast aivanioge cave 0 I in

1- r——I
1982 1983 1384

o 
L 
6
L

-2 -

I



104

102
•f o>

(h.

100

98

96

Product I vilymReal Output (719 /Employes

Productivity Kat/o
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Non-MetalIc Mineral Products Industries

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

106



I

.4A

.3 73 - /

.2-.2-

1”1-

r

I
I

8.5 8.5

6.8 -6.8 -

5.1 -51

3.4-*3.4 S2

1.7 -1.7—

I

0.0

Cdn. Incut Totals
Materials (Cash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lar and Texas (Cat)

U.S. Inputs
Lear (Line) Tees (Dot)

Con. Inputs
Lar (Line) Taxes (Dot)

Unit Incut Costs ■
Hominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Petroleum i Coal Products Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

/ /

/ /p •

6 .

70 72

I 1
1 1

82 84
0.01

70

0.0 T
a

92

!--------- 1_______ :_____ i--------- i---------- 1 । ~1 i i I i I i i
72 74 76 78 80 82 84 |

0.0 । । i ।
70 72 7 4 76

—i—i—M—i—- 
! 74 76 78 80 82 84

U.S. Input Totals
Materials (Dehl Total (Line) 

toerials, Lar and Ices (Dei)

t—i—i—i—i—r
74 78 78 80 82 84

1
I '

I 
t,

i
I

s
i

i
/

I

:---—
! I
78 80

I



7072 74 78 78 80 82 84
93

70 72 74 78 78 80 82 84

70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84
I i

70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84

U

5.1

6.8

-v

r \ '7 \

<!
7V

/
V

J

//
//
V

7
7

//
t's

,j<V

i
1!II

to. input Totals 
Salariais (Ctii) Total (Life) 

Salariais, Labor aid Tœcbs (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals 
Salariais (Dash) Total (Line) 

Salariais, Liar aid Tees (Dot)

9

?
\l

t
\I
\i
\t
\I

S

?

/
/

/
/

/
/%

I ' /
I v'

I

I
i
i

t
t

t
t

/

r

Unit Input Costs
Nosinal Dollars per unit of Real (?i$) Output 

Petroleum i Coal Products Industries 
Exchcmge Rate Adjusted

C*. Inputs
Labor (Line) T®es (Dot)

U.S. Inputs
Liar (Line) faces (Dot)

o

o
<A

>

09

i
or

»

o
tn

co

K
)

CO

N
>

CO



I
40

. 20—

0—

1

I
40 I
20 —

0—

%,

-2—

I

4 
e

C 
$ 
u 
C

I

I i
I

c

L
a.

t

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lear and Taes (Dail

% Difference betreen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Petroleum 1 Coal Products Industries

L

I

Note: Can. cost advantage bel ci 0 line, U.S. cst avantage cove 0 li
94

t

T

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lear and Taes (Cot)

/

/
jo
j!7

I 
19833 1984

——t 
1983 1934

1978 1979 198 1981 1982

L

7

1973 1574 1975 1976 1977

Note: Cdn. cost odvantoge bela 0 line, U.S. cost odvantoge dave 0 ling

1 i i 1 i i i i I i i !”

(971 1872 173 1974 1975 1975 1977 1973 173 1990 19 1

t____________ f207- - - - - - r
1974

I



75

70

65
6”

60Q.

55

50

45

M‘%

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Petroleum A Coal Products Industries

I I I II I I I I I 
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

Product I vlly=Real Output (719)Esployee

80



I

I
.2.2

I

1—.17

I
! 0.0
72

Materials, Lar and (axes (Dntl
I3.403.10

I/

1.5 —1.5—

I
!0.00

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Chemical k Chemical Products Industries
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

0.01
70

Can. Input Totals
. ksh) Mat. (Dh) Total (Line) 
Mierials, Lar a Taxes (Got)

Can. Inputs
Texes (Line) 

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

U.S. Inputs
Toss (Lina)

Int. (Dot) Degr.(Ocsh)

——i—I—i—i—r— 
a 2 74 n a 2 #I

U.S. Input Totals •
Là. (L ash) Mt. (Osh) Total (Lind

2 1 1 I 1 1
1 i I " I I
74 • 76 78 a 82 84

d.o--
70

—I 
22 84

I
0022747 8

96

i—I—M—I—fi
72 74 A 78 a 82 84

I



I
I
I .3.3

I
2.2I

iI
1"1—

I are •

I 0.00.0

3.43.4

I /
I

1.7 -17—

I
I

t0.0
I

Unit Inout Costs *
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Chemical k Chemical Products Industries 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals
Ld. (LDah) tai. (Ocshl Total (Line)

Materials, Lobar and Taxes (Dot)

80 82 84

Cdn. Input Totals
Lob. (L Desh) %at. (Bah) Total (Line)

Materials, Lar and Teres (Dot)

U.S. Inputs
Teres (Line)

Inf. (Dat) Depr.(Dash)

Cdn. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Deçr.(Dash)

—i—i—i—1
70 TL. 74 76 78

o.oi—i—i—I—r
70 72 74 76 78

97

—I—i—1/—i—k
70 72 74 7 78 8 82 84

J----- 1------—1 Î r
80 82 84

7072 7478 78 80 82 84

I



I
I

3]

20]

10 —

I
0—

121-10

0

I
I

-20 I

7g I

10

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lear and Taes (Oat)

3 

C

•

J

•

1.

Yata: Can. cst advantage bélor 0 line, U.S. cs advantage cbave 0 il

c
0
2 -40

i
1975

________ ‘ ‘

1974 1922 1973 1974 19/3 19/6 19/7

Mote: Con. est avantage bel<n 0 line, U.S. cost afrantoce cove 0 iff

----- 1
AI 

I

1977 1379
----11---

1971 1972 1973 1974

% Différence between Canada and U.S. Incut Unit Costs 
Chemical i Chemical Products Industries

Pre-Exchang Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lour and Taes (Dot )

1———i—i—Pg 
1979 1930 194 1982 1993 1984

I 1

i n
1981 ■ 11872 1873

!----- L
I I

I



70

68

66

64Q.

62

60

58

Ch
C1

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Chemical & Chemical Products Industries

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 

Productlvlty*Real Output (Pit Employee

72



I
I
I

.2.2 I
I
I.1—4 -ho

0.0

3.43.4

I
I1.7—1.7 —

72

I

/ / 
/ 

/ 
•

t

i

Cdn. Inputs
Toxas (Line) 

hi. (Dot) ler.

Unit Input Casts
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Iron and Steel
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

I

/
. / < 

t

/ 1 
t

/
/

0.0—
. 70

Cdn. [rout Totals
Lb. (LOsh) %i. (Dsn) Total (Una) 

‘ntaials, Lar and Tares (Dot)

70 72

• /—- _

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dat) Der.lOkh)

0.0 T—I—r
70 72 74

o.o —
70

100. -

L -1-----1----------1-------- 1--------I--------*i i i I i i r
727478 78 80 22 8

U.S. Input Totals |
Lab. (LM) %i. (Och) Total (Line)

Mmtarials, Lwour and Taxes (Dot) •

1 i i i i 1
74 7678 80 22 84 ■

!--------1------- !-------- !--------- I—1 l i I I
7 73 80 . 82 84

i- - - - 1- - - 1- - - - i is
74 76 73 80 92 84 •

I



I
I
I

.3.3

I
.2—*2TI I

I
1-1

I
! 0.00.0
76I

I
4.104.10

I 2.55=2:05 —

I
I

10.00

I
I

a

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Iron and Steel
Exchange Rate Adjusted

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Oh) Mat. (Dashl Total (Line)

Materials, Lbar and Taxes (Dot)

72 74 76 7880

to. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

"to. Input Totals
Lab. (L Gash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials. Labour and Taxes (Dot)

i—I—I—F
7880 82 84

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Doti Depr.(Dash)

- - - - 1- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - F
70/72 7476 78 8 82 8

J- - - - - —
I I
82 84

0.001
70 

101

—1—r
70 72 74

—I—I—I—I—I—I—P
70.72 74 76 78 8082 84

I



flii f t-23- i iTi i i
1571 1972 1273 1274 1275 1S7S 1577 1273 1283 1581 1282 1283 1284 

__&ta! Cii. cas% «frottage be loi Q line, (j.S. est ocvcnioge dsove 0 I

Exchange Rats Bd justed
Total (Line) Materials, labor oxj ïœes (Oot)

!
I

i13

/X fl

X
\

flx
x

>
X-ID” . .** x

I/
%*»y

y
X

s

I
• « ^ ^ é

-23-

II Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs
Iran and Steel

Pre-Extixnge Rate Bd justed 
Total dire} Hater ici$, Labor <7>d foes (Cat}

I

I
23

I

Jt-30 T li T i
1271 1572 1273 1274 1375 1278 1277 1378 1273 1333 .1231 1282 1283 1^|

Ilote: Cài. est montage be loi 0 line, U.S. cast œt/œùçb ±ove 0 ürIZO 2/

L.
M»
.

O

P«
ro

«n
i

0t$9

tI9

flI1II

*I*1

t

%♦It1t

O
O

fc
S

T*

pe
rc

un
t



!

98

96

94

92a.

90

88

86

ProductlvityReal Output (710)/Employee

mh 
Q.

Productivity Kat io
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Iron and Steel

I 
|

71 72. 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 62 83 84

100—



I
I

.2 .2

I
I1 1—

I
.0.0 -

2.22.2

Li- 117

0.0

/ 

/

s

/
/

•

Unit Incut Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Synthetic Textiles
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

I
iI

1
-1

1

Cai. Input Totals
Lb. (L M) %t. (Osh) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lor and Taxes (Dot )

U.S. Irait Totals •
La. (L Osh) *t. (Oh) Total (Unai

Matariais, Lr and !®2S (Dût )

Can. Incuts : 
Taxes (Lire)

Ink. (Dat) Deçr.(Desh)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Lire) 

Int. (Dat) Oct. (Dash)

—I—I—P—I—I—F
7072 Z4 75 7 982 9

—- I - I i i i i ‘
n 7 74 7 7 8 2 * I

0.01—I—7

10470 72 74
i—I—I—i——I 
76 78 30 82 84

0.0”—I—r nofimki" t
70 72 7 4 76 78 80 : 82 84

I



I

.5.3I
I

I 1

.2-2—

I t

1 -1—

I
0.00.0I

I
2.32.8

2.12.1-

I
1.4—1.4-

I
7 T7-I

I 0.00.0

105

I
84

1

Unit Input Costs 
Nominal Dollars per. unit of Real (71$) Output 

Synthetic Textiles
Exchange Rate Adjusted

i

1

I 
t 

i

!

|

78 80 82

Cdn. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mat. (Dash) Total (Lire) 

Materials, Lar and Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dosh) hat. (Dash) Total (Lire) 

Maiariais, Lar and Taxes (Dot)

1

L -

I I i i i i r
A0/72 74 76 78 8 82 84

Cdn. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

- 1
70 72 74 78

U.S. Inputs 
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

tend 1—i—
7072 A4 76 78 80 82 84

till i i r
70 71. 74 76 78 80 82 84

I



I
I

20 I

0— %

I
I
I

-40
193

120

I
0 — * I

I
20

I

1977 1979 1980

%

Mote: Con. cst ovanioge belos 0 line, U.S. ast aiventoge toe 0 lir

- - - - - - 1- - - - -  
1974 1972

I

1978

C 
• 
U 
C 
• 

1.

1975

HI
1994

1
1982

I
1976

I Difference betreen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Casts 
Synthetic Textiles

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Ltor and Tees (Cat)

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Materials, Lear and Taxes (Dat)

1973 1974

: advantage toe 0 iH

al 
c 
e

-
2 -20 -

Mate: Con. cost advantage beici 0 lire, U.S.

—i---- i------1----- i----- 1----- !----- i----- 1-----r—i----- i—
194 1972 19/3 1974 1975 1976 197 1978 1979 1980 19 1882

I



120

110

O

D.

100

90

Productivity Ratlo
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Synthetic Textiles

80.—I—I—I—I——rn—I—I I—I I
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

ProductivitypReal Output (71%)/Emplogse

130



I
I

10 1.0

I

I. .5 -.5"

I
I

3.33.3

I2.2 — 2.2 -

I
I

0.0

I

U.S. Inputs • 
Lear (Lire) Tees (Dot)

Can. Inputs 
Lahar (Lire) Twes (Dot)

0.d—
70

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (714) Output 

Motor Vehicles Parts and Accessories
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

82. 8 I

0.6—
70

80.22 64
1—I—I—h
74 77 80

1- - - - 1- 1- - - - - —=1/1111
72 74 75 78 80 82 84

Can. Input Totals
Materials (Dash) Total (Lire)

Mtarials, Lar and Tores (Dat)

—I—i—I—F
70 72 74 76 78

0.07—b
7 72

108

F5fT— I
72 74 7 78 8 82 8

U.S. Input Totals I
Yatarials (Dsh) Total (Lire)
Materials, Lar end Tæes (Dot) I

I



I
I
I
I 1.21.2

I
I .87.8-

I
I .4-.4-

0.00.0I
I

4.24.2

I
2.82.8 -I

I 1.4 —1.47

I
I I 0.00.0

109I

U.S. Inputs 
Lar (Line) Tees (Dot)

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Motor Vehicles Parts and Accessories 
Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Inputs 
Lar (Lire) Taxes (Dot)

• -|

70 72 74 76 78

/•

/
je

It

/

1- -I—h
80 82 84

M—i—i—I—rr^r 
70 72 74 75 78 80 82 8*

Can. Input Totals 
Mater lals (Dh) Total (Line)

Materials, Lear and Tess (Dot)

1-1///TT—i—F
70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84

U.S. Input Totals
Matarials (Dash) Total (Line)

Hatarials, Liar and Taxes (Dot)

—I—I—I—Pt—1—F 
70727476 78 80 22 8

I



I
I

0
I
I
I
I
I

1

I
0 I

I
-30—

I
I(0 -

I
I

J / c I

a 
L $ 
a.

Rote- ch. est aiventoge below G line, U.S. est ahvantage dbeve 0 4

I 
1976 1977

Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Batarials, Lebaur and Taxes (Dot)

% Difference between Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs 
Motor Vehicles Parts and Accessories

Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted
Total (Line) Aerials, Lear and Taxes (Cot)

i i

1571 1572

j----- ‘
i i

1374

$ -5- 
a

a.

Hota: Con. cast advaniage belor 0 line, U.S. cast advantage cave 0 I
---- 1----- i----- 1----- i----

1973 1574 1975 1976 1577
-100------r

1971 1

!---- 1_____!____ !---- !---- LI I I I I I
1978 1979 1980 1991 1282 ■

---- 1---- 1---- !---- 1

1978 19/3 190 19 1992 1983 199

I



82 83 8471 72 73 74 75 7G 77 78 79 80
ProductIvItucReal Output ( 710 )/E*ployee

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a % of U.S. Productivity 

Motor Vehicles Parts and Accessories
150

140-

130

120-

HO

100

90

80

70

CD 
-

I

i

11
1



I
I
I

.3 .3

.2—27

A I4 —17

L I0.0

3.3

I
I2.2—

I/

Ll-r

0.0

U.S. Inputs 
Toves (Lire) I

!

3.3

foul a

Pulp and Paper 
Pre-Exchange Rate Adjusted

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

/

I

i
I
I •
/.

y «

/

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output

Int. (Dot) Jepr.Desh)

U.S. Input Totals
Lx. (L sh) to. (Dash)

1

u-

78 a a 82

Int. (Dot) ler.lDos)

— - :---- 1--- f---- 1--- I--- 1--- —I 1 I I I I I
7022 747 78 9 82 8

j--- 1—
I 1

82 84
—i—I—P
70 72 74 76

- I
i 

,I

Can. Input Totals .
Là. (L Och) to. (M) Total (Line)

Mutariais, Lar and Texes (Dot) "teridls, -for od tors (Dot) I

0.01- - - - -T- - - - 1
70 72 74 76 78

0.05—i—I—i—+—I—|—— 

,, 70 72 74.76 78 a 82 94 •

I



I
!
I

.3 .3
I I

I .2.2—

I
1-I 1-*

I
10.0

I 80 84

I
3.4 3.4

?

I
I 1.7 - 1.7-*

I
I

0.0I 0.0

113I

f
7

I

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Pulp and Paper
Exchange Rate Adjusted

i
I

r
82

U.S. Input Totals
L. (L Da) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line)

Matariais, Lcwr an Taxes (Dot) '

/

Can. Input Totals
Lo. (L Osh) Mat. (Dash) Total (Line) 

Materials, Lor and Taxes (Dot)

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot)* Deçr.(Dash)

t—1 F 
80 82 84

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Line)

Int. (Dot) Depr.(Dash)

— F " i - I 1 1 i F
70723 76 78 80 82 84

4_____ —

82 84

—i—I—I—F
70 72 74 76 78

0.0 1- - - - - i- - - - 111- - - - in
70 72 74 76 78 80

- - - - Kd- - - - F
70 72 74 78 78

t t i

i

I



ys
>/

* i i
>

1f}! r ifft-to- i i iii iIi
233 13841271 1272 1373 1274 1275 1S7S 1277 1573 1273 133 1381 1382

jfeU: Càu est «voilage beta fl line, U.S. est «voltage xeve 0 I i
/ T I

L

î~|
1371 1372 1S73 137+ 1S73 137S 1277 1378 1373 ISO 1281 1282 1383 ISF

ccvar.oÿ? dove 0 I i|

î}t li!r-23 ii
Holes Câi. est advmtoge beta 0-lîne, U.S. est

IExchange Raie Bdjusted 
Total (Une) totarials, Labour <ni Tes (Dot)

120

I
10 ^ I

%

C *t \% 4 \ IO / \
/L V 4

i

î Difference betiéen Canada and U.S. Input Unit Costs
Pulp and Paper

PrrExchcnge Rate -Bdjusted
Total (Line) ftrUrials, liar ®d loses (Cot)

»

*

»

9

4

♦

«94%444I

#t

I

Op«
rc

*n
t

I»
 *



80

75

2
Q.

70

65

60

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Pulp and Paper

71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84
Productivity=Real Output (719)Empioges

85



Unit Input Costs
Hoainai Dollars per unit of Real (7i$) Output 

MelaI Stamping Industries 
Pre-Exchange Rate Rdjusted

i

i
U.5. Incuts
Taxs (Una)

Ini. (Cot) Oepr\(Brii)

Cdn. Inputs
Tees (Lire)

Ini. (Dot) Oer.iDash)

I

n
/

/
/

Ï/
/1 +1~ /;

t
v

/
_ /

i Iti. \ lIi 7Q 72 74 , 78 "78 " 93 “ 82....  84~
U.,S. Input Totals

là. (L Oessh) Bot. I Dash) Total (Lire 
tata'iais, liar <n1 less (Dot)

7072 74 7573803284

Can. Input Totals
M. (Qch) Total (Lire) 

jtaUrfals, Liar ®d Ins (Dot)

I
IL±. (L Dash)

I
r
; I/ r
/ I1.5-1.5- /

I
/

I/
t;_it0.00 li I76 78 80 227272 74 7S 78 SO 82 3470 116

A

•—
«J

a

til

C
3

Cl



I

I
2.3I

.27 .2—

I
1

I 171—

I
1 10.0I

I 3.103.40

I I

I
1.55 -1.55—

I
I
I 1!I 0.000.00

1—I
78

!
i

0.0 f
70

I _

a

Unit Input Costs
Nominal Dollars per unit of Real (71$) Output 

Metal Stamping Industries
Exchange Rate Adjusted

84

r a 
/ r

U.S. Input Totals
Lab. (L Dash) Mai. (Dah) Total (line) 

Materials, Lacour and Taxes (Dot)

Cdn. Input Totals
Lab. (L Bash) fist. (Dash) Total (Line)

Materials, Lokour and Taxes (Dot)

7072 74 76 78

70 72 74 76

Can. Inputs
Taxes (Lire)

Int. (Dot) Depp.(Dash)

-or—f—d—1 — i— I- i ■
70 72 74 76 78 80 82 84*

t—i—h
80 82 84

1 i I i I r
72 74 76 78 80 82

U.S. Inputs
Taxes (Line) 

Int. (Dot) tecr.(Dsh)

22 8117

I



I// ?

■ 33

1
ce been Canada and II.S. Input Unit Costs

Metal Stasping Industries
Pre-Exd’xjige Rate fid lusted 

Total (Line) fcUfiols, idnr md Taxes (Dot)

l Difference
i

i
40

*33"

tt it ii-23 i
1277 1278 1273 1380 1231 13S2 1283 1284

advantage dscve 0 I în|
1275 27o

Cm. erst advantage belcv 0 line, U.S. cast
1271 1272 1373

Exchange Rate fid justed 
Total (Line) Materials, Ldxxr and Toes (Cat)

I
8

9
\

S
»

«»t

t
<y

>
.i

4

s
9

C
3esr

c;
§

9

S.

9.
S

s
S

sr»

v

§
%

73
fc

%

%

H
*9

A
b

B

I

p*
rû

«n
i

oP«
pC

«e
ni



85

80

75
Q.

70

65

Oh.

Productivity Ratio
Canadian Productivity as a X of U.S. Productivity 

Metal Stamping Industries

601—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—I—
71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84

ProductivitymReal Output (71%)/Employee

90



I
I

I

I
I
I

I
0

I
I

DOCS
CAI EA21 85T21 ENG
Unit cost comparisons for Canadiar 
and American industries 
16402698

b

I




